Research statements of the Stated Response Surveys subcommittee
This document describes the research statements of the Stated Response Subcommittee, which describe the research interest of our subcommittee. This means that we welcome any work done that relates to these topics. This document contains the following three sections:

1 Research statements
2 Research statement ideas as suggested at the subcommittee meeting in January 2008 at TRB Washington 
3 Substantial topics of interest suggested at the subcommittee meeting in January 2008 at TRB Washington 
1    Research statements 
This section lists the research statements as collected in summer 2007 at the time our parent committee was asking for subcommittee input for research statements. The first two statements are in the requested format and are already included in the published RS list of our parent committee. The RS suggestions 3 to 9 are abstracted from the Costa Rice workshop paper on SP by Jones and Bradley. At the subcommittee meeting of 2010, it was concluded that all statement are still relevant. 
RS1 Bridging the gap between SP theory and practice

status: included in the parent committee’s research statements 
source: John Rose

Key Words: Stated preference
Problem Statement
Research evidence exists that suggests that stated preference (SP) experiments are capable of replicating decisions made in real markets (Burke et al., 1992; Carson et al., 1994). Contradictory evidence also exists to suggest the opposite. For example, Wardman (2001) found that the values of travel time savings (VTTS) from SP experiments are typically undervalued in comparison to the results from revealed preference (RP) studies.

Given such a divergence of evidence, of particular research interest is to determine firstly, to what extent stated choice (SC) experiments are able to replicate real market decisions, and secondly, assuming a difference between SC and RP results does exist, what factors can bridge the gap. Rose and Hensher (2006) argue that one such factor is the degree of realism imposed in SP surveys, where realism in SP experiments arises not simply from the fact that respondents are asked to undertake similar actions as they would in real markets, but also in how much the experiment is made to look and feel like choices made in real market transactions. Yet despite this argument, researchers are yet to examine the problem in detail. 

Study Objective

The study objective is to better understand differences between the behavioural outcomes of SP and RP in order to determine what can be done to make SP results closer to those of RP. Difference could be in magnitudes of coefficients, relationships of coefficients, or the scale of the SP versus RP results.

Related Work

Primarily work conducted on SP/RP. 

Problem Urgency/Priority

Moderate. This is important given that SP is often used in cost-benefit evaluations for major infrastructure projects.

User Community
Any person or organization working with SP, particularly academics, marketing research practitioners, and other private firms and government agencies.
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RS2 Cross Cultural Dimensions of Stated Preferences 

status: included in the parent committee’s research statements 

source: John Rose
Key Words: Preference Stability, Longitudinal Surveys, Stated preference
Problem Statement
Research efforts have tended to focus upon the impact various design characteristics have upon respondent’s ability to respond to choice tasks. Specific issues examining the impact upon behavioural responses have included the number of alternatives within the task, the number of attributes, the number of attributes and alternatives, the impact of attribute level range upon and the number of choice profiles shown to respondents. Of particular concern is the fact that research examining the impact of design dimensionality upon stated preference (SP) studies has often yielded contradictory evidence. For example, early research found that the first few choice situations of SP tasks are often used by respondents to adapt to the task and develop a decision strategy. 
One problem in forming a clear understanding as to the exact influence different design dimensions play in obtaining SP results is that different researchers often use different experiments, conducted at different times, in different cultural settings. This makes forming concrete conclusions difficult. The impact of culture may influence the portability of results across not only countries but regions within countries, thus necessitating new research for closely related topics but geographically dislocated areas.  

Study Objective

The research proposes to examine questions, such as, “Do respondents from different countries, regions, and cultures devote the same amount of time to SP questions?” This data could be passively collected if computer or Internet surveys are used. The research also offers a more advanced and scientifically rigorous examination of differences in the population parameter estimates and elasticities of demand. There exists potential for follow up qualitative work to be conducted to compare how respondents across different groups understood and carried out the survey task. 

Related Work

Work in SP. Work on culture and cross-culture. Econometrics.

Problem Urgency/Priority

Moderate. Will require large budgets and co-operation between organizations globally 

User Community
Academics working in the area of stated preference survey research and practitioners conducting multi-country or multi-region studies as well as studies that include multiple cultures within a smaller region.
RS3 Evaluating SP Responses for Reasonableness and Realism 
status: suggestion
source: Jones & Bradley Costa Rica workshop paper.

