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Research Objectives

• Researchers often ask a large number of
outcome questions – either forced choice or
rating – for each conjoint profile-pair to
maximize data

• How does the number and format of outcome
questions impact data quality?

Experimental Design
• Conjoint based on [1], with 12 randomly ordered

attributes, 10 conjoint tasks per respondent
• Experimental interventions:

• Outcome Question Type: 1) forced choice; 2) rating
• Outcome Question Number: 1) 3; 2) 6; 3) 12

Forced Choice, 6 Outcome Questions Example:

Rating, 3 Outcome Questions Example:

Sample
• 659 students in Political Science Subject Pool at

UNC - Chapel Hill
• Enrolled in introductory political science courses,

required to complete studies to earn credit

EGAP Pre-registration ID: 20220411AA

Impacts on Data Quality

Satisficing 1 - Predicted Probability of Nonresponse and Selecting “Quick” Answers,
with 95% Cred. Int.
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Forced Choice, 12 Questions

Rating, 12 Questions

Satisficing 2 - How Well Attribute-Levels Explain Choices for Three Common Outcomes,
with 95% Cred. Int.
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Model Specifications
1 Satisficing 1: Multinomial logit

Yil ∼ Multi(mti
, πil)

πilk = exp(ηilk)
1 + ∑K

k=2 exp(ηilk)
, k = 2, 3

πil1 = 1
1 + ∑K

k=2 exp(ηilk)
ηilk = αik + γ × l + ν⊤
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where i indexes individuals, l conjoint task,
k ∈ {1, 2, 3} indexes response category, ti encodes
treatment status of individual i, and tli encodes
treatment status-task number interaction.

2 Satisficing 2: Standard conjoint model fit for each
outcome, treatment combination
Models were fit using CmdStan’s R interface cmdstanr.

Conclusion
• No statistical difference between treatments when

it comes to selecting “quick” answers
• Satisficing behavior does seem to increase with

the conjoint task number
• No clear pattern for satisficing when comparing

model-fit
• Difficult to compare some data quality outcomes

for rating and forced choice questions

Next Steps
• Improve design: Larger sample, randomize order

of questions, decrease number of attributes, add
number of conjoint tasks as treatment

Email: hoellerbauers@gmail.com
Website: https://hoellers.github.io
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