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Synopsis

I compare how voters compare candidates in two- versus multi- candidate elections. In several elections in recent times, it appears that some candidates or parties proved to be more appealing in a crowd of options than they might have been in a binary choice. Researchers in behavioral decision science have found similar patterns in consumer behavior. When making pair-wise comparisons, we should not be affected by any other alternatives, but instead scholars observe violations of assumptions about independence of irrelevant alternatives.  I describe how certain irrelevant alternatives systematically make some options more desirable. These violations occur because of two sets of effects, epistemic (or informational) effects and non-informational or emotional influences. After reviewing the literature documenting and explaining these effects, I apply the theory to the study of campaigns and elections. I explain how this dissertation challenges findings in both behavioral decision theory and political science, highlighting the impact of expectations about candidate performance and the apparent violations of sacred rational choice axioms.

Introduction

"Ralph Nader's presidential bid is a self-indulgent crusade that could gull some voters into thinking that there were no policy choices between Al Gore and George Bush."

- Editorial. The New York Times. October 26, 2000, p. A30.

Are concerns that minor party candidates confuse or distract voters valid? To answer this question, one must investigate how the presence of more than two options affects the decision making process. Might some alternatives systematically prove more appealing in a crowd of three or more options rather than in a binary choice? 

In 1948, President Harry Truman's main challenger was Republican Thomas Dewey, but he also campaigned against Progressive Henry Wallace and Dixiecrat Strom Thurmond. These additional candidates attracted voters that otherwise would have voted for the Democrat. Truman prevailed despite conventional wisdom that candidates are hurt when similar candidates enter the race (Tullock 1967). I seek to demonstrate that what happened to Truman was not an isolated historical quirk, but actually a systematic phenomenon. The set of candidates in an election has an impact on those deciding whom to support.

Consider former major league all-star catcher Gary Carter’s candidacy for the Baseball Hall of Fame. The Hall of Fame uses an approval method that elects candidates if they are named on 75% of the ballots cast by members of the Baseball Writers' Association of America. After his first year on the ballot (when there is additional prestige attached to election), the votes he received across three consecutive years varied despite nearly the same electorate and the same rules of voting. Carter received 168 votes in 1999 (33.8%) when four first-time candidates were elected, but not his contemporary, all-star catcher Carlton Fisk. In 2000, Fisk and one other player were elected, and Carter received 248 votes (49.7%). In 2001, with Fisk no longer on the ballot, the vote for Carter surged to 334 votes (64.9%, Sources include Associated Press and USA Today news stories).

In 1996, members of Taiwan’s Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) became frustrated with perceived wavering by party leaders on the core issue of Taiwanese independence. So, they formed the Taiwan Independence Party (TAIP), intending to capture the votes of the most ardent pro-independence Taiwanese. The other Taiwanese parties advocate some form of unification with China, including the dominant Kuomintang (KMT). Despite losing key activists and votes (especially in the legislative Yuan) to the upstart TAIP, the DPP initially improved its electoral fortunes in local and national plurality votes. In November 1997, DPP candidates won 43.47% of the vote (up from 41.2% of in 1993) in the county magistrate elections. This small increase helped DPP candidates double the number of victories achieved in the previous election four years earlier. In December 1998, the incumbent DPP mayor, Chen Shui-bian increased his share of the vote over 1994 despite losing narrowly. In March 2000, the Chen was elected Taiwan’s first non-Kuomintang President (Sources include http://www.taiwandc.org and Professor Emerson Niou).
I base my investigation of these elections on a body of scholarship in behavioral decision science that has focused on private consumer decisions over private goods. Consumer products can benefit from comparisons with competing brands, especially if the comparisons make it easier to justify the purchasing decision (Huber, Payne and Puto 1982, Pettibone and Wedell 2000, Hsee 2000), or if the product appears to be a compromise choice between other desirable alternatives (Simonson 1989, Simonson and Tversky 1993).  This is consistent with several accounts of the 1948 campaign. Lubell (1952) and Ross (1968) credit Truman with appearing liberal on civil rights relative to Thurmond, tough on Communism relative to Wallace, and a principled moderate who would not radically disrupt the status quo in contrast to the dramatic policy changes espoused by all three opponents. This example suggests these additional candidates can favorably influence perceptions of a moderate candidate and the voter’s subsequent choice despite traditional warnings that the candidate will hurt the nearest competitor.

The goal of this investigation is to compare how voters evaluate candidates in two- and multi- (three or more-) candidate races.  My central hypothesis is that the number and type of candidates in an election campaign influence how voters evaluate candidates. Following recent work in the psychology and economics of decision-making, I argue that people’s attitudes are dependent on the menu of choices they are faced with (menu-dependent preferences, also called context-dependent preferences or rank-dependent utility). When there are two candidates campaigning for an office, perceptions of each candidate and feelings for or against each candidate are arrived at through a process of binary comparison. If perceptions and preferences depend on the set of alternatives, perceptions and preferences should change when there are more alternatives to compare. Varying the set of options highlights different attributes, affecting what is seen as salient differences (Lowenthal 1996) and judgments of similarity (Tversky, Sattath and Slovic 1988, Tversky 1977). The desirability of certain attributes becomes easier to evaluate in comparative settings (Hsee 2000) and particular attributes loom larger in comparative evaluations (Tversky and Thaler 1990). Feelings towards an option can vary depending on what alternatives surround it, especially if the decision-maker is relying on qualitative or lexicographic arguments to find the best alternative (Tversky, Sattath and Slovic 1988, Lau and Redlawsk 2001). The presence of certain options may make certain decisions easier to justify (Simonson 1989) or reduce the level of anxiety associated with the choice (Pettibone and Wedell 2000). People might even adjust their preferences according to the options they face (Fischhoff, Slovic and Lichtenstein 1978). Mitigating these contextual effects should be common and available cues such as the candidate's party affiliation and the race of the candidate. 

