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Key Hypotheses:

I: Compromise Effect. Adding a new, more extreme alternative or candidate to a choice set will increase support for the nearest, more moderate, options.

II: The introduction of an option will most likely increase support for the moderate or compromise alternative when the decision maker finds the choice to be difficult

Test:

An experiment on Triangle residents with four treatments. The control condition introduces subjects to profiles of two candidates “for local office” stressing their policies about growth and development in the area. The other treatments all have three candidates, one introduces a moderate candidate, one an extreme candidate, and one includes an off-dimensional candidate in the choice set.

Results:

Contrary to traditional, spatial theories of voting, support for the adjacent candidate does not fall in proportion to the share of the vote earned by the extreme candidate. Instead, I observe an attraction effect benefiting the adjacent (moderate) candidate. Consistent with literature on consumer behavior, I find that when the decision-maker finds the choice to be difficult they are more likely to support the candidate that appears to be a moderate when all the candidates are discussing the same issue. This effect is in addition to a change in the perceptions of the adjacent candidate in the presence of the extreme candidate and strategic considerations about the outcome of the election. When a candidate is added that does not address the same growth issues, the respondents’ own priorities highly influence their choice of candidate.
Introduction

Does the presence of an extreme candidate make the adjacent (moderate) candidate more likely to be selected by the voter? In this chapter, I discuss the results of an original experiment designed to test whether the electoral choice is dependent on the menu of alternatives. The data from this experiment enables me to investigate who is more likely to choose the moderate candidate and why. 

Traditional spatial models of voting assume that voters support the candidate closest to the voters’ ideal policy position (Downs 1957, Enelow, Endersby and Munger 1993). As a result, adding additional candidates to the choice set should hurt the nearest candidate as supporters of that candidate defect to support the nearer candidate (Tullock 1967, Cooper and Munger 2000). Strategic voters might forsake the candidate closest to their ideal in order to prevent a distant (and hated) candidate from winning (Abramson, Aldrich, Paolino and Rohde 1992). This logic is illustrated by the 2000 presidential election. Green Party nominee Ralph Nader’s positions on a range of economic and environmental issues placed him to the left of Democrat Al Gore. Many supporters of Nader would have voted for Gore if Nader had not been in the race. Many of those who liked Nader and the issue stances he took voted for Gore in a vain effort to prevent Republican George W. Bush’s election (Abramson, Aldrich and Rohde 2001).

The implication of my thesis is that the voter’s evaluation of the candidates is contingent on comparisons with the other candidates. As a result, it is not possible to expect people to evaluate a candidate in isolation from his opponents who shape the voters’ opinion of that candidate. Since no polity allows some voters to choose between a smaller set of candidates than other candidates, an experimental design, which allows me to vary the number of candidates in an election, is necessary. This investigation is similar to work on consumer behavior, where experiment subjects are observed making choices among a set of consumer products like cameras (Simonson 1989), or microwaves, restaurants and mechanics (Pettibone and Wedell 2000). Rotter and Rotter (1966) experimented with real candidates from the 1964 presidential campaign a month after the election. Their subjects, all New York area college students, were more likely to prefer Republican Barry Goldwater when also given the option of voting for Alabama Gov. George Wallace (who withdrew from the contest in July). Rotter and Rotter attributed this violation of spatial theory to anchoring effects (Volkmann 1954), hypothesizing that Wallace made Goldwater look more moderate and win more popular votes.

Using fictitious candidates gives more control over the experimental conditions. It is not necessary to worry that some respondents who view a sub-set of the candidates are actually aware of the full set of candidates. The information each respondent considers can be tightly managed, ensuring that no respondent has more information available to him or her than another respondent.

Lowenthal (1996) used fictional candidates to examine what happens when candidates enter, withdraw, or set the agenda for later candidates to respond to. By controlling which candidates, issues, or agendas the subject is exposed to, Lowenthal showed that the additional candidates can have an influence on issue salience. Issues that were more easily evaluated in comparison to multiple other candidates became more important. As a result, Lowenthal observed preference reversals consistent with the experimental findings of the consumer behavior researchers.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis I: Compromise Effect. Adding a new, more extreme alternative or candidate to a choice set will increase support for the nearest, more moderate, options.

Scholars of consumer behavior (see Pettibone and Wedell 2000) found an attraction effect that enabled certain goods to actually gain market share in the face of competition from similar products. This is contrary to classical economic models of competition that say that similar products will take away market share from each other. 

I test the presence of an attraction effect in politics by expanding the choice set of candidates. Lowenthal (1996) found an attraction effect for candidates that dominate the additional candidate. I investigate whether an attraction effect also occurs when the additional candidate makes an existing candidate appear to be moderate or the compromise option (Simonson 1989). When an extreme candidate is present in the choice set, I wonder whether a similar, but more moderate candidate (the “adjacent” candidate) will be more likely to be chosen. 

This hypothesis will be tested by an experiment that manipulates the number of candidates competing in an election. The control condition will include a pair of candidates. The second condition adds a third candidate taking an extreme stance on the issues. I then examine the share of the vote won by the candidate in the original pairing adjacent in policy space to the extreme candidate. Compared to the control condition, if the adjacent candidate does not lose many votes to the extreme candidate, I will have found evidence in support of this hypothesis. If the adjacent candidate loses vote share in proportion to the votes gained by the third, extreme candidate, I will reject this hypothesis. 

I am particularly interested in the behavior of voters who consider their own ideal point to be between the stances taken by the original pair of candidates. The extreme candidate should be irrelevant to these voters and have no influence on their decision because the extreme candidate is farther from their ideal than one or more of the original pair. For example, assume the original candidates are equidistant to the left and the right of a voter’s ideal. Spatial theories of voting suggest that the voter should be indifferent between the two original candidates when the candidates are equidistant from the voter’s ideal. The compromise effect, though, suggests that this voter will be more likely to choose the candidate on the side that the extreme candidate has been added even though this distant candidate is irrelevant and should be ignored.

The lure of the compromise or moderate candidate can be the result of three factors: new information provided by the additional candidate that casts the candidate in a new light, a strategic calculation by the voter considering the expected outcome of the race, and an emotional effect that facilitates the decision. In the previous chapter, I focused on the informational effect, finding evidence that the presence of an extreme candidate makes the adjacent candidate more moderate. In this chapter, I will review the evidence in favor of strategic calculations, but I focus on the non-informational effect:

Hypothesis II: The introduction of an option will most likely increase support for the moderate or compromise alternative when the decision maker finds the choice to be difficult.

Simonson (1989) and Pettibone and Wedell (2000) found that the attraction effect would occur most often when the respondent finds the choice to be difficult. In many of these circumstances, the additional option aids the decision making process by minimizing negative emotion. For example, the additional option might provide a reason to justify the choice or reduce the evaluative anxiety associated with the decision. I address this hypothesis by asking each subject whether the decision was difficult. Subjects who considered at least one other candidate found the decision to be difficult.
 

I test my hypothesis that the difficulty of the decision will influence the vote by including the respondent’s assessment of the difficulty of the choice as an independent variable in a model explaining the voter’s choice. I will reject the null hypothesis if respondents who report that making the decision was difficult are more likely to choose the compromise alternative. There are two treatments with a compromise alternative, one described above when I add an extreme candidate and one where I add a moderate or compromise candidate to the original pair of candidates. When there are no compromise candidates, in the control condition and in a fourth treatment when an off-dimensional candidate is added to the choice, the variable should not be significant to the vote choice.

Growth Experiment

Participants, Materials and Design

With the help of some assistants, I recruited about 310 residents of the “Triangle,” a multi-county metropolitan area in North Carolina, including the cities of Chapel Hill, Durham and Raleigh, to participate in this study from late April to early July, 2002. We recruited most of the respondents “on the street,” in a shopping district in Durham, at lunch time in downtown Durham, while attending Durham high school graduation exercises being held at a stadium on the campus of Duke University, or a track meet held by a local running club. Participants recruited through visits to work places and several church and synagogue groups augmented the sample.
 We did not recruit Duke students (who generally are not engaged in local politics). We offered subjects a beverage or a snack in exchange for completing the experiment. 

While participants in the sample included a broad spectrum of views and backgrounds, the demographic distribution of the sample reflects the college-town environment. The subjects in this experiment are disproportionately well-educated and Democratic. These characteristics should decrease the likelihood of finding menu-dependent preferences. However, the sample is not unusually informed about politics. A description of the sample appears in the appendix. 

We asked each respondent to read a one-page description of some candidates similar to the candidate profiles found in a newspaper or League of Women Voters’ voter guides. We told respondents that the candidates were considering running for a state or local office in their area.  “To protect the candidates’ privacy,” information like the candidates’ names and addresses, their party affiliation,
 and some of their professional background information was omitted. We described all of the candidates as middle-age men, married with at least one school-age child, alumni of a large state university in North Carolina who enjoy common hobbies like reading, tennis and biking. This was done to ensure that judgments of the candidates were not tainted by variation in these characteristics. Most of the page was devoted to the “candidates’” answers to what makes them the most qualified for the office and their top priority if elected. The priorities differed on attitudes towards growth and development, a salient issue in the rapidly growing region. The profiles were based on real candidate profiles. 

After reading the profile, respondents filled out a short questionnaire. The first question after the respondent read the questionnaire was the choice query. I then asked the respondent to tell me how difficult the decision was before posing an open-ended question asking the subjects why they made their selection. Many of the questions on the questionnaire are adapted from similar items contained on national election studies. The average completion time was estimated to be about 6-7 minutes long. A sample of the candidate profiles and a copy of the questionnaire appear in the appendix.

Participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions:

1) Control: Two candidates, “A” and “B”.

2) Extreme Candidate: Three candidates, “A,” “B,” and “C,” a candidate whose stance placed him in to the extreme of B (hereafter C").

3) Compromise Candidate: Three candidates, “A,” “B,” and “C,” a candidate whose stance placed him in the middle of A and B (hereafter C').

4) Off-Dimension Candidate: Three candidates, “A,” “B,” and “C,” a candidate whose priority is fighting crime, taking no position growth and development issues (C*).

Candidates A and B are identical across the treatments. Choosing between the two candidates should not be easy. Candidate A is pro-growth and development, arguing that the region needs new jobs. “We must make sure our community will grow… We need to cut red-tape, lower taxes and improve our roads so more companies will move to our area.” Candidate B, in contrast, is concerned about traffic and the environment. “We must do a better job of protecting our open spaces, our drinking water, and our clean air. Before we approve any development, we need to carefully consider how it will impact on the quality of life of our community. We need to pursue new ways to improve the traffic problems in our area and we need to do a better job to keep fields and forests from being turned into parking lots…” 

These candidates are deliberately stressing priorities that are difficult to disagree with. Few citizens would oppose new jobs and few would call for worse traffic and ruining the environment. I deliberately forced a difficult trade off on the respondents. This replicates features of experiments with consumer goods done by Simonson and Tversky (1993), Huber, Payne and Puto (1982), Highhouse (1996), Pettibone and Wedell (2000) and Luce, Payne and Bettman (1999, 2001). Some voters, like consumers who always like to purchase the best or always like to pay less, already know how they generally resolve these trade-offs, but less informed or politically engaged citizens may not. Cues like party labels that might help the respondents make a difficult decision were not included in the candidate information. As a result, the subjects may be particularly prone to constructing menu-dependent preferences.

I test the compromise effect by comparing Treatment 2 to the control. By comparing voting patterns in each treatment, I can see whether B, in the presence of the extreme candidate, C", draws supporters from A. In some consumer experiments, the moderate option increases overall market share when compared to the binary choice control condition. I must reject my hypothesis in favor of classical spatial theories of voting if B loses votes in proportion to the amount of votes won by C".

