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Biases, biases and biases

Starting point bias

Hypothetical bias

Enumerator bias

Range bias

Scope bias

Scale bias

Anchoring bias

Status-quo bias

Part-whole bias

Right hand side bias

Left hand side bias

Strategic bias

Compliance bias

Importance bias

Order effects

Sequencing effects

Demand effects

Learning effects

Fatigue effects

Framing effects

Endowment effects

Payment vehicle effects

Context effects

Non-attendance effects

Effects, effects, effects



Why all these biases and effects?

Nature of stated preferences?

Human nature?

Publication bias?



The elephant in the room according to others?: 

ñHypothetical biasò
Most obvious concern among economists. Often they will know 

one or two studies, like Seip and Strand (1992):
ñThe results show a rather poor correspondence between 

hypothetical and actual MWTP, since only 6 out of 64 who 

stated that they were willing to pay the membership fee in 

stage 1, actually paid this voluntarily in stage 2.ò



The professionsô response: type A



The professionsô response: type B

Develop ex-ante / ex-post methods to reduce ñhypothetical 

biasò: cheap-talk script, oath-script, time-to-think, certainty-

calibration, budget reminder, opt-out reminder, inferred 

valuation, lie detector (later today!)

Often done within SP without real control, but not always. 

Rather often behavioral science aspects on respondent 

behavior.

ČFocus on the scenario but also ex-post analysis



The professionsô response: type C

ñWe design consequential surveys and using standard 

economic theory we can show that certain response formats 

are incentive compatibleò

Often done with experiments, with real control. Often a 

standard economic theory aspect on respondent behavior

Č Focus on scenario itself, and the response format

Note: B and C are partly, but only partly, incompatible.  



Problems with the ex-ante / ex-post methods 

Empirical evidence is mixed, in particular for scripts such as 

cheap talk and oath.

Problem with generalizing findings, for example exactly how to 

write a script, cut-off / weights with certainty questions etc

Some evidence that the effect depends on the choice format 

(so consequentialism could matter)



Things the consequential approach ñignoresò

Ignores a number of differences between the survey situation 

and the corresponding real situation.

Ignores potential differential effects of deviations from standard 

economic theory



1. Differences between survey situation and real situation?: 

What is the real situation?

This will depend on the situation:

- Voting for a PG: real is the voting booth

- Purchase of private goods: real is store, internet etc

- Donations: real is actually giving money in person / through 

bank account

- Asked about preferences for policy: real is ?? (voting in 

general, ñif the person was in chargeò)



But in general:

- Differences in scrutiny

- Differences in learning

- Differences in context: where is the decision made, 

discussion with others, observation of others, observed by 

others

Simple lesson from experiments and surveys: all the above 

factors matters, sometimes a lot.



Thus we should even perhaps expect a difference between a 

survey situation and real behavior. 

This even for a consequential survey.



2. Differential effects of deviations from standard economic 

theory

Behavioral aspects such as altruism, conformity, status, and 

inequality aversion affect both stated and actual behavior.

But not obvious that the effects are the same

Č The role of these factors might explain a difference 

between stated and real behavior. Not the least if the 

contexts are different (which they are).



What is needed? 

Real and survey situations that are very similar (coming later 

today!).

A better understanding of the role of norms, scrutiny, learning etc

(coming later today!). And an awareness and acknowledgment 

of the potential importance of these:

both for SP in general

but also for the choice of for example response format

Common sense



Now over to the new thing



What do you want from me?
Demand effects in stated preference surveys

Fredrik Carlsson, Mitesh Kataria and Elina Lampi

Preliminary results, please donôt quote



The real elephant in the room: experimenter demand effect



Experimenter demand effects in experimental economics

Zizzo (2010, Experimental Economics):

ñExperimenter demand effects refer to changes in 

behavior by experimental subjects due to cues about 

what constitutes appropriate behavior (behavior 

ódemandedô from them).ò

Cognitive EDE

When identifying the task (through instructions) and deciding, 

cues about what constitutes appropriate behavior may influence 

behavior

Social EDE

Social pressure by the experimenter (or peers) - explicit or 

implicit - through instructions and cues.