The crucial question in any SP survey is whether the data that has been collected and analysed is a valid representation of the preferences and behaviour of the target population.  In part, the factors that determine this are the same as in any population survey, being affected by the sampling frame, sampling procedures, patterns of non-response, etc. But in the case of SP, there are additional concerns relating to the realism of the responses.

Currently, this is dealt with at both the data checking and model estimation stages. The data is screened, and – in the case of a customised SP exercise – respondents may be excluded if they have provided estimates of attribute levels that are well outside a realistic range, or if they exhibit illogical judgements. Some analysts identify lexicographic responses, and estimate models with and without these respondents. Further cases may be removed during the model estimation process.  It is also possible to assess internal validity, by withholding some judgement data and forecasting these choices from the remaining data.

However, internal validity and a good model fit may not be sufficient to have confidence that the estimates are replicating actual preferences and choices. Further work is required to develop standard procedures for judging success and the validity of findings.  This is likely to involve more extensive external validity checks, including a comparison of SP-based forecasts with ‘revealed’ behaviour, after implementation of the new feature that generated the need for the SP survey. Clearly, a number of such validation checks must be done to be able to generalise the results.  
RS4  Information provision and survey framing 

status: suggestion
source: Jones & Bradley Costa Rica workshop paper.

We know very little about the influence that the information we provide respondents with before we ask them to complete the SP tasks has on the judgements that they make – although many authors have warned of the possibility of ‘policy response bias’. The workshop paper by Podgorski et al shows how the provisional of additional background information can influence respondent support for different pricing policies – although, in this case, to a relatively limited extent.
There is scope for (unintended) influence at three points in the interview:

1. The way in which the survey is introduced to respondents (i.e. the purpose of the survey, the client, etc.);

2. The context in which each respondent is asked to complete the tasks (e.g. ‘imagine you were making your regular commuter trip…); and

3. The background information about each attribute (in addition to that shown as part of each option). For example, if journey reliability is presented in a graphical manner, then the meaning of the representation may need to be explained to respondents before the options are presented.

Here it necessary to strike a balance, between:

1. Overloading respondents versus not giving them enough information to ensure that they carry out the tasks as intended; and

2. Encouraging them to think freely enough to accept the possibility of using a new alternative with non-existing features (e.g. busway), without them becoming so unconstrained as to ignore the constraints under which they carry out their day-to-day travel and activities.

Further research is needed to address these issues. As yet, we do not even know whether they are a potential source of minor or major bias.

RS5 The influence of presentation formats 
status: suggestion
source: Jones & Bradley Costa Rica workshop paper.

Very little is known about the influence of the presentation of information on each the options on the judgements made by respondents. Previous research has indicated a possible order effect (e.g. more attention paid to attributes at the head of a list), and this has resulted in the recommendation made by the workshop to rotate the attribute order. However, there are many other aspects of presentation that might also be having a subtle and unintended influence on responses.

Two related aspects were addressed by the workshop:

1. The amount of detail provided about each attribute (in particular, when describing the levels of 
each attribute), and

1. The form of presentation of that information (words, numbers, graphics, pictures, sounds, etc.).

The paper by van der Waeden et al in the workshop suggested that more detailed verbal attribute descriptions affect the judgements made by respondents, and this requires further investigation. 

During the nineties, alongside the growing use of computer assisted interviewing, various studies started exploring the scope for using colour in the presentation of options, leading on to the use of photographs and other pictorial stimuli.  In the experience of workshop participants, the tendency to use colour and photographs has diminished, due to the concern that this might be introducing unintended stimuli into the SP exercises.  In one study, using photographs to display features of old and refurbished railway stations, respondents were found to be influenced strongly be weather conditions at the time the different pictures were taken.

However, as multi-media interview capability becomes more widely available, it is inevitable that pressure will increase to provide respondents with richer depictions of the modal alternatives, etc. Research is this urgently required to provide guidelines as to how to use this capability in an enriching rather than a distorting manner.
RS6  The influence of interview media and survey location 

status: suggestion
source: Jones & Bradley Costa Rica workshop paper.

Interviewer administered SP interviews are carried out in a variety of locations, from homes to workplaces, or railway carriages to shopping areas; they usually employ ‘pen and paper’ or computer-based interviewing techniques. Telephone surveys are invariably carried out with respondents in their home (unless mobile phone numbers are used), while mail-back surveys are sent to respondents’ homes, but might be physically completed anywhere (e.g. in the course of an air journey).  Internet surveys might be accessed anywhere in the world, either while in a particular location, or on the move.

