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                    Abstract
An ever increasing number of experiments attempts to elicit risk preferences of a population of interest with the aim of calibrating parameters used in economic models. We are concerned with two types of selection effects, which may affect the external validity of standard experiments: Sampling from a narrowly defined population of students (“experimenter-induced selection”) and self-selection due to non-response or incomplete response of participants in a random sample from a broad population. We find that both types of selection lead to a sample of experts: Participants perform significantly better than the general population, in the sense of fewer violations of revealed preference conditions. Self-selection within a broad population does not seem to matter for average preferences. In contrast, sampling from a student population leads to lower estimates of average risk aversion and loss aversion parameters. Furthermore, it dramatically reduces the amount of heterogeneity in all parameters.
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                    Notes
	A non-exhaustive list of recent contributions includes Harrison et al. (2002), Bleichrodt et al. (2001), Dohmen et al. (2011), Choi et al. (2007), Andersen et al. (2008), Tanaka et al. (2010), von Gaudecker et al. (2011) and Huck and Müller (2012).


	Other threats to external validity may occur if the experimental design differs too widely from real-world situations in terms of context, stakes, or similar features. See Harrison and List (2004) and Levitt and List (2007) for reviews of such effects and Falk and Heckman (2009) for critical thoughts.


	While this is true for most studies, there are clearly arguments for being interested in preference estimates from specific samples of the population. For example, Lazear et al. (2011) have recently argued that in certain settings self-selection on preferences can create market outcomes that are very different from those that would have occurred if the general population participated. In order to understand or predict behaviour in such situations, one would naturally rather have preference estimates of those active on the specific markets rather than the population at large.


	The Online Appendix is available at http://www.nek.lu.se/nekewe/experts_appendix.pdf.


	The main modification is that we include pie charts as a graphical illustration of probabilities (cf. Fig. 1); see von Gaudecker et al. (2011) for details.


	The payoff configurations are scaled and rounded versions of those used by Holt and Laury (2002).


	For related papers using data collected through the CentERpanel see, e.g., Donkers et al. (2001) who analysed risk preferences using hypothetical questions, Huck and Müller (2012) who addressed the Allais paradox and Bellemare and Kröger (2007) and Bellemare et al. (2008) for evidence from a trust game and an ultimatum game with real payoffs. For more information about the CentERpanel see http://www.centerdata.nl/en.


	In the Online Appendix, we describe several alternative models in Section 5 and present the corresponding estimates in Section 10. The results show that our conclusions about selection effects are robust to the chosen functional forms, to excluding loss aversion, and to extending the model by allowing Kreps and Porteus (1978) preferences towards the timing of uncertainty resolution.


	One might argue that τ should also be individual specific, but in practice it appears to be difficult to estimate heterogeneity in τ and ω separately (although both are identified, in theory).


	The former can only happen on a follow-up screen if the respondent has chosen option ‘B’ throughout the first screen.


	For example, if a subject switched from ‘A’ to ‘B’ on the first screen at a 0.5 probability of the high outcome, the second screen had high outcome probabilities 0.2, 0.3, 0.4 and 0.5 . A between-screens inconsistency then arises if he or she chose ‘B’ at probability 0.2 or if they chose ‘A’ at probability 0.5 .


	Table 7 of the Online Appendix presents the frequencies of inconsistencies per subject instead of per violation opportunity. The pattern is qualitatively the same as that of Table 3.


	We can only compute bounds that will at best be a 5%-interval (e.g. between 75% as the highest ‘A’-choice on the first screen and 80% as the lowest choice of ‘B’ on the second screen). In many cases, inconsistencies make these bounds grow substantially wider. We computed them as follows: the lowest possible switch point is defined as the highest probability corresponding to an ‘A’ choice that is still lower than the minimum probability with a ‘B’ choice; the upper bound is the minimum probability with a ‘B’ choice that is still higher than the maximum probability where option ‘A’ was chosen. If only choice ‘A’ (‘B’) was observed, both upper and lower bound were set to 100% (0%). We then averaged the upper bounds and the lower bounds across the seven payoff configurations. This leaves us with two preference measures per individual. To save space, we just report results using the midpoint of the two bounds. All results remain qualitatively the same if we use the upper or lower bounds. Figures corresponding to Fig. 3 can be found in the Online Appendix.


	We do observe that the hypothetical treatment affects loss aversion estimates differently in the laboratory compared to the Internet, which is likely to be caused by the presence of participation fees in the laboratory. The results concerning selection effects are robust to the inclusion of the hypothetical treatment.


	We also considered removing subjects that took an extremely long time to complete the experiment (probably stopping and continuing at a later point in time). These subjects, however, did not behave in a significantly different way compared to the rest of the sample, so we decided to keep them in the sample. In a different context but with a similar ongoing web-based panel, Viscusi et al. (2008) show that other attributes related to the administration mode were not strongly related to the preference estimates. More specifically, they consider the time subjects spent from invitation to completion, the time the respondents had been in the panel, and whether the respondent retired from the panel within five months after the survey.


	The combined response rate for steps 2 and 3 in our Internet experiment is 78%. This seems to compare favourably to Harrison et al. (2009), who employed more standard recruitment procedures in mailing out a letter to a random subsample of the Danish population and achieved a response rate of 38% (253 of 664 subjects). However, it should be noted that our response rate is within a preselected sample that has shown a general inclination to fill out survey questionnaires by passing step 1 of the selection process.


	We estimated models that treated the two components of step 3 (speeding through and dropping out) as separate outcomes. Age is the only variable for which the distinction mattered, which is why we only report the results from the more parsimonious specification in the table.


	The test works as follows: Let y denote our parameter of interest and w(x) the weight. Our null hypothesis of no difference between the weighted and unweighted observations can then be stated as E[w(x)y] = E[y] or E[z] = 0 , with z = (w(x) − 1)y . Since we have a large sample size and few explanatory variables, we neglect the estimation error in w . The null hypothesis can then be tested with a standard t-test on whether the mean of z is zero or not.
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