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Eliciting people’s preferences for various goods using stated preference
methods is a common practise in the applied economics and the
marketing literature. In particular, the choice experiment (CE) approach
is now the most widely used stated preference method in valuing
products or attributes. Hypothetical bias, however, still represents a
challenging issue in stated preference CE studies. It is well known that
hypothetical bias occurs when individuals overstate their willingness-
to- pay (WTP) in hypothetical settings due to among others, lack of
economic incentive to reveal their true valuations (List and Gallet 2001;
Murphy et al. 2005; Hensher 2010).

Research related to hypothetical bias can be split into two groups. The
first group is focused on the introduction of incentive compatible
mechanisms to obtain more realistic value estimates in CEs. These
studies test hypothetical bias by comparing hypothetical WTPs with
non-hypothetical WTPs from these incentive compatible CEs. The
second group of papers, while not necessarily utilizing CE, works in the
development of various techniques for mitigating the hypothetical bias.

In the second group of studies, the seminal paper by Cummings and
Taylor (1999) introduced a cheap talk script which explained the
problem of hypothetical bias to participants prior to administration of the
valuation questions. The authors found that he cheap talk script was
effective in removing the hypothetical bias with public

goods. However findings show a mixed evidence on the ability of the
cheap talk technique to mitigate hypothetical bias in stated preference
studies

Recently, several studies in social cognition and psychology research
have demonstrated that “priming” can unconsciously influence peoples’
perception, evaluations, behavior and choice (Maxwell, Nye, and
Maxwell 1999; Bargh et al. 2001; Kay and Ross 2003; Chartrand et al.
2008). In other words, when people are incidentally exposed to some
cues or words in an unrelated subsequent choice task, these stimuli
can activate different buying goals, thereby influencing their
subsequent decision in a non-conscious manner
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Subjects who participated in our choice experiment faced NP 17 32
different choice set scenarios and they had to choose between HP 21 0 0.07*
two products with different attributes and prices plus a no-buy T1 14 26
option, just in case they choose not to pick either of the two Hp 21 20 0.69
products (Task 1). Moreover, in our experiment, to validate our CcT 19 36
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Specifically, following Ding et al. (2005), participants in the 1P 21 20
holdout task faced eight different products, which were the
Note: ***, ** * = Significance at 1%, 5%, 10% level.

remaining profiles from the original full fractional design that
were not used in task I, plus a no-buy option. The holdout task
s the same for all participants.

a p-value reports results of the one-sided test that number of correct prediction in T5 is >
of number of correct prediction in hypothetical setting; and that number of correct
prediction in HP is > of number of correct prediction in hypothetical setting.




