The Price of Moral Values Motivated Beliefs, Selective Search, and Food Consumption
Outline of Analysis

1. Recorded Data
a. Values survey
i. 10 questions on 7-point likert about how concerned they are about farmed animals and how concerned they are about farmers. V1t, …, V10t
b. Food elicitation (domain: -6 to 6)
i. WTPquantityijt. i=individual, j=food item, t=time
ii. Quantity={1, 3}
iii. Items = {chicken nuggets, spam, veg chicken nuggets, veg spam}
iv. Time = {0,1}
c. Video Elicitation (domain: -6 to 6)
i. WTPikt. i=individual, k=video, t=time
ii.  Videos = {factory farm, counter message}
d. Food questions
i. Yesterday’s breakfast, lunch, dinner. Was it veg?
ii. Do you try to eat veg? veg_try
iii. What fraction of your meals are veg? veg_fraction
e. Background
i. Know purpose of study (y/n)?  What is it?
ii. Grow up in US?
iii. Zip code you grew up in?
iv. Political spectrum (7-point; very liberal to very conservative)
v. Age
vi. Gender
vii. Ethnic

2. Constructed Variables
a. Moral Values Index (use V1t, …, V10t) MVIt
i. Method 1: Add all the scores (or subtract if reverse coded) then standardize.
ii. Method 2: Standardize each question, then average and standardize them again (by standardize, presumably we mean set the mean or median response as 0 and create units for the standardized scale for each question as deciles (or quintiles, whatever) from this median/mean, yes?).
iii. Method 3: Factor analysis on the 10 questions and take the principal factor.
iv. Method 4: In addition to a continuous value measure (as all of the above provide) decide one or two questions are useful for sorting the most pro-animal rights folks vs. everyone else, and, compare those two groups for analysis in addition to the analysis using continuous values measure.
v. Method Selection: Regress being a vegetarian on the 3 different indices.  Use the one that has the highest R2.
1. We may want an alternative measure in case really few people are veg, or we won’t be able to use being vegetarian as the “ground truth” in figuring out which method to use above. Maybe as an alternative, if % vegetarian in the sample is <10%, we instead use veg_yesterday==100% or veg_try==100% or veg_fraction==100%.
b. Food per-unit valuations: Avg food item value at time t.
i. WTPavgijt = (3*WTP1ijt + WTP3ijt)/6
ii.  WTP1ijt
c. Info Aversion
i. Defined as I(WTPikt < 0).
ii. In secondary tests of heterogeneity in treatment effects we will also use the raw magnitude of WTPikt.
d. Vegetarian
i. veg_yesterday indicator if no meat yesterday.
ii. vegetarian = (veg_yesterday==100% & veg_try==100% & veg_fraction==100% )==1

3. Hypothesis 1: Information Aversion
a. Some fraction of subjects will have info aversion for the FF video.
b. Hypotheses 2a & 3a: (Efficacy of FF and CM videos on meat).  FF video decreases value for meat.  CM video reverses some of this effect. (Exclude vegetarians).  (Or for all below use WTPavgijt instead of WTP1ijt.)
c. Simple difference (t-test, ranksum, CDF FOSD: control vs. FF vs. CM).  
i. Only tasty food: WTP1i,chickennuggets,1 – WTP1i,chickennuggets,0 < 0
ii. Only unappetizing food: WTP1i,spam,1 – WTP1i,spam,0 < 0
iii. Both meats: (WTP1i,chickennuggets,1 + WTP1i,spam,1)/2 – (WTP1i,chickennuggets,0 + WTP1i,spam,0)/ < 0
d. Panel Regression (preferred analysis): i = individual[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  For all the panel regressions, we can also try the individual FE version.  The specification is very similar.  We are not entirely clear on the benefits of one over the other of if there are even differences between the two.  i is indiv FE below: 
WTP1ijt = i + * I(t==1) + *FFconditioni + *CMconditioni +*Meatj + *FFconditioni*Meatj + *CMconditioni*Meatj + i] 

WTP1ij1 =  + * WTP1ij0 + *FFconditioni + *CMconditioni +*Meatj + *FFconditioni*Meatj + *CMconditioni*Meatj + i
This specification allows demand for food items to vary over time, and also based on the condition.  The coefficients of interest are  and  which measure the effect of the respective conditions on the final demand for meat items above and beyond the effect on veg items conditional on a given initial demand for meat. 
i. If we really want to get fancy we can replace  with Xi, a vector of individual characteristics.

