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Measuring how much citizens care about different policy issues is critical for political scientists,
yet existing measurement approaches have significant limitations. We provide a new survey-
experimental, choice-based approach for measuring the importance voters attach to different
positional issues, including issues not currently contested by political elites. We combine infor-
mation from (i) direct questions eliciting respondents’ positions on different issues with (ii) a
conjoint experiment asking respondents to trade-off departures from their preferred positions
on those issues. Applying this method to study the relative importance of 34 issues in the UK,
we show that British voters attach significant importance to issues like the death penalty which
are not presently the subject of political debate and attach more importance to those issues
associated with social liberal-conservative rather than economic left-right divisions.

Introduction

How much do citizens care about different policy issues? This question is crucial for political
scientists. Answering it can help us better understand electoral competition, since differences
in party or candidate issue positions only matter for election outcomes insofar as voters attach
importance to the issue and sanction those with positions far from their own preferred position
(Butler and Stokes, 1974). Learning about the importance the public attaches to different issues
also enables us to better assess the quality of substantive representation in democracies and
identify representational deficits. A rich literature empirically evaluates representation as the
degree to which the policy positions of political representatives match the positions of those
they represent (Miller and Stokes, 1963; Converse and Pierce, 1986; Kastellec, Lax and Phillips,

2010; Lax and Philips, 2012; Krimmel, Lax and Phillips, 2016; Hanretty, Lauderdale and Vivyan,
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2017), but to evaluate representation synoptically we need to know whether such congruence
happens for issues that voters care about most (Jones and Baumgartner, 2004, 2). This is par-
ticularly important for accounts of recent political upheavals, such as Brexit, which have been
argued to result from a failure to provide voters with meaningful choices on issues they care
about (Evans and Menon, 2017).

Despite the centrality of issue importance to political science —and in contrast to the increas-
ingly sophisticated approaches developed to measure issue attention among political elites’ -
there have been few recent advances in measuring the relative importance of different issues to
voters. This is not because this is a solved problem. As we discuss in more detail below, methods
currently in use suffer from severe limitations in terms of both what they measure and what they
demand of survey respondents.

In this paper we provide a new choice-based, survey-experimental approach for measuring
the importance voters attach to different positional issues. We show how issue importance can
be measured by combining questions about respondents’ preferred policy positions with a con-
joint experiment involving hypothetical candidate platforms. By asking about respondents’ pre-
ferred positions, we measure what respondents would ideally want on several different issues.
By asking respondents to choose between candidate platforms adopting a random combination
of positions on these issues (in the conjoint experiment), and by conditioning our analysis of the
resulting choices on candidate-respondent disagreement, we can infer how respondents trade-
off positional disagreement across different issues. We learn about the relative importance of an
issue from how much, on average, positional disagreement on that issue (as compared to posi-
tional disagreement on other issues) reduces voters' support for a candidate. We then calculate
a population-level issue importance statistic that averages these causal effects of disagreement
over the distribution of actual disagreements on each issue within the electorate, summarizing
how much potential there is for each issue to affect voting decisions.

We apply this method to a new national survey of British voters to estimate the relative
importance of 34 policy issues. Consistent with the suggestions of studies focusing on the de-

terminants of vote choice in the 2017 general election (Mellon et al., 2017; Curtice, 2017) we find
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that the most important issues for the UK public are those that divide opinion along social
liberal-conservative lines rather than along economic left-right lines. We also show that this
phenomenon includes not only currently salient issues like the UK's relationship with the EU and
migration, but also issues like the death penalty which are not currently the subject of elite po-
litical debate. Existing research has noted that UK public opinion on these issues is more divided
than elite opinion (e.g., Heath, Jowell and Curtice, 1985; Heath et al., 1991). A novel contribution
enabled by our method is that we can demonstrate that voters disagree with one another and
also care a lot about departures from their preferred position on these currently uncontested
issues, and that the issues would therefore be highly contentious if they became the subject of
national political debate. Finally, we also show how the method can be extended to produce
estimates of issue importance that vary as a function of citizen characteristics. We use this to

show how voters’ priorities vary by age, attention to politics, gender and education.

Approaches to measuring issue importance

In this section we discuss existing measures of issue importance, problems with these measures,
and how our proposed approach addresses those problems. Our discussion is premised on a
causal conception of issue importance at the individual level: we define an issue as important to
a citizen to the extent that she accords weight to agreement or disagreement on that issue in their
decision calculus, such that her support for candidates or policy platforms are reduced by their
departures from her preferred position on that issue. This causal conception of issue importance
matches that used in some existing studies (e.g., Wlezien, 2005; Bartle and Laycock, 2012; Johns,
2010). It relates to the broader notion of “attitude strength”, or the extent to which an attitude
held by an individual “manifest[s] the qualities of durability and impactfulness” (Krosnick and
Petty, 1995, 3). Issue importance as we consider it pertains to the latter quality of “impactfulness”
as manifest in the political domain, since it concerns the extent to which attitudes held toward
an issue causally “impact” an individuals’ judgements and behavior (Krosnick and Petty, 1995, 3).

Our discussion is also premised on a conceptual distinction between an issue’s importance
to voters decisions and an issue’s salience to current elite political conflict. The term salience is

“vague” (Miller, Krosnick and Fabrigar, 2016, 125). It is sometimes used to refer to the prominence



of an issue in voters’ thoughts (Butler and Stokes, 1974), at other times as an alternative label
for the causal conception of issue importance to citizens that we define above (e.g., Niemi and
Bartels, 1985; Hellwig, 2014). We follow Bartle and Laycock (2012, p. 681) in defining an issue to be
salient to the extent that there are perceptible differences between the positions of competing
parties (or candidates) on that issue. Salience is thus used here to refer to the extent of elite
political contestation on an issue.

Given these definitions, an issue can be important without being salient: this can happen
where there is elite consensus on an issue, but where voters’ choices between elites would be
affected were perceptible differences between elites to emerge on that issue. We argue that em-
pirically distinguishing importance from salience is vital not just for reasons of good conceptual
hygiene, but because it is otherwise impossible to investigate important substantive questions.
For example, if measurements of issue importance are only available for salient issues, we can-
not evaluate whether parties present voters with meaningful choices on all the issues that voters
care about and disagree about. To conduct that evaluation, we need to be able to measure the

importance voters attach to issues whether or not those issues are salient at the elite-level.

Problems with self-reported measures

Most of the measures of issue importance in the existing literature treat importance as some-
thing that is self-reported. They record an issue as important for some voter to the extent that
the voter themselves judges it to be so. One such measure is based on “direct” survey questions
which ask respondents to assign subjective importance scores to a set of specific issues chosen
by the researcher (e.g., Converse and Pierce, 1986; Krosnick, 1988; Boninger et al., 1995). Another
common measure is based on survey respondents answers to open-ended questions about what
they consider to be the “most important issue” (Mll) facing the country (e.g., Clarke et al., 2004).

These self-reported importance measures share two undeniable virtues: they are individual-
level measures and they are straightforward to implement in surveys. However, they also suffer
from significant shortcomings. Direct measures of importance often lack discrimination due to
respondents’ reluctance to explicitly label issues (which are often in the survey because they

have received national media or political attention) as “unimportant” even if they care little



about them personally (Converse and Pierce, 1986; Johns, 2010). A limitation of MIl measures is
that the proportion of respondents for whom a given issue was most important is not a reliable
indicator of the average importance of an issue.

A more fundamental concern with self-reported measures of importance is that asking re-
spondents to introspectively consider the relative importance of different issues is asking them
to report “more than they can know” (Bartle and Laycock, 2012). Because the cognitive processes
that lead to evaluations and choices are often unconscious processes, individuals are often poor
guides as to these processes (Wilson, 2002; Nisbett and Wilson, 1977.). When it comes to issue
importance then, voters may simply “not [be] very good at judging the relative weight they attach
to criteria in making decisions” (Niemi and Bartels, 1985, 1219).

The difficulty respondents have when making such introspective judgements may explain
why issue importance measures generated from both direct and MIl questions have proved to
be of limited value in predicting voting behaviour (e.g., Niemi and Bartels, 1985, 1219; Bartle and
Laycock, 2012; Leeper and Robison, 2018). It may also explain why respondents, when answering
direct or MIl questions, tend to rely upon, or use as a heuristic, “how much attention a particular
issue attracted during the campaign, or how heated the debate... has been” (Sarlvik and Crewe,
1983, 224; see also Johns, 2010; Bartle and Laycock, 2012). If respondents do approach Ml or
direct questions in this way, the resulting measures would conflate an issue’s importance to

citizens and its salience in elite political contestation.

Choice-based measures of issue importance

Instead of relying on respondent introspection, others have taken a choice-based approach to
measuring issue importance. According to this approach, the importance of an issue to a voter
will influence the decisions she makes when faced with objects of choice (candidates, parties,
policy packages) with differing issue positions or competencies. If many voters choices are par-
ticularly sensitive to candidates’ positions or competency on one issue, then the issue is revealed
to be important (at the population-level), regardless of whether the voters are aware of or could
report this fact. The case for a choice-based approach for measuring issue importance is sup-

ported by marketing studies which show that measures of attribute importance inferred from



choice-based conjoint experiments are better predictors of real product/candidate choice than
the direct importance scores that respondents self-report (Neslin, 1981; Harte and Koele, 1995).

Existing choice-based measures of issue importance have been generated by modelling the
vote choices respondents make between partiesin real elections (e.g., Alvarez, Nagler and Bowler,
2000; Hellwig, 2014). For example, Alvarez, Nagler and Bowler (2000) model voters’ party choice
in the 1987 UK general election as a function of voters’ policy distance to each of the three main
parties on seven different issues. The coefficients on these issues can be interpreted as relative
measures of importance.

Unfortunately, measures of issue importance based on models of electoral choice are limited
by their reliance on variation in the actual policy platforms adopted by parties. Even in multi-
party systems the absolute number of observed party platforms that voters choose between
in any given election are quite small, and parties’ positions are likely to be correlated across
issues. This approach also relies on respondents’ perceptions of the issue positions parties be-
ing accurate, which they may not be due to strategic ambiguity on certain issues on the part of
parties (Brauninger and Giger, 2016) or projection effects (Ansolabehere and Jones, 2010). Third,
respondents’ vote choice in elections will be influenced by other considerations such as party
attachment and competence judgements that are distinct from the policy issues we aim to study
here. Fourth, and perhaps most crucially, if we infer issue importance based solely on voters’
choices between observed party platforms it is not possible to estimate the importance voters
attach to those issues which parties either don't talk about, or on which major parties adopt
the same position. Thus, researchers measuring issue importance based on models of electoral

choice are confined to studying only those issues that are salient in elite political competition.

