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Is this study is part of a dissertation or thesis:	
☒  Yes              ☐  No 

Is this study is part of a capstone project:	
☐  Yes              ☒  No 


Check any applicable boxes in the table below – you will be asked for further detail on these topics later in the protocol form:

	☐ International Research (check this box if you will collect data from individuals located outside the United States) List the locations:

	☐ Research involving external collaborators (Non-TAMU personnel).
List any external personnel and their organization:


	☐ This research has U.S. Federal government funding via one or more direct awards or a sub-award. Provide the source of federal support: 


	☐ All other sources of funding:




1.0  Purpose of the Study: 

This study aims to determine whether bidding behavior in the Becker-DeGroot-Marschak (BDM) mechanism can be partially explained by the variance of the task’s payoff function and subjects’ risk preferences. In Phase 1, we changed the payoff function’s variance by manipulating the upper bound of the random market offer range. For Phase 2, we construct treatments that generate comparable variance shifts by adjusting the induced value within a fixed market offer range. This approach enables us to assess the robustness of our Phase 1 results to alternative parameterizations of the BDM mechanism.	Comment by Murphy, Natalie: Confirm if the entire purpose has changed, or if this should be split between Phase 1/Phase 2. 	Comment by Ben Horlick: The overall purpose remains unchanged. I expanded the description slightly to try to make the connection between the two Phases clearer.

2.0  Background / Literature Review / Rationale for the study:

The BDM mechanism is a valuation elicitation technique commonly used in experimental economics (Becker et al. 1964). Theoretically, the support set for the random variable used to determine the market offer in the mechanism should have no impact on behavior because a bid equal to the experimentally induced value always maximizes the expected payoff. However, a number of empirical studies find that a change in the support set tends to alter bidding patterns (Bohm et al. 1997; Banerji & Gupta 2014; Cason & Plott 2014; Drichoutis et al. 2025). Existing literature offers several explanations for this phenomenon including the complexity of the mechanism creating difficulties in forming beliefs around value, potential preferences toward randomization, and non-monetary utility inputs. To date, risk aversion has received little attention as an alternative causal mechanism.

We show that the payoff function’s variance depends on the support set with shifts in the curvature depending on the relative placement of the upper and lower bounds with the true value. We use this result to generate testable hypotheses regarding within-subject behavior across three different support set upper bounds, holding the induced value constant. In our proposed experiment, the three treatments represent settings with the induced value closer to the upper bound, at the midpoint of the support range, and relatively closer to the lower bound. Treating payoff variance as a measure of the riskiness of a bid, we expect overbidding in the latter two treatments as the variance curve exhibits a steeper decline at the high end of the support set. Conversely, we expect underbidding on average in the first treatment due to the relative flatness of the payoff variance function.

To our knowledge, the use of payoff variance as an explanation for subject behavior in valuation tasks represents a novel approach with applications across similar tools. Our results could be used to explain apparently irrational behavior in other studies. Additionally, our work can inform future experimental decisions regarding support set selection to minimize the confounding impact of risk aversion on valuation elicitation to reduce the resulting bias going forward.

Our previous experiment (unpublished) STUDY2025-0840 finds that subjects do respond to increases in the upper bound of the support set by raising their bids on average in the induced value setting; however, we are unable to find a systematic link between valuations, variance, and risk attitudes. The lack of evidence may be due to the limited correlation among experimental risk preference measures. We plan to implement a similar experiment seeking to further distinguish the causal mechanism. By holding the support set constant and exogenously changing the induced value, we can observe whether participants’ offers vary due to the movement in the upper bound of the support set or the relative placement of the induced value within the support range while holding the variance changes constant.	Comment by Murphy, Natalie: Please note that although this is a modification, the follow-up study will also occur under STUDY2025-0840. 	Comment by Ben Horlick: Understood, thank you.

3.0  Inclusion and exclusion criteria:
The inclusion criteria for this study are U.S. residents over the age of 18 who are connected to the Forthright Access platform and have a basic understanding of English. Vulnerable populations will not be specifically targeted, but some members of vulnerable populations (e.g., pregnant women) are eligible to participate, as the study poses minimal risk to all eligible groups. Efforts will be made to ensure adequate representation of minority groups.