Relatively little research has been carried out into the influence of the interview media on the pattern of responses.  The potential influence of the media on presentation format has been identified as a research question above. Here we consider more the related questions of the location where the respondent completes the task, and how this relates to the timing of the journey (or other activity) used as the choice context.

Interviewer and non-interviewer administered surveys have their strengths and weaknesses.  The presence of an interviewer may influence the judgements made by a respondent and distort their pattern of responses (interviewer number may be a significant variable in an SP analysis), and put respondents under time pressure; on the other hand, the interviewer can explain what is required and guide the respondent through the stages of the exercise.
What is even less well understood is the potential influence of timing of the SP exercise in relation to the activity which provides the choice context. Specifically, there is no evidence to show whether carrying out an SP exercise in the course of the target activity (e.g. while shopping, while travelling on a train) has any effect on the results compared to carrying out the same SP exercise some time after the target activity/trip has been completed.  This issue is of considerable importance, since in multi-modal studies it is common to use a mix of interview locations – but varying location systematically according to the type of travel mode currently being used for the target trip. 

RS7
The treatment of complex choices
status: suggestion
source: Jones & Bradley Costa Rica workshop paper.

Most SP studies, at least in the field of transport, focus the choice context on a single event (e.g. ‘your last trip to X to shop’), and on a single choice, such as time of day, or mode of travel. 

Often, in reality, the decisions people make relate to a whole series of similar events and may involve multiple choices. This is recognised, to a limited degree, in studies involving commuter travel, where cost information for different modal options may be presented on a monthly or annual, as well as a daily basis, in order to increase the realism of responses. Another example is congestion pricing SP experiments that consider changing departure times for both the outbound and return legs of a commuting tour, while also including the options to change mode instead of departure times. 

What is currently very poorly handled in SP are:

1. Decisions to vary the frequency of making a given trip, depending on the options on offer;

2. Varying the mix of use of modes on different occasions (e.g. driving to work once a week, taking the bus the other days) – especially where this mix might alter in response to certain options; and

3. Making complex choices (e.g. going to destination X by car versus going to destination Y by train).

There are important research issues here, affecting the context and framing of the SP exercise, the experimental design, option presentation and model estimation.

RS8   Temporal dimensions to SP choices 
status: suggestion
source: Jones & Bradley Costa Rica workshop paper.

Two broad issues arise here. The first concerns the temporal stability of the preferences that are expressed, and the second the time frame over which the choices expressed in an SP survey are likely to be realised in practice.

The value of SP and other related research would be greatly diminished if the preferences exhibited by respondents in such surveys were very transitory and ephemeral – unless this reflected random variation around a stable, aggregate population profile. It would be very valuable in SP research to learn more about the stability of preferences and the factors which may contribute to changing preferences. Here SP panel data would be required.

We might expect preferences to alter in response to changes in personal circumstances (e.g. change in family lifecycle stage, or a substantial change in personal income), but exogenous factors might also exert a strong influence, such as changing social attitudes to the use of public transport; or, the willingness of people to pay directly for the use of roads. The influence of marketing, in particular, is recognised to be an important factor in the rate and extent of take-up of new products (e.g. a light rail system), and this also relates directly to the second aspect requiring additional research.

One question to which nobody in the workshop was able to respond was ‘how quickly might we expect the predictions made from an SP-based model to be realised in practice?’ (i.e. the ‘ramp-up’ period). Although every effort is made to maximise the realism of the context and content of an SP exercise, conceptually it differs crucially from reality in two important respects:

1. Respondents are provided with ‘perfect information’ or, at least, all the information that the analyst believes is necessary for the respondent to make an informed choice; and

2. Respondents are asked to act as if they were making the choice at that moment in time.

In reality, respondents do not have perfect information – at least not instantly, without undergoing a search process – and they do not re-evaluate their decisions on every occasion that they undertake the target trip/activity, particularly where the activity is routine in nature. This suggests that SP forecasts will tend to reflect the maximum likely market penetration. What is uncertain is how long it would take in reality to reach this optimum level – if, indeed, it is ever reached – once a new service is provided. This is likely to depend on a variety of factors, including whether respondents are likely to be confronted directly by the new or changed feature (e.g. higher toll charge) or whether it is an ‘optional’ feature that they may not directly encounter (e.g. new modal alternative), and in the latter case on the quality and effectiveness of the marketing of the new service.

This is a seriously under-researched area of great importance, where researchers will need to draw on other literatures, including diffusion theory, prospect theory and learning theory.