An experimental approach

In an experimental setting we can measure choice-based issue importance for issues that are
not salient for elite political competition. This is because an experimental setting permits re-
searchers to construct hypothetical policy platforms composed of positions on both salient and
non-salient issues and to ask respondents to choose between these platforms. One survey ex-

perimental method which lends itself well to this kind of task, and which has become increasingly



popular in political science, is conjoint analysis (Hainmueller, Hopkins and Yamamoto, 2014).

Conjoint analysis has not been used to explicitly measure issue importance, although some
recent studies have come close. Horiuchi, Smith and Yamamoto (2018) asks Japanese respon-
dents to make choices between hypothetical policy bundles comprised of (random) positions on
nine issues. Compared to modeling respondents’ choices between observed party platforms in
an election, this conjoint approach allows the researcher to observe respondent choices across
a much more varied set of policy bundles and to control the information respondents receive
about these bundles. The authors are thus able to more precisely and accurately identify the
average effects - specifically, average marginal component effects (AMCEs) - of different issue
positions.

However, the AMCEs estimated in that paper do not measure the importance of issues, but
rather the net effect of alternative issue positions on support for a candidate/party. This be-
comes clear if we imagine a dichotomous issue where 50% of respondents take position A and
50% take position B. If respondents’ choices between policy bundles in the experiment were
exclusively affected by the position offered on this issue, making it not just the most impor-
tant issue but the only important issue, the estimated AMCE would still be zero, because the
reactions of the two groups of respondents cancel out. Low AMCEs do not imply a lack of is-
sue importance. More generally, the AMCEs of a particular issue will be a function of both the
importance individual respondents attach to the issue (in the sense defined above) and the
distribution of respondent preferences on that issue.

This example makes clear that we can only recover the average importance respondents
attach to an issue from a conjoint experiment if we condition statistical analysis on a measure
of respondents’ own positions on each issue. For measuring issue importance, what matters is
the sensitivity of respondents’ choices to divergences between their own views and candidate
positions, and to measure these divergences one needs to know respondents’ own views on
that issue. Leeper and Robison (2018) take the next step of conditioning analysis of a conjoint
candidate experiment on respondents’ own issue positions. They estimate the average marginal
effect of respondent-candidate issue distance for several issues to show that self-reported issue

importance does not predict choices in a conjoint experiment, but do not generate a measure



of issue importance.

Here, we develop a choice-based approach for measuring issue importance that combines
questions about respondent issue positions with conjoint analysis. Unlike existing self-reported
issue importance measures, our approach avoids excessive reliance on respondent introspec-
tion. Unlike existing self-reported and choice-based measures of issue importance, our ap-
proach can measure the importance of issues that are not salient in elite political contestation.

Our proposed approach is not without limitations. First, while the use of an experimental
design tightly links the measurement strategy to the causal conception of issue importance, the
usual external validity tradeoffs regarding potential artificiality of the experimental environment
apply. In particular, our approach measures issue importance based on hypothetical choices in
a survey experiment rather than observed behavioral choices between real candidates in elec-
tions. Second, it places extra burdens on researchers, who must select a set of issues and specify
plausible alternatives on those issues. Third, although it requires only a moderate number of
survey items, it does require a reasonably large sample size. We address these issues further in

describing our survey instrument and data analysis strategy.

Survey instrument

Issue questions

The first component of our instrument consisted of seven issue questions, which asked respon-
dents to give their position on seven issues (one issue per screen). The seven issues about which
each respondent was asked were drawn randomly without replacement from a bank of 34 issue
questions (described in more detail below).

Each issue question began with a short prompt introducing the issue, and was followed by
list of five different policy options with a logical ordering (e.g., varying from less to more state
intervention).? Respondents were asked to choose the option that came closest to their own

view on the issue.3

The polarity of the order (from 1-5 or 5-1) was randomized with probability 0.5.

3Respondents had to select an option, and were not permitted to give a “don’t know” response. Given our mod-
elling strategy, random responses will correctly lead us to conclude that the respondent puts no weight on their
position on that issue.



You

Which of the following is closest to your view on the relationship between the UK and the European Union?

The UK should remain a member of the EU, and sign up to EU agreements we had previously opted out of, like the
single currency and the Schengen border-free area.

The UK should remain a member of the EU.

The UK should be out of the EU, but stay part of the single market, which includes rules allowing “freedom of
movement”.

The UK should be out of the EU and out of the single market, but should participate in some EU programmes (e.g.. in
research, education, and nuclear energy)

The UK should be out of the EU and out of the single market, and should not participate in any EU programmes.
Figure 1: Example issue question on UK relationship with the European Union.

Figure 1 gives an example issue question concerning the UK's relationship with the European
Union. The ordered options in this example run from a closer relationship than the current status
quo through to withdrawal from the single market and all EU programmes.

Whereas many researchers have measured voters positions on issues using dichotomous re-
sponse scales (whether they “favour” or “oppose” a certain policy) (e.g., Jessee, 2012) or ordered
sentiment scales (e.g., “strongly oppose” to “strongly support”) (e.g., Heath, Jowell and Curtice,
1985), we follow Broockman (2016) by using an ordered polytomous response scale defined in
terms of concrete policy alternatives. These response options require more cognitive effort from
respondents and more preparation from researchers, but reduce the risk that variation in ob-
served survey responses results from differences in the way respondents use response scales
rather than differences in respondents’ positions (Jessee, 2012; Broockman, 2016).

Why do we measure respondents’ issue positions using direct self-reports given the prob-
lems with direct self-reports of issue importance highlighted in the previous section? From the
standpoint of psychological research, self-reported importance ratings are problematic because
individuals are poor at explaining the unconscious processes that determine their judgements
or attitudes (Wilson, 2002, 62-63; Nisbett and Wilson, 1977.). In contrast, with direct questions
about issue positions, we are asking respondents to report not on processes but on attitudes,

which tend to be consciously accessible (Wilson, 2002, p. 79). Consistent with this, when Con-



Draw 7 issues
34 issues, with w/o replacement
5 policy alternatives

Draw 3 of 7 issues Ask respondent 3 conjoint
w/o replacement comparisons involving
different candidate

positions on 3 issues

Ask respondent for
self-reported position on
each of seven issues

Figure 2: Relationship between question bank, issue questions, and conjoint comparisons

verse and Pierce (1986) asked both position questions and direct issue importance questions
in their study of French voters, they find that the latter “clearly suffer[ed] more measurement
‘noise’, and [were] generally less effective measures” (p. 222-3).

There is an important debate among political scientists concerning the extent to which re-
spondents’ answers to issue position questions reflect meaningful attitudes versus fleeting context-
specific considerations (e.g., Converse, 1964; Zaller and Feldman, 1992). However, recent studies
confirm that a substantial portion of variation in reported issue positions is attributable to “real”

- i.e., temporally stable - attitudes, even though these attitudes are often “idiosyncratic” rather
than structured by a common low-dimensional ideological structure (Broockman, 2016; Laud-

erdale, Hanretty and Vivyan, 2018).

Conjoint questions

The second component of our survey instrument involved respondents answering three conjoint
questions (one per screen). Each conjoint question gave respondents a choice between two
hypothetical political candidates (labeled “A” and “B”) characterised entirely in terms of their
positions on three issues. These three issues were drawn randomly without replacement from
the seven issues on which a respondent had already given their own position in the first part
of the survey (see Figure 2). These were randomized once for each respondent, so that each
respondent saw three conjoint questions with the same three issues in the same order.

For each conjoint question, the positions of each candidate on each issue were drawn ran-
domly (with equal probability) from the five response options offered for that issue in the issue
questions. Candidate positions were also drawn independently, so that occasionally a respon-

dent could be faced with candidates advocating the same policy position on one or more issues.
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You

Now imagine that two candidates for Parliament, A and B, were asked about some of the same public policies that we just
asked you about. Please look at their answers below and tell us who you would vote if this was all the information you had to go
on.

Issue Candidate A Candidate B

The UK should rely more on food from | The UK should rely more on food from
How should the government be

) ) o ) ) other countries and government other countries and government
involved in subsidising (financially
; ) should support current farmers should support current farmers
supporting) UK food production? e .
switching into other work. switching into other work.

The UK should be out of the EU and

Which of the following is closest to . out of the single market, but should
. - . The UK should remain a member of . )

your view on the relationship between the EU participate in some EU programmes

the UK and the European Union? ) (e.g. in research, education, and

nuclear energy)

The UK currently gives around 0.7% of
its national income to other countries in
the form of aid. Many countries regard
this figure as a target. Which of the
following is closest to your view on

The UK should give the current The UK should give a substantial
amount of foreign aid (0.7% of national | amount of foreign aid (around 1.4% of
income). national income).

foreign aid?

Given only the information shown above, who would you vote for?
| would vote for A
I'am not sure

I would vote for B
Figure 3: Example of a conjoint question.

Respondents were asked to review the candidates’ positions and then to say whether they would
vote for A, B, or whether they were “not sure”.

Figure 3 gives a screenshot of an example conjoint question. Here, the hypothetical candi-
dates are characterised in terms of their positions on three issues: the degree of state interven-
tion in food production; the future of the UK-EU relationship, and the magnitude of UK foreign
aid provision. The example respondent would have aleady been asked for their own position
on all three of these issues (plus four others) in the first part of the survey. In this example,
the hypothetical candidates happen to adopt identical positions on the first issue but candidate
B wants a closer relationship with the EU and more foreign aid provision than candidate A. In

addition to this question, our example respondent would have been presented with two further
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candidate comparisons, each covering the same three issues presented in the same order but
with candidates’ positions on those issues varying randomly.

We limited the number of issues shown in the conjoints to three so that the conjoints were not
so difficult as to create significant survey nonresponse. However, because they ask respondents
to consider a number of pieces of information about hypothetical candidates and then choose
between them, our conjoint questions are clearly not easy for respondents to answer. Why then,
do we argue for their use over questions which ask respondents to self-report issue importance,
given that a key problem identified with the latter type of questions was the difficulty people
have answering them? Crucially, the two types of question are difficult in different ways. The
difficulty presented by the conjoint questions is fundamental to our measurement objective: it
is the multidimensional nature of considering tradeoffs between preferences on different issues
that makes conjoint experiments difficult for respondents. But the same difficulty arises when
voters make choices between candidates in the real world. The implicit weights that they attach
to different factors when making such choices are we are interested in measuring, whether re-
spondents are aware of those weights or not. In contrast, the difficulty involved in self-reported
issue importance is not a common part of political life: citizens are not typically required to
engage in introspection about how they came to those choices. Citizens choose between candi-
dates with a variety of potentially relevant differences whenever they vote, but there is no “why

did you vote for that candidate?” question below those choices on the ballot paper.”