I did not include a treatment introducing an extreme candidate to the side of A. I omitted this treatment for three reasons:

a) Few respondents were expected to be staunchly pro-growth. Only 21 subjects placed themselves at the pro-growth extreme value on the five-point self-placement scale. The Triangle, especially in Durham, is dominated by the university community, which tends to be opposed to unrestrained growth in an area that has seen dramatic population growth sustained over a period of 15-20 years. Few candidates in the area take explicit, unrestrained pro-growth stances.

b) Candidate A is pro-growth. The mean placement of Candidate A was about 4.5 on a 5-point scale, with high values for pro-growth stances. Constructing a credible candidate that was even more pro-growth was difficult if not impossible for the area. The best way to make the candidate appear more extreme was to change the reasons why the candidate was pro-growth. This option was abandoned because it might introduce another dimension (and more noise) into the experiment. Gradations in the extent to which a candidate was anti-growth or in favor of smart growth was much easier to construct, reflecting genuine divisions between real candidates in the area.

c) The purpose of this experiment is to provide a demonstration proof. The experiment is designed to test whether a compromise effect could be observed in electoral choice behavior. Comparing Treatment 2 to the control would provide this test and shed light in the dynamics of why or why not the compromise effect can be observed. Subsequent experiments, using a different set of candidates, employ a symmetric test of the attraction or compromise effects.

Treatments 2 and 3 test whether subjects who found the choice to be more difficult were more likely to vote for the moderate option. In Treatment 2, candidate B is the moderate or compromise choice. In Treatment 3, a moderate or compromise candidate is introduced. C' argues that the area should “strike a balance between economic growth and protecting the environment in our area…” I hypothesize that those who find the decision to be difficult would be more likely to choose the moderate option. In Treatment 2, those who find the choice to be difficult should more likely to choose B, while in Treatment 3 they should be more likely to choose C', not B. 

The difficulty of the choice should not influence behavior of subjects in Treatment 4 or the control. The 4th Treatment provides an additional candidate, but no new information about growth to the respondent. There is no obvious moderate or compromise choice, so behavior in this trinary choice can easily be compared to Treatments 2 and 3 where a moderate choice might cause a compromise effect. I use this treatment to test a third hypothesis, about issue priorities and the strategic manipulations of the choice dimensions.

Alternative Explanations of Choice Behavior

Spatial theories of voting argue that voters will vote for whatever candidate is closest to their ideal point (Downs 1957, Tullock 1967, Hinich and Munger 1992). When new alternatives are added to the choice set, those who like the new alternative best will vote for the new alternative instead of the most similar alternative in the original choice set. This is called the substitution effect. Consumers who really like French fries buy the new extra-large size rather than the large size fries. In elections, it occurs when two similar candidates run against each other in the same election and draw support from each other, frequently enabling another candidate to win. This is the opposite of the attraction effect. For example, consider the case when two Democrats campaign against a Republican in the general election in a district that has more Democrats than Republicans. The substitution effect explains what happens when the two Democrats divide the Democratic vote. Squandering the party’s numerical advantage, both Democrats will lose if neither gets as many votes as the Republican. I test this explanation directly when testing for an attraction or compromise effect. If the adjacent candidate loses votes in proportion to the votes won by the extreme candidate, it would be evidence of a substitution effect, not an attraction effect.

Scholars revise the spatial theory of voting to account for strategic or tactical voting. Riker (1986) defines strategic voting as “voting contrary to one’s immediate tastes in order to obtain an advantage in the long run.” Strategic considerations motivate Democratic voters in the above example to vote for the Democrat with the best chance of beating the Republican. Instead of voting for their favorite candidate, these voters take into account expectations of who will win the election in order to prevent their least favorite candidate from winning. Candidates who are in close races attract the support of voters, even voters who prefer another candidate. These voters are averse to wasting their vote on a candidate who is sure to lose or win. 

Strategic voters may support the adjacent candidate instead of the extreme candidate because they want to make sure a candidate calling for growth limits will win against the pro-growth opposition. As a result, the aggregate vote totals do not conclusively demonstrate a compromise effect in collective choices. To ensure that the effect I am observing is not the result of strategic voting:

a) I did not provide any information about the expected outcome of the race.

b) I asked the subjects which candidate or candidates thought would win the election. Subjects could indicate which candidate was going to win, which pair of candidates were likely to win or whether all three candidates had an equal chance of winning. By incorporating the respondent’s answer in the model of the vote choice, I control for strategic considerations. If strategic considerations are significant, I will be able to tell if the difficulty of the choice also plays a factor.

In Treatment 2 (3), strategic voters who support the moderate candidate can either be voters who like A best and are afraid C" (B) might win if they do not vote for B (C'), or they are voters who like C" (B) best but are afraid that A will win if they do not vote for B (C'). In both scenarios, a strategic voter must think that B is in a close race with another candidate. If I find that those who think that B are in a close race with another candidate are more likely to vote for B, then strategic considerations matter and I will look to see if choice difficulty acts in addition to strategic considerations. 

Niemi and Bartels (1984) found evidence of a momentum effect, similar to strategic voting but describing the attraction of some voters to support the candidates who are expected to win. Strategic voters are likely to support only those candidates or parties who are in a close race, but momentum voters support candidates (especially in primaries) who are the frontrunners. The same question I use to test strategic voting can also be used to test momentum effects. Since no information about how the candidates stood in the polls are provided, nor is this a primary election, I do not expect momentum effects to be present. I consider whether momentum effects decrease choice difficulty in the appendix.

Independent Variables

The treatments vary the number and type of candidates. I collected data on other independent variables, random factors, which do not vary with the treatment. These variables include variables commonly included in vote choice models including party identification, political knowledge, subjective level of political interest and some demographic information. Including these variables allows me to properly specify the vote model.

A scale constructed from the five possible answers to this question measures choice difficulty: “How difficult was it to choose which candidate you would support if the election was held today?” 

I gauge the expected outcome of the election
 by asking the respondent who they think will win the election. There were seven options to the question in the three-candidate treatments. The respondent could indicate that one candidate would win, that the race would be between a two specific candidates, or that each candidate had an equal chance of winning. The calculus of voting (Ordeshook and Riker 1968) predicts that voters who think that the race is close between two candidates will support a desirable candidate from the set of those perceived to be in a close race rather than a favorite with no chance of winning. In elections with more than two candidates, this strategic calculation is very important. Voters have a rational incentive to avoid wasting their votes on candidates that have no chance of winning, especially if, as a result of those votes, the least-favorite candidate ekes out a victory. These considerations are not relevant in two-candidate races because there is no incentive to vote for a candidate other than the one whom you do not like best. Several scholars have uncovered evidence of strategic voting in elections across time and in difference countries (see Cox 1997, Abramson, Aldrich, Paolino and Rohde 1992).

I also asked respondents to place the candidates on a five-point scale, indicating where they thought each candidate stood on growth issues. The highest point on the scale is labeled, “strongly supports business and residential growth even if it means more traffic congestion and less open space.” The lowest point is labeled, “strongly supports efforts to reduce traffic congestion and preserve open spaces even if it means less business and residential growth.” The intermediate points are also labeled. Following the candidates’ placement, I asked the subjects to place themselves on the same scale.

Aggregate Results

Did the moderate or adjacent candidate gain votes in the presence of the extreme candidate?

Table 1 presents the aggregate vote results. In the control treatment (1), B won 58% of the vote. When C", the extreme candidate, was added to the choice set (Treatment 2), it won nearly 21% of the vote. The traditional spatial model predicts that those votes should come from the support of B, but that was not the case in this study. B loses support, but only 3.5 percentage points (54.5%)! In contrast, support for A fell over 17 percentage points to 24.7%. Despite the predictions of the spatial model, the distant candidate, A, was hurt more than the adjacent candidate, B. These findings are consistent with Hypothesis I and the findings of Simonson (1989) who found that the market share of the moderate product actually increased in the presence of the extreme option. These results clearly reject the substitution effect, since the share of the vote won by C" is not proportional to the number of votes lost by Candidate B in Treatment 2 compared to the control. 

Table 1

	Treatment
	A
	C'
	B
	C"  /  C*
	N=

	1
	42.0%
	
	58.0%
	
	81

	2
	24.7%
	
	54.5%
	20.8%
	77

	3
	16.0%
	36.0%
	48.0%
	
	75

	4
	33.3%
	
	46.7%
	20.0%
	75


Candidate A’s share of the vote was also hurt by the compromise candidate, C', in Treatment 3. With C' winning 36% of the three-person race, A’s plummeted to 16.0% while B’s share of the vote fell to 48%. This is consistent with the spatial model since C' took a stance in between the policy stances of A and B. In Treatment 4, where the off-dimension candidate, C*, was included in the choice set, both A and B lost about ten percentage points of support. 

These results, especially the comparison between Treatment 2 and the control, favor my hypotheses. However, these aggregate figures do not rule out strategic considerations as the causal mechanism driving the continued support of B, nor do they rule out the possibility that there was a disproportionate number of subjects in Treatment 2 who opposed unrestrained growth. In the next section, I break down these aggregate results to rule out these alternative explanations.
Perceptions and Self-Placement: In Treatments 2-4, was there a disproportionate number of subjects who opposed unrestrained growth? Did perceptions of the candidates vary across the treatments?

The distribution of opinions about growth was similar across each of the treatments. Figure 1 depicts the distribution of answers to the self-placement question and the mean placements of the four candidates. There was no significant variation in the self-placement of the respondents across the conditions (N= 62-67). The mean self-placement ranged from 2.5 (in Treatment 4) to 2.76 (in Treatment 2). A oneway analysis of variance confirms an insignificant difference in mean self-placements across the four conditions (Bartlett’s Χ2= 2.17, P= 0.539). The diminished support for A in the three treatments was not the result of a disproportionate number of subjects in that Treatment who ex ante preferred anti-growth candidates.
There was also no variation in the placement of Candidate A (4.42 to 4.5) across the treatments. Compromise candidate, C', was correctly placed to the center of the two candidates, with an average placement of 2.76. Extreme candidate, C", was correctly placed to the extreme of candidate B, with an average placement of 1.62. The average placement of B across Treatment 1, 2 and 4 was between 1.9 and 2.0. However, as I report in the previous chapter, in the presence of C", B’s mean placement is significantly more moderate, 2.56.
In Treatment 2, did voters who might have otherwise supported A vote for B instead?

If there was no significant differences between the voters in the four treatments, or in the perception of A, what caused A’s support to diminish? In this section, I examine whose votes shifted by looking at how subjects who placed themselves in each category of the self-placement scale voted and by examining Republican voting behavior. I am especially interested in what happened in Treatment 2: Did A lose supporters to C" or did B gain supporters from A, offsetting losses to C"? If the first hypothesis is correct, A lost support to B offsetting B’s losses to C".

Tables 2 and 3 demonstrate that in Treatment 2, B captured the votes of moderates and Republicans who were likely to vote for A (or C') in the other treatments. Table 2 shows how each self-placement category voted in each treatment. Compare how respondents who placed themselves at the midpoint (three) and at four (support for growth) voted across the treatments. B won a much higher percentage of these voters in Treatment 2.

Table 2A and 2C illustrate spatial voting patterns. With some exceptions (who may have misinterpreted the question), in the binary choice (Table 2A), those who support growth voted for A and those who oppose growth voted for B. The nine respondents who placed themselves in the middle, divided themselves equally among the two candidates. In Treatment 3 (Table 2C), C', the compromise candidate, captured the votes of all of the respondents who placed themselves in the middle of the scale, and won 40% of the respondents who placed themselves at four and two, the two intermediate points.
In Treatment 2, Candidate C" won all but one of its voters from respondents who were opposed to growth. This is as we expect, consistent with spatial models of politics and the substitution effect. In other treatments, these anti-growth respondents voted for B, just like most Nader voters liked Gore second best. Yet, support for B did not drop in proportion to the support gained by candidate C". Table 2B breaks down the distribution of support for B among subjects in this treatment to see how B sustained its aggregate share of the vote. B received the support of 3 out of 4 subjects who placed themselves at the midpoint or at four, and 28.6% of those who said they support growth (four). The strong support for B from people who place themselves at the midpoint or at four is not seen in any other treatment. Only one subject who described his or herself as supporting growth in each of the first two treatments, supported B. This evidence provides evidence that B, in the presence of C", won the support of voters who likely would have supported A. 