4.0  Procedures Involved:

[bookmark: _Hlk179985249]Please check the boxes for all applicable data collection procedures you plan to use:
☐One-on-one interviews
☐Focus Groups
☒Questionnaires/surveys
☐Secondary Data Analysis (medical record data, educational records, government or private sector datasets, etc.)
☐Ethnographic observation
☐Physiological measurements (e.g., EEG, EKG, MRI)
☐Biospecimen collection (saliva samples, blood draws, hair samples, etc.)
☐Mobile applications/data collection devices (e.g., Fitbits, actigraphs, etc.)
☒Behavioral decision-making tasks (e.g., puzzles, interactive games, etc.)
☐Physical activities such as walking and other forms of exercise
☐Other procedures (briefly list types of procedures here if not covered by the check-boxes above): ______________________________________________

The study will be conducted using Forthright Access, an online panel consisting entirely of U.S.-based participants. Participants will be presented with the informed consent form on the first page of the experiment.

The main part of our study consists of two different decision-making tasks. For the first task, participants will be endowed with a card worth $3. They will then complete three rounds of the BDM mechanism to elicit willingness to accept relative to a randomly generated market offer. If a subject’s bid is less than or equal to the market offer, then the card is sold, and the subject receives the market offer. If the bid is greater than the market offer, then the card is not sold and is redeemed for $3. Our within-subjects treatment consists of changing the upper bound of the support set for the market offer between $4, $6, and $12. One of the three rounds will be randomly selected for realization.

The participants will then complete the “bomb” risk elicitation task (Crosetto & Filippin 2013). Each subject will be presented with a 10x10 grid of boxes and informed that one box contains a “bomb” while the other 99 boxes contain $0.10. The subject will then be asked how many boxes they wish to collect. If the amount of boxes collected includes the randomly placed bomb, they receive no earnings from the task. Otherwise, they receive $0.10 multiplied by the number of boxes collected. The number of boxes collected provides a measure of risk preference, with risk averse participants selecting a relatively lower number than risk seeking participants.

We also use the risk self-evaluation question from the German Socio-Economic Panel as an alternative measure of their willingness to take risks (Dohmen et al. 2011).

In the Phase 2 experiment, we adopt the same procedure using the BDM mechanism except the within-subjects treatment involves varying the induced value between $3, $6, and $9 while holding the support set constant at the $0 to $12 range. The “bomb” risk elicitation task and the risk self-evaluation question remain identical. Subjects will be incentivized according to the same methodology.

5.0  Incomplete Disclosure or Deception:

This study will not have any deception or incomplete disclosure.

6.0  Recruitment:	Comment by Murphy, Natalie: Include how many participants completed Phase 1.	Comment by Ben Horlick: Added that number.
For Phase 1, we planned to recruit approximately 300 individuals for our online experiment and ultimately received 313 completed responses. Based on power calculations and previous studies (Cohen et al. 2015; Drichoutis et al. 2025), we are targeting a medium to large effect size (d=~0.43). A review of previous literature using the same risk preference elicitation task suggests 200 subjects will provide sufficient power in the statistical tests for risk seeking subjects, which represent approximately 25% of the population on average. Since online participants often fail standard attention checks, we are accounting for a slight over-sample to compensate for dropouts and incomplete session studies.

We use the same benchmark to target a sample size of approximately 75 subjects in Phase 2, representing adequate power for the primary statistical tests without the need to account for the risk preference-based subgroup analyses. We find an effect size of d=~0.8 in the initial experiment, implying a lower sample size requirement (~15-25 subjects) than the calculation using the Drichoutis et al. 2025 data (~55 subjects). However, we adopt the larger threshold of ~55 subjects grossed up for incomplete or otherwise unusable responses in the interest of conservativism and consistency with the Phase 1 experiment.

Both Phases of the experiment are coded in Qualtrics and delivered via Forthright Access. Participants will be recruited through the online platform Forthright Access, a research-grade, fully managed panel of 100% U.S.-based participants. Forthright uses a multi-step verification process to vet and verify all participants’ information before they take part in research.

We will receive secondary data from Forthright Access about participants’ demographic characteristics, using only their identification numbers to match the secondary data with the information collected in our study. This ensures that no identifiable participant information will be accessible to us. The demographic data include age, gender, ethnicity, presence of children in the household, pets, political ideology, primary shopper status, region, and religiosity.

7.0  Consent Process 

We will obtain consent electronically. At the start of the study, participants will be presented with the consent form on the first page, allowing them to read the information at their own pace. Participants can then decide whether to consent and proceed with the study, which will most likely be conducted on their personal computers.

