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Survey Experiment

Social science researchers seek to establish causal relationships that are
generalizable:

Lab experiment
Field experiment
Natural experiment
Survey experiment

Examples of survey experiments in three subfields of political science:

American politics: Nelson, Clawson, and Oxley (1997)
International relations: Tomz and Weeks (2013)
Comparative politics: AAroe and Petersen (2014)
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AP Example: Nelson, Clawson, and Oxley (1997)

Outcome of interest:

Tolerance: Do you think that O.S.U. should or should not allow the Ku
Klux Klan to hold a rally on campus?
Importance Rating
Importance Ranking
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IR Example: Tomz and Weeks (2013)
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CP Example: AAroe and Petersen (2014)

Three conditions:

“Recipient with No Cues” condition: Imagine a man who is currently on
social welfare.
“Unlucky Recipient” condition: Imagine a man who is currently on social
welfare. He has always had a regular job, but has now been the victim of
a work-related injury. He is very motivated to get back to work again.
“Lazy Recipient” condition: Imagine a man who is currently on social
welfare. He has never had a regular job, but he is fit and healthy. He is
not motivated to get a job.

Respondents were then asked:

To what extent do you disagree or agree that the eligibility requirements
for social welfare should be tightened for persons like him?
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CP Example: AAroe and Petersen (2014)
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Survey Experiment

Some considerations:

External validity: Barabas and Jerit (2010)
Demand effects: Mummolo and Peterson (2018)
Weighting: Miratrix, Sekhon, Theodoridis and Campos (2018)

Two important classes of survey experiments:

Conjoint experiment and factorial experiment
List experiment, randomized response technique, and endorsement
experiment
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Conjoint Experiment

Conjoint experiments (Green and Rao 1971) allow researchers to study
the independent effects on preferences of many features of complex,
multidimensional objects:

political candidates
immigrant admissions
public policies
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Example: Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto (2014)
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Conjoint Experiment: Design

Consider a random sample of N respondents drawn from a population
of interest.

Each respondent (indexed by i ∈ {1, . . . ,N}) is presented with K
choice (or rating) tasks.

In each of her tasks the respondent chooses the most preferred (or
rates each) of the J alternatives (“profiles”).

Each profile is characterized by a set of L discretely valued attributes,
or a treatment composed of L components.
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Conjoint Experiment: Identification Assumptions

Assumption 1: Stability and No Carryover Effects

Potential outcomes always take on the same value as long as all the
profiles in the same choice task have identical sets of attributes.

Assumption 2: No Profile-Order Effects

The ordering of profiles within a choice task does not affect responses.

Assumption 3: Randomization of the Profiles

Potential outcomes are statistically independent of the profiles.
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Conjoint Experiment: Average Treatment Effect (ATE)

Let Yi (t) denote the J-dimensional vector of potential outcomes for
respondent i in her kth choice task that would be observed when the
respondent received the sequence of profile attributes represented by t,
with individual components Yij(t).

Unit treatment effect:

πi (t1, t0) ≡ Yi (t1)− Yi (t0)

Average treatment effect:

π̄(t1, t0) ≡ E[Yi (t1)− Yi (t0)]
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Conjoint Experiment: Average Marginal Component Effect
(AMCE)

The marginal effect of attribute l averaged over the joint distribution
of the remaining attributes:
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A Social Reference Theory of Sensitivity Bias

Blair, Coppock, and Moor (forthcoming) theorize that sensitivity bias
occurs for a given respondent if and only if all four of the following
elements are present:

1 A social referent the respondent has in mind when considering how to
respond to a survey question. A social referent could be the respondent
themself.

2 A respondent perception that the social referent can infer the subject’s
response to the sensitive question either exactly or approximately.

3 A respondent perception about what response (or nonresponse) the
social referent prefers.

4 A respondent perception that failing to provide the response preferred by
the social referent would entail costs to themself, other individuals, or
groups.
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Sensitivity Bias and Indirect Questioning Techniques

Direct survey questions on these topics often lead to a substantial
amount of underreporting and nonresponse.

To reduce possible biases due to social desirability and missing data,
researchers increasingly rely upon several indirect questioning
techniques, such as

List experiment (a.k.a. the item count technique, Miller 1984)
Randomized response technique (Werner 1965)
Endorsement experiment (Bullock, Imai, and Shapiro 2011)

Consider an example from Rosenfeld, Imai and Shapiro (2014).
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Direct Question

Did you vote YES or NO on the Personhood Initiative, which appeared
on the November 2011 Mississippi General Election ballot?