Selecting issues and positions

The bank of 34 issues from which we sampled for the issue and conjoint questions was devel-
oped to be wide-ranging, including issues that are salient in elite political contestation in the
UK and issues that UK elites generally ignore. Researchers who are only interested in issues

salient in elite political contestation can identify such issues by examining party manifestos and

“0One way to assess the difficulty of the conjoint questions is to examine whether less educated respondents’ are
less able to answer these questions. This is indeed the case: the rate at which respondents with no educational
qualifications answer “not sure” to the conjoint questions is 13 points higher than for respondents with at least a
university degree-level qualification. However, this “education gap” in responses is almost exactly the same to that
found when we examine the rate at which the same groups of respondents either answer “don’t know” or leave blank
a question asking them for their “most important issue”. Thus, by this metric, the difficulty of the conjoints is similar
to that of a most important issue question.
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other forms of communication. It is harder to identify issues which are not salient but have
the potential to be important to voters. To ensure breadth of issue coverage, we based our ini-
tial list of issues on the twenty top-level headings used by the Comparative Agendas Project
(www.comparativeagendas.net). For each heading, we identified between one and three issue
areas for which we could provide ordered policy positions. We drafted 42 issues and associated
policy positions, before reducing the set to 34 issues which could be presented most clearly to
survey respondents.

For each issue we wrote five ordered policy positions. Fewer policy alternatives per issue are
easier to specify for the researcher and to answer for the respondent, but could potentially mask
meaningful disagreements that would become apparent with greater numbers of alternatives. In
writing these policy positions we tried to make sure that the policy status quo, any positions of
the main parties, and any logical end-points, were all represented as options.> The full wording

of each issue question is reported in the supplemental information (p. 1).

Cost considerations and fieldwork

The overall design of the survey instrument was chosen to balance survey cost, sample size, and
breadth of issue coverage. The cost of the survey was primarily dictated by the product of the
number of items per respondent (7 issue questions + 3 conjoint questions = 10) and number of
respondents. Given that each respondent only saw three issues in their conjoint questions, a
cost-minimising module would have only asked issue questions about those three issues; how-
ever this survey experiment was designed to also facilitate other studies not reported in this
paper, for which a greater number of ordinal items was advantageous. There is a further discus-
sion of sample size and data sparsity in the supplemental information (p. 8).

The survey was fielded by YouGov UK from 22-31 January 2018. The 6070 respondents to our
survey were selected via YouGov's sample matching algorithm from the set of 31196 respondents
who took part in the 13th wave of the British Election Study, conducted online after the June 2017
election. We are therefore able to link our respondents to all variables present in the BES survey.

YouGov provided UK population weights for the survey sample. Our analysis in the main text is

SPositions of particular parties are not consistently anchored to particular alternatives because we include issues
where parties have no or identical positions.
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based on a quasi-likelihood approach using these weights, however an unweighted analysis

yields results that differ negligably from what we present (Miratrix et al., 2018).

Model

Our survey instrument records the choices respondents make between hypothetical candidates
who vary in terms of how much they disagree with the respondents’ own preferred positions on
several issues. We now introduce a model for this data which assumes that a respondent chooses
between candidates based on the latent utility they derive from each candidate, and that the
utility derived from a candidate depends on the proximity of that candidate to the respondent’s
own preferred position across issues.

For the choice component of the model, we define an ordered logistic response model for the
probabilities of “I would vote for A” (A), “I am not sure” (NS), and “I would vote for B” (B). Given
utilities for each respondent / for Candidate A and B of u;4 and u;g respectively, and threshold

parameters 7y, y-:
p(NS) + p(B)
o (
J p(A)

p(B) I
log <p(A)+p(/\/S)> = Ui — Uia — Y2

)ZU/'B_UiA_'Yl

The larger the absolute values of 1, 5, the more likely the respondent is to be indifferent
between the two platforms. If |y1| = |v2|, voters treat A and B symmetrically. If y; # —v,,
respondents systematically prefer either A or B due to order effects.

We could estimate a single pair of parameters y; and -y, for all comparisons, but for diagnostic
purposes we estimate separate parameters according to the number of disagreements between
A and B. In our data, we have 130, 1811, 7055 and 9214 conjoint responses involving comparisons
where 0, 1,2 and 3 issue positions differ between the two candidates, respectively. We thus allow

for respondents to apply different thresholds depending on the complexity of the comparison.®

®In particular, in cases where all three issue positions are identical, we would expect larger differences between
~1 and -y, as the intermediate response is most sensible when faced with two identical candidates. Indeed, when
respondents were faced with identical candidates in the experiment 75% of raw responses were for the intermediate
“not sure” option. The remaining 25% are presumably either not paying attention, or are giving a silly answer to what
appears to be a silly question. Because we model separate thresholds by difference count, these responses have no
consequence for any substantive parameter estimates.
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For the utility component we adopt a linear-loss “spatial” model of preferences, where 1,
are the locations of the five policy positions k for issue j on an issue-specific policy dimension.
We assume that the utility of each platform for a respondent is equal to the sum of the absolute
differences between the locations of their preferred position (;;) and the candidate platform

positions (¥4, ¥;g) on the three presented issues (j = 1, 2, 3):

ua=— Y. |va— il ug=— > |bs— vl
Jj€L,2,3 Jj€L,2,3

The location of the first position (¢;1) is fixed to zero. The locations of the remaining po-
sitions are not subject to an ordering constraint: the recovered locations are those that best
fit the observed conjoint choices. Because the utility scale is common across issues, an issue
where individuals put a lot of weight on differences between the positions will be one where the
locations are widely spaced. An inconsequential issue would have ¥j; = ¥j =~ ... = YPjs.

The parameters from the model are thus the locations of the policy positions 1;, and the
thresholds «y. Because the former are all on the same utility scale, the spacing of the policy alter-
natives 1;, on different issues indicates how much respondents penalize disagreement with their
own position on that issue. However, the spacing between the alternatives is directly shaped by
our choices of which alternatives to provide. Simply comparing the range of the alternatives is
not a good measure of the degree to which disagreement on that issue carries significant weight
with the public. A large range might just indicate that we offered more extreme alternatives on
one issue than another. We want a measure of importance that reflects the relative importance
of policy disagreements that actually exist in the electorate, not the extremity of the alternatives
we provided.

To give a simple statistic that measures the importance of each issue among the public, we
take into account the distribution of opinion on each issue (supplemental information, p. 9). If
few respondents adopt the most extreme positions on offer, the fact that respondents would
punish candidates who adopt those positions does not indicate that an issue is important in
anything more than a trivial sense. If, however, we see respondents heavily punishing hypothet-

ical candidates who take positions that are popular with many other members of the public, that
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indicates that the issue is important. The importance statistic we use is therefore the following
function of the estimated locations of each position ), on the common utility scale and the

proportion of respondents who report preferring that position m:

5 5
Xj= D, D Mk | Wik — Y|
k=1 k'=1

This importance statistic is the population average disutility citizens feel towards the opinions
held by their fellow citizens. Issue importance will be large when citizens hold widely varying
positions on an issue and also place great weight on those disagreements in the candidate com-
parisons. Importance will be small either if there is little disagreement in the public on an issue
or if citizens put little weight on the positions that the hypothetical candidates take on that issue
(or both). We further discuss the implications of adopting this sort of measure below once we
have examples to consider.

We estimate the conjoint response model by Bayesian posterior simulation, implemented
in Stan (Carpenter et al., 2016), using uniform priors on all parameters and reporting posterior
means and 95% central intervals. The likelihood of the model is well-identified, and similar

estimates could be obtained by maximum likelihood estimation.

Results

We begin by performing checks on the reasonableness of our modeling approach, before fo-
cusing more directly on our estimates of issue importance. First, we examine the parameters
specifically related to the response model, which are primarily diagnostic. The parameters y
indicate the baseline propensity of respondents to give each of the three possible responses to
the conjoint experiment. Recall that we estimate different values of -y for comparisons involving
0, 1, 2 and 3 policy disagreements. Our y; estimates are -1.64, -0.86, -0.93, and -0.92 for each of
these, respectively. Our -y, estimates are 2.50, 0.95, 0.97, and 0.97, respectively. As expected, the
thresholds are very widely spread for comparisons involving no policy differences, because most
respondents give the intermediate response when there is no way to distinguish between two

identical candidates. Overall, the values of y; are somewhat smaller in magnitude than the val-
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ues of 5, indicating a mild ballot/response order effect in favour of candidate A. However, there
is little difference in the parameters across comparisons involving 1, 2, and 3 policy disagree-
ments. This is an indication that respondents are weighing up varying numbers of disagreements
in a way that is consistent with our random utility model. If respondents became less responsive
to candidate disagreements as the number of disagreements (and therefore complexity of the
comparison) increased, we would see the threshold parameters become more extreme around
zero.

Next we examine the estimated relative locations of the five policy positions on each issue
(supplemental information, p. 10). In our model, we do not enforce the ordering that we in-
tended when we designed each set of positions, so this provides an additional check on whether
respondents perceive the alternatives as we expected. We estimate all five positions to be in the
intended ordering for 30 of 34 issues. For the remaining 4 we find a single pair of adjacent alter-
natives where the point estimates are in the reverse order of what we expected (supplemental
information, p. 11). None of these position reversals are substantively large, and none are sta-
tistically significant at conventional levels. This is not due to a lack of estimation precision:
the posterior probability of being in the intended order is greater than 0.975 for 110 of the 136
total pairwise comparisons. In sum, respondents made choices in the conjoint as though they
perceived the alternatives in the logical order we intended.

As a further check, we estimated an unrestricted preference model in which we do not as-
sume a spatial structure to the utility function of respondents over alternative candidate po-
sitions (supplemental information, p. 13). The overwhelming tendency is for respondents to
evaluate the hypothetical candidates in the conjoint in a way that is consistent with a spatial
proximity-based utility function. Even without assuming spatial ordering, on average, and for
most individual issues and positions on those issues, respondents are most inclined to choose
candidates with the position that the respondent reported as their own, and penalise candi-
dates deviating from that position more as the candidate moves to positions further from the
respondent’s own positions, in both directions. Not only is this evidence of the validity of the
spatial model that we impose on the data to generate our main results, but it also speaks to the

validity of respondent self-reported issue positions: by punishing candidates who take the more
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distant positions from their stated position, people are generally responding to the conjoint in

ways that reflect their stated issue preferences.

Estimated issue importance

Figure 4 shows our core results. It plots the estimated locations for the five positions for all 34
issues (i.e., the 9, parameters). We label the five positions according to the designed ordering.
The area of each pointis proportional to the proportion of respondents choosing that alternative
as their most preferred in the issue questions (supplemental information, p. 9). Issues are sorted
from most to least important, with the estimated importance statistic and its 95% posterior
interval reported on the right-hand side (see also supplemental information, p. 12).