Famous examples

Milgramôsexperiments involving electric shocks

Hawthorne effect: worker productivity increased when they were 

part of a sociological study



Cognitive EDE: examples

Framing effects: picture of recipient or not in dictator game 

(Burnham), use the word tax or not (Baldry)

Choice set: extend dictator game to a taking frame (Bardsley, 

List)



Social EDE: examples

Rewards presented in public (Ball et al)

Strong cues about what is the appropriate behavior (Branas-

Garza): ñREMEMBER that he is in your handsò



What is done in experimental economics?

Anonymity when possible (difficult with more complex 

interactions)

Context free language

Between session and between subject designs (makes objective 

less clear)

Filler questions (ask about something very different)

But overall: very hard to deal with



Note: òDemand effectsò exists outside lab and survey 

situation
Individuals often care about what others are doing for a number 

of reasons:

- Information

- Status

- Conformity

- Inequality aversion

This information affect their behavior. 



This is of course not newé... It was already in the bible

Incentive to misrepresent responses

B. Compliance bias

1. Sponsor bias: where a respondent gives a WTP 

amount that differs from true WTP amount in an 

attempt to comply with the expectations of the sponsor

2. Interviewer bias: where a respondent gives a WTP 

amount that differs from true WTP amount in an 

attempt to please or gain status in the eyes of the 

interviewer.

Implied value cues

C Relational bias: where the description of the good 

presents information about its relationship to other public 

or private commodities that influence a respondents' WTP

D. Importance bias: where the act of being interviewed or 

some feature of the instrument suggests to the respondent 

that one or more levels of the amenity has value



Experimenter demand effects in a SP study

Respondents infer from the fact that they are being asked 

questions about a particular topic that it is important, and in 

addition that the researcher and related organizations cares 

about the outcome of the survey. 

In particular for a consequential survey

In other words: 

- Difficult to not provide cues in the scenario

- Why would you ask me questions about something that you 

yourself think is unimportant. 



What is going on in an SP survey?

1. A focus on a certain environmental problem

Respondents will focus on the problem at hand, and not on other 

environmental (public) goods. In particular if they ñsufferò from 

mental accounting.

Č Neutral and objective scenario is important (but hard!)

Č Important to stress that the public good that is studied is one 

of many public goods (but will that be sufficient?)



2. Respondents are scrutinized in a way that rarely happens 

outside survey / lab

Respondent may want to answer in certain ways to (i) signal 

who they are to themselves, (ii) signal to others who they are, (ii) 

satisfy the researcher.

Č Important to stress anonymity etc (rather straightforward)

ČImportant to get them to understand that we donôt care what 

they answer!  (how?)



Suggestion 1: Reduce cues by putting the environmental 

good into context

Explain that there are several environmental problems. Good if 

they are described as well.

Be explicit that they might as well have been asked about 

another environmental problem.



Suggestion 2: Tell them explicitly that we ñdonôt careò, and 

want to know what they think
Tell respondents that:

- We want to know what they think, and not what they think 

others (like experts) think should be done.

In addition

- Follow up question on the scenario to make sure that they 

understand that the fact that they are being asked about a 

particular good does not mean that this necessarily is the 

most important good.



A choice experiment on water 

quality in Sweden



Choice experiment to measure WTP for improvement in water 

quality: local (county) and national (Sweden). 

In total 4 000 respondents (different treatments)

Web-panel, 50% recruited via phone and 50% self-recruited

6 counties in Sweden (with different levels of water quality)



Five attributes:

- Share of local water with low quality (in 12 years)

- Share of local water with high quality (in 12 years)

- Share of national water with low quality (in 12 years)

- Share of national water with high quality (in 12 years)

- Cost: annual cost per household for 12 years



6 choice sets + instructional choice set as warm-up



Treatments and control

1. Control with Oath script

2. Explicit acknowledgment of alternative environmental 

problems + Oath

3. Demand script & learning question + Oath



Oath

After instructional choice set:

ñYou will now make six choices similar to the example. It is very 

important that the answers are truthful. Hand on heart, can you 

promise to answer the following question thoughtfully and 

completely truthfully?ò

Yes

No



Substitutes

We begin with talking about the 16 environmental goals the 

Swedish government has set up. Then we list them all, with a 

short description.

Then we say that it is impossible to answer questions about all 

environmental goals and that they have been selected to answer 

about two goals related to water quality.



Substitutes: the table


