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Appendix A: Measures
Patriot Act Support Measure
Do you oppose or support the Patriot Act?
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Urban Growth Proposal Support Measure 

Do you oppose or support the overall proposal to manage urban growth in Minneapolis?
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Need-To-Evaluate Measures

Some people have opinions about almost everything; other people have opinions about just some things; and still other people have very few opinions. What about you? Would you say you have opinions about almost everything, many things, some things, or very few things?
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Compared to the average person, do you have far fewer opinions about whether things are good or bad, somewhat fewer opinions, about the same number of opinions, somewhat more opinions, or far more opinions?
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Some people say it is important to have firm opinions about lots of things, while other people think it is better to remain neutral on most issues. What about you? Do you think it is better to have firm opinions about lots of things or to remain neutral on most issues?

firm

remain

Appendix B: Examples of Processing Manipulation

Condition 1: On-line Civil Liberties (SC)

We are testing materials for use in a study that is related to the kinds of opinions people form about public policies. Along these lines, we would like you to read a series of statements taken from recent news coverage of the Patriot Act, which was enacted in 2001.

Please read the following statements and, for each, rate the extent to which the statement decreases or increases your support for the Patriot Act. After you read and rate all of the statements, we will ask you for your overall opinion about the Patriot Act (i.e., the extent to which you oppose or support the Patriot Act). In a follow-up survey in ten days we will again ask you for your opinion about the Patriot Act. There are no right or wrong opinions and your responses to all questions are completely anonymous.

Please read the statements carefully and after each one rate the extent to which it decreases or increases your support for the Patriot Act. 
The Patriot Act was enacted in the weeks after September 11, 2001 to strengthen law enforcement powers and technology.

To what extent does this statement decrease or increase your support for the Patriot Act?
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The Patriot Act has sparked numerous controversies and been criticized for weakening the protection of citizens’ civil liberties. 
To what extent does this statement decrease or increase your support for the Patriot Act?
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Under the Patriot Act, the government has access to citizens’ confidential information from telephone and e-mail communications.

To what extent does this statement decrease or increase your support for the Patriot Act?
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The Patriot Act allows law enforcement officials to search citizens’ homes, businesses, and financial records without their permission or knowledge. 

To what extent does this statement decrease or increase your support for the Patriot Act?
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The Patriot Act significantly expands government policing powers without specifying an agency that is responsible for safeguarding citizens’ rights. 
To what extent does this statement decrease or increase your support for the Patriot Act?
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Since its passage, the Patriot Act has been challenged in federal courts on the grounds that many of its provisions are unconstitutional.

To what extent does this statement decrease or increase your support for the Patriot Act?
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Condition 2: Memory-based Civil Liberties (SC)

We are testing materials for use in a study of the structure of sentences people use when writing. Along these lines, we would like you to read a series of statements taken from recent news coverage of a public policy.

Please read the following statements and, for each, rate how dynamic you think each statement is. A statement is more “dynamic” when it uses more vivid action words. For example, a statement like, “He sped up and raced through the light before crashing into the swerving truck,” seems more dynamic than, “He went faster to get through the light before having an accident.” The action words in the first sentence (which we have highlighted in bold) seem more dynamic or vivid than those contained in the second sentence. There are no right or wrong opinions and your responses to all questions are completely anonymous.

Please read the statements carefully, and after each one rate the extent to which you think it is dynamic. Remember that a statement is more dynamic when it uses more vivid action words. 
The Patriot Act was enacted in the weeks after September 11, 2001 to strengthen law enforcement powers and technology.

How dynamic would you say this statement is? (Remember that a statement is more dynamic when it uses more vivid action words.)
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The Patriot Act has sparked numerous controversies and been criticized for weakening the protection of citizens’ civil liberties. 
How dynamic would you say this statement is? (Remember that a statement is more dynamic when it uses more vivid action words.)
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Under the Patriot Act, the government has access to citizens’ confidential information from telephone and e-mail communications.

How dynamic would you say this statement is? (Remember that a statement is more dynamic when it uses more vivid action words.)
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The Patriot Act allows law enforcement officials to search citizens’ homes, businesses, and financial records without their permission or knowledge. 

How dynamic would you say this statement is? (Remember that a statement is more dynamic when it uses more vivid action words.)
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The Patriot Act significantly expands government policing powers without specifying an agency that is responsible for safeguarding citizens’ rights. 
How dynamic would you say this statement is? (Remember that a statement is more dynamic when it uses more vivid action words.)
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Since its passage, the Patriot Act has been challenged in federal courts on the grounds that many of its provisions are unconstitutional.