Recall that the importance statistic for an issue represents the average utility weight that re-
spondents attach in candidate choices to other respondents’ deviations from their own preferred
position on that issue. To illustrate the implications of this approach, consider the example of
the NHS public/private issue. As Figure 4 shows, this issue is ranked only 23 of 34 in terms of
importance (x = 0.41). The figure also shows that the estimated locations of the five positions
for this issue are among the most widely spaced of all issues considered here: i.e., respondents
very heavily penalised large deviations from their preferred positions on this issue when choos-
ing between policy bundles in the conjoint task. The reason the NHS Public/Private issue scores
only moderately on importance despite this spacing is that the distribution of voter positions
on this issue is extremely lopsided. Almost 80% of respondents endorsed alternatives 1 or 2
(which favour no or very limited private involvement in the NHS), while less than 5% endorsed
alternatives 4 or 5 (which favour partial or full privatization of the NHS). Thus although voters
heavily penalised privatised NHS provision in the conjoint experiment, very few voters endorse
private provision.

In contrast to the NHS issue, one of the two most important issues concerns Britain’s rela-
tionship with the European Union (x = 0.84). This is a policy issue where voters heavily penalize
disagreement with their preferred policy position (such that positions are estimated to be far
apart on the issue scale) and where the distribution of voters’ preferences on the issue is dis-

persed (such that positions far apart on the issue scale are preferred by substantial numbers
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Figure 4: Left: estimated locations of policy positions for each issue, sorted from most to least
importance. The number on each point is the designed ordering of the positions. Right: esti-
mated importance score for each issue with 95% posterior intervals shown below the numerical
value.
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of voters). It is unsurprising that Britain’s relationship with the EU is currently one of the most
important issues to British voters. The negotiations following the UK's decision to leave the
EU were at the forefront of national political debates — both in the media and among political
elites — at the time our survey was fielded. The same is true for the closely related issue of net
migration, which is the fourth-most important issue according to our estimates (x = 0.71).

However, Figure 4 also shows that issues can be important to the public without being the
subject of prominent political debate. The death penalty question has an estimated importance
score (x = 0.85) that is indistinguishable from that estimated for the EU issue. The finding
that British voters vary in their opinions on the death penalty is not a new one (e.g.,, Heath,
Jowell and Curtice, 1985; Heath et al., 1991). What is striking is the importance voters attach to
deviations from their preferred position on this issue, despite the fact that the death penalty (for
murder) was abolished in the UK in 1969. Although the UKIP leader Paul Nuttall backed its partial
reintroduction during the 2017 General Election campaign, no other significant British political
party made mention of this issue in their campaigns. Our results suggest that, were parties to
take up opposing positions on this issue, it would have a potential to move votes on a scale
comparable to the EU issue.

Is it reasonable to have a measure of issue importance which says that the use of the death
penalty is more important to the public than the public/private organisation of NHS? One might
view this as evidence that our conception of importance is problematic, given that the death
penalty is more or less ignored in contemporary British politics while the NHS holds an almost
totemic place in British life. We have several responses to this line of criticism. First, because we
are trying to measure importance as distinct from salience, we should not expect to see a perfect
association between our importance measure and the issues currently being contested. Second,
it is possible that a differently phrased NHS question, perhaps about funding levels rather than
public/private organization, would have ranked higher because it would have induced more var-
ied positions among respondents. We may simply have asked about a less contentious aspect
of the NHS: its primarily public organisation. Third, we have defined a measure that focuses
our attention on issues that are politically important to voters in the sense that there are dis-

agreements among citizens on which basis citizens would be willing to change their vote choices.
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These are issues that could become major issues of political contestation, but they will not do
so unless parties and candidates choose to adopt varying positions and to emphasize those po-
sitions (perhaps because they are losers on the primary issue dimension: Hobolt and De Vries
(2015)). Indeed, one of the major lines of argument about Brexit is that it was the result of mul-
tiple decades of elites in the major UK political parties failing to take up varying positions along
an increasingly severe fault line in British public opinion, leading to a political earthquake when
that fault line found an outlet through UKIP and then the referendum on EU membership (Evans
and Menon, 2017). Our conception of issue importance and the resulting measurement strategy
is one that can identify such fault lines before the earthquake strikes, rather than only after — a
roadmap for both issue entrepreneurs and those who study them.

In contrast, if we look at the open-ended most-important issue measures from the same re-
spondents, measured six months earlier, we only see the issues on the most immediate political
agenda. The distribution of responses is, by the nature of a “most important” prompt, very lop-
sided and covers few issues. Fully 31% of (population weighted) respondents name “Europe” as
the most important issue. Smaller groups give responses related to terrorism (13%), immigration
(7%), health (6%), or the economy in general (4%). There is clear indication of sensitivity to recent
events: itis unlikely that terrorism would have been the second largest share had there not been
three terror attacks on the UK in the four months before the survey. 13% of respondents leave
the item blank. Maybe these respondents do not care about any issues, but more likely they just
have difficulty answering an open-ended question. While the responses to this question clearly
tell us something about which issues people think are most important, they give a relatively

superficial picture that is limited to a few of the highest profile issues.

Issue importance and ideological structure

To relate our importance scores to the major dimensions of conflict in UK politics we conduct
a separate two-dimensional scaling of respondents’ answers to the self-reported issue position
questions. This uses a standard item response theory scaling model for ordered responses to
measure how issue positions tend to go together. The details of the model specification and

identification restrictions are in the supplemental information (p. 16).
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The top two panels of Figure 5 summarise the results of the 2D ideological scaling model. The
top-left panel shows the loading of each of our 34 issue positions on the economic left-right (x-
axis) and social liberal-conservative (y-axis) dimensions, respectively. Along with the EU, issues
such as the death penalty, foreign aid, net migration and support for school pupils whose first
language is not English are strongly associated with an underlying social liberal-conservative
dimension. Issues which load strongly on the economic left-right dimension principally concern
the extent to which government should intervene in the provision of goods and services (e.g., rail
privatisation, regulation of energy prices, nationalisation of telephone and internet services). Is-
sues relating to tax and social support load less heavily on this dimension. The top-right panel
shows the average estimated position of respondents by reported 2017 UK general election vote.
Conservative voters are on average more economically right-wing and more socially conserva-
tive than Labour voters. Liberal Democrat and UKIP voters are on average moderate on economic
left-right issues, but differ strongly on the social liberal-conservative dimension, with UKIP sup-
porters highly conservative.

The bottom panel of Figure 5 is our focus here. It shows a clear negative association between
how important each issue is and the relative degree to which each issue loads on the economic
left-right ideological dimension rather than the social liberal-conservative dimension.” Issues in
our survey that related more to economic left-right considerations were generally less important
to voters; those issues which related more to social liberal-conservative considerations were
conversely more important.

While this association is statistically sigificant in a simple regression analysis (the p-value
on the slope of the regression line in Figure 5 is 0.02), the issues we included in our survey are
not an independent random sample from any meaningfully defined population of issues. This
is therefore not conclusive evidence that the issues that divide social liberals and conservatives
in the UK are more important than those that divide economic left and right. It is possible that

the left-right issues we asked about were not sufficiently explicit regarding benefits and overall

"Formally: where 8;; is the discrimination parameter for dimension / and issue j, we plot
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Figure 6: Estimated importance scores for each issue as a function of three measures of prompt
and alternative complexity: word count, Flesch-Kincaid score and Dale-Chall score.

redistribution, tending instead to focus on public versus private ownership, tax and workers
rights. Perhaps there are other left-right oriented policy questions that would have much more
powerfully shaped respondents’ choices, and we simply failed to ask about them. Nonetheless,
of the issues that we asked about, we see a clear pattern which is consistent with arguments

made by other scholars of recent UK voting behaviour (Mellon et al., 2017; Curtice, 2017).

Issue Importance and Complexity

One might worry that some of the issues we study may be measured as less important because
the wording we use to operationalize those policy issues was more difficult for non-experts re-
spondents to understand. In Figure 6 we plot our measure of issue importance against three
possible measures of the linguistic complexity of the prompt and response alternatives that we
provide for an issue: simple word count; Flesch-Kincaid score, which measures the readibility
in terms words per sentence and number of syllables per word; and Dale-Chall score, which is
similar to Flesch-Kincaid but accounts for the proportion of difficult words instead of syllables
per word. Figure 6 shows weak and non-significant associations between these measures of
prompt/alternative complexity and our measure of issue importance. Linguistic complexity is

unlikely to drive very much of the differences in issue importance we measure.

What is Important to Whom?

We can extend our model to allow issue importance to vary between population sub-groups. We

do this by allowing the weight on the distance between the respondent’s position and candidate
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positions to vary as a function of observed covariates X:
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The overall weights are constrained to be positive by using an exponential function, %%,
The coefficients § are estimated from the data under an improper uniform prior.

Table 1 shows the results of a simple application of this approach with four predictor vari-
ables: self-reported political attention (0-10 scale, mean 5.8), whether a respondent is female,
age (five year increments) and whether a respondent holds a university degree (Level 4+ qual-
ifications). All of these variables were measured for the BES at least seven months prior to
our survey. In the table, we highlight issues which have significantly more positive or negative
associations with each demographic variable, compared to the average issue. Comparison to
the average issue is necessary because some variables are generally associated with higher or
lower weight placed on the average issue. This is particularly true for attention, which is associ-
ated with higher weight put on all issues, which manifests in the data as lower probabilities of
choosing the “I am not sure” option in the conjoint questions. It is likely that high attention re-
spondents consider candidate profiles more carefully in relation to their own policy preferences
and have firmer policy preferences (Bartle, 2000; Lauderdale, Hanretty and Vivyan, 2018).

Holding the other variables constant, older voters care relatively more about nuclear forces,
fracking, fox hunting, social care and food production subsidies. Social care directly affects older
voters while fracking affects areas where older voters disproportionately live and own land. Fox
hunting, UK nuclear forces, and the extent to which the UK is reliant on food imports are literally
“old” issues in British politics in the sense that they were more prominently debated decades
ago. Younger voters care relatively more about the future relationship with the EU, the extent of
unemployment support, road tolls, government intervention to encourage healthy eating, and
the terms of international trade. Several of these are issues that primarily affect people of work-
ing age, and the EU relationship is explicitly about the future.

