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Abstract 

The thesis is based upon an interest in the field of behavioral economics; in particular, the 

curious effects associated with decision bias and related heuristics. The motivation behind the 

paper is a genuine desire to explore if a simple set of tools could help mitigate the effects posed 

by such psychological phenomenon. In order to allow an in-depth analysis, the thesis will focus 

on the anchoring effect. This heuristic is considered one of the most robust among the human 

cognitive bias, and its effect on human decision-making has been illustrated extensively 

through previous studies. 

The paper will explore the anchoring effect in light of international business, where being aware 

of this effect might yield competitive advantages in situational contexts such as negotiations, 

market entries, marketing, or product strategies. Further, being able to evade the bias posed by 

the anchoring effect might be an even greater advantage. If this notion is attainable, the process 

of decision-making in international business is likely to benefit greatly. As such, this paper will 

explore the following question of research: 

 

‹‹ Is it achievable to elude the effect of anchoring? If so, what are the potential implications 

for the decision-making process in international business? ›› 

 

In order to investigate the research question, a theoretical framework was constructed. Centered 

in the traditional economic theory of utility maximization and consumer surplus, the framework 

was established to explain why the anchoring heuristic deviates from the traditional rationality 

assumed in these theories. A review of multiple psychological notions, such as loss aversion, 

reference points, and emotions, provided theoretical insights that strengthened the framework. 

Existing literature on debiasing was quickly reviewed to find a suitable basis for the 

intervention technique, and the debiasing technique of general awareness and training was 

built upon in creating the intervention. 

 



 

 

 

To test the method of debiasing an experiment was created. The experimental study was largely 

based on consumer choices, and respondents had to denote their likeliness to buy certain 

products on a Likert scale. By manipulating the prices of the products, it was successfully 

generated responses in the higher spectrum for highly discounted products, consistent with the 

prior expectations of the anchoring effect. Half of the respondents were given a debiasing 

treatment, before continuing the experiment in the second stage. This treatment consisted of 

distributing a general information sheet regarding bias to respondents, where they were urged 

to consider the role of provided information in decision-making. The two first stages of the 

experiment were executed with the use of eye-tracking and a treatment effect was therefore 

expected to be found in this type of data. The last stage involved a risk lottery to determine the 

respondents’ payoff. This was included as an incentive to attract respondents, and the stage was 

completed without the eye-tracker, seen, as eye-movements were not of interest here. 

The attained data was analyzed through the statistical software STATA, and due to the nature 

of the data gathered from the Likert scale responses, the nonparametric Wilcoxon-Mann-

Whitney method was used to investigate any anchoring and treatment effect. The eye-tracking 

data was analyzed by Student t-tests, as this is a method that has been extensively used in the 

analysis of such data. Both the anchoring and the treatment effect were found to be significant 

in these analyses. Further, the intervention was also proved successful in mitigating some of 

the effect caused by anchoring. 

As the anchoring and treatment effect were accomplished, the research is considered a success. 

In other words, it might appear that it is achievable to elude the effect of anchoring by 

facilitating the method of general awareness and training. By assuring that actors seeking to 

debias their behavior is familiar with the bias and recognizes situations in which it may arise, 

they have a better basis for avoiding being affected by anchoring. This arises a wide array of 

potential implications for the decision-making process in international business. By utilizing 

the effect of anchoring, actors are prone to enhance the efficiency of the decision-making 

process, which might yield competitive advantages in processes of negotiation, customer 

interactions, and brand awareness. 
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1. Introduction 

The world is moving in an ever-changing pace, and the last few decades have brought forward 

an intense and rapid change in the international business environment (Johnson et al. 2006). 

Today’s breakthroughs and innovations are soon forgotten in the mist of tomorrow’s new 

discoveries. National borders are fading, and companies are facing intense international 

competition across markets. As such, actors need to constantly evolve and take advantage of 

the limited opportunities presented to them in order to succeed in the modern global economy. 