4. Hypothesis 2b & 3b: (Efficacy of FF and CM videos on moral values).  FF video decreases moral value for meat.  CM reverses some of this effect. (Exclude vegetarians)
a. Simple difference  (t-test, ranksum, CDF FOSD: control vs. FF vs. CM): 
MVI1 – MVI0 > 0
b. Regression (i = individual)
MVIi1 =  + *MVIi1 + *FFconditioni + *CMconditioni + i


5. Hypothesis 4: (Selective Search). The valuation of the counter-message video for omnivores (i.e. exclude vegetarians) increases after viewing the factory farm video. 
a. Simple difference  (t-test, ranksum, CDF FOSD: control vs. FF vs. CM): 
WTPi,CM,1 – WTPi,CM,0 > 0 is larger in the FF and CM groups compared to the control.
b. Panel Regression
WTP i,CM,1 =  + *WTP i,CM,0 + *I(FFconditioni  or CMconditioni) + i
c. Heterogenous treatment effects.  Those with a greater initial valuation of meat will want to see video more.  Panel regression:
WTP i,CM,1 =  + *WTP i,CM,0 + *I(FFconditioni  or CMconditioni) + *WTPi,chickennuggets,0 + * WTPi,chickennuggets,0 *I(FFconditioni  or CMconditioni) +i
 measures the effect of meat demand on info search and  is the hetero treat effect on meat lovers of watching FF video.  The former is very likely positive, the latter we have less confidence about. 

6. Hypothesis 5: (Avoiders Care). Omnivores who exhibit greater information aversion (i.e. need to be paid more to watch the factory farm video) exhibit greater behavior change if forced to watch the video. 
a. Panel Regression – Continuous: 
WTP1ij1=  + * WTP1ij0+ *FFconditioni + *CMconditioni +*Meatj + *FFconditioni*Meatj + *CMconditioni*Meatj 
+ *WTPi,FFvideo,0 + * WTPi,FFvideo,0 *FFconditioni + * WTPi,FFvideo,0 *Meatj  +  * WTPi,FFvideo,0 *FFconditioni*Meatj + i
Blue text shows new regressors not in 4d.  The coefficient of interest is .  All of the following are conditional treatment effects (conditional on initial willingness to pay for the food item).  measures any correlation between initial preferences over watching the FF video and eventual demand for plant food,  measures the heterogeneity of the FF treatment effect on eventual plant consumption by degree of initial FF video avoidance,  measures any correlation between initial preferences over watching the FF video  and eventual demand for meat food, and, finally  measures any FF treatment effect on eventual meat demand by degree of initial FF video avoidance (above and beyond the effect on plant demand).
i. Variant: Same as above but replace FFcondition with I(FFcondition  or  CMcondition).  This increases sample size but gives a less clean comparison.  We will use this variant if…?.
b. Panel Regression – Discrete: Same as (a) above but rather than using WTPi,FFvideo,0 use 1{ WTPi,FFvideo,0 <0}.

7. Hypothesis 6: (Moral Values Mediate Demand for Meat)
a. Panel Regression
WTP1ij1  =  + * WTP1ij1+ *FFconditioni + *CMconditioni +*Meatj + *FFconditioni*Meatj + *CMconditioni*Meatj  + *(MVIi1 – MVIi0) + * FFconditioni*Meatj *(MVI1i – MVI0i) + i
 is the variable of interest.  How much does the blue term attenuate gamma from our baseline panel regression 4d?

8. Measuring the Moral Cost Function (individual-level analysis)
a. Notation: 
i. Moral cost imposed on one unit from treatment: 
mcost1ij = WTP1ij0 – WTP1ij1
ii. Per unit cost imposed on three units from treatment: 
mcost3ij = (WTP3ij0 – WTP3ij1 ) / 3
iii. Avg
mcostavgij = (mcost1ij + mcost3ij) / 2
iv. Look at distributions and patterns here (comparing the FF and control groups right?).  Summary stats.
b. Method 1: no controls, use veg items as placebo tests.
i. No controls.  Use cost imposed on veg items in treatment groups or cost imposed on meat items in the control group as placebo tests.
c. Method 2: Control for changes (simple measure may not work if there is a change in demand for veg items; can use diff in diff.)
mcost1i,chickennuggets = (WTP1i,chickennuggets,0 – WTP1i,chickennuggets,1) –    (WTP1i,vegnuggets,0 – WTP1i,vegnuggets,1)
mcost1i,spam = (WTP1i, spam,0 – WTP1i, spam,1) –    (WTP1i, vegspam,0 – WTP1i, vegspam,1)
Similarly for mcost3ij and mcostavgij.
d. Hypothesis 7: Utilitarian moral costs, i.e. proportional to quantity.
7a: mcost1i,chickennuggets = mcost3i,chickennuggets
7b: mcost1i,spam = mcost3i,spam
e. Hypothesis 8: Moral fixed costs
8a: mcost1i,chickennuggets = 3*mcost3i,chickennuggets
8b: mcost1i,spam = 3*mcost3i,spam
f. Hypothesis 9: Commission-Omission Bias
mcostavgi,chickennuggets > 0 &  mcostavgi,chickennuggets > mcostavgi,spam = 0 & WTP1i,spam,0 < 0.
Use veg items as placebo tests.