RS9 An international cross-discipline review of evidence

status: suggestion
source: Jones & Bradley Costa Rica workshop paper.

The workshop discussions were greatly enriched by containing members who had a broad range of SP experience across a diverse range of fields (transport, housing, retailing, etc.), and in both a developed and developing country context.

In some cases, it was evident that different practices had evolved in the different subject areas and geographic regions. This might be due in part to different contextual conditions (e.g. the infrequent but major and discrete nature of housing choices versus the less significant decisions on trip re-routing), but in other cases it seemed more to reflect different prevailing professional opinions – thus providing opportunities to compare and contrast experiences.

Uncharacteristically, the workshop participants admitted that we do not yet know everything about the best ways to apply SP techniques. As a result, the workshop strongly recommends that a broad review of SP experiences across different regions and disciplines be undertaken, in order to draw on this wide range of knowledge and help develop guidelines for future SP studies in the transport sector. 
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2
Research statement ideas as suggested at the subcommittee meeting in January 2008 at TRB Washington 
In this section, directions for research statements are described that were mentioned at the subcommittee meeting. Whenever possible, a link is drawn with research statements (RS) that were earlier suggested, which are described in section 3.

1 Hypothetical bias of Stated Responses
· Does it exist and to what extent?
· How can we set up our measurements and experiment in such a way that responses we observe reflect real world behavior? 
· How can we prevent non-traders and lexicographic choices? How can we correct for this, if it occurs?

For a further description see earlier suggested RS1 “Bridging the gap between SP theory and practice” and RS3 “Evaluating SP Responses for Reasonableness and Realism” (see section 3).
2 Customized and adaptive surveys

· Adapting attribute values varied in the SP experiment according to responses given (?)
· Customizing the SP experiment to alternatives relevant for respondent (?)
· How can this increase task realism in the experiment and result in more valid models?
This point seems related to earlier suggested RS1.
3 Best practices in SP design

· What is an optimal number of alternatives, attributes, attribute levels (and ranges)? To what extent does order matter?

· How can we best explain the measurement task and meaning of attributes, etc? Which explanations work, which don’t? How can we best balance overloading respondents versus not giving them enough information to ensure that they carry out the tasks as intended?; 
· How can we encourage respondents to think freely enough to accept the possibility of using a new alternative with non-existing features, without them becoming so unconstrained as to ignore the constraints under which they carry out their day-to-day travel and activities?
· How do we present the alternatives to the respondents? Does adding pictures or photographs help understanding the alternatives or do these introduce uncontrolled influences on attributes and therefore bias results?

See further RS 4 “Information provision and survey framing” and RS 5 “The influence of presentation formats”
4 Cultural differences

· Do different groups (countries, regions, cultures) deal with stated response questions in a different way?
· To what extent do the different ways we can construct our SR surveys play a role?

For a further description see RS2 “Cross Cultural Dimensions of Stated Preferences and RS 9 “An international cross-discipline review of evidence”
5 Group decision making 

· Typically we request individuals to complete our survey and experiments. However, many decisions are made by groups of individuals (for example, households) or preferences of others are taken into account. How can we deal with this? 

· A possible liaison with the freight subcommittee?

None of the earlier suggested research topics relates to this suggestion.

Earlier research statements suggested that were not mentioned at the subcommittee meeting:
6  
The influence of interview media and survey location 

7
The treatment of complex choices

8 Temporal dimensions to SP choices 

3   Substantial topics of interest 

These topics are suggested at the subcommittee meeting as interesting substantial topics in which SR methods can play an important role. However, as the focus of our subcommittee is mainly methodological, we will seek liaisons with other committees to address these topics.

1 Value of time
· Valuation of time is one of the most important reasons to apply SR methods

· Paying attention to this topic could also be a means of interesting more US researcher to work on stated response methods, to which they have shown less interest than overseas researchers. 
· A possible liaison with Travel Demand Forecasting committee 
2 Lifestyle and health effects related to transport

· This topic received a lot of attention at TRB in the last couple of years

· It is an interesting topic to explore how SR methods could contribute to this topic.

· Possible liaison with Travel Behavior and Values committee

· (Suggested by Mark Bradley)

3 Emergent Behavior in the Context of Increasing Interest in Environmental  Sustainability
· A topic that is expected to receive increasing attention in the near future

· Has also an interesting methodological question: how can we prevent collecting societal desirable responses?

·  (suggested by Mark Bradley at parent committee meeting)
