
Page 1: The screening questions on the first 8 pages of this survey of Qualtrics panelists are 
completed before the page that contains the Consent to Participate in the actual survey.  The 
Consent page is where the respondent first learns about the topic of the survey.  This ordering is 
crucial to any ability to model systematic response/non-response (attrition from the random 
sample of Qualtrics panelists). Qualtrics prefers that respondents who are ineligible because 
quotas have already been met should be apprised of this fact before they get too far into a survey 
for which their answers are not needed.  We require that potential respondents, still naïve about 
the topic of the survey, should at least be willing to supply their state of residents (always 
Oregon for this study) their age, gender, race, and household income bracket. These are the quota 
criteria for inclusion.  But we also require that they enter their ZIP code.  Our overall target 
sample (1000) is not large enough to warrant quotas by ZIP code within Oregon, but we need 
this information to permit us to link every one of these screened and eligible respondents to 
external auxiliary data that can be geocoded to ZIP codes. For our climate-related study, these 
external data sources include Census ZCTA data, NOAA climate division data, 2020 Presidential 
election data by county, state legislative district voting data for Oregon for 2016, along with 
spatial data on the recent history of wildfires and drought levels. These neighborhood/county 
characteristics can be used as proxies for the salience of climate change problems to people who 
live in the same area as the eligible respondent. The partisan reactions to Oregon's actual 
proposed carbon cap-and-trade programs in recent years suggests that political ideologies in the 
respondent's neighborhood may make programs to reduce carbon emissions either very attractive 
or readily dismissed.  For the latter group, we expect a lower likelihood of continuing with the 
survey to completion, after the topic of the survey is revealed. 
 
Qualtrics can target Oregon in issuing survey invitations. However, to prevent non-Oregonians 
from pretending to be from Oregon, we first check to see whether respondents choose "Oregon" 
when given an opportunity to choose their state.  (If they don't choose Oregon, they are given 
one opportunity to choose again, and are terminated if the don't choose "Oregon" at least on the 
second try. The follow-up double-check page is not shown here.) 
 

 
 
Page 2: Potential respondents are screened on age to be sure that quotas have not yet been 
exceeded for their age bracket. Given the limited size of the sample, quotas are expressed in 

State-level Carbon Cap-and-Trade Survey, Garrett Stanford and Trudy Ann Cameron (2021).
This survey was distributed to a random sample of Oregon residents in the Qualtrics consumer
panel.



coarser brackets that are employed here. We wish to preserve the detail in the own-age variable 
for estimation of heterogeneity in preferences with age. 
 

 
 
Page 3: Another screening question for checking against quotas. Based on prior research with 
Oregon, only a very small subsample is likely to choose "Non-binary," but for purposes of 
inclusivity, we include this as a distinct gender category. This group may need to be dropped if 
we split the sample by gender, since there are too few individuals in the Non-binary category to 
permit separate estimation of their distinct preferences concerning climate change. 
 

 
 
 
Page 4:  Oregon's population is still racially skewed.  Fully 75% of the population is non-
Hispanic White. Only about 2.2% of the Oregon population is Black, but about 12% is Hispanic. 
With our targeted 1000 respondents, it is unlikely that we will be able to estimate systematically 
different preferences for different types of non-while racial groups.  We expect that our models 



may be able to distinguish White and Non-white. Nevertheless, we employ the race question for 
screening, so that eligible respondents can be checked against quotas for the study.  If different 
non-white groups have different odds of dropping out of the study after they learn it is about 
climate change and carbon cap-and-trade programs, this eligible sample prior to learning the 
topic could be two or even three times larger than the 1000 respondents in the set of completed 



surveys. There may be enough people in these different racial groups to identify systematically 
different propensities to complete the survey after the screening phase. 
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Page 25: (was a duplicate of  previous page—need the actual page for Feature Group 1) 
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Page 31: Displayed only if respondent chooses "No program at all" for the first vote. We wished 
to save them working through all six program choices if they already knew that they would never 
vote yes for any such program. 
 

 
 
 
Page 32: Displayed if they chose the third option on the previous screen. 
 

 
 
 



Page 33: 
 

 

 

 
 
 



Page 34: 
 

 

 

 
 
 



Page 35: 
 

 

 

 
 
 



Page 36: 
 

 

 

 
 
 



Page 37: 
 

 

 

 
 
 



Page 38: 
 

 
 
 
Page 39:  If the respondent chose "No program" when offered "Program A," above, and they 
chose the third option on Page 31b, they were shown this screen at this screen at this point in the 
survey. We wanted people who desire some sort of carbon policy, but who are not in favor of 
cap-and-trade programs, to have some place to express these preferences, although they were 



allowed to make choices among cap-and-trade programs conditional on those being the only 
options available. 
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Page 51:  We conjectured that there may be heterogeneity in preferences for cap-and-trade 
programs according to whether the individual (yet) has descendants who will need to survive in 
the climate conditions that are bequeathed to them by today's policies. 
 

 
 
 
Page 52: We conjectured that there may be heterogeneity in preferences for taking the welfare of 
future generations into account according to whether the respondent knows about and remembers 



their own ancestors. Evidence of attention to past generations may be correlated with a concern 
that future generations will remember the respondent. 
 

 
 
 



Page 53:  If the respondent relies on fossil fuels to heat their dwelling, we conjectured that they 
may find the increased costs of carbon will be reflected in higher heating bills for their own 
dwelling (independent of any lower heating requirements that may accompany climate change) 
 

 
 
 
Page 54: We conjectured that the respondent's current mode of transportation may affect support 
for a cap-and-trade program.  If they already have a hybrid or electric vehicle, or do not rely on a 



personal vehicle at all, they may feel less vulnerable to the prospect higher fossil fuel prices 
under a carbon cap-and-trade program. 
 

 
 
 
Page 55:  We sought to be neutral in our presentation of carbon cap-and-trade options, but 
respondents would be correct in assuming that if the research team did not want a carbon cap-
and-trade program, why are they doing a survey.  We suspect that respondents are more likely to 
feel that the research team is pushing them to vote in favor of a cap-and-trade program if they are 
less inclined that average to approve of carbon reduction policies. They may feel that the 
research team is not sufficiently enthusiastic about a carbon cap and trade program if they 
themselves are deeply concerned about climate change.  We randomized across respondents 
whether they saw this question in the format that is displayed here, or whether they saw the 
answer options in the reverse order.  This randomization allows us to check for a systematic bias 



in choosing the first alternative offered. Across the two split samples, there should be roughly 
equal proportions in each answer bin if there is no first-option bias in respondents' answers. 
 

 
 
 
Page 56: In part, we just want to know how this rather-complex choice-experiment survey was 
received by respondents.  If there are low numbers in any of these ratings, we will match these to 
any verbatim comments on the next page. 
 

 
 
 
Page 57:  Open-ended questions are tedious for respondents, especially if they are taking the 
survey on a smartphone or tablet that does not have a dedicated full-size keyboard. But these 
questions are also critical for detecting nonsense text that may belie that the answers to the rest 



of the survey were not entered by a sentient human.  Nonsense text in this box, even though the 
question is optional, signals a need for greater scrutiny of those responses. 
 

 
 