The dynamic international business environment continues to force actors to be agile and 

adaptive (Martin et al. 2011). As a result of this development, organizations in the environment 

of international business are required to constantly educate and improve their set of skills. 

Actors involved in international business are affected by difficult issues and events not 

generally associated with the normal operations of a firm, e.g., changes in government 

regulations, corporate acquisitions, new-market entries, trading alliances, etc. (Darling 1994). 

In addition, the process of decision-making is further complicated by uncertainty and factors 

such as psychic distance (Evans et al. 2000). 

As such, being aware and educated in terms of decision-making might yield efficient 

advantages. However, many in the field of international business have tended to simplify the 

complex process of decision-making. Hence, the reasoning, which clarifies the characteristics 

and outcomes of decision-making in the multinational enterprise, has remained implicit and 

ambiguous. Especially, the role of managers has been largely ignored, or simply illustrated as 

rational actors (Aharoni et al. 2011). 

This is worrisome considering how later years of research have suggested that decision-makers 

are cognitive strained and influenced by a wide range of factors (Certo et al. 2008). Further, 

studies in the field of behavioral economics have demonstrated how human cognitive processes 

are intended to reduce cognitive effort through the use of heuristics that leads to systematic bias 

(Kahneman & Tversky 1979). In light of the competitive international business environment, 

familiarizing actors towards such bias are likely to generate positive effects, or reduce negative 

ones. 
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Among all such cognitive heuristics, the anchoring effect is considered among the most robust. 

In all simplicity, the anchoring effect is the influence of arbitrary values on human judgment 

(Furnham & Boo 2011). Further, the effect of anchoring has been found to affect the decision-

making process of individuals in a wide array of situational contexts, including general 

knowledge, “real-world” judgments, valuations, purchasing decisions, forecasting, and 

negotiations (Epley & Gilovich 2001; McElroy & Dowd 2007; Englich & Soder 2009; Ariely 

et al. 2003; Critcher & Gilovich 2008; Galinsky & Mussweiler 2001). 

Seen as how the effect of anchoring influence humans process of decision-making, being aware 

of this effect and its countermeasures might be an efficient tool for individuals. For actors in 

international business such advantages might yield competitive advantages in situational 

contexts such as negotiations, market entries, marketing, or product strategies. As such, one 

might be a step closer towards achieving success. 

 

1.1 Problem Statement 

This section will be dedicated to present the underlying research question of the paper. The 

purpose of a research question is to outline the phenomenon under research (Polit & Beck 

2014). In light of the development in international business, the effect of anchoring might be a 

potential source of competitive advantage or losses. Being aware of the anchoring effect could 

be a source of advantage in situations such as negotiations, price quotas, or customer 

interactions. On the other hand, being able to evade the bias effect might be an even greater 

advantage. If this notion is attainable, the process of decision-making in international business 

is likely to benefit greatly. As such, this paper will explore the following question of research: 

‹‹ Is it achievable to elude the effect of anchoring? If so, what are the potential implications 

for the decision-making process in international business? ›› 

The paper will explore the research question in the light of an experimental study, where the 

aim will be to debias the anchoring effect. The emphasis will not be extensively proving the 

effect itself, as this is acknowledged in previous literature. Motivational factors will be 

exploring the ramifications for the international business environment, and potential 

implications for actors in this setting. 
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2. Examples of Anchoring in Real-Life Situations 

This section of the paper will refer to how the anchoring effect arises in the marketplace, thereby 

contextualizing it to familiar situations. This is done in order to provide an understanding of 

why a potential debiasing of the anchoring effect could prove helpful, both for individuals and 

companies. 

 

2.1 Credit Cards 

One might consider credit cards as more convenient than holding cash; this might be caused by 

the potential of earning interest on funds by not having to withdraw them. Quickly after its 

introduction in the market, credit cards were theorized to decrease the amount of money needed 

to support a given level of transactions (White 1976). The question is why commercial banks 

would allow people to use credit cards, when effectively this permits earning interest on funds 

that have been spent, without necessarily paying a fee if paying the bill in full before a certain 

amount of time. 