Comparing the vote pattern in Treatment 2 and Treatment 4 is useful because if they were similar the results would call the hypothesized compromise effect into question. C* does not make B appear to be a moderate since C* does not discuss growth. Support won by C* is clearly different than the support won by C". C* received most of its support from moderate (or unsure or unengaged?) respondents. In other treatments, these candidates were split between A and B. The overall pattern of support for B and A were not disrupted like it was in Treatment 3, in the presence of C".

Table 2A: Treatment 1

	Vote
	Strongly opposes growth

1
	2
	Neither Supports nor Opposes

3
	4
	Strongly supports growth

5
	Total

	A
	7.7%
	11.1%
	44.4%
	90.9%
	88.9%
	37.7%

	B
	92.3%
	88.9%
	55.6%
	9.1%
	11.1%
	62.3%

	Total N=
	13
	27
	9
	11
	9
	69


Table 2B: Treatment 2

	Vote
	Strongly opposes growth

1
	2
	Neither Supports nor Opposes

3
	4
	Strongly supports growth

5
	Total

	A
	0
	4.8%
	21.4%
	71.4%
	80%
	28.6%

	B
	44.4%
	76.2%
	78.6%
	28.6%
	0
	55.6%

	C"
	55.6%
	19.0%
	0
	0
	20%
	15.9%

	Total N=
	9
	21
	14
	14
	5
	63


Table 2C: Treatment 3

	Vote
	Strongly opposes growth

1
	2
	Neither Supports nor Opposes

3
	4
	Strongly supports growth

5
	Total

	A
	0
	8.7%
	0
	53.3%
	40%
	19.4%

	B
	100%
	52.2%
	0
	6.7%
	60%
	46.8%

	C'
	0
	39.1%
	100%
	40%
	0
	33.9%

	Total N=
	13
	23
	6
	15
	5
	62


Table 2D: Treatment 4

	Vote
	Strongly opposes growth

1
	2
	Neither Supports nor Opposes

3
	4
	Strongly supports growth

5
	Total

	A
	14.3%
	11.7%
	36.8%
	70%
	0
	29.0%

	B
	85.7%
	70.6%
	26.3%
	20%
	50%
	51.6%

	C*
	0
	17.7%
	36.8%
	10%
	50%
	19.4%

	Total N=
	14
	17
	19
	10
	2
	62


The shift in the perception of Candidate B in the presence of C" explains much of the support lost by A to B in Treatment 3. The mean placement of A is at 4.45. In all conditions but Treatment 3, B was placed at right around point 2. 53.7% of the subjects that placed themselves at three or four perceived that A was closer to their ideal. When the shift in the perceptions of B occurred, some subjects at points three and four found their ideal to be closer to B. In the control and in Treatment 2, only five respondents who placed themselves at these points thought that B was within one point of their ideal. In Treatment 3, though, 15 respondents at these points thought B was within one point of their ideal. B won 80% of their votes, including all the respondents whose ideal was equidistant to the two candidates’ placement and 75% of those who thought B was closer to their ideal. 

This is an important finding, even if these voters were motivated by strategic or momentum considerations. Neither momentum nor strategic voters would vote for a candidate other than their favorite if that candidate did not meet some standard of attractiveness (see Abramson, Aldrich, Paolino and Rohde 1992, Abramson, et al. 2001). This shift in perceptions, making the candidate appear closer to the voter’s ideal can be expected to have made the candidate more desirable. So, even if B did not become the favorite candidate, the shift may have been enough that strategic or momentum voters thought that B was worth a tactical vote.
	Table 3: Candidate Choice

Republicans and Republican-Leaners Only

	Treatment
	A
	B
	C
	Total

	1
	62.5%
	37.5%
	
	24

	2
	32.4
	50.0
	17.7
	34

	3
	40.0
	20.0
	40.0%
	20

	4
	48.2
	22.2
	29.6
	27


Many of the respondents who placed themselves between A and B were Republicans. Although a minority in the sample, and clearly divided over the issue, Republicans (especially in Durham, where almost the entire sample was recruited) are more likely to support pro-business and growth initiatives. Table 3 shows how the Republicans (and the independents who said they leaned towards the Republican Party) in the sample voted. In the binary choice, Republicans and the Republican-leaners divided about 60/40% between A and B. Only about 20% of the Republicans voted for B in Treatments 3 and 4. However, in Treatment 2, when few voted for the extreme candidate, C", 50% of the Republicans voted for B. Compared to 62.5% of the Republicans who voted for A in the control treatment, only 32.4% of the Republicans in Treatment 2 voted for A. The difference in support for A between Treatment 2 and the control is significant (T = 2.34, P> | t | = 0.0228). 

Individual-level Results: Vote Models

Why did subjects vote for the moderate candidate? Did the non-informational effect play a role in the choice?

What caused the shift in support to B from A in the presence of the extreme C"? A shift in the mean perception of B occurred, but is this informational effect sufficient to explain the shift in support for the moderate candidate? The second hypothesis posits that the non-informational effect induced some people to vote for the moderate candidate (B in Treatment 2, C' in Treatment 3). To see whether the non-informational effect played a role in the support for the moderate candidate, I constructed a model of the vote choice to see if those who felt the choice was difficult were more likely to vote for the compromise alternative. Using the data collected by the survey, I can control for strategic considerations and the informational effect, giving me an opportunity to measure the impact of choice difficulty relative to these other factors.

Because my control has only two choice options and the treatments have three choice options, I cannot do an analysis of variance comparing the vote in the control to the vote in the treatment. Instead, I present maximum likelihood analyses of the vote in each condition and compare the results across the treatments.

In Table 4, I present results of a logit analysis with a dichotomous dependent variable, coded one when the respondent votes for Candidate B, zero when the respondent votes for any of the other candidates. The explanatory variables include party identification (Republicans have high values) and an additive scale that combines the respondents’ self-evaluation of their level of political interest and how informed they are about politics.
 The model includes two demographic dummy variables, gender (female = 1) and black, and five-point scale measuring income levels. I constructed an objective measure of political knowledge from three questions asking the subject to name the governor of the state, the mayor of Durham or Raleigh, and a congressman.
 To measure whether the respondents found the decision to be difficult, I used a four-point ascending scale.
  If the second hypothesis is correct, then I would expect to find that this variable will have a significant effect on predicting votes for the moderate candidate in Treatments 2 and 3. The final variable is a dummy for whether the respondent thought that B was in a close race with one or both other candidates. This last variable, measuring the expected outcome of the election, controls for strategic considerations. Voters may defect from their favorite candidate in order to support their second-favorite candidate if that candidate is in a close race. 

In the following discussion, I highlight how choice difficulty and expectations about the outcome of the election affected the vote. Hypothesis II predicts that those who felt the choice was difficult would vote for the moderate candidate. Treatment 2 and Treatment 3 both include moderate candidates, so this variable should be significant in both treatments. It should not be significant in Treatment 4 or the control because there is no moderate candidate. Strategic considerations (expectations about the outcome of the election) should be a factor only in the trinary choices, Treatments 2-4. I will reject Hypothesis II as an explanation for the aggregate vote results if strategic considerations are significant but not choice difficulty. If both are significant, then I can conclude that choice difficulty is important to the vote choice in addition to strategic considerations.

Control

· Difficulty of the choice. Expectation: Insignificant. Result: Insignificant.

· Expectations about the outcome of the election. Expectation: Insignificant. Result: Insignificant.

In Table 4A, I present the results of a logit analysis on the vote for B in the control condition. I do not expect that expectations about the outcome of the contest or choice difficulty will be significant in this condition because there are only two candidates. As expected, neither variable had a statistically significant impact on the vote. Both variables’ coefficients are negative, decreasing the likelihood of voting for B. Controlling for the demographic variables, the subjects’ [more] Republican party identification and a pro-growth self-placement on the growth scale decrease the likelihood that the subject chose B. If the subject was black or had a high level of political knowledge, he or she is more likely to choose A. The model as a whole, as measured by the pseudo R2, explains 55% of the variance. The model correctly predicts 85% of the vote for A, and 92.1% of the vote for B.

Treatment 2: Extreme Candidate

· Difficulty of the choice. Expectation: Significant, positive. Result: Significant, positive.

· Expectations about the outcome of the election. Expectation: Significant, positive. Result: Significant, positive.

The left column of Table 4B presents the results from the original model for voting for candidate B, but with data from Treatment 2. The dependent variable is dichotomous, so a vote for either A or C” is coded as a zero, a vote for B is one. Since this is the treatment where B is the moderate option, both strategic considerations and difficulty of the choice should increase the likelihood of voting for B. Both variables behave as expected. The two variables have positive coefficients and are statistically significant. As hypothesized by Hypothesis II, the more difficult the choice, the more likely the subject will vote for the moderate candidate. When all other variables are held at their mean levels, the odds of voting for B when the choice is difficult are nearly 18 times larger compared to when the choice is not difficult. This effect is in addition to strategic considerations, which also increase the likelihood of voting for the moderate candidate. The odds of voting for B is nearly eight times larger if the respondent thinks that B is in a close race with one of the other candidates compared to those who do not expect B to be in a close race when all other variables are held at their mean levels.
 A properly specified vote model should not leave out either factor. 

Women are also expected to be more likely than men to vote for B. Surprisingly, pro-growth attitudes are insignificant, but the sign is in the expected direction. Similar to the other conditions, Republican party identification has a negative effect on the likelihood of voting for B. The other control variables were statistically insignificant. The model as a whole, as measured by the pseudo R2, explains only 30.9% of the variance but correctly predicts 73.1% of the vote for A, and 84.9% of the vote for B.

Treatment 3: Compromise Candidate

· Difficulty of the choice. Expectation: Significant, negative. Result: Significant, negative.

· Expectations about the outcome of the election. Expectation: Significant, negative. Result: Insignificant.

The left column of Table 4C presents the results from the original voting model with data from Treatment 3. The dichotomous dependent variable is coded one if the subject votes for B. Like the previous table, a positive coefficient means that when the value of the variable increases, the likelihood of voting for B increases. I do not expect that expectations of the outcome of the contest nor choice difficulty will increase the likelihood of voting for B. Both variables should be negative, since choice difficulty should increase the likelihood of voting for the moderate candidate, C' and the moderate candidate would be the most likely recipient of tactical votes to prevent an extreme candidate from winning. 

As expected, the difficulty of the decision is statistically significant in this model, but the coefficient is negative, meaning that the more difficult the choice, the less likely the subject would vote for B. Gender is the only variable that has a positive coefficient and is statistically significant. Women are more likely to vote for B. Pro-growth attitudes and [a more] Republican party identification decrease the likelihood of voting for B. The other variables, including the closeness of the race, were statistically insignificant. This insignificance is likely the result of most subjects in this treatment expecting the compromise candidate to be the winner. The model as a whole, as measured by the pseudo R2, explained 59.6% of the variance. The model correctly predicted 86.7% of the vote for A, and 92% of the vote for B.

The second and third columns of Table 4C demonstrate that the recipient of votes cast by those who found the choice to be difficult is the moderate candidate, C'. In these tables, the dependent variable is vote for C' and A, respectively. The positive, large and statistically significant (p<0.5) coefficient in the model explaining vote for C' tells us that the more difficult the choice, the more likely the subject will vote for C'. In contrast, the coefficient for the difficulty of the choice variable is insignificant when explaining a vote for A. The odds-ratios can be easily compared across the three models. The odds of voting for C' when the choice is very difficult are 23.5 times better than the odds of voting for C' when the choice is not difficult and the other variables are held at their mean values. Comparing the odds ratio also shows that women are much more likely to vote for B than the other candidates when all the other variables are held at their mean values. The subject’s placement on the growth scale is the biggest determinant of whether the subject will vote for A. The odds of voting for A are 13.34 times larger for each step towards strongly supporting growth on the scale.
Treatment 4: Off-Dimension Candidate

· Difficulty of the choice. Expectation: Insignificant. Result: Insignificant.