Holding other variables constant, voters who are more attentive to politics care relatively

more about the future relationship with the EU and energy source regulation, two relatively

25



Age Attention Degree Female
Death Penalty  0.017 (+) 0.019 (-) -0.026 -0.027
EU Relationship -0.052 (-) 0124 (+) 0.093 -0.381 (-)
Nuclear Forces 0.060 (+) 0.023 (-)  0.057 -0.091
Net Migration -0.001 0.038 -0.078 -0.260
Foreign Aid -0.006 0.086 0.200 -0.01
Cannabis  0.007 0.044 0.035 -0.096
Strikes  -0.032 0.091 0.141 0.066
Fracking  0.027 (+) 0.118 -0.107 0.034
University Education Funding  0.021 0112 0.219 -0.221
Fox Hunting  0.035 (+) 0.048 -0340 ()  -0.2m11
School Tracking -0.041 0.119 -0.089 -0.115
School Language Support -0.016 0.027 -0.096 -0.120
Offensive Speech -0.038 0.087 0431 0.053
Social Care  0.039 (+) o004 () 0214 -0.047
Unemployment Support -0.054 (-) 0.055 -0.102 -0.103
Higher Tax Rate  -0.026 0.109 0.009 -0.406  (-)
CEO Wages  0.017 0.064 0.041 -0.359
Armed Forces 0.020 0.100 0134 -0.039
Energy Price Regulation  0.023 0120 -04111 0.074
School Curriculum  -0.022 0.028 -0.116 0.056
Telephone & Internet -0.006 0.024 0.161 -0.046
Social Housing -0.006 0.109 0.097 -0.299
NHS Public/Private -0.040 0.083 -0.012 -0.246
Food Production Subsidy ~ 0.095 (+) 0.095 0379 (+)  -0a74
Road Tolls -0116 (-) 0.031 0.217 -0.192
Energy Source Regulation -0.035 0178 (+) 0.152 0.020
Zero Hours Contracts  -0.036 0.079 -0.002 0.294 (+)
Land Development -0.032 0.046 -0.382 0.217
Healthy Choices -0.090 (-) 0.050 -0582 (-) -0.274
Privacy and Policing -0.017 0.077 0.106 0.049
Railway Ownership  -0.031 0.118 0124 -0.073
Bank Insurance 0.012 0.026 0143 -0.098
Inflation v Unemployment  -0.010 0.026 -0.105 -0.493 ()
International Trade  -0a14  (-) 0.123 0.419 (+) -0.247
Average -0.013 0.073 0.027 -0.11

Table 1: Coefficient estimates for variation in importance as a function of four demographic
variables. Coefficients significantly higher than or lower than the average coefficient for that
demographic variable across all issues are marked with (+) or (-), respectively.

complex issues. In contrast, voters who are less attentive to politics care more about the death
penalty, nuclear forces, school language support, and social care provision. With the possible
exception of social care, these are relatively non-technical issues that connect more straightfor-

wardly to political values.
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The associations for the two remaining variables are weaker. Other things equal, university
graduates care more about food production subsidies and international trade issues, and care
less about fox hunting, land development and the government intervention to encourage healthy
eating. Women put higher weight on zero hours contracts and less weight on the EU relationship,
top tax rates, and the inflation/unemployment tradeoff.

In the supplemental information (p. 19) we provide plots showing the predicted levels of
importance of different issues as a function of each variable considered singly. These figures
sometimes show clearer relationships than the multivariate analysis here because variables like
political attention and holding a university degree are correlated, making it difficult to distin-

guish their associations with importance.

Discussion

In this paper, we have offered a new choice-based approach for measuring issue importance
in the public. Our approach combines standard survey questions asking respondents to choose
concrete policy positions on a number of issues with a conjoint analysis presenting respondents
with hypothetical candidates who take positions on a subset of those same issues.

There are limitations to our approach in general and in the specific implementation pre-
sented here. Concerning our specific implementation, although we chose a set of issues that
was representative of the policy areas defined by the Comparative Agendas Project, we have
still only studied one particular set of policy issues using a particular wording for each issue.
Future work might explore additional policy issues and sensitivity to the set of and wording of
alternatives. Future work could also use our measurement approach to further investigate the
factors that determine issue importance. Although our results suggest that measured impor-
tance is not driven by linguistic complexity of issue wording and that issues can be important
to voters even when they are not salient in elite political contestation, there is much work to be
done to understand the antecedents of issue importance. For example, past research finds that
the temporal stability of issue positions is higher when those positions have clear implications
for well-defined societal groups or for objects that are concrete and significant for respondents

themselves (Converse, 1964). This might suggest that issues are more likely to be important for
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citizens’ political decision-making to the extent that they clearly have such implications. Further-
more, since issues can be framed in different ways, scholars could examine whether our measure
of issue importance increases when the same issue is presented in terms of clear societal groups
or in more abstract terms.

The limitations to our general measurement approach are mostly variants of the typical ex-
ternal validity concerns that come with any survey experiment. We infer importance based on
respondents’ choices between hypothetical candidates rather than based on voters’ behavioral
choices between real candidates in real elections. Because respondents know nothing else about
the candidates, know they are not real, and have information about only three issues, they may
put some weight on issues that they would not care about at all when making real political de-
cisions. Future research could address some of these points by, for example, embedding the
candidate policy positions in a richer conjoint design where respondents also receive infor-
mation about candidates’ background attributes or valence characteristics. This would allow
researchers to gauge the importance that voters attach to policy issues when weighing these
up against other potentially relevant attributes of candidates. Even then, there is still a risk
that voters choose differently when considering the hypothetical issue stances of hypothetical
candidates compared to when considering real issue positions of real politicians.

However, just as external validity concerns are not a good general argument against doing
survey experiments, none of these limitations are good arguments for rejecting our approach to
measuring issue importance, especially given the severe limitations of the alternatives. When
we say an issue is important in politics, we should mean that changing something related to
that issue is capable of causing people to act differently. Once we recognise that importance
can be considered a causal attribute, all the arguments for using experiments to study it have
their usual force. A further advantage of the experimental approach is that it allows us to identify
those issues which, despite being important to the public, are not the subject of current political
debate. We care about variation in issue positions that are not currently being presented to
the public by political parties and candidates, but may be in the future. Armed with a method
which identifies such issues in a systematic fashion, we can better understand current electoral

competition and its likely future trajectory, and can better judge whether citizens are getting the
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policies that they say that they want on the issues that they care most about.
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Prompts and Policy Alternatives

The full prompts and policy alternatives for each item are provided below.

Issue 1: Inflation v Unemployment

Prompt: If there is a tradeoff between maintaining low inflation (stable prices) and low unemployment, what is the best balance?
Alternative 1: Low inflation should take priority over low unemployment.

Alternative 2: Low inflation should usually take priority, except where there is a risk of exceptional levels of unemployment.
Alternative 3: Inflation and unemployment should be given equal priority.

Alternative 4: Low unemployment should usually take priority, except where there is a risk of exceptional levels of inflation.
Alternative 5: Low unemployment should take priority over low inflation.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Domestic Macroeconomic Issues

Issue 2: CEO Wages

Prompt: Full-time factory workers in the UK have average earnings of about £25,000 per year (£500 per week before tax). How
much should the chief executive of a large British company listed on the stock exchange typically be paid in comparison to this
figure?

Alternative 1: No more than two times this figure (£50,000 per year)

Alternative 2: No more than five times this figure (£125,000 per year)

Alternative 3: No more than ten times this figure (£250,000 per year)

Alternative 4: No more than twenty times this figure (£500,000 per year)

Alternative 5: Whatever salary company owners (shareholders) think is appropriate

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Domestic Macroeconomic Issues

Issue 3: Higher Tax Rate

Prompt: Given that UK residents pay income tax at a rate of 40% on income from £43,000 to £150,000, which of the following
comes closest to your view on the proper tax rate for incomes over £150,000?

Alternative 1: Income over £150,000 should be taxed at 40%

Alternative 2: Income over £150,000 should be taxed at 45%

Alternative 3: Income over £150,000 should be taxed at 50%

Alternative 4: Income over £150,000 should be taxed at 60%

Alternative 5: Income over £150,000 should be taxed at 80%

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Domestic Macroeconomic Issues

Issue 4: Privacy and Policing

Prompt: What is your view on how the UK should balance privacy with policing and anti-terrorism activities?

Alternative 1: The police and the security services should not be able to intercept or read any communications.

Alternative 2: The police and the security services should be able to intercept and read a communication if they can convince
a judge that it would lead to serious crime being prevented.

Alternative 3: The police and the security services should be able to intercept and read a communication if they can convince
ajudge that it would lead to serious crime being prevented or criminals being arrested.

Alternative 4: The police and the security services should be able to intercept and read a communication if they believe that it
would lead to serious crime being prevented or criminals being arrested.

Alternative 5: The police and the security services should be able to intercept and read any communications.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Civil Rights, Minority Issues, and Civil Liberties

Issue 5: Offensive Speech

Prompt: What is your view on offensive/hate speech?

Alternative 1: Government should not stop people from saying offensive things, no matter who is affected.

Alternative 2: Government should stop people from saying things that offend people of different races.

Alternative 3: Government should stop people from saying things that offend people of different races or religions.

Alternative 4: Government should stop people from saying things that offend people of different races, religions, or sexual
orientations.

Alternative 5: Government should stop people from saying things that offend people of different races, religions, sexual orien-
tations, or political beliefs.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Civil Rights, Minority Issues, and Civil Liberties



Issue 6: Healthy Choices

Prompt: How much should the government try to encourage individuals to make healthy choices in their lives through taxes
and other incentives?

Alternative 1: The government should not try to influence individuals to make healthy choices in their lives.

Alternative 2: The government should encourage people to make healthy choices in their lives through information campaigns
only.

Alternative 3: The government should tax products that are harmful when consumed in any quantities, such as cigarettes and
tobacco products.

Alternative 4: The government should also tax products that are harmful when consumed in excess, such as soft drinks.

Alternative 5: The government should ban products that are harmful in all quantities and tax those that are harmful in excess.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Health

Issue 7: NHS Public/Private

Prompt: How should the NHS be organised?

Alternative 1: There should be no involvement of private organisations in the NHS, and existing private healthcare providers
should be nationalized.

Alternative 2: There should be no new involvement of private organisations in the NHS. Existing private healthcare providers
should continue to operate as before.

Alternative 3: The NHS should be partially privatized, and public and private providers should compete on the basis of quality.
The government should decide how much medical providers can charge.

Alternative 4: The NHS should be fully privatized, but the government should decide how much medical providers can charge.

Alternative 5: The NHS should be fully privatized, and medical providers should be allowed to charge their own fees.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Health

Issue 8: Food Production Subsidy

Prompt: How should the government be involved in subsidising (financially supporting) UK food production?

Alternative 1: Food from other countries should be taxed to discourage consumption and government should subsidize the
production of food in this country.