Researchers in the decision sciences designed many experiments across many different domains investigating why expanding the choice set can influence the behavior of the decision-maker. However, only a few scholars have examined menu dependent preferences when the choices are collective or over public goods (see Rotter and Rotter 1996, Lowenthal 1996, Callender and Wilson 2001).
 Our lack of understanding of how the set of options influences political choice is unfortunate. Learning how the set of options influences political choices will help us understand whether there are legitimate justifications for many of the ballot access laws and other barriers to political campaigns outside of the major party duopoly. Understanding the dynamics of multicandidate elections will help scholars understand the differences in choice and campaign strategy in two-party systems and the multiparty systems prevalent elsewhere around the world.

I utilize a multi-method design to understand the dynamics of collective decision-making when there are more than two options in the choice. At the heart of this investigation is a series of experiments on decision-making and electoral choice. These experiments will help me bridge our understanding of private decision-making behavior with our knowledge about collective decision-making – the world of politics. This experimental design is important because in the real world, scholars cannot vary the number of candidates running in a campaign.
 There is survey evidence from different elections for the same office when sometimes there are two candidates in the race, but in other years, there are more. These surveys will buttress my experimental evidence and give us an impression of the external validity of the experiments. Other experiments reinforce the main experiments by helping me understand the consequences of varying the anchor on a series of issue-scales and the effect of changing the size, and composition, of the set of choices for a collective, non-political choice task. Based on the empirical results, I evaluate the pretense for legal and institutional barriers to third parties. For instance, a better understanding of the dynamics of multicandidate races and the role of party labels, could influence recent discussion about allowing fusion ballots (Disch 1999).

Rationale

"Binary choices occur rarely in nature and can be artificially generated only by violating fundamental notions of fairness."

-William Riker, Liberalism Against Populism (Waveland Press, 1988), p. xiv.
This dissertation strives to understand the behavioral implications of changing the act of choosing and enlarging the menu of options. Binary choice is simple for individuals, so scholars since Madison embraced the idea of a unified government opposed by a strong opposition.
 Letting a simple majority determine the outcome of a choice between two possibilities is consistent with the democratic purposes of voting. William Riker explains that simple majority decisions do not differentiate among voters and the process is neutral to candidates (Riker 1988, p. 59). Getting to a binary choice in a world where few issues are truly dichotomous, requires procedures to reduce the number of alternatives being considered.   Legislatures employ a committee system and modify bills through a succession of amendments.  In mass elections, sore loser laws prevent candidates who lose party primary battles from entering the general election as independents or as standard bearers of other parties.  American presidential candidates with fewer than 15% of the popular support in the polls are not invited to nationally televised presidential debates because their presence might confuse and distract voters from the viable candidacies. Despite these barriers to participation, third parties continue to contest elections and have won congressional seats and gubernatorial elections in recent years.

I ask how the presence of these candidates affects citizens’ perceptions of the candidates and their feelings towards the candidates.
 The simple answer provided by formal models of politics is, “it does not.” The citizens may choose to vote for a third party candidate, and the strategies of the major candidates may change, but the citizens’ feelings towards the major party candidates should not change simply because a third candidate entered the contest. A voter that prefers a Republican to a Democrat should not rank the Democrat as his or her preferred candidate after a Reform Party candidate enters the fray. Microeconomic utility maximization theories, including the spatial model of voting, assume enlarging the choice set cannot increase the desirability of an option. However, Riker (1988, p. 211) argued that "features of the environment" affects the selection of both "creatures and issues."

One of the primary ways additional candidates can impact on voting is through the introduction of a new, salient political issue (Rosenstone, Behr and Lazarus 1996, Lowenthal 1996). Typically, political scholars depict each salient issue as a spatial dimension. The voter locates an ideal point within the space created by these dimensions. Candidates are evaluated relative to this ideal point. Many polities in the industrialized world experience political cleavages along two dimensions, one covering differences of opinion on economic issues, and the other covering the range of opinion on social issues. In the figure below, I illustrate the policy space formed by those two dimensions, left-right economic issues on the horizontal axis and liberal-conservative social issues on the vertical axis. Locate [image: image3.bmp]conservatives on economic issues who are liberal on social issues (like Jesse Ventura) in the top-right corner, and place conservative free-market Republicans in the bottom-right corner. A new candidate or party, such as the Green Party that sprang up in many countries over the past twenty-five years, introduces a new dimension that I label “G” for “green” or environmental issues. If a Green candidate like Ralph Nader injects this issue into the campaign, then voters will evaluate the candidates over three dimensions, not just two. As a result in the change in dimensions the closest candidate may no longer be the closest candidate to the voter’s ideal point.