· Expectations about the outcome of the election. Expectation: Insignificant. Result: Insignificant.

The 4th Treatment is interesting because in this condition there is no compromise candidate even though there are three candidates. The third candidate in the choice set says nothing in his profile about growth. Instead, he takes a position on crime advocating a mixture of liberal and conservative positions on crime. Table 4D presents the same model as was used in the other conditions. The model correctly classifies 79.3% of the observed votes, 83% of the votes against B and 75% of the votes for B. Both variables of interest, as expected, are insignificant. Party identification and self-placement are the only significant explanatory variables. Pro-growth positions and a [more] Republican party identification decrease the likelihood of voting for Candidate B. 

As hypothesized, choice difficulty impacted on the voter’s decision when one candidate was seen as the moderate or compromise option in two treatments. Subjects who thought the choice was more difficult were more likely to vote for the moderate candidate. This helps explain why support for B in Treatment 2 did not decline in proportion to the support won by C". When there was no compromise option, choice difficulty did not influence voter choice. Similarly, strategic considerations did not influence voter choice when there were only two candidates. According to this analysis, strategic considerations only made a difference in Treatment 2 for explaining votes for or against Candidate B.

Pooled Results: Vote for the Moderate Candidate

The individual-level vote models from each treatment very strongly support my hypotheses that the moderate candidate enjoys more support in the presence of an extreme candidate. In the two conditions where there is a compromise candidate, respondents who find the choice to be difficult are more likely to vote for that candidate. To buttress these findings, I pooled those two conditions together and re-ran the vote model. The difficulty of the choice should increase the likelihood of voting for the moderate candidate, regardless of whether the moderate candidate is B or C'. The dependent variable is a vote for whichever candidate is the moderate candidate, Candidate B in Treatment 2, Candidate C' in Treatment 3.

When separated, these models would be identical to the ones presented in Table 4B and Table 4C. As a result, the left column of Table 5 does not present very interesting information. Because the moderate candidate is not located at the same point in policy space (see Figure 1), it is not surprising that self-placement of the respondent is not statistically significant. The only variable worth pointing out is that consistent with the earlier analyses, the difficulty of the choice has a large, significant effect on the likelihood of voting for the moderate candidate. The odds of voting for the moderate candidate are nine times larger if the respondent thinks that the decision is very difficult when all other variables are held at their mean levels. No other variable has as big of an effect, including strategic considerations.

More interesting results are presented in the right column of Table 5. In this model, I use a variable that takes the absolute value of the distance between the subjects’ self-placements and their placement of Candidate A and subtracts the absolute value of the distance between the subjects’ self-placements and their placement of Candidate B. These two candidates appear in both models and the result is a variable that runs between -4 (close to Candidate A, not at all close to Candidate B) and 4 (close to Candidate B, not at all close to Candidate A). The variable is categorical because the self-placement and the placement can only be integers between 1 and 5. The mean value is 1.07, so I use one as a base to explain my results.
 I use this variable instead of self-placement to accurately control for spatial voting. The variable significantly increases the likelihood that the candidate will vote for the moderate candidate. For every point closer to B and farther from A the respondent is, the odds of voting for the moderate candidate are 1.4 times greater when all other variables are held at their mean levels. The coefficient is positive; the closer the respondent is to Candidate B (the anti-growth candidate) relative to Candidate A, the more likely they will vote for the moderate candidate (B or C'). Since C' is seen as much closer to B than to A, this is not surprising (see Figure 1). However, it dramatically illustrates the appeal of the moderate candidate since the vote results suggest that C' drew much of its support from Candidate A (see Table 1 but also Table 2C). 

The lower the subjects’ subjective level of political interest and information, but the more knowledgeable the subjects are about politics, the more likely they will vote for the moderate candidate. The odds of voting for the moderate candidate are 2.2 times larger for each level of political knowledge (out of three) when all other variables are held at their mean levels. The other control variables are insignificant, as was the expectation that B would be in a close race.

The difficulty of the choice had a large and statistically significant effect on the likelihood that the subject would vote for the moderate candidate. The odds of voting for the moderate candidate are 6 times larger if the choice was very difficult than if it was not difficult when all other variables are held at their mean levels. This is a smaller effect than the one we observe in the vote model with only the self-placement item. Nonetheless, the evidence is firmly in support of Hypothesis II, hypothesizing that the difficulty of the choice increases the likelihood of voting for the moderate candidate.

Magnitude of the Effect of Choice Difficulty: Estimation of First Differences

How big of an effect does the difficulty of the choice have on the likelihood of voting for the moderate candidate?

Using Clarify,
 I estimated the first differences from the vote models for subjects in Treatment 2 and 3 to gauge the effect of changes in the difficulty of the choice and the distance from the candidate placements. The impact of the difficulty of the choice is very large at certain levels of opinion towards growth. In Table 6 I present the results of my estimation of the impact of difficulty of choice when respondents place themselves either at the midpoint on the growth scale, at point two, moderate opposition to growth and point four, moderate support of growth. For respondents who place themselves at each of these positions on the growth scale, changing the difficulty of the choice can change whether they are likely to vote for B or another candidate.

Treatment 2: The first differences dramatically illustrate the effect of varying the difficulty of the choice. A small increase in difficulty is enough to change the predicted vote of the respondent to B. When all other variables are at their mean values, the respondent has a 58.0% chance of voting for candidate B.  The estimated likelihood of voting for B with difficulty of the choice and the expectation of B being in a close race held at zero instead of their mean values,
 the respondent’s likelihood of voting for B drops to 27.6%. If the respondent places themselves at two on the growth scale the likelihood rises to 35.4%. For these respondents who oppose unrestrained growth, increasing the difficulty of the choice by a single value on the scale, from “not at all difficult” to “a little difficult,” increases the probability by 21.5 percentage points. This change is substantively significant because the change is enough to cause the likelihood of voting for B to exceeds 50% (shaded cells on Table 6). The likelihood that subjects at this point on the growth scale who find the choice to have been very difficult will vote for B is 0.858.

When the respondent is pro-growth, the choice is not difficult and there is no expectation that B is in a close race, the subjects’ probability of voting for B is low.  If the subjects place themselves at the midpoint or at four (pro-growth) on the growth scale, the decision has to be at least “somewhat difficult” to change the predicted vote to B. At the midpoint, increasing the difficult to “a little” results in a 0.196 increase in likelihood, but at “somewhat difficult,” the likelihood of voting for B increases 0.403 to 0.661. The effect is smaller at four, but when the choice is “somewhat difficult,” the likelihood of voting for B still exceeds 50% (55.4%). Subjects in both categories are highly likely to vote for B if the choice is very difficult.

Expectations that the race would be a close contest between B and another candidate also have a large effect in the likelihood of voting for B. For respondents who place themselves at all three middle points (points 2-4) on the growth scale, thinking that B was in a close race with one or more opponents increases the likelihood of voting for B increases by over 40 percentage points. Otherwise, none of these respondents would be expected to vote for B with all other variables but choice difficulty (at the minimum level) held at their mean levels. This jump significantly changes the prediction of how the respondent would vote. With such strong independent effects, it not surprising that the model predicts that if the choice is difficult and the subject thinks that B will be in a close contest, the likelihood of voting for B is a near certainty, with an estimated probability exceeding 0.90.

Treatment 3: Votes for Candidate B in Treatment 3 are primarily driven by where the respondents place themselves on the growth scale. A small distinction in self-placement on the growth scale makes a substantial difference in the likelihood of voting for B. Clarify estimates that if respondents placed themselves at the midpoint of the growth scale, the respondents are only predicted to vote for B one-third of the time (when all other variables are held at their mean value except difficulty of the choice and the dummy for whether B was in a close race whose values are held at their minimum values). If the respondents place themselves at two on the growth scale (opposing growth), they have a 74.9% chance of voting for B. As a consequence of this small shift in self-placement, the subject is no longer predicted to vote for another candidate.

Since the difficulty of the choice benefits the moderate candidate, C', the more difficult the choice, the less likely the subject will vote for B. No subject at these points on the growth scale who found the decision to even be a little difficult is predicted to vote for B. Changing the difficulty of the choice from the minimum level to the maximum level of difficulty has a dramatic effect renders the likelihood of voting for B virtually nil. At two on the growth scale (moderately opposed to growth, the point on the scale where the respondent is likely to vote for B), if the choice is difficult, the likelihood of voting for B drops 66.5 percentage points. At the other points on the growth scale presented in Table 6, the effect of changing the difficulty of the choice is much smaller, but the substantive result is the same: if the choice is difficult, the subject will hardly ever vote for B.
 

Pooled: Table 7 shows the first differences from the vote model applied to the pooled treatments. The shaded figures are those greater than 0.5, when the respondent is predicted to vote for B. In this analysis, instead of self-placement on the growth scale, I used the distance from the self-placement to the position of the candidates. Positive numbers are for respondents who are closer to B than to A. If the subjects place themselves more than two points closer to B than to A, the subjects are predicted to vote for B at all levels of choice difficulty. These are the only subjects who are expected to vote for the compromise candidate when the difficulty of the choice is low. However, when the choice is very difficult, even subjects who are two points closer to A than to B are expected to vote for the compromise candidate. When the candidates are equidistant from the respondent (when the distance is zero), and the choice is not difficult, the probability of voting for the moderate candidate is 0.279. Similarly, when the subject is one point closer to B than to A, and the choice is not difficult, there is only a 0.348 probability of voting for the moderate candidate. Increasing the difficulty of the choice to somewhat or very difficult has the largest absolute effects at these points. When the choice is somewhat difficult instead of not difficult, the likelihood of voting for the compromise candidate increases by 27-28 percentage points. When the choice is very difficult, the likelihood rises by more than 0.39. These increases are enough to change the prediction of how the subject will vote since the likelihood exceeds the cut-off of 0.5. If the respondent is one or two points close to A than to B, the choice must be very difficult for the likelihood of voting for the compromise candidate to exceed 0.5 (0.606 and 0.533 respectively).

Does the difficulty of the choice and expectations about the outcome of the election complement or supplement each other? 

Since expecting a close race and the difficulty of the choice have such a large impact on the probability of voting for B, I investigated what effect an interaction of the two terms has on the vote. Do these factors work together in tandem, or did they counter-act each other? The right column of Table 4B adds an interaction term to the original vote model. Choice difficulty and strategic considerations are statistically significant, as the rest of the model remained largely unchanged. The interaction of the two variables was substantively significant and has a large, negative coefficient.
 This means that the combination of thinking B was in a close race and that the choice was difficult reduced the likelihood of voting for B. This coefficient suggests that the two effects supplement each other.

Figure 2 depicts two lines showing the likelihood of voting for B as calculated by Clarify. One line is for those subjects who did not think B was in a close race, the other for those that do not. Recall that expectations that the race will be a close contest is a dummy variable, coded one when the subject thinks that B is in a close race with one of the other candidates and zero when the subject expects one candidate to win or thinks the race will be close between the other candidates. Points on the lines in Figure 2 show the expected probability of voting for B at different levels of choice difficulty.
 I exhibit a different graph for each of the five places on the growth scale. 