Alternative 2: Food from other countries should not face any special taxes, but the government should subsidize the production
of food in this country.

Alternative 3: Food from other countries should not face any special taxes, but the government should subsidize the production
of essential foods in this country (flour, eggs, butter, milk, etc).

Alternative 4: Food from other countries should not face any special taxes and the government should not subsidize the pro-
duction of food in this country.

Alternative 5: The UK should rely more on food from other countries and government should support current farmers switching
into other work.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Agriculture

Issue 9: Zero Hours Contracts

Prompt: What is your view on zero hours contracts (contracts with no guarantee of hours or income)?

Alternative 1: Zero hours contracts should be permitted under whatever terms employers and employees agree to.

Alternative 2: Zero hours contracts should be permitted, but employers should commit to employment hours at least one day
in advance, and pay wages when they cancel with less notice.

Alternative 3: Zero hours contracts should be permitted, but employers should commit to employment hours at least one week
in advance, and pay wages when they cancel with less notice.

Alternative 4: Workers on zero hours contracts should be subject to a higher minimum wage than normal contracts.

Alternative 5: Zero hours contracts should be illegal.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Labor and Employment

Issue 10: Strikes

Prompt: What is your view on strikes?

Alternative 1: Strikes should be banned.

Alternative 2: Strikes should be banned in the emergency services (fire, police, and ambulance), but should be allowed in other
sectors.



Alternative 3: Strikes should be banned in the emergency services and other critical sectors (health, transport, communications,
energy), but should be allowed in other sectors.

Alternative 4: Strikes should be allowed in all sectors, but only to improve pay and working conditions.

Alternative 5: Strikes should be allowed, whatever the reason.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Labor and Employment

Issue 11: School Curriculum

Prompt: Who should decide what is taught in schools (“the curriculum”)?

Alternative 1: Individual schools should decide what is taught.

Alternative 2: Local governments should set a core curriculum, but individual schools should decide the rest.
Alternative 3: Local government should set the curriculum for all subjects

Alternative 4: The UK government should set a core curriculum, but individual schools should decide the rest.
Alternative 5: The UK government should set the curriculum for all subjects.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Education

Issue 12: University Education Funding

Prompt: Who should determine the cost of, and pay for, university education?

Alternative 1: The UK government should pay for university education for UK students who enter university.

Alternative 2: The UK government should pay for most of the cost of university education for UK students, aside from a fee of
less than £1000 per year to be paid by the student.

Alternative 3: The UK government should pay for some of the cost of university education for UK students, aside from a fee of
less than £3000 per year to be paid by the student.

Alternative 4: The UK government should not pay for the cost of university education, but should provide loans to ensure that
all students are able to take up a position at university regardless of family resources.

Alternative 5: The UK government should not pay for the cost of university education, and students should pay for their uni-
versity education through family resources and private student loans.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Education

Issue 13: School Tracking

Prompt: How should schools deal with students with different levels of ability?

Alternative 1: Schools should not select students on the basis of ability, and should treat all students the same way.

Alternative 2: Schools should not select students on the basis of ability, but pupils with different levels of ability in different
subjects should be put into different classes for those subjects (“setting”).

Alternative 3: Schools should not select students on the basis of ability, but pupils with different levels of general ability should
be put into different year groups (“streaming”).

Alternative 4: Most schools should not select students on the basis of ability, but selective schools should be available for a
small number of talented students.

Alternative 5: Schools should select students on the basis of ability. Selective schools or “grammar schools” should be available
across the country.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Education

Issue 14: Fracking

Prompt: “Fracking” is a process of injecting a high pressure water mixture into rock to enable the extraction of natural gas and
petroleum from underground or under the seabed.

Alternative 1: Fracking should be illegal in the UK.

Alternative 2: Fracking should be limited to offshore drilling.

Alternative 3: Fracking should be limited to offshore and unpopulated areas.

Alternative 4: Fracking should be allowed where landowners and local councils both permit it.

Alternative 5: Fracking should be allowed where local landowners permit it.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Environment




Issue 15: Fox Hunting

Prompt: Which of these comes closest to your view on fox-hunting?

Alternative 1: Fox hunting with hounds for pest control or sport should be allowed without restriction

Alternative 2: Fox hunting with hounds for pest control should be allowed, but fox hunting for sport should be banned.

Alternative 3: Fox hunting with hounds for pest control should be allowed, but foxes must be shot with guns rather than killed
by the hound. Fox hunting for sport should be banned.

Alternative 4: Fox hunting with guns for pest control should be allowed, but fox hunting with hounds should be banned.

Alternative 5: Fox hunting should be illegal without exception

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Environment

Issue 16: Energy Source Regulation

Prompt: Electricity can be generated in different ways (including coal, nuclear and wind). How involved should the government
be in deciding how we produce electricity?

Alternative 1: The government should leave electricity generation to the market.

Alternative 2: The government should not subsidise any types of electricity generation, but should set targets for different
types.

Alternative 3: The government should subsidise certain types of electricity generation over others.

Alternative 4: The government government should ban certain types of electricity generation, and should subsidise other types
of electricity generation.

Alternative 5: The government should nationalise electricity generation and determine the types of electricity generation in
use.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Energy

Issue 17: Energy Price Regulation

Prompt: Who should set energy prices?

Alternative 1: Energy companies should be able to set whatever tariffs they like.

Alternative 2: Energy companies should be able to set their own tariffs, but they should be required to let customers know if a
better deal is available elsewhere.

Alternative 3: Energy companies should be able to set tariffs, but the government should be able to cap certain rates.

Alternative 4: The government should set tariffs for the energy companies. Energy companies should have to compete on the
quality of service.

Alternative 5: The government should nationalise energy companies and set its own tariffs.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Energy

Issue 18: Net Migration

Prompt: Net migration is the number of immigrants who come to the UK minus the number of emigrants who leave the UK to
live elsewhere. The current UK population is about 65 million and in 2015 the level of net migration was 333,000. Which of the
following figures is closest to the appropriate level of net migration into the UK per year?

Alternative 1: There should be no net migration.

Alternative 2: No more than 65,000 per year (0.1% of UK population)

Alternative 3: No more than 130,000 per year (0.2% of UK population)

Alternative 4: No more than 325,000 per year (0.5% of UK population)

Alternative 5: There should be unlimited UK net migration

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Immigration and Refugee Issues

Issue 19: School Language Support

Prompt: Many schools teach students whose first language is not English. Should such students be given support in school?

Alternative 1: Schools should not provide support for such students, and should only teach in English.

Alternative 2: Schools should not be required to provide support for such students, but should be allowed to do so. Schools
should only teach in English.

Alternative 3: Schools should provide support for all students whose first language is not English, but should only teach in
English.

Alternative 4: Schools should provide support for all students whose first language is not English, and should offer bilingual
teaching in some classes.

Alternative 5: Bilingual schools should be set up wherever there are large communities whose first language is not English.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Immigration and Refugee Issues



Issue 20: Railway Ownership

Prompt: How should railways in the UK be owned and operated?

Alternative 1: The rail network and the rail operating companies should be publicly owned. Fares should be set by the govern-
ment so that they are affordable for most people.

Alternative 2: The rail network and the rail operating companies should be publicly owned. Fares should be set by the govern-
ment to cover operating and maintenance costs.

Alternative 3: The rail network and the rail operating companies should be in part publicly owned, and in part privately owned.
Fares should be set by the government to cover operating and maintenance costs.

Alternative 4: The rail network and the rail operating companies should be privately owned. Fares should be set by the govern-
ment to cover operating and maintenance costs.

Alternative 5: The rail network and the rail operating companies should be privately owned. Rail operating companies should
set fares.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Transportation

Issue 21: Road Tolls

Prompt: Which of these comes closest to your view on how we should pay for the road network? Currently the cost of the road
network is paid for by general taxation rather than by charging a toll, or fee, for use of the roads.

Alternative 1: All roads should be toll roads.

Alternative 2: Motorways should be toll roads, but other roads should be free to use.

Alternative 3: New developments (new bridges, tunnels, motoroways) should be toll roads, but all other roads should be free
to use.

Alternative 4: Only the most expensive new developments (bridges, tunnels, motorways) should be toll roads.

Alternative 5: No roads should be toll roads.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Transportation

Issue 22: Death Penalty

Prompt: The death penalty was abolished as a punishment for murder in the UK in the 1960s. What are your views on the death
penalty?

Alternative 1: The death penalty should not be used.

Alternative 2: The death penalty should be available only for multiple murders.

Alternative 3: The death penalty should be available as punishment for any murder.

Alternative 4: The death penalty should be the usual punishment for murder, but should not be mandatory.

Alternative 5: The death penalty should be mandatory for murder.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Law, Crime, and Family Issues

Issue 23: Cannabis

Prompt: How should cannabis be regulated?

Alternative 1: Cannabis should be legal. Anyone should be free to possess or sell cannabis.

Alternative 2: Cannabis should be legal.The sale of cannabis should be restricted to licensed sellers.

Alternative 3: Cannabis use should be decriminalized. Police should not charge individuals for possessing cannabis for personal
use. Producing or selling cannabis should continue to be a criminal offence.

Alternative 4: Cannabis should be illegal. People possessing cannabis for personal use should be fined. People producing or
selling cannabis should be sent to jail.

Alternative 5: Cannabis should be illegal. Both people possessing cannabis for personal use, and people producing or selling
cannabis, should be sent to jail.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Law, Crime, and Family Issues

Issue 24: Unemployment Support

Prompt: What level of support should the government provide for UK citizens of working age who are not employed?

Alternative 1: People should be paid unemployment benefit whilst they are out of work. This unemployment benefit should
last as long as the person is unemployed.

Alternative 2: People should be paid unemployment benefit whilst they are out of work. This unemployment benefit should
last as long as the person is unemployed, and as long as they can show that they are actively seeking a job.

Alternative 3: People should be paid unemployment benefit in their first few months out of work only.



Alternative 4: People should not generally be paid unemployment benefit, except where they are unable to work because of a
disability or injury they got whilst working.

Alternative 5: There should be no unemployment benefit. Individuals unable or unwilling to find work should be supported by
family, friends, or charities.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Social Welfare

Issue 25: Social Care

Prompt: Many older people require personal care and special accommodation to help them carry out everyday activities. How
should we pay for this personal care?

Alternative 1: Individuals should pay all of the cost.

Alternative 2: Individuals should pay if they have more than £20,000 in savings, or a home worth more than £20,000.

Alternative 3: Individuals should pay if they have more than £120,000 in savings, or a home worth more than £120,000.

Alternative 4: Individuals should pay if they have more than £240,000 in savings, or a home worth more than £240,000.