Irrelevant Alternatives?

My research examines systematic violations of the assumption of independence of irrelevant alternatives. When alternatives are independent, the decision-makers’ choice does not depend on the presence or absence of other alternatives in the choice set. When two alternatives are considered, a third alternative should not influence whether a decision-maker prefers one alternative to the second (see Sen 1997, Hinich and Munger 1994, Denzau and Parks 1979, Samuelson 1938). This third alternative is independent of the choice between the first two alternatives. While remaining an important axiom of social choice theory, it can be violated whenever social decision-making exercises consider more than two alternatives simultaneously.
  

Scholars of comparative politics have been very interested in recent years in how the number and size of political parties affects voting behavior and party strategies (Kitschelt 1993). Much of this research has focused on how the political context of a system mediates the relationship between the economy and the support for the government (Lewis-Beck 1988, Paldam 1991, Powell and Whitten 1993, Anderson 2000). This relationship is very unstable across countries and within countries over time. The variety of parties in the system (i.e. the number of parties, their size and/or the fractionalization of the party system) plays an important role in the assignment of credit or blame to the incumbent party. The set of alternatives to the incumbent party affects whether there is an alternative governing coalition, a depository of protest votes, or no way for a voter to register her displeasure. Anderson (2000) found that increasing the number of alternatives to the government increased support for the governing parties (or party) and reduced the rate of defection from them. He speculates that voters in these fragmented systems may have stronger partisan attachments but this contradicts other work on partisanship (see Tillie 1995). Powell and Whitten (1993) argue that clarity of responsibility decreases with additional parties, and consistent with the literature on behavioral decision theory, voters prefer simple to complicated sets of choices. 

Studying how the menu of alternatives influences collective choice will also contribute to the decision theory literature. Decision theorists debate whether their observations of preference reversals are best explained by theories emphasizing either a shift in the value associated with the attributes of each alternative, or a change in the weight or salience of an attribute dimension. Both explanations are consistent with traditional value maximization models of utility, but scholars in both decision science (Luce, Payne and Bettman 1999, 2001, Pettibone and Wedell 2000) and political science (Marcus, Neuman and MacKuen 2000) propose new models that give greater weight to how the configuration of options triggers negative emotional responses like evaluative anxiety. Decision-makers construct strategies to avoid or minimize these negative emotions, resulting in systematic patterns of choices under these circumstances (Payne, Bettman and Johnson 1993, Luce, Payne and Bettman 1999). These strategies should be particularly common in political choices when the decision cannot be avoided (Simonson and Kivitz 2001). 

These models help explain the attractiveness of certain alternatives because these alternatives reduce anxiety or make the decision easier to justify. I stress how increases in evaluative anxiety and the importance of other people's preferences ("viability") shape behavior both when the choice becomes less individualized and when the number of alternatives increases. These increases illuminate the nature of the decision-making process and test theories constructed to explain private decisions.

Menu Dependent Preferences

One morning at a New York diner, a waitress offers a professor a choice of a bagel and a bialy.

"I'd like a bagel, please."

After a few minutes, the waitress returns to tell the professor that she forgot to tell him that he can also have a croissant.

"In that case," he replies, "I'll have a bialy!"
This is one example of a menu- dependent preference: the relative attractiveness of one alternative compared to a second alternative depends on the presence or absence of additional alternatives (Huber, Payne, and Puto 1982, Simonson and Tversky 1992, Tversky and Simonson 1993). As a second example, consider someone who is deciding to buy an apple instead of an orange at the supermarket. If she also considers buying a banana, this additional option should not directly affect the choice between the apple and the orange. However, the banana might change the context of the choice so much so that the decision-maker will choose the orange even though she chose an apple when there were two options. The banana may remind the decision-maker of the value of potassium (found in oranges and bananas), or draw more attention to the cost or the quality of the items. 

Researchers into consumer behavior have been demonstrating regularities when irrelevant alternatives like the banana, or decoys, are added to the choice set. These scholars categorize decoys as dominated or non-dominated. Dominated decoys have one or more features that are worse (or less desirable) than those of the one or more of the other alternatives and no features that are [image: image4.bmp]better (or more desirable). When a decoy is dominated by only one alternative (the "target" alternative), the decoy is asymmetrically dominated by the target and tends to make the target more desirable. Non-dominated decoys similarly increase (but to a lesser extent) the desirability of the target (Pettibone and Wedell 2000). These decoys include those that make the target appear as a compromise, those very similar to the target, or inferior options that are not actually dominated but whose combination of features rarely appear as desirable as the target. 

These decoys create contrast effects that affect the way consumers perceive their options, develop preferences and make choices.
 For example, Simonson 1989 asked subjects to choose a favorite from four televisions that varied by price ($126-503) and picture quality rating (65-100). He presented two or three sets to each respondent. When the $299 set with an 80 rating appeared as the compromise, the percentage of participants that selected the set increased from 23% to 48%. When the $350 television with an 85 rating appeared as the compromise, its “market share” rose from 43% to 51%. The effect of the decoy is smallest when people have well-articulated preferences for one of the options (Tversky and Simonson 1993). 