For those subjects who did not think that B was a in a close race, the figures clearly show that the probability that these subjects will vote for B increases as the difficulty of the choice increases. This is true for every opinion towards growth policies. However, the line that depicts those who think that B is in a close race declines as the difficulty increases for every opinion about growth. With the exception of those who describe themselves as strongly supporting growth (five), the slope of the line is steepest at higher levels of difficulty. When the difficulty increases just a little, there is little impact on the probability of voting for B. When difficulty increases to somewhat difficult or very difficult, the probability of voting for B decreases more dramatically. The two effects seem to counter-act each other even though each individually leads to a greater likelihood of voting for B.

While the two effects counter-act each other, the effect is not very large. In every graph, I highlight the line demarcating a 50% probability of voting for B. All points above this line are at values that lead to a prediction that the subject will vote for B. Many of the points are way above 50%, suggesting that the probability of voting for B approaches a certainty at these variable levels.
 Notice that despite the downward slope of the line for those who think that B will be in a close race, it does not frequently dip below this line. Those subjects who placed themselves at the midpoint of the scale or one of the pro-growth points (four or five), and think B is in a close race, are predicted to vote for B unless the choice is very difficult.

It is not clear why those who find the choice to be very difficult and think that B is in a close race are no longer are expected to vote for B. These findings are not consistent with theories of strategic voting or the consumer decision-making literature. Perhaps the strategic considerations make the decision easier? Voting for a candidate is another reason that can justify the choice (Simonson 1989). There are only a handful of subjects in the sample that thought that the choice was difficult and that B was in a close race. Half of them are observed voting for the moderate candidate. There are not enough cases to make many demographic generalizations about these subjects. The interaction term between these variables was not significant in any other treatment. Additional research is necessary to further investigate this finding, since it may be an artifact of the data and the result of the expected probabilities being so high.

Treatment 4: Competition in Multiple Dimensions

Third parties or candidates may not differentiate themselves on the same dimension as the major parties. In Treatments 2 and 3, the candidate took either a more extreme stance or a stance in the middle of the original pair of candidates. In Treatment 4, the candidate stresses a different dimension. Budge (1976) argues that most minor parties differentiate like this off-dimensional candidate by associating themselves with an issue that does not form the basis of the primary partisan divide between the major parties. Page (1978) found that American candidates tend to emphasize different issues in campaigns. Rosenstone, Behr and Lazarus (1996) found that third parties often won voters from both major parties in this fashion, often succeeding in forcing the major parties to address their issue (at the cost of hurting the minor parties’ electoral future).

I included Treatment 4 because the dynamics of the menu-dependent choice should not apply. There is no extreme candidate anchoring perceptions of the other candidates, nor is there a compromise or moderate candidate that could expect to be the recipient of votes of people who find the decision to be difficult. In these regards, Treatment 4 is similar to the control. However, there is a third candidate, so strategic considerations could still matter even though there is still no information provided to the subjects about the expected outcome of the contest.

Hypothesis III: When candidates introduce a different issue-dimension, they appeal to people who are more concerned about that issue-dimension than the issues discussed by the other candidates. 

The new candidate in Treatment 4, C*, identified crime as his top priority if elected in contrast to the original pair of candidate who discussed their positions on growth. To confirm this hypothesis, I expect that subjects who thought that crime should be the government’s priority would be more likely to support C* than other subjects. Subjects who identify growth and development issues as among their most salient concerns should not support C* and their decision should not be influenced by C*. To these subjects, C* is truly irrelevant, in contrast to C' and C" who even if irrelevant shaped their perceptions or influenced their decision.

To identify which subjects cared about growth issues and which about crime, I asked them to record up to three of the most important problems in the local area from a list before reading the candidate profiles. I used these responses to create two new dummy variables. One indicated whether the subject indicated that crime or public safety was a priority and one for whether the subject indicated growth and development issues as a priority. 42.4% of the sample identified growth and development issues as a priority. 37.2% of the sample identified crime as part of the sample. 33 respondents (10.7% of the sample) named both growth and crime as two of the areas they felt should be a priority.

When I re-ran the analysis on vote for B with these dummies, crime was statistically significant (p<0.1). As expected, the coefficient was negative. If crime was a priority to the subject they are unlikely to vote for B. Consistent with my expectations, choice difficulty was insignificant. Strategic considerations also had no significant impact on the voter’s choice. When I repeated this analysis with the dummy variables on the other treatments, I found that these issue priorities are not statistically significant explanations of voting for C' or C".

I repeated the analysis on subjects in Treatment 4, changing the dependent variable so the model explains vote for C*. The results are presented alongside the original model in Table 4D. In the center column, the same explanatory variables are used, except the dummy variable for black is not included because of multi-collinearity.
 The model without the dummies is not very good, predicting nearly all of the votes for other candidates, but only 20% of the votes for C*. The model that includes the dummies performs much better, correctly classifying 86.21% of the observed votes. The model correctly classifies almost all of the votes for the other candidates and half of the votes for C. The pseudo R2 is 0.53, a marked improvement in variance explained over the pseudo R2 of the original model of 0.18. 

As hypothesized, if the respondent feels that the community should make fighting crime a priority, the likelihood of voting for C* increases significantly. The odds of voting for C* are 60.2 times larger if the subject thinks crime is a priority compared to those subjects who did not list crime as a community priority (when all other variables at their mean values). The probability of voting for C* decreases if the subject believed growth or growth issues should be a community priority. Self-placement on the growth scale remains statistically significant in the new model. Subjects who are pro-growth are more likely to vote for C*. The odds of voting for C* are 3.3 times larger for every level the subjects place themselves at closer to “strongly supporting growth.” 

Even though strategic considerations were not significant in explaining the vote for B, expectations that B was in a close race was significant, but negative. Subjects who thought that Candidate B was in a close race were less likely to vote for C*.
 Contrary to my expectations, choice difficulty decreased the likelihood of voting for C* at statistically significant levels (p<0.05). It is not clear why these variables are negative since they do not positively explain votes for either of the other candidates.

When all variables except the priority dummies, the closeness of the race and the difficulty of the choice (all held at their minimum value of zero), are held at their mean, the predicted probability of voting for C* is 51.1%. If the choice was very difficult instead of not at all difficult, the probability of voting for C* drops by 32.4 percentage points. If the respondent thinks that B is in a close race or thinks that growth is a priority, the likelihood of voting for C is virtually nil. The likelihood of voting for C* drops by 48.1 and 48.3 percentage points, respectively. In contrast, if the respondent thinks that crime is a priority, then the likelihood of voting for C* increases by 40.1 percentage points, making the probability of voting for C* a virtual certainty.

Implications

These findings have important implications for both the study of elections and politics and the study of decision-making. Traditional models of multi-attribute choice explain choice behavior as a function of dimension values weighted by the importance of that dimension to the decision-maker (Keeney and Raiffa, 1976). In politics, models explaining voting behavior use this logic and assume that the dimensions are policies or policy outcomes. Values are assigned based on spatial theories about the distance of a policy proposal or expected outcome from the voter’s ideal point. The results of this experiment do not conform to this description because I observed apparent violations of independence of irrelevant alternatives. If the subjects compared the candidates to an ideal point, the addition of C" would not have had an effect on the choice between A and B. Instead, I show that some voters who supported A when C" is not visible became likely to support B when C" was present. Consequently, spatial theories of voting should be modified to allow for “irrelevant alternatives” to be relevant to how the “relevant alternatives” are perceived and to account for emotions that affect the decisions.

Even though I find that participants in this study contradicted claims or assumptions of the spatial model, the spatial logic should not be dismissed. The description of the vote in Table 2 show that in every treatment, most voters tend to vote for a candidate close to their own position on growth and development issues. Spatial proximity has a probabilistic effect on the vote, not (necessarily) a deterministic effect (Hinich, Ledyard, Ordeshook 1972, Coughlin 1992, Hinich and Munger 1997). Much of my discussion has focused on probabilistic decision rules, emphasizing the probability of voting for the target candidate in terms of the likelihood of selecting that candidate. It is not unheard of for subject at the midpoint to support Candidate B without an extreme candidate in the choice set. More than half of the subjects in the control condition at that point on the growth scale support B. Even more support B when there is an extreme candidate far from their own ideal. Manipulating the size of the choice set changes the probability that subjects with preconceived biases and predispositions will vote for a candidate.

Previous work on probabilistic voting asserts (or assumes) that “there may be idiosyncratic characteristics” (Hinich and Munger 1997, p. 172) or unobserved dimensions that influence the vote choice. Models that include probabilistic decision rules assume that there are limits to any observer’s understanding of the choice decision. Even in this experiment, where the information given to the decision-maker is tightly restricted, there are still limits to our understanding of the choice behavior. However, these findings make it possible to claim that what may have appeared to have been idiosyncratic characteristics in previous investigations may indeed be systematic (and predictable) results of changes in the composition of the choice set.

Some of these changes are consistent with the spatial model of political decision-making and traditional choice functions. The adjacent candidate appears more moderate when compared to an extreme candidate. Considerations of the expected outcome of the election are relevant to the choice when there are three candidates along a single policy dimension. These considerations are separate to the policy dimension. The insignificant coefficients for these considerations in the two-candidate control are indicative of the lack of weight assigned to that dimension when there are only two candidates. Their significance in three-candidate choices illustrate a dimensional weight change that increases the likelihood that the subject will vote for the moderate candidate. This finding differs from the report by Pettibone and Wedell (2000) that scholars of consumer behavior (including themselves) have not found evidence in favor of a weight change explanation for menu-dependent choice behavior.

The effect of the difficulty of the choice on the decision could be interpreted similarly. My results suggest that, like candidate viability, the difficulty of the choice may be a separate choice dimension that has little weight in two-candidate choice sets, but is a factor in three candidate choice sets. Since Simon’s (1955) work on choice theory, scholars have recognized that people independently value easy decisions (in principle or at least in practice). Consequently, the choice difficulty dimension should be interpreted as independent of the policy dimension yet not separable from the policy values, specific attribute pairings, or the presence of an alternative that could diminish the choice difficulty. For example, if a candidate had a plan that scared away jobs and business, hurt the environment and made traffic worse, the voter’s decision would be really easy. Similarly, two candidates with similar stances, but with one taking a slightly more desirable position is an easier decision than choosing between one of those candidates and another taking a position on a vastly different issue (Beattie and Barlas 2001). Alternatively, trading traffic woes for economic growth may be a harder trade-off than higher taxes for better schools (Luce, Payne and Bettman 1999). When one cannot avoid the choice inducing negative emotions, this experiment highlights what happens when one option may diminish the negative emotions more than the others (Pettibone and Wedell 2000).

Previous research into decision-making has found that, compared to policy dimensions or viability, this independent dimension exercises very different effects on the decision-maker and the decision-making process. One reason for these differences is that people value easy decisions and avoid the cognitive effort required to make an accurate decision (Payne, Bettman, Johnson 1993, Simon 1955). Another explanation is that trade-off difficulty induces the decision-maker to feel subjective threat. To deal with these negative emotions, Luce, Payne and Bettman (1999) found that consumers make predictable shifts in their choice behavior and patterns. In a later article by these authors (2001), they argue that important decisions, including many social and electoral choices, are more threatening “almost by definition.” Therefore, these decisions are more likely to be influenced by coping goals resulting in predictable choice patterns such as the choice of the moderate candidate.

Pettibone and Wedell’s (2000) “emergent value” model of decision would argue that this dimension differs from dimensions like the policy dimension because it involves considerations that emerge from the demands of the choice task or situation (see Redlawsk 2001). Consistent with this model, I found that the difficulty of the choice was higher if the respondent considered other candidates, a process inherently dependent on the configuration of the alternatives of the choice set. The preferences in this model, unlike the traditional choice model, may be constructed during the decision-making process and are dependent on the decision-making task (see Lowenthal 1996). 

Conclusion

This experiment lent support to three hypotheses. The first hypothesis posited that there was an attraction effect that benefited the compromise candidate in the presence of a more extreme candidate. The null hypothesis is supplied by the classical spatial theories of voting that expect that such an extreme candidate will hurt the adjacent candidate by siphoning off supporters. While the moderate’s share of the vote decreased in the presence of the extreme candidate, the decline was not in proportion to the share of the vote won by the extreme candidate. The net result was that the third candidate more adversely affected the far distant candidate than the near candidate.