Studies show that credit cards facilitate spending, to the level where people actually spends 

more than they would have otherwise, and Feinberg (1986) found that cues related to spending 

(credit card stimuli) are able to trigger greater spending. This explains why banks offer credit 

cards to their customers, but it does not explain why they spend more. The anchoring effect 

may offer an explanation. 

It is reasonable to believe that the amount of cash carried in a wallet equals an anchor for how 

much the individual can spend. Reasonable as it provides a natural upper limit for expenditures 

as without credit the individual is not able to use more than this amount. However, for a person 

with a credit card the anchor might be the credit limit on the card, or the size of the average 

monthly bill (Prelec & Simester 2001). If this credit limit or size of the average monthly bill 

equals more than what an individual usually carry in cash in his/her wallet, the anchor will be 

higher, and spending will be biased upwards (Epley & Gilovich 2006). In other words, credit 

cards facilitate spending as it induces a higher reference point to the decision-making process. 
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The anchoring effect might also affect the decision-maker when the monthly bill arrives. As 

required by law in the U.S. and the UK, lenders of consumer credit must collect a minimum 

repayment equal to accrued interest each month (Stewart 2009). This is supposed to protect 

people from the effects of compounding interest. However, Stewart (2009) finds that the 

inclusion of this minimum-repayment information has a negative effect as this information acts 

as an anchor. The study confirms the hypothesis that people repay less than they otherwise 

would when anchored upon minimum-repayment information, and thereby incur greater 

interest charges. 

Credit cards are a part of daily transactions, and they facilitate and ease spending, perhaps 

especially for Internet trades. It can reduce risk both for the consumer and supplier as it allows 

the seller to check the availability of funds before sending the goods, something that is not 

possible through cash payments. However, as seen above, the anchoring effect increases the 

spending when using a credit card, and an understanding of this effect could potentially mitigate 

some of the credit card debt that is continuously increasing and causing personal bankruptcies 

(Bernthal et al. 2005). 

 

2.2 Real Estate 

A part of early adulthood is moving out of the childhood home and establishing oneself in the 

real estate market, either as a tenant or homeowner. The real estate market is influenced by the 

concept of asymmetric information, implying that the valuation of a product is influenced by 

the information of each participant in the market (Garmaise & Moskowitz 2004). For instance, 

a seller will know the willingness to accept an offer for the product, while the buyer will know 

the willingness to pay for the same product. 

Studies show that several factors in a real estate transaction may be affected by anchoring. 

Lambson et al. (2004) found evidence consistent with a premium being paid by out-of-state 

buyers partially caused by anchoring. In other words, buyers from other markets paid a 

premium for real estate and this was partially caused by the buyers’ higher reference points 

from their home markets. This indicates that the willingness to pay for real estate is affected by 

the prices in the area moved away from. 



11 

 

Another effect that might be attributed to anchoring is how clients tend to anchor themselves 

in the information provided by the real estate agents. It has been shown that real estate agents 

sell their houses for 3.7 percent more than they sell their clients’ homes, much caused by the 

longer time the house is left on the market (Levitt & Syverson 2008). This discrepancy may be 

a symptom of the principal-agency problem, in which the real estate agent is better off by selling 

his clients house fast, in order to get started on another prospect, thereby deteriorating the clients 

value (Miceli 1989). A client is likely to trust the intention of the real estate agent, as this person 

is specialized in selling houses. Thereby, the client is anchored in the agent’s knowledge about 

the market, and might be willing to sell for a value less than what could have been achieved by 

additional days on the market. 