Explanations for Menu-Dependent Preferences

There are two categories of explanations for the violations of regularity that occur introducing these decoys. One posits that the change in the menu of alternatives has an epistemic (or informational) effect. The second suggests that elements in the choice set influence the decision-maker emotionally or through other mechanisms not directly related to a change in salient information. These causes can act in tandem with each other (Pettibone and Wedell 2000).

Epistemic (Informational) Effects

Behavioral decision scholars devised two general explanations consistent with value maximization models of choice (Keeney and Raiffa 1976) that calculate utility by multiplying the dimensional values by the dimensional weights (categories derived from Wedell 1991 and Pettibone and Wedell 2000).

Value Shift explanations assert that the attractiveness of the dimensional values of the options change. There are two main theories explaining why the attractiveness of the values change.

· Range Frequency. The decoy may extend the perceived range on one dimension, so one option no longer appears at the endpoint or the extreme (Parducci 1986, Huber, Payne and Puto 1982). The overall attractiveness of that option increases because it is no longer the worst alternative along that dimension.

· Loss Aversion. Extremes highlight sacrifice relative to a reference point. People are hesitant to sacrifice any value or utility along one dimension even in exchange for gains along another dimension (Tversky and Kahneman 1991, Simonson and Tversky 1992, Herne 1998, Highhouse 1996, Highhouse and Johnson 1996).

Weight Change. In contrast to changing the attractiveness of the dimensional values, these models claim that the importance or relative weighting of the dimensions changes. If the decoy has a low value on one of the dimensions, than that dimension becomes more important to the decision-making process. Pettibone and Wedell (2000) report that there is relatively little evidence in the literature to support the weight-change model as an explanation for violations of regularity.

Non-Informational or Emotional Influences

Another set of forces appear to be strongest when the decision-maker must adapt or construct beliefs and preferences during the choice process (Slovic 1991, Payne, Bettman and Johnson 1992, 1993). When this is true, choices are very context sensitive (Payne 1982, Tversky, Sattath and Slovic 1988) because decision-makers frequently restructure the decision problem to reduce conflict and indecision.
 Conflict is particularly common when the decision-maker must make some trade-off between attributes of the items in the choice set (Chatterjee and Heath 1996, Beattie and Barlas 2001). Many decision-makers will adjust their decision-making pattern to avoid this conflict (Payne, Bettman and Johnson 1993, Luce, Payne and Bettman 1993). 

Tversky, Sattath and Slovic (1988) describe a lexicographic decision-making process that allows the decision maker to reduce mental effort and helps the decision-maker identify a compelling argument for choice. First, the decision-maker observes whether there exists one option that dominates the others. If none, the decision-maker may reorder the attributes to produce a dominant alternative (Montgomery 1983). If still none appears dominant, the decision maker searches for one with a decisive advantage that outweighs the advantages of the other options. If none have a decisive advantage, the decision-maker seeks a procedure for resolving conflict. 

Tversky, Sattath and Slovic (1988) found that their subjects most often chose the option superior on the most important attribute. However, Wedell and Pettibone (1996) proposed an "emergent-value" model that argues that decision-makers use information about the configuration of elements in the choice set to provide additional reasons for making a decision. These reasons include the ability to justify the choice to others (“justifiability”) identified by Simonson (1989), and evaluation anxiety related to the selection due to potential criticism of the decision.
 

These factors are particularly important when the decision-makers are uncertain about their own preferences, indifferent or grabbling with a difficult choice that includes complicated “trade-offs.” The more complex the decision, the larger the information costs, and the more likely decision-makers will employ a shortcut to make the decision or the decision-making process easier. Judgments such as feeling thermometers should generate less anxiety. The number of options being considered, the desirability of those objects, and/or the attributes of the objects in the choice set can influence the difficulty of the decision (Beattie and Barlas 2001, Chatterjee and Heath 1996). If the objects are complicated, include many features, or if they have attributes that are hard to understand, anxiety or the level of subjective threat associated with making the decision tends to increase (Luce, Payne and Bettman 1999). If there is a path of action that continues habitual behavior, anxiety tends to decline (Marcus, Neuman and MacKuen 2000). The act of choosing could induce higher levels of anxiety if the outcome of the choice will affect others or will be evaluated by others (Tetlock 1985). Other shortcuts might be taken to reduce ambivalence between two options when making a political decision (Alvarez and Brehm forthcoming).

The more difficult the decision, the likelihood of the decision-task causing the decision-maker to become anxious about whether they are making the correct decision increases. A similar, yet arguably different construct is justifiability, the use of a compelling argument for the decision in anticipation of the decision coming under criticism by peers (Simonson 1989, Shafir, Simonson and Tversky 1993, Wedell and Pettibone 2000). Slovic (1975) argued that people seek a choice mechanism that is easy to explain and justify. When decoys are added to the set, the target becomes more desirable because it either reduces the anxiety associated with the decision or it is easy to justify.

