
Online Supplement: Survey Instrument

Figure 1: Introduction

Welcome!
 
In this survey, we will ask you to imagine that you are in charge of a
program that assists tenants facing eviction. We will ask you a
series of questions about how the program should allocate its
resources.

This is a serious topic and we would like you to consider your
answers carefully. Your answers may affect the lives of real people,
so please only take this survey if you are able to give it your full
attention. The survey will include some comprehension and
attention checks.
 
The full survey takes about 18 minutes and you will be paid $6 for
your participation.
  
You have been asked to participate in a research study conducted by Aviv Caspi, Charlie Rafkin,
and Julia Gilman from Stanford and MIT. 

WHO TO CONTACT WITH QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS:
Charlie Rafkin
crafkin@mit.edu
(312) 533-8205

Research explanation.
You were selected as a possible participant in this study via Prolific. 
· Purpose: to understand perspectives about provision of legal assistance, health care, cash, and
other transfers to tenants facing eviction. 
· Study Procedures: The survey takes about 18 minutes. You will be paid $6 after completing the
survey. 
· Risks & Potential Discomfort: risks are minimal. Completely anonymized data with no personally
identifiable information will be made publicly available for other researchers. The survey may ask
questions that are uncomfortable, for example about eviction.

You should only take this survey if you are 18 or older.

When the results of the research are published or discussed in conferences, no information will be
included that would reveal your identity. Data will be stored on secured servers at MIT. Anonymized
data may be shared publicly online or on a research repository.

You are not waiving any legal claims, rights or remedies because of your participation in this
research study.

If you feel you have been treated unfairly, or you have questions regarding your rights as a research
subject, you may contact the Committee on the Use of Humans as Experimental Subjects at MIT at
couhes@mit.edu.

I agree to participate in this study.

I do not agree to participate in this study.
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Figure 2: Setting
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Figure 3: Incentivization

(a) Lawyers Framing

(b) Health Care Framing
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Figure 4: Background information

(a) Lawyers Framing

(b) Health Care Framing
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Figure 5: Background Information

(a) Lawyers Framing

(b) Health Care Framing
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Figure 6: Comprehension Check

(a) Lawyers Framing

(b) Health Care Framing
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Figure 7: Goods Introduction

(a) Lawyers Framing

(b) Health Care Framing
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Figure 8: Comprehension Check

(a) Lawyers Framing

(b) Health Care Framing
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Figure 9: Attention Check
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Figure 10: Inalienability Introduction

For each participant, {good} is one of {lawyer, health care voucher, bus pass, YMCA
membership}. It is consistent within participant throughout the entire survey.
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Figure 11: Comprehension Checks
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Figure 12: Inalienability: WTP

Question repeats in increments of $20 until participant selects “Re-run the lottery” or
reaches $200.

Figure 13: Inalienability: Open-ended
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Figure 14: Egalitarianism Introduction

(a) Lawyers

(b) All Other Goods

Each participant was randomly assigned {z} ∈ {1, 5, 9}.
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Figure 15: Egalitarianism: WTP

Question repeats in increments of $100 to identify the participants’ indifference point,
up to $0 or $900.

Figure 16: Inalienability: Open-ended
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Figure 17: Attention Check
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Figure 18: Bonus Payments (Incentivized Participants Only)
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Figure 19: Dignity of Choice: Prior Belief Elicitation

Each participant was randomly assigned {y} ∈ {200, 300}, used throughout the module.
The italics was only shown to incentivized participants.

Figure 20: Dignity of Choice: Information Treatment
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Figure 21: Dignity of Choice: Posterior Belief Elicitation
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Figure 22: Dignity of Choice: WTP

Question repeats in increments of $100 until participant selects “To give the choice” or
reaches $200.

Figure 23: Dignity of Choice: Open-ended
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Figure 24: Dignity of Choice: Choice Motivation
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Figure 25: Anti-targeting: Introduction

(a) Goods

(b) Cash

Half of placebo participants were randomized to see questions about cash rather than
the good in the anti-targeting experiment.
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Figure 26: Anti-targeting: Elicitation

(a) Goods

(b) Cash

Question repeats in increments of 1 tenant to identify the participants’ indifference
point.
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Figure 27: Anti-targeting: Open-ended
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Figure 28: Bonus Payments (Incentivized Participants Only)
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Figure 29: Prior Beliefs: Without a Lawyer/Health Care Voucher

(a) Lawyers

(b) Health Care
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Figure 30: Prior Beliefs: With a Lawyer/Health Care Voucher

(a) Lawyers

(b) Health Care
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Figure 31: Information

(a) Lawyers

(b) Health Care

Here we show the “high” information treatment for each good.
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Figure 32: Anti-targeting Update

(a) Lawyers

(b) Health Care
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Figure 33: Anti-targeting Update: Elicitation

(a) Lawyers

(b) Health Care

If the participant chooses to update their targeting choices, they continue based on
their previous answers.
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Figure 34: Attention Check
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Figure 35: Valuation of the Good

(a)

(b)

(c)

Panel (a) shows how we disincentivize this elicitation for incentivized participants.
We identify participant’s indifference point in increments of $100. Each participant
randomly started the elicitation a cash value in {$300, $500, $700}.
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Figure 36: Transition to Demographics and Political Preferences

Figure 37: Income

Figure 38: Household Size
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Figure 39: Region

Figure 40: Education
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Figure 41: Race and Ethnicity

Figure 42: Political Standing
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Figure 43: Policy Question 1

Order was randomized between the three policy questions.

Figure 44: Policy Question 2
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Figure 45: Policy Question 3
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Figure 46: Rights Beliefs

Figure 47: Lawyer Experience
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Figure 48: Health Care Experience

Figure 49: Survey Close
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