How dynamic would you say this statement is? (Remember that a statement is more dynamic when it uses more vivid action words.)
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Appendix C: Patriot Act Experiment Time Effects by Condition

	Condition

Frame Sequence
	Time 1 Mean Support

(std. dev.; N)
	Time 2 Mean Support 

(std. dev.; N)
	OVER-TIME CHANGE:

Time 2 Mean –

Time 1 Mean
	T2 FRAMING  EFFECT:

Time 2 Mean –

Time 2 Control Mean (4.38)


	No Time 2 Frame

	No manipulation

	2 No manipulation

Terrorism (SP)


	5.28

(1.44; 81)
	4.63 
(1.50; 81)
	-.65*** 
	.25

	3 No manipulation

 Civil Liberties (SC)-Terrorism (SP)
	4.32

(1.93; 79)
	4.32 

(1.89; 79)
	0 
	-.06

	4 No manipulation

Civil Liberties (SC)
	3.83

(1.80; 84)
	4.21

(1.85; 84)
	.38**
	-.17

	Memory-based

	5 Memory-based 

Terrorism (SP)
	5.00 (1.69; 79)
	4.18

(1.75; 79)
	-.82*** 
	-.20

	6 Memory-based 

Civil Liberties (SC)-Terrorism (SP)
	4.33

(1.62; 78)
	4.21 
(1.55; 78)
	-.12 
	-.17

	7 Memory-based 

Civil Liberties (SC)
	3.77

(1.66; 79)
	4.49

(1.74; 79)
	.72***
	.11

	On-line

	8 On-line

Terrorism (SP)
	5.02

(1.65; 83)
	4.88 

(1.57; 83)
	-.14 
	.50**

	9 On-line

Civil Liberties (SC)-Terrorism (SP)
	4.47

(1.46; 88)


	4.53

(1.51; 88)
	.06 
	.15

	10 On-line

 Civil Liberties (SC)
	3.51 (1.79;76)
	3.66 

(1.72; 76)
	.15
	-.72***

	Time 2 Frame

	No manipulation

	11 No manipulation

Terrorism (SP)-lag-Civil Liberties (SC)
	5.15

(1.52; 76)
	4.29 
(1.68; 76)
	-.86*** 
	-.09

	12 No manipulation

Civil Liberties (SC)-lag-Terrorism (SP)
	3.58

(1.98; 76)
	4.32 
(1.89; 76)
	.74***
	-.06

	Memory-based

	13 Memory-based 

Terrorism (SP)-lag-Civil Liberties (SC)
	5.10 
(1.58; 72)
	3.94

(1.74; 72)
	-1.16*** 
	-.44*

	14 Memory-based

 Civil Liberties (SC)-lag-Terrorism (SP)
	3.79

(1.66; 86)
	4.84 
(1.46; 86)
	1.05*** 
	.46**

	 On-line

	15 On-line

 Terrorism (SP)-lag-Civil Liberties (SC)
	5.08

(1.59; 83)
	4.84

(1.66; 83)
	-.24** 
	.46**

	16 On-line

Civil Liberties (SC)-lag-Terrorism (SP)
	3.77

(1.57; 83)
	3.95

(1.46; 83)
	.18* 
	-.43**

	Control

	1 Control
	4.45
(1.79; 99)
	4.38 
(1.83; 99)
	-.07 
	N/A




***p.01; **p.05; *p.10 for one-tailed tests.

Appendix D: Urban Sprawl Experiment Time Effects by Condition

	Condition

Frame Sequence
	Time 1 Mean Support

(std. dev.; N)
	Time 2 Mean Support 

(std. dev.; N)
	OVER-TIME CHANGE:

Time 2 Mean –

Time 1 Mean
	T2 FRAMING  EFFECT:

Time 2 Mean –

Time 2 Control Mean (4.63)

	Time 2 Open Space (SP)

	2 Voters (WC)-lag-Open Space (SP)

	4.41

(1.40; 42)
	5.33 

(1.24; 42)
	.92***
	.70***

	3 Economic (SC)-Open Space (SP)-Economic (SC)-lag-Open Space (SP)

	4.13 

(1.66; 47)
	5.30 

(1.57; 47)
	1.17***
	.67**

	4 Open Space (SP)-Economic (SC)-lag-Open Space (SP)

	4.02 

(1.64; 43)
	5.86 

(1.23; 43)
	1.84***
	1.23***

	5 Economic (SC)-Community (WP)-Economic (SC)-lag-Open Space (SP)
	3.70 

(1.59; 47)
	4.95 

(1.74; 47)
	1.25***
	.32

	Time 2 Economic (SC)

	6 Open Space (SP)-Voters (WC)-Open Space (SP)-lag-Economic (SC)
	5.36 

(1.44; 47)
	3.30 

(2.09; 47)
	-2.06***
	-1.33***

	7 Open Space (SP)-lag-Economic (SC)
	5.04 

(1.38; 48)
	3.33 

(1.85; 48)
	-1.71***
	-1.30***

	8 Open Space (SP)-Economic (SC)-Open Space (SP)-lag-Economic (SC)
	4.33 

(1.38; 45)
	3.78 

(1.73; 45)
	-.55**
	-.85***

	Time 2 Community (WP)