One reason the far distant candidate was hurt was that the adjacent candidate appeared more moderate (closer to the original opposition candidate), enabling it to win votes of more subjects that placed themselves between the two candidates. I proved that certain groups of subjects, including Republicans and those respondents who identified themselves as having moderate position on growth, became more likely to vote for the moderate candidate in the presence of the extreme candidate compared to similar subjects in other treatments.

The change in the perception of the near candidate was not the only way this candidate benefited from the extreme candidate. The experiment provided evidence in support of the second hypothesis. The moderate candidate appeals to subjects who think that the decision is difficult. This is only a relevant factor when there is a moderate candidate; it does not have a significant effect on the decision to vote for a candidate when that candidate is opposed by only one other candidate or when the third candidate introduces an additional dimension. Those who find the decision to be difficult are not attracted to whoever occupies the middle of a single competitive dimension, not a particular candidate. Choice difficulty matters in addition to strategic considerations that lead voters to support a moderate candidate who is in a close race instead of their favorite candidate. 

I found the difficulty of the choice to be a significant explanatory variable in the vote models even when accounting for spatial considerations traditionally used to explain voter choices and controlling for partisan identification. As hypothesized, the introduction of an additional issue dimension by a third candidate enabled that candidate to win the support of those who felt that issue should be a priority. This candidate, in contrast to the extreme candidate, did not draw support mainly from one candidate’s supporters nor did he benefit from the votes of those who found the choice to be difficult.

This alternative conception of the traditional spatial voting or multi-attribute decision model is a refinement and extension of the traditional vote model, not a cause for its outright dismissal. The perceptual change caused by the information effect remains consistent with the basic thrust of spatial theories of voting. In all but one of my treatments, self-placement on the growth scale was a significant determinant of voting for Candidate B. My finding of a non-informational or emotional effect demonstrates that descriptions of choice behavior that rely on a model of choice that consists solely of weights of attribute dimensions or socio-demographic characteristics are incomplete. These descriptions are missing potentially important factors, in this case, the information provided by the additional candidate and the impact of the negative emotional stress on the decision-makers’ deliberations. In the appendix, I discuss what causes and who feels this emotional stress and, as a result, finds the choice to be difficult. In the next section, I will discuss the results of a second experiment using a different set of candidates and a separate sample.
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	Table 4A
	
	
	

	
	Vote for B
	

	Treatment 1
	Coeff. (Std. Err)
	P>|z|
	Odds Ratio

	Constant
	6.246
	
	

	Party Identification
	-0.647 (0.36)
	0.069
	0.52

	Political Interest
	-0.232 (0.27)
	0.395
	0.79

	Gender
	0.383 (1.16)
	0.740
	1.47

	Black
	-2.407 (1.43)
	0.091
	0.09

	Income
	0.019 (0.47)
	0.968
	1.02

	Political Knowledge
	1.429 (0.58)
	0.014
	4.18

	Self-Placement: Growth
	-1.270 (0.42)
	0.002
	0.28

	Choice Difficulty
	-0.491 (1.66)
	0.768
	0.61

	Expect B to be in a close race
	-0.053 (1.29)
	0.967
	0.95

	Distance from Mean Placement of B
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	N=
	58


	Table 4B
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Vote for B
	
	
	Vote for B
	

	Treatment 2
	Coeff. (Std. Err)
	P>|z|
	Odds Ratio
	 
	Coeff. (Std. Err)
	P>|z|
	Odds Ratio

	Constant
	-0.117
	
	
	
	-0.883
	
	

	Party Identification
	-0.379      (0.23)
	0.099
	0.68
	
	-0.576 (0.28)
	0.042
	0.56

	Political Interest
	0.000      (0.20)
	0.998
	1.00
	
	-0.010 (0.22)
	0.963
	0.99

	Gender
	1.803      (0.83)
	0.029
	6.07
	
	2.363 (0.98)
	0.016
	10.62

	Black
	-2.040      (1.53)
	0.183
	0.13
	
	-3.138 (1.86)
	0.092
	0.04

	Income
	0.209      (0.29)
	0.470
	1.23
	
	0.379 (0.34)
	0.262
	1.46

	Political Knowledge
	0.242      (0.35)
	0.483
	1.27
	
	0.312 (0.37)
	0.396
	1.37

	Self-Placement:Growth
	-0.492      (0.34)
	0.143
	0.61
	
	-0.454 (0.36)
	0.205
	0.64

	Choice Difficulty
	2.890      (1.27)
	0.023
	17.99
	
	4.866 (1.77)
	0.006
	129.83

	Expect B to be in a close race
	2.078      (0.91)
	0.023
	7.99
	
	4.109 (1.51)
	0.007
	60.90

	Interaction: Closeness * Difficulty
	 
	 
	 
	 
	-6.845 (3.20)
	0.032
	0.00

	
	
	N=
	59
	
	
	
	


	Table 4C
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Vote for B
	
	
	Vote for A
	
	
	Vote for C'
	

	Treatment 3
	Coeff. (Std. Err)
	P>|z|
	Odds Ratio
	 
	Coeff. (Std. Err)
	P>|z|
	Odds Ratio
	 
	Coeff. (Std. Err)
	P>|z|
	Odds Ratio

	Constant
	6.017
	
	
	
	-21.068
	
	
	
	-0.348
	
	

	Party Identification
	-0.834  (0.47)
	0.075
	0.43
	
	0.249 (0.41)
	0.548
	1.28
	
	0.358 (0.28)
	0.207
	1.36

	Political Interest
	0.361  (0.35)
	0.297
	1.43
	
	1.395 (0.75)
	0.062
	4.04
	
	-0.499 (0.26)
	0.053
	0.61

	Gender
	3.013  (1.29)
	0.020
	20.34
	
	-6.741 (3.45)
	0.051
	0.00
	
	-0.730 (0.77)
	0.345
	0.54

	Black
	1.414  (1.46)
	0.334
	4.11
	
	-1.850 (1.94)
	0.340
	0.16
	
	-0.717 (1.20)
	0.551
	0.52

	Income
	-0.404  (0.36)
	0.267
	0.67
	
	1.402 (0.78)
	0.073
	4.06
	
	0.045 (0.24)
	0.848
	1.03

	Political Knowledge
	-2.120  (0.91)
	0.020
	0.12
	
	-3.228 (1.60)
	0.044
	0.04
	
	1.172 (0.42)
	0.005
	2.91

	Self- Placement: Growth
	-2.050  (0.70)
	0.004
	0.13
	
	2.590 (1.10)
	0.018
	13.34
	
	0.311 (0.30)
	0.305
	1.36

	Choice Difficulty
	-4.509  (1.94)
	0.020
	0.01
	
	0.814 (2.11)
	0.700
	2.26
	
	3.577 (1.44)
	0.013
	23.50

	Expect B to be in a close race
	1.557  (1.31)
	0.234
	4.75
	 
	2.420 (1.68)
	0.151
	11.24
	 
	-1.175 (0.86)
	0.171
	0.91

	
	
	N=
	55
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Table 4D
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Vote for B
	
	
	Vote for C*
	
	
	Vote for C*
	

	Treatment 4
	Coeff. (Std. Err)
	P>|z|
	Odds Ratio
	
	Coeff. (Std. Err)
	P>|z|
	Odds Ratio
	 
	Coeff. (Std. Err)
	P>|z|
	Odds Ratio

	Constant
	2.948
	 
	 
	 
	-4.298
	
	
	
	-9.025
	
	

	Party Identification
	-0.519     (0.24)
	0.032
	0.59
	
	0.250   (0.27)
	0.352
	1.284
	
	0.697   (0.45)
	0.119
	2.01

	Political Interest
	0.209     (0.21)
	0.321
	1.23
	
	-0.013   (0.20)
	0.947
	0.987
	
	0.298   (0.34)
	0.378
	1.35

	Gender
	-0.900     (0.86)
	0.296
	0.41
	
	1.385   (0.94)
	0.141
	3.993
	
	2.317   (1.51)
	0.126
	10.15

	Black
	0.230     (1.19)
	0.847
	1.26
	
	 
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Income
	-0.102     (0.27)
	0.703
	0.90
	
	-0.075   (0.29)
	0.797
	0.928
	
	0.168   (0.47)
	0.723
	1.18

	Political Knowledge
	-0.102     (0.38)
	0.984
	0.99
	
	0.213   (0.46)
	0.643
	1.238
	
	0.441   (0.76)
	0.559
	1.55

	Self-Placement: Growth
	-0.990     (0.41)
	0.015
	0.37
	
	0.720   (0.43)
	0.097
	2.055
	
	1.198   (0.72)
	0.094
	3.31

	Choice Difficulty
	0.666     (1.21)
	0.583
	1.95
	
	-2.109   (1.38)
	0.127
	0.121
	
	-6.957   (3.52)
	0.048
	0.00

	Expect B to be in a close race
	0.856     (0.95)
	0.366
	2.35
	
	-1.289   (1.18)
	0.276
	0.276
	
	-5.909   (2.98)
	0.047
	0.00

	Priority: Growth
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-5.728   (2.90)
	0.048
	0.00

	Priority: Crime
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	4.098   (1.97)
	0.037
	60.23

	
	
	N=
	57
	
	
	N=
	58
	
	
	N=
	58


	Table 5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Vote for Moderate Candidate
	
	Vote for Moderate Candidate

	Pooled Treatments 2 & 3


	Coeff. (Std. Err)
	P>|z|
	Odds Ratio
	
	Coeff. (Std. Err)
	P>|z|
	Odds Ratio

	Constant
	-0.199
	
	
	
	0.023
	
	

	Party Identification
	0.024  (0.14)
	0.865
	1.02
	
	0.241  (0.19)
	0.193
	1.27

	Political Interest
	-0.218  (0.13)
	0.091
	0.80
	
	-0.422  (0.17)
	0.016
	0.66

	Gender
	0.294  (0.45)
	0.512
	1.34
	
	-0.622  (0.56)
	0.269
	0.54

	Black
	-1.474  (0.72)
	0.041
	0.23
	
	 
	
	

	Income
	0.008  (0.15)
	0.956
	1.01
	
	0.142  (0.19)
	0.452
	1.15

	Political Knowledge
	0.639  (0.22)
	0.003
	1.89
	
	0.804  (0.29)
	0.005
	2.23

	Self-Placement: Growth
	0.051  (0.19)
	0.784
	1.05
	
	 
	
	

	Choice Difficulty
	2.198  (0.76)
	0.004
	9.01
	
	1.824  (0.94)
	0.051
	6.19

	Expect B to be in a close race
	0.346  (0.48)
	0.474
	1.41
	
	0.229  (0.57)
	0.690
	1.26

	Distance between self & Candidates A & B
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.340  (0.16)
	0.038
	1.40

	
	
	N=
	114
	
	
	N=
	82


	Table 6
	
	
	

	Magnitude of the Effects: First Differences

	Likelihood of subject voting for Candidate B
	

	Probabilities higher than 0.5 are shaded.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	Self-Placement on Growth Scale

	Treatment 2
	2
	3
	4

	All Variables Held at Mean Except "Difficulty of Choice" = 0 and "Expectation that B will be in a close race" = 0 
	Supports efforts to reduce traffic congestion and preserve open spaces even if it means less business and residential growth
	Neither supports nor opposes business and residential growth
	Supports business and residential growth even if it means more traffic congestion and less open space

	Baseline
	0.354
	0.258
	0.190

	A little difficult
	+0.215
	+0.196
	+0.161

	
	0.569
	0.454
	0.350

	
	 
	
	