Perhaps the most obvious example of anchoring in the real estate market is the asking price of 

a listed object. The seller’s asking price might serve as an anchor, effectively defining the range 

of suitable values for price negotiations (Northcraft & Neale 1987). The buyer will then adjust 

from the asking price when identifying the willingness to pay for the object. The listing price 

is largely affected by subjectivity in the choices of selection, evaluation, and registration of the 

value elements that are deemed important for the listing (Pagourtzi et al. 2003). In other words, 

the subjective appraisal by the real estate agent can determine the values for price negotiations 

as the buyers’ and sellers’ are affected by anchoring. 

 

2.3 Courtroom Settlements 

Possibly, more worryingly than the examples found in real estate and credit card business, is 

the fact that anchoring has been found to be present in the courtroom. Offenders who have 

committed identical crimes may receive different sentences, depending on which judge 

evaluates the legal case (Austin & Williams 1977). This discrepancy implies that the justice 

system is affected by subjectivity rather than the targeted objectivity. This subjectivity might 

be caused by the anchoring effect, as in a sentencing decision the sentence is demanded by a 

prosecutor or recommended by a probation officer. This demand or recommendation is likely 

to constitute a potent anchor (Englich & Mussweiler 2001). 
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Chapman & Bornstein (1996) demonstrate through two experiments that compensation 

judgments are affected by the plaintiffs’ requested amount of reimbursement. This suggests that 

accusers are able to affect the compensation that they are awarded. This is similar to what has 

been found in negotiation situations, where the first offer that is put forth tends to correlate with 

the final outcome (Berlin & Lexa 2007). However, one might argue that the recommendation 

for compensation or sentence is set forward by professionals and thereby the outcome should 

be biased towards this estimate. A potential issue with this trail of thought is that the 

professional’s judgments are influenced by social contexts just as any other, and similarly to 

the real estate agents, there might be a principal-agent problem (Markovsky 1988). 

In order to avoid excessive compensation demands by plaintiffs’ trying to anchor the outcome, 

multiple states in the U.S. (e.g., Alabama, Florida, and Nevada) have limited the amount of 

punitive damages through the use of absolute caps on the amount that can be awarded 

(Robbennolt & Studebaker 1999). The intentions behind this legislation are probably good, 

however such caps might trigger the anchoring heuristic and thereby increase the average 

amount of compensation. This outcome is probable if jurors anchor themselves in the cap and 

adjust downward (Robbennolt & Studebaker 1999, p.355). In other words, there is reason to 

believe that the anchoring heuristic affects the judicial system, and attorneys aware of this might 

benefit from this knowledge. 

 

2.4 Other Examples 

The previously mentioned situations are examples of anchoring at decisions that occur quite 

infrequently, at least one might not expect to take part in a judicial system on a regular basis, 

or buy houses every week. However, there are examples of the anchoring effect regarding 

decisions that are made more frequently, e.g., broadband provider, flights, and clothing. 

In Australia, the ACCC (Australian Competition and Consumer Commission) are currently 

prosecuting several cases against misleading advertisements. One of the casualties is a company 

called TPG Internet who has paid a $2 million penalty due to their anchoring practice. The case 

revolves around how the company advertised their broadband for the low price of $29.99 per 

month, while avoiding informing about the required phone plan for an additional $29.99 per 
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month to receive the initial offer. In addition, there were up-front costs of at least $79.95, 

essentially requiring a total of at least $100 extra the first month (Bradley & Marshall 2012). 

Another example involving the ACCC is the case against Air Asia. The airline company was 

fined $200,000 for advertising their low costs flights for prices excluding taxes, fees, and 

additional charges that the consumer was required to pay (Greenwood & Dwyer 2014). Both 

these mentioned cases illustrate how the effect of anchoring might be exploited by actors in 

order to get attract consumers to assess your products by advertising anchored prices. However, 

these cases also illustrate the consequences by attempting to abuse the anchoring effect in illicit 

practices. By making the consumer go through several steps, e.g., register a customer profile, 

typing in payment details etc., before realizing that there are additional costs related to the 

product, the companies might make the consumers so heavily invested, in terms of time, that 

their likeliness to buy increases accordingly. Time cannot be inventoried or replaced, and 

discontinuing the process of buying the flight-tickets would imply that the consumer has 

invested a scarce resource without anything to show for it (Soman 2001). 