	9 Voters (WC)-Community (WP)-Voters (WC)-lag-Community (WP)
	4.24 

(1.48; 45)
	4.64 

(1.68; 45)
	.40**
	.01

	10 Community (WP)-Voters (WC)-lag-Community (WP)
	4.00 

(1.59; 42)
	4.62 

(1.38; 42)
	.62***
	-.01

	11 Economic (SC)-lag-Community (WP)


	3.95 

(1.43; 43)
	3.72 

(1.93; 43)
	-.23
	-.91***

	12 Community (WP)-Economic (SC)-lag-Community (WP)
	3.81 

(1.60; 37)
	4.32 

(1.93; 37)
	.51*
	-.31

	13 Community (WP)-Economic (SC)-Community (WP)-lag-Community (WP)
	3.78 

(1.63; 40)
	4.08 

(1.95; 40)
	.30
	-.55*

	Time 2 Voters (WC)

	14 Voters (WC)-Open Space (SP)-Voters (WC)-lag-Voters (WC)
	5.29 

(1.27; 42)
	5.40 

(1.61; 42)
	.11
	.77***

	15 Open Space (SP)-Voters (WC)-lag-Voters (WC)

	5.02 

(1.49; 42)
	5.10 

(1.54; 42)
	.08
	.47*

	16 Community (WP)-lag-Voters (WC) 

	4.35 

(1.62; 46)
	4.35 

(1.74; 46)
	0
	-.28

	17 Community (WP)-Voters (WC)-Community (WP)-lag-Voters (WC)

	4.20 

(1.52; 46)
	4.27 

(1.77; 46)
	.07
	-.36

	Control

	1 Control
	4.33 

(1.27; 49)
	4.63 

(1.48; 49)
	.30*
	N/A




***p.01; **p.05; *p.10 for one-tailed tests.
Appendix E: Urban Sprawl Experiment t1 Opinions 
We directly explore the impact of the t1 frames on urban sprawl opinion by regressing t1 support for the proposal on a set of dummy variables indicating exposure to each frame. Recall that respondents can be exposed to each frame up to two times and thus we include appropriate dummy variables. For these analyses, we also control for the extent to which the respondent values economic growth over the environment, and partisanship (with movement towards Republican). (Precise question wordings are available from the authors.) 

Consistent with what we report in the text, we find that only strong frames affect initial opinion. First and second exposures to the Open Space (SP) frame and first exposure to the Economic (SC) frame significantly influence opinion in the expected directions. Second exposure to the Economic (SC) frame is not significant, and the weak frames never display significant effects. Also, prior values significantly influence opinions on the issue, as individuals who place greater value on economic growth are more likely to oppose restrictions on urban development. However, partisanship is not significant in the context of our experiment.
To test whether NE moderates t1 opinions, we added the NE measure to the model as well as interactions between NE and each independent variable.  A significant interaction between a frame and the NE measure indicates a conditional effect of the frame depending on NE. These results appear in the second column of the table. First exposure to the Economic (SC) frame and second exposure to the Open Space (SP) frame continue to display significant effects (but first exposure to the SP frame is no longer significant). More important, with one exception, the interactions between exposure to individual frames and NE are insignificant. This is noteworthy because it demonstrates that NE does not invariably moderate framing effects.
 As explained in the text, we instead expect NE will become a significant moderator at t2, after the t1 treatment has created stronger attitudes on the issue among high NE individuals.
Dependent Variable: Time 1 Support for the Urban Growth Proposal (1 to 7). 
 



Independent Variable

Model 1


Model 2





First Open Space (SP1)

.36***


.13





(.12)


(.30)

First Economic (SC1)

-.48***


-.54**





(.12)


(.30)

Second Open Space (SP2)

.22*


.72**





(.14)


(.34)

Second Economic (SC2)

.02


.33





(.14)


(.32)

First Community (WP1)

-11


-.30





(.12)


(.32)

First Voters (WC1)

-.03


.03





(.12)


(.31)

Second Community (WP2)
-.01


.40





(.14)


(.37)

Second Voters (WC2)

.04


.17





(.14)


(.39)

Partisanship (PID) (Republican)
-.02


-.02





(.02)


(.07)

Economy Values (EV)

-.19***


-.28***





(.03)


(.08)

Need-To-Evaluate (NE)

--


-.45








(.53)

NE X SP1


--


.37








(.43)

NE X SC1


--


.10








(.43)

NE X SP2


--


-.76*








(.50)

NE X SC2


--


-.52








(.46)

NE X WP1


--


.28








(.45)

NE X WC1


--


-.10








(.44)

NE X WP2


--


-.64








(.54)

NE X WC2


--


-.20








(.55)

NE X PID


--


-.08








(.09)

NE X EV


--


.13








(.11)

τ1 through τ6


see below

see below

Log likelihood


-1269.99


-1249.99



Number of Observations

747


739





Note: Entries are ordered probit coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. ***p.01; **p.05; *p.10 for one-tailed tests. For model 1, the coefficients and standard errors for τ1 through τ6 are as follows: -2.70 (.18), -1.88 (.16), -1.29 (.15), -.87 (.15), -.87 (.15), .07 (.15), .83 (.16). For model 2, the coefficients and standard errors for τ1 through τ6 are as follows: -3.04 (.40), -2.21 (.39), -1.62 (.39), -1.20 (.39), -.25 (.39), .51 (.39).

� Druckman and Nelson (2003) report that NE moderates framing effects at one point in time; however, they use NE as a proxy for prior attitudes on the issue, which we capture with our party identification and value measures.
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