These two causal mechanisms are not mutually exclusive. Pettibone and Wedell (2000) tested a “dual process” model that hypothesized that emergent value and value shift constructs drove menu dependent judgments and choice. They found that the extent to which subjects employed each model depended on what type of decoy was included in the choice set. For instance, the value-shift model did not play a role in determining the impact of the compromise effect. This finding suggests that the farther the decoy is positioned away from being dominated, the less likely the value shift model can be used to explain decoy effects.

Applications to Campaigns and Elections
At the aggregate level, these findings are important for marketers to understand how enlarging the product line or introducing new competitors will affect market share. If marketers assume preferences are monotonic and ordered, adding an extreme option should reduce support for the most similar alternative more than the other options (the “substitution effect,” "ranking condition," "similarity effect," or "betweeness inequality," see Tversky and Simonson 1993). The interesting conclusion of this literature is that this extreme option might actually make the target more desirable to many consumers and increase its market share.

If these effects boost market share of consumer products then these mechanisms could also influence the vote. Spatial theories of voting based on simple assumptions that voters prefer whichever candidate is closest to their ideal point, emphasize a substitution effect where similar or fringe candidates siphon votes from their nearest competitor (Downs 1957, Tullock 1967). Behavioral decision theorists argue that there exists circumstances where an attraction effect could overcome the substitution effect overcoming the loss in vote share to the extreme candidate.  Consequently, candidates like Harry Truman can take advantage of menu-dependent preferences to improve their electoral chances. Irwin Ross (1968) and Samuel Lubell (1952) thought that Thurmond and Wallace made Truman more appealing to voters deciding between Dewey and the incumbent, especially to many blacks and Catholics.
 Anderson’s (2000) finding that the number of alternative parties increased support for the incumbent is consistent with Truman’s election. So, perhaps there are times when candidates should encourage opponents on their flank when they battle their traditional opponents? In Holland in 2002, the socially conservative Social Democrats increased their share of the vote dramatically increased their vote share relative to their traditional opponents in the center and the left despite the strong showing of the anti-immigrant Pim Fortuyn List. According to this logic, the rise of the Green Party in Germany might have helped the SDP appear more moderate, especially after Gerhard Schroeder became the party's leader.
 If true, consultants should recommend that socialist parties in France or Italy encourage a communist candidacy so they do not appear extreme, impractical or fanatical?

Recent scholarship suggests that it would be reasonable to see these effects in politics. Marcus, Neuman and MacKuen (2000) explored the relationship between emotions, cognitive evaluations and political behavior. They propose a model of behavior, called affective intelligence, which posits that there are two independent forces, anxiety and enthusiasm, driving much political decision-making. Anxiety will undermine the tendency to rely on long-standing political habits (p. 63). They trace this anxiety to the introduction of new information, which conceivably could be the result of an additional candidate or the issues raised by that candidate. 

The introduction of a third candidate may highlight certain candidate attributes (Tversky, Sattath and Slovic 1988) or policy tradeoffs (Tversky and Simonson 1993) that the voter must make when choosing between the two other options. A centrist or compromise candidate whose positions minimize the required tradeoffs between the other candidates in the race or represents the smallest change from the status quo, may prove to be more popular than others similarly distanced from the respondent’s ideal ("extremeness aversion," Simonson and Tversky 1992).
 Voters may simply be averse to any option that is seen as extreme or dramatically inferior on one dimension. The voter may be aware of another candidate not in the choice set (a phantom decoy), such as a primary opponent or a retiring incumbent, whose absence influences the voter's choice.

The attraction effect predicts that candidates that are viewed as compromises between extremes should be more desirable (Simonson 1989). Some candidates and parties, such as Yitzhak Mordechai of the aptly named Center Party in Israel in 1999, Jesse Ventura and Ross Perot of the Reform Party, and the Australian Democrats locate between two major parties, rather than on one flank. The consequences of enlarging the choice set with centrist candidates like these may be different than when an extreme candidate is in the race. Will the attraction effect make the centrist party more appealing, or will party loyalists hesitate to defect? With an extreme candidate, extremeness aversion might benefit the major party in the middle because that party may be seen as a compromise or simply as more moderate in comparison with the extreme party. 

It is important to see whether the attraction effect benefits only a major party, or whether it could help candidacies that appear as compromises between the two parties, like John Anderson in 1980, and hope to draw support from both parties' supporters. If it can benefit minor parties too, then scholars must confront the dilemma of why there are not more viable centrist campaigns. Recent research by Callander and Wilson (2001) demonstrate a formal model that there is still a two party equilibrium with menu-dependent preferences.

Theoretic Challenges for Behavioral Decision Making

Asking whether it is plausible to expect an attraction or compromise effect in political choices introduces three problems not found in the literature on menu-dependent preferences. One, individual preferences tend to be over the space of possible policy outcomes (peace and prosperity), but the choice set is restricted to a set of specific candidates. If a consumer has preferences over stereos and the relevant features of those stereos, the consumer chooses between stereos with some combination of those features. Even if voters prefer peace and prosperity, they can only cast votes for candidates espousing policies claiming to achieve the desired outcomes. Consequently, there is uncertainty about the outcome of the election and the performance of the candidates as office-holders.