	Somewhat Difficult
	+0.398
	+0.403
	+0.364

	
	0.753
	0.661
	0.554

	
	 
	
	

	Very Difficult
	+0.504
	+0.541
	+0.528

	
	0.858
	0.799
	0.718

	
	 
	
	

	B is in a close race
	+0.418
	+0.434
	+0.403

	
	0.772
	0.692
	0.593

	Both difficult choice and expect B to be in close race
	+0.613
	+0.695
	+0.739

	
	0.967
	0.953
	0.929

	
	
	
	

	When all variables are held at mean, likelihood of voting for B = 0.58

	
	
	
	

	Treatment 3
	2
	3
	4

	Baseline
	0.749
	0.333
	0.106

	A little Difficult
	-0.301
	-0.216
	-0.071

	
	0.447
	0.117
	0.035

	Very Difficult
	-0.665
	-0.205
	-0.114

	
	0.084
	0.023
	0.008

	
	
	
	

	When all variables are held at mean, probability of voting for B = 0.46


	Table 7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Magnitude of the Effect of Choice Difficulty: First Differences
	
	
	
	
	

	Likelihood of subject voting for Candidate B
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Probabilities higher than 0.5 are shaded.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Distance between Self-Placement on Growth Scale & Candidates A & B*
	
	

	Pooled Treatments 2 & 3
	-4
	-3
	-2
	-1
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Baseline
	0.115
	0.142
	0.177
	0.222
	0.279
	0.348
	0.427
	0.508
	0.587

	A little difficult
	+0.064
	+0.079
	+0.095
	+0.113
	+0.130
	+0.142
	+0.146
	+0.140
	+0.127

	
	0.179
	0.221
	0.272
	0.335
	0.409
	0.490
	0.573
	0.648
	0.714

	Somewhat Difficult
	+0.160
	+0.190
	+0.222
	+0.252
	+0.274
	+0.282
	+0.273
	+0.251
	+0.220

	
	0.275
	0.332
	0.399
	0.474
	0.553
	0.630
	0.700
	0.759
	0.807

	Very Difficult
	+0.279
	+0.319
	+0.356
	+0.384
	+0.397
	+0.390
	+0.364
	+0.325
	+0.279

	
	0.394
	0.461
	0.533
	0.606
	0.676
	0.738
	0.791
	0.833
	0.866

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	* Variable is: |Self Placement - Placement of Candidate A| - |Self Placement - Placement of Candidate B|.
	
	
	
	

	A high, positive value means that the voter is very close to B and far from A. A negative value means that the voter is closer to A.
	
	

	See Table 5 for complete vote model. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	All variables held at mean except "Difficulty of Choice" = 0 and "Expectation that B will be in a close race" = 0
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	Appendix I: Description of Sample
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	Obs.
	%
	
	Years Living in Area
	
	
	

	
	Men
	139
	47.3%
	
	
	
	Obs.
	Mean
	Minimum
	Maximum

	
	Women
	155
	52.7%
	
	
	
	297
	15.43
	0
	69

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Race
	
	Obs.
	%
	
	Political Interest and Level of Information
	Obs.
	Mean
	Minimum
	Maximum

	
	White
	199
	67.9%
	
	How interested… ?
	309
	3.57
	1
	5

	
	Black
	62
	21.2%
	
	How informed… ?
	309
	3.17
	1
	5

	
	Asian
	11
	3.8%
	
	Avg. Inter-item covariance
	0.909
	
	

	
	Latino
	6
	2.0%
	
	Cronbach's Alpha
	
	0.7082
	
	

	
	Other
	15
	5.1%
	
	Merged Scale
	309
	6.74
	2
	10

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	
	Obs.
	%
	
	Highest Priorities
	
	N=
	
	

	
	Under $20,000 
	49
	17.7%
	
	Growth, population, development
	131
	
	

	
	$20,000 to $39,999 
	56
	20.2%
	
	Schools, education
	
	118
	
	

	
	$40,000 to $59,999 
	55
	19.9%
	
	Public Safety (Crime, gangs)
	115
	
	

	
	$60,000 to $79,999 
	32
	11.6%
	
	Poverty, welfare
	
	74
	
	

	
	$80,000 or higher
	85
	30.7%
	
	Traffic and transportation
	71
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(More than one answer possible)
	
	
	

	Education
	
	Obs.
	%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	No High School
	5
	1.8%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	High School
	30
	10.8%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Some College
	44
	15.9%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2 year College
	15
	5.4%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4 year College
	81
	29.2%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Advanced Ed.
	113
	40.8%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Difficulty
	
	Value
	Obs.
	%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Not very/not at all difficult
	0
	158
	51.1%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	A little difficult
	0.333
	77
	24.9%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Somewhat Difficult
	0.667
	53
	17.2%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Very difficult
	1
	21
	6.8%
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Political Knowledge
	% Correct
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Governor
	53.07
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Mayor
	25.89
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Congress
	30.1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	All Three Correct:
	13.92
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Mean of Scale:
	1.090615
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Did the Subjects Consider Another Candidate?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Percentage of Subjects Who Considered Another Candidate
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Treatment
	Vote: A
	Vote: B
	Vote: C
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1
	88.24
	36.17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	66.67
	75
	85.19
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	36.84
	92.86
	75
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4
	80
	57.14
	53.33
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Partisanship by Treatment
	
	
	Party Identification
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Treatment
	Democrat
	Lean-Dem
	Indep
	Lean-GOP
	GOP
	Total
	
	
	

	
	1
	33
	8
	16
	1
	16
	74
	
	
	

	
	
	44.6%
	10.8%
	21.6%
	1.4%
	21.6%
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	40
	8
	7
	2
	14
	71
	
	
	

	
	
	56.3%
	11.3%
	9.9%
	2.8%
	19.7%
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	29
	5
	9
	3
	22
	68
	
	
	

	
	
	42.6%
	7.4%
	13.2%
	4.4%
	32.4%
	
	
	
	

	
	4
	31
	8
	9
	4
	18
	70
	
	
	

	
	
	44.3%
	11.4%
	12.9%
	5.7%
	25.7%
	
	
	
	

	
	Total
	133
	29
	41
	10
	70
	283
	
	
	

	
	
	47.0%
	10.2%
	14.5%
	3.5%
	24.7%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Predicted Outcome of Election (by Treatment)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Victory Likely
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Treatment
	A
	B
	C
	A/B
	A/C
	B/C
	All=
	Total
	

	
	1
	27
	23
	0
	13
	
	
	
	63
	

	
	
	42.9%
	36.5%
	0.0%
	20.6%
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	15
	11
	12
	9
	8
	11
	0
	66
	

	
	
	22.7%
	16.7%
	18.2%
	13.6%
	12.1%
	16.7%
	0.0%
	
	

	
	3
	15
	23
	2
	11
	3
	9
	1
	64
	

	
	
	23.4%
	35.9%
	3.1%
	17.2%
	4.7%
	14.1%
	1.6%
	
	

	
	4
	19
	13
	4
	11
	15
	4
	0
	66
	

	
	
	28.8%
	19.7%
	6.1%
	16.7%
	22.7%
	6.1%
	0.0%
	
	

	
	Total
	76
	70
	18
	44
	26
	24
	1
	259
	

	
	
	29.3%
	27.0%
	6.9%
	17.0%
	10.0%
	9.3%
	0.4%
	
	


Appendix II: What Makes Choices Difficult?

Most choices involve some form of a trade-off, as the decision-maker must forego some of one attribute of a good to gain more on another attribute of a good. Classical economic analysis simply asks what the exchange rate would be between the attributes. In practice, people often encounter problems performing some exchanges. Exchanges that involve unattractive alternatives or large attribute trade-offs are difficult (Chatterjee and Heath 1996). As a result, scholars began to notice that many people engage in behavior to avoid these problems (Payne, Bettman and Johnson 1993). Recent work has explicitly identified anticipated negative emotions as a cause of trade-off avoidance (Luce, Payne and Bettman 1999, 2001). One manifestation of this avoidance behavior is an attraction for items that minimize the negative emotion associated with the decision, such as an alternative that appears to be the compromise (Huber, Payne and Puto 1982, Simonson 1989).

Problematic exchanges include those between options with equal or almost equal utilities and especially when the options’ attributes are hard to compare (Beattie and Barlas 2001). So, the choice between a pro-growth candidate and an anti-growth candidate in this experiment was expected to be difficult, but so might be the decision between candidates with similar anti-growth views. Reviews of the recent research into what makes a decision difficult can be found in the articles contained in the edited volume of Weber, Baron and Loomes  (2001).

On my questionnaire, I asked the subject to rate how difficult the choice between the candidates was immediately after they made their decision. The question does not probe whether the source of the difficulty is the trade-off between growth and the environment, or the difficulty in choosing between two similar candidates. I then asked why the subject chose that candidate and elicited an open-ended response. The next question asked, “how certain are you that this candidate is the best choice for you?” The Pearson’s R between the certainty of the choice and the difficulty of the choice in this sample is 0.40, Cronbach’s Alpha is 0.384. Neither number suggests that the two items should be scaled together. I employ difficulty of the choice as an explanatory variable in this chapter, but as the dependent variable in this appendix. Since this experiment did not use a random sample representing the general population, the external validity is suspect. Instead, the results presented here should be read to help understand what drives choice difficulty for this set of choices, in this experiment, for these subjects.

Modeling Choice Difficulty

To explore who and why subjects in my experiment constructed their estimations of a difficult choice, I analyzed three models using choice difficulty as the dependent variable (see Table A1). Model 1 exclusively uses objective socio-demographic characteristics and a variable indicating whether the subject considered voting for another candidate. Model 2 includes these variables and adds two other variables: one that measures the proximity of Candidate A and Candidate B from the voter’s ideal point and a dummy for whether the subject thought that Candidate B would win or be competitive. The third model adds two subjective evaluations, whether the subjects were certain about their choices and whether the subjects reported high levels of political interest and engagement. In all three models, difficulty of the choice increased when candidates considered another candidate. The results also suggest that the difficulty increases closer the subject’s ideal was to being equidistant from the candidates, if the subject was uncertain and if the subjects reported high levels of political interest/engagement. 

Socio-Demographic Variables

Since those who are not engaged in politics are more likely to find themselves in an unfamiliar position of making a policy trade-of when registering their decision, I include education, political knowledge and income in the model. I expect that those subjects who are well educated or affluent are more likely to be able to assess the candidates and make a decision about which one is closest to their ideal. Female survey respondents tend to underestimate their knowledge and abilities, so I include a dummy for gender. I speculate that, as a result, women may be more likely to overestimate (or be more honest) about how difficult the choice was for them. African-Americans were less likely to vote for the moderate candidate, so I include a dummy for race in the model as an independent variable.

Proximity to the Candidates and Considering other Candidates

If only one candidate is close to their ideal, I expect that subjects would not find the decision to be difficult. If more than one candidate was close to their ideal, I expect that choosing between them would be very hard. I constructed a variable that measures the distance from the respondents’ self-placement on the growth scale to their placement of each of the candidates on the growth scale. The result is a variable that runs from 0 (when the candidates are equidistant to the respondent), to –4 when the subjects are close to one candidate and place the other candidate all the way on the other end of the growth spectrum.
 I expect that the more equidistant the subject is, the more difficult the choice will be.

About 68% of the subjects in my sample reported that they considered supporting more than one candidate. If only one candidate is close to their ideal, I expect that subjects would not waste time considering other options. However, if more than one candidate is desirable and/or the choice presents a difficult trade-off, I expect that the subjects will have a difficult time making their decisions. To measure whether the subject considered another candidate, I construct a dichotomous dummy variable from a question on the survey that asked, “What other candidate(s) would you consider supporting if the election was held today?” If the respondent answered one or both of the other candidates, I coded this variable one.