In America there are several ongoing class-action lawsuits regarding false advertising, more 

precisely, how retailers display inflated original prices in order to make the current sales price 

seem as a larger bargain. J. C. Penney (henceforth JCP) is one of the companies that have 

received such a lawsuit against them. They are accused of manipulating consumer preference 

by showing original prices that was not genuine, in the sense that the price was never charged 

(Stempel, J 2015). This pricing strategy takes advantage of anchoring, in which the decision-

maker is presented with a value, in this case the original price, which becomes an anchor for 

the following decision. This is likely to influence the decision, by inducing the illusion of 

potential savings; hence, the individual is prone towards making a biased decision. 

As mentioned, there are several ongoing class-action suits against these illicit anchoring 

practices. The latest being that Macy’s and Bloomingdale’s have also attracted similar lawsuits. 

One of the key charges against these two companies is that they offered 50% discount on items 

compared to the manufacturer’s suggested retail price. However, this suggested retail price that 

was stated on the price tag was at least twice the amount actually suggested by the manufacturer. 

In other words, a 50% discount on a product that has been doubled in price simply lets 

consumers pay full price (Tuttle, B 2016). Hence, there appears to be an apparent advantage in 
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facilitating a genuine understanding of the anchoring effect for actors in the context of 

international business. The consequences of not having this understanding could lead to legal 

issues and associated costs, as seen in the examples above. 
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3. Literature Review 

As illustrated in the previous section, there are multiple ways for the anchoring effect to arise 

in real-life situations. In order to explore the possibility for debiasing the bias caused by the 

anchoring effect the paper will present a model for understanding the effect in itself and 

underlying notions. This model will build upon existing literature and the following section of 

the paper will be dedicated to the presentation of this literature. 

Beginning the section, a theoretical review of consumer choice will be made; this includes 

notions such as utility maximization, consumer surplus, reference points, loss aversion, and 

price awareness. Following this section, the paper clarifies concepts related to the field of 

emotions, negotiation, and behavioral economics. The latter part of the literature section 

highlights the underlying concepts of anchoring, before explaining the effect in light of a 

theoretical model. Finally, the section is concluded with a review of previous research in the 

fields of debiasing and eye-tracking. 

 

3.1 Consumer Choice 

The central objective of consumer theory is to decide the influence on observable demands for 

commodities of alternative expectations on the behavioral rules of the consumer, and the 

constraints faced when making a decision (Barten & Böhm 1982). According to neoclassical 

economic theory, this means that consumer theory tries to determine how a rational agent 

maximizes his/her utility function given a budget constraint (Gilboa & Schmeidler 1997). The 

concept of consumer choice enables understanding of the underlying effect of anchoring. 

Multiple effects are included in consumer choice theory, and they relate to changes in the 

constraints on consumption. These effects include; the income effect, the law of demand, and 

the substitution effect. The utility function is based on the premise that more is better. As such, 

an increase in income therefore increases utility, as it facilitates additional consumption, all else 

equal (Ferrer-i-Carbonell 2005). Similar logic applies to why the law of demand affects 

consumer theory as it states that consumption decreases as the price of a product increases 

(Hildenbrand 1983). This implies that price growth decreases the possible consumption as the 
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constraint tightens, and a possible outcome is that the expensive product is substituted with a 

cheaper good (Lancaster 1966). 