Second (but stemming from the first), the attributes of options being considered are not exogenous to the choice. Strategic actors actively seek to manipulate how the voters (the choosers) perceive and evaluate the options being considered. Successful politicians instinctively know which issues to politicize and which to de-emphasize (Page 1978, Carmines and Stimson 1989) All The number of options under consideration alters the candidate’s strategy, especially attack strategies that tarnishes the image of the attacking candidate (for examples, see Toner 1992, Abramson et al 2001) relative to a candidate remaining above the fray.

The attractiveness of the options' attributes, such as their policy stances or leadership qualities, as well as the weight of certain dimensions they are evaluated on can be influenced over the course of the campaign. Lowenthal (1996) found that the entrance of a third candidate can influence issue salience even if that third candidate later drops out of the race. Even though the behavioral scholars found little evidence in support of weight change explanations, one of the most important tools of a heresthetic is influencing the number of salient dimensions. In the example I provided above of the Green Party, the introduction of a third dimension is not automatic, but instead the result of deliberate strategy. For example, one candidate can question the truthfulness of a claim that a policy will result in the desired policy outcome, introducing a credibility dimension to the decision-making process.  The ability to influence the dimensions of the choice is consequential because if there was only one salient dimension, say fiscal policy, the choice set would not include any asymmetrically dominated candidates (recall that symmetrically dominated decoys do not help the dominating alternatives). If asymmetric dominance benefits the target, then the target candidate should pursue a campaign agenda designed at making salient a second dimension so as to improve his or her own standing.

Third, knowing what (or who) other people like is not relevant to private decisions, but it is relevant to choices that may be evaluated by others or collective choices over more than two options. After evaluating the different parties or candidates, a voter must consider the distribution of preferences across the polity. If the voters' favorite candidate attracts few supporters, the voter must decide whether he should vote for a losing cause. The multicandidate calculus of voting models voting as a function of the benefits the voter receives from the candidate's policies if elected to office and the probability of the vote making a difference in the campaign (Riker and Ordeshook 1968, McKelvey and Ordeshook 1972).  Votes cast for candidates close to the voter's ideal policy points will be "wasted" if the candidate has little chance of winning. Candidates who are perceived as being in a close race with another candidate are the most likely to attract votes from supporters of other candidates (Abramson, et al. 2001). Most instances of defection from the preferred candidate (measured by feeling thermometers) can be explained by strategic considerations, as voters back more viable candidates (Miller et al 1990, Abramson, et al. 1992, Blais and Nadeau 1996, Cox 1997, Abramson and Aldrich 2001). So, candidates must project their viability in addition to their policy positions.

Importance of Viability 

The importance of viability makes collective, political decisions an interesting application of the behavioral decision theory literature on menu-dependent choices. Concerns about viability, the likelihood of being the social choice, makes other people's preferences important in social decisions. Viability is not an important influence in judgments, private decisions, or even binary choices. If viability is an attribute dimension, than the transformation of the choice from a two-candidate race to a multi-candidate race changes the weight of the dimensions. While not surprising to political scientists, this would be contrary to recent findings of little support for dimensional weight arguments in behavioral decision theory (Pettibone and Wedell 2000). 

Political scientists generally explain the importance of viability by describing the voter’s rational calculation of the costs and benefits of voting (including the benefits of policy outcomes accruing as the result of any candidate winning the election. Voters behaving in this rational manner are attracted to candidates in a close race where their vote can make a difference preventing an undesirable candidate from winning. So, supporters of Ralph Nader defected (in vain) to Al Gore because Gore was neck-and-neck in the polls with the undesirable Bush.

Behavioral decision theory offers an alternative explanation: viability could trigger a similarity effect that draws decision-makers away from dissimilar options towards the options with similarly high chances of winning. Tversky's (1969) "elimination by aspects" (EBA) model argues that decision-makers process information in a dimension-wise fashion. Alternatives that fall below a threshold value are immediately eliminated. So, as long as viability is valued for voters, those candidates who appear to have little chance of winning attract minimal support. According to this explanation, Al Gore and George W. Bush drew support and attention away from Pat Buchanan and Ralph Nader because Gore and Bush were similarly viable. However, Quiggin (1982) and Weber (1994) argue that subjects pay attention to best and worst outcomes, suggesting that disliked fringe candidates might attract attention and not be immediately dismissed from consideration.

Models of Behavior

The data I collect will be used in models similar to traditional models calculating utility and determining choices. First we estimate a model measuring the attractiveness of each alternative aj in choice set Sd ={a1, a2, aj, …an} as a function of the attractiveness of its values on each relevant dimension of evaluation.
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Where Wm is the weight of the dimension m and V is the value of alternative aj on the dimension m (see Pettibone and Wedell 2000). Changing the menu of choices from Sd to Sd’ can change the weight of dimension m or the value of the attributes of aj on dimension m.  Changing the weight of the dimension is the same as a change in salience. If the dimension is an issue, than changing the weight of the dimension would mean that the issue is more (or less) important to the voter’s decision. If the value of the attributes of aj on dimension m changes, then the position taken by the candidate becomes more (or less) desirable. For example, in 1960, when John F. Kennedy was able to make his Catholicism a non-issue, the weight of the religion dimension on the choice of many voters was reduced to zero or nearly zero. Kennedy’s Catholicism was not more desirable, it was just irrelevant to the decision. In 1948, Lubell (1952) argued that Truman’s moderation on several issues became more desirable to voters after hearing the stances taken by his opponents.