If a participant chooses not to consent, they will exit the webpage and not participate. Contact information for the PI and the TAMU IRB will be provided for any questions or concerns. Non-English-speaking individuals and vulnerable populations will not be enrolled in the research.

Our consent form has the following Flesch-Kincaid scores:

	Grade Level: 9.6
	Reading Ease: 51.0

8.0  Process to Document Consent: 

Participants will read the information in the consent online, which explains the age restriction (18 years or older) and outlines how their information will be used to understand individual decision-making. The sheet also details how their information will be kept confidential, potential risks and benefits, and how they will be compensated for their participation.

Subjects will then decide whether to participate in the online experiment, with the option to withdraw at any time.

We are providing a Word version consent form, and since the study is conducted online, the consent document will be adapted for use within the Qualtrics platform.

9.0  Risks to Participants:
The main potential risk of the study is the possible discomfort from typing or sitting at a computer for 15 minutes, which could lead to hand or eye strain.

Additionally, there is a potential risk to confidentiality due to the system used for collecting data.

However, participants are not required to continue if they feel uncomfortable and can stop or take a break at any time to minimize these risks. Moreover, providing their email address in order to receive an automated email with their payment information is optional and subjects can continue without completing this step.

10.0  Potential Benefits to Participants: 

There are no benefits to participating.

11.0  Financial Compensation:

Participants’ cost is approximately 15 minutes of their time. Participants will receive a participation fee of $2.67, consisting of $2.00 and 1 Forthright credit valued at $0.67. In addition, they will receive bonus payments up to $22 which depends on the choices they make and luck, with an expected payment of around $7. Total compensation is then up to $24.67 with an expected payment of around $10.

One of three valuation tasks each subject completes will be randomly selected to have their choice realized. Every subject will also have their risk preference elicitation task compensated. This is to ensure participants take the questions seriously and answer accurately.

Subject compensation in Phase 2 consists of the same participation fee of $2.67, consisting of $2.00 and 1 Forthright credit valued at $0.67. All subjects will receive bonus payments relating to the realization of the decision in one BDM treatment and the risk elicitation task. The bonus payments may be up to $22 with an expected value of around $10. Total potential compensation in the follow-up is also $24.67, and the average payment will be approximately $12.

The final compensation will be provided directly by the online company, Forthright Access, within a few days after participation.

12.0  Provisions to Protect the Privacy Interests of Participants:

This study is partially anonymous since subjects can optionally choose to provide their email address in order to receive an automated email with their payment information. The identity of participants cannot be determined by the investigators by an email address alone. We will have no access to any other sensitive personal information.

Only Forthright Access will have participants’ identity information, as part of their platform. Participant responses cannot be linked to their identities by the researchers.

We will receive secondary data from Forthright Access about participants’ demographic characteristics, using only identification numbers to match this data with the study data we collect, to which we have sole access. No identifiable information about participants will be available to us.

13.0  Confidentiality and Data Management:

We agree to adhere to the SAP (Standard Administrative Procedures) in handling our data.

Forthright Access, an online panelist company that provides research-quality participants for studies, uses a multi-step verification process to verify participant identification and provides a database of participants’ demographic characteristics for our study. Forthright Access will not have access to any data collected from this study. Only IRB-approved key personnel listed in the IRB application will have access to the data.

As this is an online study, all data will be electronic and housed at The Human Behavior Lab at Texas A&M University. The data will be password-protected and stored on the investigators’ desktops and laptops. Additionally, a backup will be kept on an encrypted, password-protected external hard drive. The Human Behavior Lab is located at 1500 Research Parkway Suite 221 College Station, TX 77845, and only IRB-approved key personnel will have access to the data. Data will be stored for at least three years following the closure of the study to comply with TAMU policies.

14.0  Data Monitoring Plan to Ensure the Safety of Participants:

N/A

15.0  Data and if applicable, Specimen Banking: 

No specimen banking will be conducted.

[bookmark: _Hlk179985417]16.0  Qualifications to Conduct Research and Resources Available:

All study personnel are IRB-approved and have completed CITI training.

We will not be conducting international research or research with vulnerable populations.

All research personnel will receive both verbal and written instructions from the PI. Additionally, all personnel will participate in a pilot or dry run of the experiment to ensure they fully understand their roles and responsibilities before conducting sessions with participants.

17.0 Multiple sites: 
This research study does not involve multiple sites.
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