 

3.1.1 Utility Maximization 

According to neoclassical economic theory, consumer choice relates to how an agent 

maximizes his/her utility. It is postulated that individuals will select the course of action that 

promises the greatest psychological satisfaction (Douglas & Shepherd 2002). The following 

equation represents this consumption problem (Hanemann 1991): 

 

max 𝑢(𝑥𝑖),   𝑠𝑢𝑏𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡  𝑡𝑜 𝑝𝑖𝑥𝑖 ≤ 𝑤0 

 

To maximize the utility associated with consumption of a certain good (𝑥𝑖), the consumer must 

consider the utility gained by an additional unit of the given good, constrained by the current 

level of wealth (𝑤0), and the price of the good (𝑝𝑖). In other words, it is a trade-off between 

wealth and consumption, where further consumption will be forfeited if the amount of wealth 

to be sacrificed has a higher utility than the utility offered by consuming the good. 

In accordance with the concepts related to consumer choice theory, the equation above implies 

that to increase utility either level of wealth or price must be changed. The idea is that a price 

decrease will increase utility as it entails that the product costs less in absolute terms of wealth. 

A wealth increase will have the same effect as the individual may increase the number of units 

consumed, in accordance with the concept of more is better. 

However, there are also products in which this general belief is not accurate. “Veblen goods” 

are examples of such products, as a price decrease might lower the perceived luxury of owning 

that good (Bagwell & Bernheim 1996, p.349). Products affected by the bandwagon effect would 

also fall in the category in which the general pricing dynamics function to the same degree. 

These products experience increased sales despite no changes in pricing due to the 

psychological desire of joining the crowd by buying products which are growing in popularity 

(Leibenstein 1950). 
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3.1.2 Consumer Surplus 

Classical microeconomic theory use consumer surplus as a welfare measure for benefits to a 

consumer from an exchange (Bapna et al. 2008). Marshall (2013, p.103) defined consumer 

surplus in 1920 as: “The excess of the price which he (the consumer) would be willing to pay 

rather than go without the thing, over that which he actually does pay, is the economic measure 

of this surplus satisfaction”. This satisfaction related to the purchase of a product would thereby 

closely relate to utility, as they are both psychological satisfaction measures. 

The definition of the demand curve and the understanding offered by Marshall is considered an 

intrinsic part of economic theory, and the theoretical concept is referred to as the Marshallian 

demand curve (Friedman 1949). This demand curve is illustrated in the figure below: 

 

 

Figure 3-1: The Marshallian Demand Curve 

 

The Marshallian demand curve represents the willingness to pay for the product, and any price 

below the intercept between this curve and the y-axis will generate a consumer surplus. This 

surplus will graphically be represented by a triangle to the left of the demand curve and above 

the price; this implies that a lower price is associated with a greater consumer surplus. The 

triangle may be referred to as the “Marshallian Triangle”, however this paper will use the term 

consumer surplus (Burns 1973). 

 



18 

 

3.1.3 Reference Points 

In order to realize a consumer surplus, the consumer must have a fundamental belief about the 

utility derived from the product; hence, she/he must have a point of reference. A reference point 

is the psychologically neutral underlying belief that outcomes deviates from (Kameda & Davis 

1990). In other words, they serve as values of comparison to determine gains and losses (Shalev 

2000). The reference point is derived from the expected utility of the product, and might be 

expressed as a monetary value. For instance, a point of reference could be that the consumer 

values a product at 50 DKK per unit. Paying a value higher than the reference point would 

suggest that the consumer buys at a loss and vice versa, while simply paying 50DKK is 

considered neutral; the individual neither wins nor loses, since the value paid equals the inner 

belief of valuation. 

Implicitly, this suggest that the reference point could equal the willingness to pay for a product, 

or the maximum price a buyer is willing to pay for a given quantity of a product (Wertenbroch 

& Skiera 2002). At this price, the expected utility of the product and the sacrificed wealth 

provides a psychological neutral point: no gain or loss is experienced. As illustrated above, the 

Marshallian curve of demand is considered a theoretical valid representation of the willingness 

to pay for a product as it provides the quantity of a product demanded at any given price. 