Alternative 5: The government should pay all the cost.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Social Welfare

Issue 26: Land Development

Prompt: Which level of government should decide how land is to be developed?
Alternative 1: None - those who own the land should be free to decide how it is developed
Alternative 2: The immediate community (eg a parish council or a neighbourhood forum)
Alternative 3: The local authority (eg a county council, a borough council or a city council)
Alternative 4: A regional body (eg the Scottish Parliament, Welsh Assembly)

Alternative 5: The national government should set land development policy.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Community Development and Housing Issues

Issue 27: Social Housing

Prompt: Currently local councils and housing associations provide affordable social housing. How much social housing should
there be in the UK?

Alternative 1: There should be social housing for any UK citizen who wants it, and the government should provide funding to
construct as much social housing as necessary.

Alternative 2: Social housing should be expanded through additional government funding to provide housing for a larger fraction
of the population.

Alternative 3: Social housing should be maintained at its current level, with replacement housing built when residents purchase
their units through right-to-buy.

Alternative 4: Existing social housing should be privatised when residents are able to purchase it through right-to-buy, and
there should be no new social housing built.

Alternative 5: All existing social housing should be privatised by selling it off to residents or property management companies.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Community Development and Housing Issues

Issue 28: Bank Insurance

Prompt: Which of the following is closest to your view on how banks and bank deposits should be insured against failure?

Alternative 1: Banks should be allowed to fail, even if it means that depositors lose money.

Alternative 2: Bank deposits should be fully insured by the government, but if banks fail they should be closed.

Alternative 3: Banks requiring government assistance in a crisis should be nationalised and then sold back into the private
sector once the crisis is over.

Alternative 4: Banks requiring government assistance in a crisis should be nationalised and then kept under government con-
trol.

Alternative 5: Banks should be nationalised and kept under government control.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Banking, Finance, and Domestic Commerce

Issue 29: Nuclear Forces

Prompt: Which of the following is closest to your view on how the UK nuclear forces should be structured?

Alternative 1: The UK should unilaterally decommission all nuclear weapons, and no longer maintain a nuclear deterrent.

Alternative 2: The UK should seek multilateral decommissioning of all nuclear weapons around the world. Until that agreement
is achieved, should reduce its own stock of nuclear weapons.



Alternative 3: The UK should seek multilateral decommissioning of all nuclear weapons around the world. Until that agreement
is achieved, should maintain its current stock of nuclear weapons.

Alternative 4: The UK should just maintain its current stock of nuclear weapons.

Alternative 5: The UK should expand its nuclear deterrent forces.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Defense

Issue 30: Armed Forces

Prompt: Which of the following is closest to your view on how the UK armed forces should be structured?

Alternative 1: The UK should abolish its armed forces.

Alternative 2: The UK should maintain armed forces able to defend the country if it is invaded.

Alternative 3: The UK should maintain armed forces able to defend the country and launch small-scale operations abroad for
peace-keeping or conflict prevention.

Alternative 4: The government should maintain armed forces able to defend the country and fight a large scale war in another
part of the world.

Alternative 5: The government should maintain armed forces able to fight multiple large scale wars in different parts of the
world.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Defense

Issue 31: Telephone & Internet

Prompt: Which of the following is closest to your view on how telephone and internet services should be provided?

Alternative 1: Telephone/internet services should be provided by the private sector.

Alternative 2: Telephone/internet services should be provided by the private sector, but private sectors should be made to
supply rural areas if no one else will.

Alternative 3: Telephone/internet services should be provided by a mix of private and publicly owned companies.

Alternative 4: Telephone/internet services should be nationalised and the government should set prices to cover costs.

Alternative 5: Telephone/internet services should be nationalised and provided for free.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Space, Science, Technology, and Communications

Issue 32: International Trade

Prompt: Which of the following is closest to your view on international trade?

Alternative 1: The UK should seek free trade with all countries in the world.

Alternative 2: The UK should seek free trade only with democratic countries.

Alternative 3: The UK should seek free trade only with countries that have similar labour rights to the UK.

Alternative 4: The UK should seek free trade agreements only with countries that have similar labour rights and wage levels to
the UK.

Alternative 5: The UK should not seek free trade agreements, and should protect its own industries against foreign competition.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General Foreign Trade

Issue 33: EU Relationship

Prompt: Which of the following is closest to your view on the relationship between the UK and the European Union?

Alternative 1: The UK should remain a member of the EU, and sign up to EU agreements we had previously opted out of, like the
single currency and the Schengen border-free area.

Alternative 2: The UK should remain a member of the EU.

Alternative 3: The UK should be out of the EU, but stay part of the single market, which includes rules allowing “freedom of
movement”.

Alternative 4: The UK should be out of the EU and out of the single market, but should participate in some EU programmes (e.g.,
in research, education, and nuclear energy)

Alternative 5: The UK should be out of the EU and out of the single market, and should not participate in any EU programmes.

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General International Affairs and Foreign Aid

Issue 34: Foreign Aid

Prompt: The UK currently gives around 0.7% of its national income to other countries in the form of aid. Many countries regard
this figure as a target. Which of the following is closest to your view on foreign aid?

Alternative 1: The UK should give no foreign aid.

Alternative 2: The UK should give a small amount of foreign aid (between 0.3 and 0.4% of national income).

Alternative 3: The UK should give the current amount of foreign aid (0.7% of national income).

Alternative 4: The UK should give a larger amount of foreign aid (1% of national income)

Alternative 5: The UK should give a substantial amount of foreign aid (around 1.4% of national income).

Comparative Policy Agenda Category: General International Affairs and Foreign Aid



Data sparsity

By randomly selecting a subset of issues for each respondent, we were able to generate data on a much
larger number of issues (34) than the number of items that we asked to each respondent, with average
sample sizes for each of the issue questions of 6070 x (7 / 34) =~ 1250. For the conjoint questions, the
average number of respondents answering a conjoint involving any particular issue question is 6070 x
(3/34) ~ 536, with each of those respondents answering 3 such questions for a total of ~ 1607 responses
involving each issue.

Because we are interested in the relationships between different issues, it also matters that there is
sufficient information about combinations of issues. In the issue questions, the average number of re-
spondents answering any pair of issue questions is 6070 x (7/34) x (6/33) ~ 227. In the conjoint questions,
the average number of respondents answering a conjoint involving any pair of issue questions is 6070
x (3/34) x (2/33) ~ 32, with each of those respondents answering 3 such questions for a total of ~ 97
responses. These are not large numbers and one would not want to use these data to study a single
pairwise comparison of issues, or to try to study interactions of multiple items in the conjoint. However,
for the analyses we conduct, our interest is not on single pairwise comparisons but rather the full set
of issues in comparison to all others, which more efficiently pools the information we get from all the

combinations of issues that appear in the data.



Alternative Support Estimates

A1 A2 A3 A4 A5

Death Penalty 036 0415 021 015 0.3

EU Relationship 0.09 028 0415 026 0.21

Nuclear Forces 0414 016 030 0.29 0.1

Net Migration 0.24 033 016 012 0.4

Foreign Aid 0.26 037 0.24 0.09 0.05

Cannabis 010 0.29 022 023 016

Strikes 0414 010 020 037 049

Fracking 0.33 012 026 0.21 0.08

University Education Funding 0.20 019 0.27 0.24 0.0
Fox Hunting 0.08 0.09 0.09 021 0.2

School Tracking 047 033 044 0413 0.23

School Language Support 020 022 0.41 0410 0.08
Offensive Speech 0.44 0.05 0.06 024 0.20

Social Care 0.04 0.07 0.22 0.34 0.33
Unemployment Support 0415 0.58 0416 0.09 0.02
Higher Tax Rate 0.24 021 035 013 0.07

CEO Wages 045 030 0419 0.08 0.28

Armed Forces 0.03 0.24 0.37 0.23 014

Energy Price Regulation 0.04 017 031 021 0.27
School Curriculum 0.09 010 0.06 051 0.24
Telephone & Internet 044 0.26 019 0.21 0.20
Social Housing 026 0.35 031 0.06 0.02

NHS Public/Private 0.3 035 018 0.03 0.02

Food Production Subsidy 0.23 028 0.31 045 0.03
Road Tolls 0.04 0.05 011 030 0.51

Energy Source Regulation 047 016 021 012 0.35
Zero Hours Contracts 0.09 0.09 0.27 0.1 O.44
Land Development 019 0.20 0.40 0.09 0.1
Healthy Choices 0411 036 030 011 042

Privacy and Policing 0.04 013 0.28 037 047
Railway Ownership 0.47 019 018 0.09 0.08

Bank Insurance 0.04 0.34 0.30 018 0.4

Inflation v Unemployment 0.06 015 0.49 022 0.08
International Trade 0.42 046 048 0.6 0.07

Table 1: Population weighted support for each of the five policy alternatives (A1, A2, A3, A4, A5) on each
issue, based on self-reported response questions.



Alternative Position Estimates

A1 A2 SE A3 SE A4 SE A5 SE
Death Penalty 0.00 0.85 (010) 154 (012) 146 (012) 2.03 (014)
EU Relationship 0.00 025 (015) 112 (013) 1.61 (014) 2.05 (047)
Nuclear Forces 0.00 078 (010) 134 (010) 173 (012) 246 (016)
Net Migration 0.00 0.54 (0.09) 091 (010) 128 (012) 2.05 (0414)
Foreign Aid 0.00 0.54 (0.09) 130 (011) 165 (043) 211 (0.5)
Cannabis 0.00 038 (010) 0.82 (011) 152 (013) 1.80 (016)
Strikes 0.00 068 (010) 056 (0.09) 140 (011) 1.84 (0a4)
Fracking 0.00 0.53 (010) 0.86 (010) 143 (012) 1.65 (0.4)
University Education Funding 0.00 0.35 (010) 0.65 (010) 123 (042) 171 (045)
Fox Hunting 0.00 070 (010) 096 (011) 117 (o11) 1.82 (0a4)
School Tracking 0.00 0.55 (010) 050 (042) 1.00 (043) 151  (044)
School Language Support 0.00 0.57 (0.09) 092 (010) 156 (014) 172 (0.45)
Offensive Speech 0.00 059 (010) 0.82 (011) 108 (010) 112 (0a1)
Social Care 0.00 057 (011) 110 (010) 150 (011) 197 (0a5)
Unemployment Support 0.00 038 (0.09) 118 (012) 145 (0a4) 232 (046)
Higher Tax Rate 0.00 0.7 (0.09) 078 (0.09) 114 (011) 158 (043)
CEO Wages 0.00 019 (0.09) 037 (010) 073 (012) 111 (0a3)
Armed Forces 0.00 125 (010) 153 (010) 196 (0413) 224 (0.5)
Energy Price Regulation 0.00 0.62 (0.09) 0.87 (010) 122 (012) 157 (0.4)
School Curriculum o0.00 0.49 (012) 0.48 (012) 098 (011) 143 (0a5)
Telephone & Internet 0.00 0.28 (0.09) 054 (010) 092 (011) 1.09 (043)
Social Housing 0.00 o014 (016) 0.66 (013) 129 (016) 1.64 (047)
NHS Public/Private 0.00 0.24 (0.09) 0.88 (0a11) 161 (014) 219 (0.45)
Food Production Subsidy 0.00 0.54 (0.09) 055 (0.09) 122 (014) 133 (016)
Road Tolls ©0.00 0.64 (011) 099 (011) 147 (010) 1.67 (0413)
Energy Source Regulation 0.00 048 (010) 073 (010) 079 (012) 1.07 (043)
Zero Hours Contracts 0.00 038 (011) 056 (010) 075 (0a6) 112 (0.44)
Land Development 0.00 0.56 (0.09) 076 (0.09) 1.06 (0a3) 117 (0a4)
Healthy Choices 0.00 0.41 (0.09) 0.83 (011) 0.85 (012) 127 (0.5)
Privacy and Policing 0.00 0.80 (010) 0.86 (010) 120 (011) 1.66 (045)
Railway Ownership 0.00 0.07 (010) 0.4 (0.09) 0.83 (011) 125 (0412)
Bank Insurance 0.00 0.94 (0.09) 107 (011) 134 (012) 176 (0a5)
Inflation v Unemployment 0.00 026 (010) 0.64 (010) 098 (012) 120 (0.45)
International Trade 0.00 025 (026) 026 (019) 038 (0.20) 1.09 (047)

