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1. Introduction

Information on respondents’ perceptions about survey consequentiality is typically collected close to
the end of the survey, following the preference elicitation. We inquire whether—and if so, how—the
location and a repetition of a consequentiality perception elicitation question matter for stated
consequentiality perceptions and for stated preferences. To that end, we use data from a discrete
choice experiment survey conducted in Germany, in which respondents evaluated a project of
expanding urban green areas.

2. Literature: Consequentiality in stated preference

 Literature defines conditions for truthful preference disclosure in stated preference surveys
(Carson and Groves 2007; Carson et al. 2014; Vossler et al. 2012; Vossler and Holladay 2018)

* One of the conditions: The survey is consequential.

“Consequentiality describes a condition in which an individual faces or perceives a non-zero probability that their responses will
influence decisions related to the outcome in question and they will be required to pay for that outcome if it is implemented.”
(Contemporary Guidance for Stated Preference Studies, Johnston et al. 2017)

* How are consequentiality perceptions elicited in stated preference surveys?
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1) How is stated consequentiality affected by the way 5. Economet riC Approach

(location & repetition) the perceptions are elicited?

* Ordered logit model 2) Do stated preferences or the effect of consequentiality perceptions on stated preferences differ depending on the way the
 Dependent variable: stated perceived consequentiality (1=strong, 4=weak) perceptions are elicited?
* Explanatory variables: * Mixed logit models in willingness-to-pay space

e Binary variable for location of elicitation question (,,Before) * For differences in stated preferences: looking at mean preference parameters

* Binary variable for sample that answers two questions (,,Asked-Twice”) ¢ For differences in effect of consequentiality perceptions on stated preferences: looking at interactions of mean preference

e Controls for socio-demographic characteristics and recruitment method parameters and stated consequentiality - 3 models with the 3 different stated consequentiality responses interacted
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7. Conclusions
[ ]
* Findings are the same for three other cities Augsburg, Karlsruhe, Nirnberg * Also stated preferences seem to be sensitive to the way of elicitation. => Caution in designing
 The way how consequentiality perceptions are elicited (here: location and repetition) seems to the consequentiality elicitation
matter for stated consequentiality.  WTP values increasingly corrected by consequentiality perceptions. These corrections might be

sensitive to the way of elicitation.
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