Similarly, changing the act of choosing c from (for example) a private, consumer choice to a collective, political decision will change the weight of dimension m or the value of the attributes of a on that dimension. For example, in private decisions or collective choices with only two alternatives, the weight of the viability dimension should be negligible or even zero because it is not important which option is the most popular. With more than two options in a collective choice, or when the decision-maker may be held accountable for his private decision, viability becomes more important, reflected by increasing the size of the weight, W, of the viability dimension.

The utility for each voter for a candidate can be calculated by adapting the above equation so that each alternative aj is a candidate. Note that when adapting the model to politics that the voter's utility is not derived directly from a policy stance but rather from expected policy outputs by the government (after the election) affecting the voter. So, dimensions include salient issues and non-policy utility functions like the candidate competence and leadership. The choice over these options is the alternative aj within set Sd that maximizes the decision-maker’s utility given the act of choosing and the menu of preferences:


[image: image2.wmf](

)

{

}

a

S

c

j

j

Sd

d

U

a

Î

max

,


These models are different than traditional models of utility maximization because they allow for preferences and choices to be parametrically influenced by features of the decision-making process. These equations allow for the possibility that the choice process is not neutral with respect to the decision and allows independence of irrelevant alternatives to be violated with the size of the choice set changes.
 These models are consistent with Sen's (1997) arguments that preferences may be sensitive to the choice process. This is possible because political preferences tend to be over comprehensive outcomes that take into account the intrinsic value of the act of choosing (see Sen 1987, 1997).

Sen (1997) argued that theories of value maximization could be revised to consider the actual act of choosing to account for variance in the decision-maker's identity, the menu of options and how the act relates to social norms that constrain social actions. Other theoretical work exploring alternatives to neoclassical (or additive expected utility) theories of consumer choice include theories that allow violations of the independent of irrelevant alternatives or transitivity as the result of menu or chooser dependence. A few deserve mention here: Machina (1982) dropped the independence axiom, allowing indifference curves to be non-linear, offering an explanation for paradoxes created by risk-averse behavior such as Allais’. Rank-dependent expected utility (Quiggin 1982, Schmeidler 1989) weakens the independence axiom so that affect depends on comparisons of outcomes produced by different events. These comparisons yield a rank-ordering that affects the amount of attention people pay to each of the events. Loomes and Sugden (1982) proposed a regret/rejoice function that accommodates violations of transitivity, such as preference reversals.

Implications

Social scientists have long sought to generalize in realistic ways the more restrictive assumptions in rational choice theory. In this thesis, I develop a set of rationality assumptions more generalizable than the standard set of assumptions. I test the empirical plausibility of menu-dependent preferences, and examine the political implications of their occurrence.  If menu dependency appears to be common, a question I explore in the next section, the political consequences are substantial, as is the impact on scholars’ theories of elections.

Political science and decision science scholars share an interest in how the dynamics of choosing influences the outcome of the choice process. By experimenting with consumer choices, I will understand how changing the act of choosing from a private, consumer decision to a collective, political decision affects the behavior of decision-makers. In the domain of collective choices, I explore whether changing the number of alternatives will change political behavior as it changes consumer behavior.

Understanding how preferences change due to different menus of options will help scholars explain differences in behavior across systems. The findings from this research will be of interest to scholars who seek to understand how institutions affect behavior, and especially those who are actively engaged in helping polities devise efficient and equitable electoral institutions. By understanding menu-dependent preferences, scholars will be able to better understand the institutional consequences of systems that encourage two-party competition versus those that allow multiple parties.

Finally, finding a compromise effect will have consequences for our understanding of optimal candidate strategies. The theory developed here suggests that, contrary to other models, candidates can benefit from opponents who appear more similar to them than to their opponents. Rather than ignoring such candidates as threats, some candidates may be best advised to use their presence to their advantage. Striving to reduce evaluative anxiety of the voters and contrasting moderation with dramatic changes from the status quo should help candidates’ attract supporters more than scholars previously understood.
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Location of Decoys Around Target ("A") in Two-Dimensions





The shaded areas depict the areas that each alternative ("A" and "B") dominates. Boxes show the location of three decoys that make target alternative "A" appear more desirable than "B." The asymmetrically dominated decoy (ADA) falls within the shaded area, the inferior decoy (IA) is located just outside the shaded area, the compromise decoy (CA) makes the target (A) appear as the compromise between B and CA.





Issue-Space in 3-Dimensions.


New dimension “G” added by Green candidate.
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� Choices are categorized with regard to how many people are making the decision and how many people are affected by the decision. When one person makes a decision that only affects him or herself, such as which stereo to buy, then that choice is a private decision over a private or non-coercive good. When one person makes a decision that affects many people, then the decision is private, but coercive. When many people make a decision that affect only one person, then the choice is collective but coercive. An example of this is jury decisions, which have recently been studied by behavioral decision theorists. Decisions that influence many people and are made by many people include all elections.