Table 2: Posterior mean relative positions of the five policy alternatives (A1, A2, A3, A4, A5) on each issue.
Posterior standard deviations (SE) in parentheses.
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Policy Alternative Reversal Examples

When we examine the most likely alternative reversals, we do find that they general concern policy al-
ternatives that are very subtly different. For example, on the death penalty question, we intended “The
death penalty should be available as punishment for any murder.” to be a less pro death penalty position
than “The death penalty should be the usual punishment for murder, but should not be mandatory.”, but
respondents answered as though it was slightly more pro death penalty. On the question about strikes, we
intended “Strikes should be banned in the emergency services (fire, police, and ambulance), but should
be allowed in other sectors.” to be the more restrictive position than “Strikes should be banned in the
emergency services and other critical sectors (health, transport, communications, energy), but should
be allowed in other sectors.” On the question about individual school versus local government versus
national government control over school curriculum, we intended “Local governments should set a core
curriculum, but individual schools should decide the rest.” to be the more “local” position than “Local
government should set the curriculum for all subjects”. As should be obvious from reading through these
three examples, these are all subtle differences and in some cases our question wording may not have

been optimal.

1



Importance Estimates

Importance Interval

Death Penalty 0.85 (0.74-0.95)

EU Relationship 0.84 (0.74-0.94)

Nuclear Forces 0.75 (0.66-0.85)

Net Migration 0.71 (0.61-0.81)

Foreign Aid 0.69 (0.59-0.78)

Cannabis 0.68 (0.58-0.78)

Strikes 0.68 (0.58-0.77)

Fracking 0.67 (0.57-0.77)

University Education Funding 0.60 (0.50-0.69)
Fox Hunting 0.59 (0.48-0.69)

School Tracking 0.56 (0.45-0.66)

School Language Support 0.56 (0.47-0.65)
Offensive Speech 0.55 (0.46-0.65)

Social Care 0.54 (0.44-0.64)
Unemployment Support  0.51 (0.43-0.59)
Higher Tax Rate 0.50 (0.42-0.59)

CEO Wages 0.46 (0.36-0.56)

Armed Forces 0.45 (0.37-0.54)

Energy Price Regulation 0.45 (0.35-0.54)
School Curriculum  0.43 (0.34-0.53)
Telephone & Internet  0.43 (0.34-0.52)
Social Housing 0.42 (0.33-0.51)

NHS Public/Private 0.4 (0.32-0.52)

Food Production Subsidy 0.41 (0.32-0.50)
Road Tolls 0.4 (0.32-0.50)

Energy Source Regulation 0.40 (0.30-0.51)
Zero Hours Contracts  0.40 (0.29-0.50)
Land Development 0.39 (0.31-0.47)
Healthy Choices 0.39 (0.31-0.48)

Privacy and Policing 0.39 (0.30-0.47)
Railway Ownership 0.37 (0.29-0.46)

Bank Insurance 0.36 (0.27-0.44)

Inflation v Unemployment  0.33 (0.25-0.41)
International Trade 0.30 (0.20-0.39)

Table 3: Posterior mean importance for each issue, with central 95% posterior interval in parentheses.
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Unrestricted Model Estimates

As mentioned in the main text of the paper, the linear loss spatial preference model assumes that re-
spondents perceive the five response options as having a spatial ordering and penalise deviations from
their preferred policy based on proximity with a particular functional form. In order to verify that these
assumptions are reasonable, we also estimated an “unrestricted” model in which we seperately estimate
the utility penalty v for all possible combinations of the respondent’s position k and the candidates’
positions k’ for each issue j. While this is a very large number of parameters to estimate, and so we
cannot estimate them precisely, we can nonetheless use this unrestricted model to assess whether these
utility penalties seem to broadly follow the spatial pattern assumed by the primary model. Once again,
only the differences between the alternatives are identified by the data, so we set the utility of a candi-
date matching the respondent’s position vjxx = 0 and estimate how respondents taking each position k
penalise candidates taking all other positions k' # k relative to that position.

In the figures below we show the estimated utility penalties for all issues, for all candidate positions,
first organized by issue and then organized by respondent position. The overwhelming tendency is for
respondents to evaluate the hypothetical candidates in the conjoint in a way that is consistent with a
spatial, proximity-based utility function. On average, and for most individual issues and positions on
those issues, respondents are most inclined to choose candidates with the position that the respondent
reported as their own, and penalise candidates deviating from that position more as the candidate moves
to positions further from the respondent’s own positions, in both directions. There is variation across
issues in the degree to which they do so because the five alternatives vary in their substantive relative
proximity as well as because of estimation uncertainty. Given these results of the unrestricted model
as well as the diagnostics described above with respect to the model that assumes a spatial preference
structure, we focus on the spatial proximity model estimates in the main text of the paper.

We can calculate importance scores based on the unrestricted model that are comparable to those

discussed in the main text using the formula:
5 5
Xj = Z Z Tk ke (—Vjkkr)
k=1 k'=1

On average, these are slightly greater in magnitude to those from the main model in the paper, but the
difference is small because the the spatial loss we assume in the main model is a good approximation to

the data. These alternative scores are correlated with those reported in the main model at 0.92, yielding
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Figure 2: Each panel shows the estimated utility penalty functions for candidates taking each of the five
possible positions on each issue, among respondents taking a particular position. Each thin line is one
of the 34 issues, the thick lines are the average of these.
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very similar conclusions about the relative importance of different issues.
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Comparison to Standard Conjoint Analysis

It is instructive to compare our model to one where we ignore the respondents’ stated positions, and
simply try to estimate which candidate positions make the candidate more attractive on average, as is
done in a standard conjoint survey analysis. We could use the AMCE estimation approach to do this
(Hainmueller, Hopkins and Yamamoto, 2014) but for comparability, we instead modify the ordinal logistic
model that we have used above. For this average marginal effect model, we specify a respondent’s utility

in terms of only the candidate’s position:

Uia = E (7 Ui = E Vi

j€1,2,3 j€1,2,3

where v;4 represents the utility receieved from candidate A’s position on issue j, and where v;z represents
the utility receieved from candidate A’s position on issue j. Thus, each potential position that a candidate
might take has some utility associated with it, which shifts the log-odds of supporting that candidate,
holding constant the candidate’s positions on other issues and the positions of the other candidate in
the choice task.

The estimates from this model answer a question about optimal candidate positioning as opposed to
what individuals in the public care most about. In Figure 1, we show the estimated average voter utility
(logistic scale coefficients) for each alternative that the hypothetical candidates might take on an issue.
For each issue, we set the alterative that yields the highest average utility for voters to zero, and report
the utility yielded by the remaining alternatives relative to this. These tend to be single peaked, or close
to single peaked, indicating one or two positions that make the candidate most attractive to the average
respondent. The single worst position that a hypothetical candidate could adopt is the most extreme
NHS privatisation position. In contrast, the death penalty and EU issues, which rank at the top of our
importance scale at the individual level, both have relatively modest average marginal effects across the
full range of positions, and so candidate positioning on these issues is not as important for the total level
of support that candidate would receive.

How can these issues be important to individuals but not have strong aggregate effects on support?
These are issues on which individuals penalise deviations from their own positions severely, but there
are citizens across the full range of positions. Thus a candidate moving from one end of the spectrum to
the other trades support from some respondents for support from others, limiting the aggregate effect

on candidate support. An issue can be important, but not necessarily offer easy oppurtunities for candi-
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Figure 4: Each panel shows the relative appeal of each of the five policy alternatives for one issue, on

average across respondents. Utility scales are comparable across issues.
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dates to gain votes by switching positions. This is also true because candidates may not only care about
which positions are most appealing to all voters on average, but may care particularly about appealing to

particular subsets of voters.

Ordinal Scaling Model for Respondent Ideology

We use an ordered logistic response model for the choice between the five alternatives Yj; € {1,2, 3, 4,5},
as a function of two continuous latent variables 6;; and 6;,. The response model is then given by:

<p(Y > k)

P(Y§k)> = Bj10i1 + Bj20i0 —

The scales of the parameters are identified by the following prior assumptions:
0ia ~ N(0, 1) Bja ~ N(O, Uéd) 0Bd ~ /V1/2(0’ 1)

In order to fix the rotation and reflection invariance of the 2D model, and thus to specify which opinion
variation should be labeled as associated with the first versus the second dimension, we set constraints
on the B parameters (Rivers, 2003). These constraints do not determine the relationships between dif-
ferent issues, but merely serve to orient the space so that it is more easily interpretable. To fix rotation
invariance, we set the loading parameters for the first dimension 8;; = 0 for the EU relationship ques-
tion and the net migration question. To fix reflection invariance, for the first dimension we specify that
the NHS privatisation questions loads positively 5;; > 0 and the regulating energy prices question loads
negatively 8,1 < 0. For the second dimension we specify that the future EU relationship question loads
positively B> > 0 and the increasing foreign aid question loads negatively 8; < 0. This orientation of
the latent space aligns the first dimension with the political disagreements that are typical thought of as
economic left-right, and the second dimension with disagreements that are typically thought of as social

liberal-conservative.
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