Voted Yes
Voted No
Did not vote
Don’t know
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List Experiment

Respondents are randomly assigned to a control or a treatment
condition.

Control respondents see a list of items and the question asks them how
many they would respond to in the affirmative.
Treated respondents see an otherwise identical question except for the
addition of a sensitive item.
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List Experiment - Control Group

Here is a list of four things that some people have done and some
people have not. Please listen to them and then tell me HOW MANY
of them you have done in the past two years. Do not tell me which you
have and have not done. Just tell me how many:

Discussed politics with family or friends;
Cast a ballot for Governor Phil Bryant;
Paid dues to a union;
Given money to a Tea Party candidate or organization.

How many of these things have you done in the past two years?
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List Experiment - Treatment Group

Here is a list of four things that some people have done and some
people have not. Please listen to them and then tell me HOW MANY
of them you have done in the past two years. Do not tell me which you
have and have not done. Just tell me how many:

Discussed politics with family or friends;
Cast a ballot for Governor Phil Bryant;
Paid dues to a union;
Given money to a Tea Party candidate or organization;
Voted ‘YES’ on the ‘Personhood’ Initiative on the November 2011
Mississippi General Election ballot.

How many of these things have you done in the past two years?
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List Experiment - Analysis

Identification assumptions (Imai 2011, Blair and Imai 2012):

Assumption 1 (No design effect): The inclusion of the sensitive
item has no effect on respondents’ answers to control items.

Assumption 2 (No liars): Respondents give truthful answers for
the sensitive item.

Canonical difference-in-means estimator τ̂DiM :

Average response by the treated − Average response by the control

Under no design effect, τ̂DiM estimates the population proportion giving
affirmative answers to the sensitive item.
Under no liars, τ̂DiM also estimates the population proportion possessing
the sensitive item.
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Randomized Response Technique (Forced Response)

Randomization determines whether a respondent truthfully answers the
sensitive question or simply replies with a forced answer, ‘yes’ or ‘no’.

To answer this question, you will need a coin. Once you have found
one, please toss the coin and note the results of that toss (head or tail)
on a sheet of paper. Do not reveal to me whether your coin lands on
head or tail. After you have recorded the result of your coin toss, just
tell me you are ready, and we will begin.

To ensure that your answer is confidential and known only to you,
please answer ‘yes’ if either your second coin toss came up heads or
you voted ‘YES’ on the ‘Personhood’ Initiative, which appeared on the
November 2011 Mississippi General Election ballot.

Yes
No
Don’t know
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Randomized Response Technique: Analysis

Let

Zi represent the latent binary response to the sensitive question for
respondent i ;
Yi represent the observed response (1 for ‘yes’ and 0 for ‘no’);
p denote the probability that respondent i is forced to answer ‘yes’.

Full compliance and no liars imply the following equality,

Pr(Yi = 1) = p + (1− p) · Pr(Zi = 1).

This allows to derive the probability that a respondent truthfully
answers ‘yes’ to the sensitive question,

Pr(Zi = 1) =
Pr(Yi = 1)− p

1− p
.
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Endorsement Experiment

Respondents are randomly assigned to a control or a treatment
condition.

In the control group, respondents are asked to evaluate some relatively
uncontroversial issue or object;
In the treatment group, that issue or object is associated with the
sensitive item before being evaluated.
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Endorsement Experiment: Control Group

We’d like to get your overall opinion of some people in the news. As I
read each name, please say if you have a very favorable, somewhat
favorable, somewhat unfavorable, or very unfavorable opinion of each
person.

Phil Bryant, Governor of Mississippi?

Very favorable
Somewhat favorable
Don’t know/no opinion
Somewhat unfavorable
Very unfavorable
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Endorsement Experiment: Treatment Group

We’d like to get your overall opinion of some people in the news. As I
read each name, please say if you have a very favorable, somewhat
favorable, somewhat unfavorable, or very unfavorable opinion of each
person.

Phil Bryant, Governor of Mississippi, who campaigned in favor of the
‘Personhood’ Initiative on the 2011 Mississippi General Election ballot?

Very favorable
Somewhat favorable
Don’t know/no opinion
Somewhat unfavorable
Very unfavorable
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Endorsement Experiment: Analysis

Idea: If this endorsement increases the level of support for the policy,
then we interpret this effect as evidence that a respondent holds a
favorable view toward the actor who endorses the policy.

Analysis of endorsement experiments requires item response theory,
which is beyond the scope of this class (see Bullock, Imai, and Shapiro
2011).
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