� In the United States, it is common for minor party Presidential candidates to fail to gain ballot access in every state. However, even if the candidate is not on the ballot, voters tend to be aware that the candidate is in the race from the national media coverage (or conversely, be unaware of some of the candidates even if they appear on the ballot). Abroad, there are parties that are only active in particular regions in countries like Canada, Australia and Britain. However, voters in other regions are generally aware of their presence (see Miller, William L., et al, 1990).


� Committee on Political Parties of the American Political Science Association. Toward a More Responsible Two-Party System (New York: Rinehart, 1950).


� This should not be confused with the question of whether the third alternative influences the social choice. A candidate in a two-party race can benefit from a third challenger if the new entrant is similar to the opposition and reduces support for the opposition (Tullock 1967, Cooper and Munger 2000). I argue that if the third candidate can influence judgments then the social choice can be affected by enlarging the choice set. My theory argues that the affect on the social choice can be in the opposite direction of the traditional models. Rather than helping a distant candidate, a new entrant can help a proximate candidate.


� One of Arrow's conditions for social decision rules is that independence of irrelevant alternatives should not be violated. This irrelevance of independent alternatives refers to violations of ordinal choices or rankings of options. If x is preferred to y when the choice set is exclusively composed of those two options, then x should be preferred to y even after z is added to the choice set. Menu-dependent preferences are ruled out by the weak axiom of revealed preference (WARP, Samuelson 1938).


� Some scholars distinguish between contrast effects that emphasize differences between stimuli and assimilation, similarity or attraction effects that emphasize similarities between stimuli (see Highhouse 1996, Murphy, Balzer, Lockhart and Eisenman 1985). Here I use contrast effects in a general sense that implies that assimilation or similarity effects are low level contrast effects.


� Abelson and Levi (1985) described decision making under preference uncertainty as involving discomfort, conflict and even pain.


� The presence of a dominated alternative increases justifiability and decreases evaluation anxiety (Huber, Payne and Puto 1982, Montgomery 1983, Luce 1998), while Simonson (1989) found that a compromise decoy decreased anxiety but not justifiability.


� See Ross, I. 1968 ( especially Chapter 11), and Lubell, S. 1952. There is some evidence that suggests that Truman's diverse opponents highlighted his leadership qualities.  On policies, historical accounts suggest that Wallace's foreign policy stances made him appear to be weak on Communism. In contrast, Truman was able to appear tough on Communism and win the support of many Catholics who did not support Roosevelt in 1944. African-Americans supported Truman following the Dixiecrat defections since the Democratic platform was more liberal on civil rights than the Republicans. Lubell and Ross discuss other evidence, albeit predominantly anecdotal, that Truman prevailed by appearing as a principled, determined moderate, in contrast to the dramatic policy changes promised by Thurmond and Wallace and Dewey's pledge to clean house in Washington. I am grateful to Christopher Schulten for pointing out and explaining this case.


� Most observers describe the SDP movement to the center after Schroeder became leader of the party instead of Oskar Lafontaine. The Green Party encouraged many left-wing activists to switch parties, enabling the moderate left to take control of the party apparatus. This study focuses on the perceptions of the voters, asking whether the presence of the Greens made the move towards the center more convincing in the minds of the voters. The British Labor Party in the late-1980’s and early- 1990’s had a hard time convincing voters that they had moved towards the center without the presence of a strong Green Party.


� Extremeness aversion may be the result of a cultural inclination towards moderation in government, but extremeness aversion may require us to assume a normal distribution of opinion in a polity. For consumers, extremeness aversion is theoretically linked to loss aversion. When considering a cheap and an expensive product, the cheap products' inferior quality and lack of special features will loom large in the consumer's mind. The expensive products steep price may also be a concern relative to the cheap alternative. An intermediate product minimizes the loss of quality or features of the cheap products, but also minimizes the sticker price shock of the expensive product. Extremeness aversion in collective choices is different. The moderate or centrist candidates may be more desirable when preferences in the polity are distributed normally because they are seen as having a better chance of winning. On many measures, such as liberal-conservative ideology and related issue-preference questions, many Americans tell investigators that they hold moderate views. Fewer choose to be identified at the extreme ends of the scales. This is not true in every country, since in some places the space between two strong positions is virtually empty (Northern Ireland, with its divisions between Catholics and Protestants is the most frequently cited example). There may be an element of a system/anti-system divide mitigating the extremeness aversion for those people who place themselves to the far right or left of the center of a scale. So, the relevance of extremeness aversion may be time and place dependent. Thanks to Neil Carlson for highlighting this point. 


� A change in the value of an attribute can be illustrated if one assumes that the attribute does not change when the choice set is expanded. However, that attribute is seen by the decision-maker as more desireable in the new choice set. This could occur independently of a change in the weight of the dimensions or in conjunction with a change in weight. The former is demonstrated by previous works on compromise effects. If there are two dimensions equally relevant to the decision, say price and quality, the compromise decoy will make the target's attributes on those dimensions more valuable without changing the relative importance of either price or quality to the decision. In the latter effect, the target's attributes may be more desireable, but the importance of quality to the decision also rises.


� For a more detailed explication of a model depicting menu dependent preferences see Tversky and Simonson 1993, who employ an additive model combining the "intrinsic" value of the alternative, the impact of the choice set and other contextual factors.
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