Momentum Effects

Simonson’s (1989) original formulation of the attraction and compromise effects hypothesized that the choice of the similar or compromise item was easier to justify. Decision-makers look for reasons to justify the choice, a practice that explains the appeal of dominating alternatives (Huber, Payne and Puto 1982). I include a variable that indicates whether Candidate B is expected to win or be competitive with another candidate on the expectation that this may provide a reason for the choice of B, lowering the choice difficulty. If this expectation is backed up by my data, this could help explain “momentum effects” where candidates who are expected to win attract voters (see Niemi and Bartels 1984). This behavior challenges the rational calculus of voting because voters should be averse to wasting their votes on candidates certain to win as much as they are averse to wasting their votes on candidates certain to lose. If these expectations are significant, but negative, then perhaps the reason why frontrunners attract votes is because their status provides a reason justifying voter support.

Subjective Self-Assessments

I re-ran the model a second time with two additional independent variables. Rather than being objective indicators, both of these items are derived from subjective assessments of the subject. One is an additive scale that combines the respondents’ self-evaluation of their level of political interest and how informed they are about politics. The scale adds the results of two items (see footnote 5): “How interested would you say you are in local political issues?” “How informed are you about local political issues?” I also include the answer from the question of: “How certain are you that this candidate is the best choice for you?”
Table A1 presents the results of an ordered logit using the four-point choice difficulty scale as the dependent variable. Ordered logit is the correct functional form for this analysis since the scale is ascending but short. Ordered logit estimates a step function for each level of the scale, generating a “cut-point” in between each level of the scale similar to a regression intercept.

By comparing the distance between the cut-points to the size of the coefficients we can estimate the impact of each of the variables on the likelihood that the respondent will find the decision to be difficult. If the size of the coefficient is larger than the distance between the cut-points, a change in the value of that variable is estimated to be sufficient to change the expected value of the dependent variable. In this case, if the subjects considered another candidate, they are more likely to find the decision to be difficult. In the first model, this variable had the largest effect. However, holding all other variables constant, considering another candidate is enough to move the subject no more than one level up the difficulty scale because the distance between the cut-points is 1.2 and 1.5. These distances are larger than the coefficient for considering another candidate of 0.86. Expecting Candidate B to be the winner or competitive, as expected, lowered the level of difficulty. African-Americans are predicted to find the decision to be more difficult; women and wealthier subjects are predicted to find the decision less difficult.

Adding the proximity measure increased the total amount of variance explained by the model; the pseudo R2 for model 2 is 0.075.  Considering another candidate again had the largest effect on how difficult the choice was rated. In this model, the coefficient for considering another candidate is 1.49. This is larger than the distance between the cut-points separating the four levels of the choice difficulty scale. Each level is about 1.3 points apart. Keeping all other variables constant, considering another candidate is enough to make a decision that was not difficult, somewhat difficult, or one that was a little difficult, very difficult. The proximity measure has nearly the same size of an effect is one considers the entire scale of the variable. Difficulty rises by 0.367 for each point the candidates are closer to being equidistant from the subject’s ideal point. Since the growth scale is five points, this is a four-point scale. So, the effect of moving from a situation where only one of the candidates is close to the subjects’ ideal to a situation where the candidates are equidistant has the potential to increase the choice difficulty by two levels. Expecting Candidate B to win or be competitive is signed in the correct direction, but is not statistically significant. Several of the demographic variables are also insignificant when the proximity measure is added.
 

When I add the subjective self-assessment variables to the model without candidate proximity (Model 3A), the cut-points between the four levels of the difficulty scale are 1.3 and 1.6 apart. The coefficient for considering another candidate is 0.79, only enough to move the subject no more than one point on the difficulty scale (and maybe not even that). The only variables with a larger substantive effect is the uncertainty variable.
 Uncertainty has a coefficient of 0.9, but is a five-point scale. So, moving two steps, from not at all certain or a little certain is estimated to be enough to change the difficulty of the choice by two levels, from not at all difficult to somewhat difficult. Expectations that Candidate B will win or be in a close race reduced the level of difficulty. Contrary to my expectations, high level of political engagement actually increase choice difficulty when controlling for these other variables.

When I include the proximity measure (Model 3B), political engagement/interest, uncertainty and considering another candidate continue to have a large, significant effect on the level of choice difficulty. About 1.6 and 1.5 points separate the cut-points. As a result, both an increase in choice uncertainty and considering another candidate are sufficient to change the difficulty of the choice by two levels. The closer the candidates are to being equidistant from the subject also increased the level of choice difficulty, but the variable is narrowly insignificant (p > | z | = 0.110). Expectations that Candidate B will win or be competitive reduced the level of difficulty, but the effect was not statistically significant.

Conclusion

Further research will be necessary to make any strong statements as to what causes electoral choices to be difficult in the general population. The data from this experiment provide evidence that considering another candidate made the choice more difficult for the subjects in my sample. This is consistent with my expectations. Although the evidence was not as strong, the closer the candidates were to being equidistant from the subjects’ ideal also increased difficulty. While the evidence for momentum effects lowering choice difficulty is not strong, these results suggest some interesting hypotheses for future research. Contrary to my expectations, high levels of political engagement are predicted to increase choice difficulty when controlling for socio-demographic variables like income and education. This unexpected result is also worthy of future investigation.

	Table A1
	
	
	
	

	What increases Choice Difficulty?
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3A
	Model 3B

	Ordered Logit
	Coeff. (Std. Err)
	Coeff. (Std. Err)
	Coeff. (Std. Err)
	Coeff. (Std. Err)

	African-American
	0.893**     (0.32)
	0.477      (0.50)
	0.602*     (0.34)
	0.502      (0.53)

	Women
	-0.704**     (0.25)
	-0.063      (0.32)
	-0.550**     (0.26)
	0.174      (0.35)

	Income
	-0.180*     (0.09)
	-0.197*     (0.12)
	-0.198**     (0.10)
	-0.272**     (0.14)

	Education
	0.070      (0.09)
	0.064      (0.12)
	-0.033      (0.09)
	-0.075      (0.13)

	Consider another candidate
	0.904**     (0.28)
	1.489**     (0.42)
	0.789**     (0.30)
	1.686**     (0.48)

	Political Knowledge
	0.037      (0.12)
	0.188      (0.16)
	0.069      (0.13)
	0.180      (0.17)

	B is expected to win or be in a close race
	-0.429*     (0.24)
	-0.290      (0.32)
	-0.444*     (0.25)
	-0.226      (0.35)

	Proximity to the candidates
	 
	0.367**     (0.15)
	
	0.267      (0.17)

	Political Engagement
	 
	
	0.145**     (0.07)
	0.228**     (0.10)

	Choice Uncertainty
	 
	
	0.904**     (0.14)
	1.272**     (0.20)

	Cut-points 1
	0.144
	0.487
	2.401
	4.192

	2
	1.362
	1.772
	3.799
	5.823

	3
	2.856
	3.075
	5.419
	7.354

	N=
	267
	177
	266
	176

	
	
	
	
	

	** = P < 0.05, * = P < 0.10
	
	
	

















Figure 2








� Please see the appendix for a discussion of who found the decision to be difficult and why.


� I am grateful to Ericka Albaugh, Neil Carlson, Phyllis Clinckscales, Vince Gallant, David Hobbet, Ole Holsti, Marsha Horowitz, and Kristin Pitman for their assistance in recruiting subjects.


� Several of the municipalities in the Triangle, including Durham, conduct non-partisan elections, so it is not unusual for the respondents to review candidate information without the familiar cue of party affiliation.


� The expected outcome is a random factor because no information about the probable outcome of the race such as poll data is extended to the candidates. There was some variation in expectations, especially in treatment 2, where C' is the moderate candidate and frequently given a better chance of winning than either of the other third candidates. In each of the three trinary treatments, A is predicted to win by 20-25% of the subjects. In the binary choice, A is predicted to be the winner by 1/3 of the subjects.


� This scale adds the results of two items: “How interested would you say you are in local political issues?” “How informed are you about local political issues?” Both questions could be answered on a five-point scale. The average interitem covariance of the answers to these questions was 0.825, producing a Cronbach’s Alpha scale reliability coefficient of 0.82. As a result, I added the two items together to create a single variable ranging from 2 to 10.


� Correct answers were scored “one,” incorrect or blank answers, “zero.” So, someone who answered all three correctly received a three.


� This variable was recoded to run from one to zero. The original survey has five items. I combined the easiest two categories because the data was skewed, with over 50% of the sample choosing the two easiest options and because of a printing error on some of the questionnaires that eliminated the fifth option for some respondents in one treatment.


� If I restrict this group further, the odds of voting for B is nearly 14 times larger for those who think that B is in a close race with A compared to all other respondents when all other variables are held constant at their mean level.


� The difference between using the mean and the value of one for this variable is only a 0.005 increase in the probability of voting for the moderate candidate, when difficulty of the choice and closeness of the race is at zero and all other variables are at zero. The dummy for African-American respondents is not included in this model because of multicollinearity.


� Clarify, Software for Interpreting and Presenting Statistical Results. A Stata macro by Michael Tomz, Jason Wittenberg, and Gary King; version: 2.0, 6/1/2001 (� HYPERLINK "http://gking.harvard.edu/clarify" ��http://gking.harvard.edu/clarify�). Clarify expands the dataset to 1000 observations for these estimations. As a result, other estimation programs may generate different results.


� The mean difficulty of choice was 0.265, between the second-least difficult category (a little difficult, 0.33) and zero. Closeness of the race is a dummy variable with a mean of .223. The mean of the self-placement on the growth scale for Treatment 2 was 2.76 on a 1-5 scale.


� When I re-estimated the model using the compromise candidate as the dependent variable, when the choice was somewhat difficult, the likelihood of voting for C' was ranged from 0.60 to 0.75 at these three points on the growth scale.





� The odds-ratio, though, suggests that while the interaction term is significant, it has virtually no effect on the odds of voting for B. Adding the interaction term does not improve the model’s ability to explain the observed results. With or without the interaction term, the model correctly classifies 79.66% of the sample.


� The line for those who think B was in a close race depicts the interaction term, which because closeness is a dummy is simply the difficulty of the choice for those who think the race will be close. I estimated the differences using Clarify by specifying that (for those who think the race will be close) both the interaction term and the difficulty of the choice should be at the same level.


� These high probabilities may explain why the odds-ratio for the interaction term is so small. The odds-ratio is negative, but at many values of opinions about growth and difficulty of the choice, it has a very small substantive effect on the likelihood of voting for B.


� In the analysis with vote for B as the dependent variable, the dummy for black respondents was statistically insignificant and had little substantive impact on the results of the model. The probability of voting for B when all the variables were at their mean only differed by 0.05 percentage points when the dummy for black respondents was omitted. 


� Expecting B to be in a close race was insignificant in explaining votes for Candidate A or Candidate B, and was also insignificant without the issue dummies. The significance of the variable in this model is curious and requires further study. Choice difficulty is similar, so I cannot readily explain this finding.


� The variable takes the absolute value of the distance from the self-placement to the placement of the candidate minus the absolute value of the distance from the self-placement to the placement of the other candidate. I fold the scale so that the scale ascends towards subjects who are equidistant to both candidates. Low (negative) numbers are for subjects who are close to one candidate but far from the other. Unfortunately, not all respondents placed the candidates and themselves on the scale, so I lose about 100 cases in my analysis when I include this variable (see Table A1).


� While the correlation matrix does not suggest that any one of the variables is closely correlated with the proximity measure, it appears that a combination of these socio-demographic variables is correlated with the proximity measure (especially when the model drops subjects due to missing observations on the proximity measure).


� Political engagement has a coefficient of 0.143. This is (theoretically) a ten-point scale. Moving from the minimum level of engagement/interest to the highest level of engagement/interest is enough to move the respondent from the lowest level of difficulty to somewhat difficult. However, since the scale only runs between two and ten, going from the minimum to the maximum is insufficient to affect the level of difficulty by more than one point.