Building further on this notion, this opens the possibility for illustrating multiple reference 

points through a demand curve. To elaborate, for each level of price, the consumer has a 

reference point for how many products to consume, and if the price of the product is above any 

reference point on the demand curve (henceforth referred to as the reference curve) zero units 

will be consumed. This notion of preferences across different quantities of the same good is 

shown by Munro & Sugden (2003). In the context of this paper, reference points will be treated 

as the product preference for a given quantity at a certain level of price, further, multiple 

reference points across multiple preferences makes up the reference curve. The reference point 

is based on the expected utility of the given product, and utility is measured as consumer surplus 

in the Marshallian demand curve. 
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3.1.4 Loss Aversion 

Related to the notion of consumer surplus and reference points, is the individual’s general 

tendency to avoid potential losses. In light of perceived risk, it is reasonable to assume that the 

consumer tends not to pursue consumer surplus at all costs. This theoretical notion has been 

termed loss aversion, and to motivate the definition of loss aversion, it is instructive to consider 

it in terms of advantages and disadvantages, relative to a point of reference. In this research, 

the advantages and disadvantages are considered in relation to the reference curve presented 

above. According to behavioral economic theory, losses and their disadvantages have greater 

impact on individual preferences than gains and their advantages (Tversky & Kahneman 1991). 

As such, individuals have the tendency to experience losses to loom larger than gains. 

However, identical losses tend not to be experienced in equal fashion by individuals. As 

highlighted by Kahneman and Tversky (1979), positive or negative changes are evaluated and 

defined from a relative level of value. This value is contingent on an individual point of 

reference. In other words, losses and gains are considered in individual context, e.g., level of 

wealth. As stated by Carbajal and Ely in a working paper (2015, p.5), a reference point may 

include correct, or incorrect, subjective expectations of future consumption, may be determined 

by past experiences, or by current aspirational considerations. 

 

3.1.5 Price Awareness 

An important notion in determining losses and computing potential consumer surplus is 

awareness around the underlying credibility of offered market prices. Having accurate 

knowledge of prices is essential in order for consumers to make sound and reasonable decisions 

in the marketplace (Estelami 2005). As stated by Shapiro (1968), the level of consumer 

knowledge is an important variable in determining the meaning of price. Lacking price 

awareness serves as a human bias, and can make individuals fall for deceptive and manipulative 

marketing practices (Ref. section 2. Examples of Anchoring). As argued by Estelami (2005, 

p.125), a high level of price awareness fosters capable decision-makers who are able to 

understand and assess the value of presented offers. On the other hand, lacking awareness 

implies vulnerable consumers who may be unable to separate an uncompetitive offer from a 

competitive one. 
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According to neoclassical economic theory, consumers are assumed to be aware of the market 

prices for goods and services they purchase. However, several studies in later decades have 

found consumer price awareness to vary significantly across product categories, with some 

research suggesting that, in certain categories, more than half of the consumer population lacks 

accurate knowledge of prices for regularly purchased products (Estelami & Lehmann 2001; 

Dickson & Sawyer 1990; Estelami & De Maeyer 2004). 

 

3.2 Emotions 

There is a general consensus that the human behavioral pattern is influenced by the state of 

emotions (Lee et al. 2009). Most individuals might have acquired unintentional goods and 

products simply because the offer on display seemed too good to pass up on. Perhaps the 

advertisement on display reminded about those good times last summer, how cool it would be 

to have a leather jacket, or the potential loss of only purchasing one shirt instead of three for 

the price of two. Understanding the role of emotions in shaping preferences could be the key in 

helping firms choose effective strategies and consumers make appropriate consumption 

decisions. 

As stated by Levy (1959), people buy products not only for what they can do, but also for what 

they symbolize. The symbolic meaning of products has been a significant motivational factor 

in the postmodern consumption pattern, where consumers identify with the brands and products 

they possess (Ahuvia 2005). Individuals tend to create experiences when buying or using 

certain products. This notion is termed hedonic consumption, and refers to consumers´ 

multisensory images, fantasies, and emotional arousal in using products (Hirschman & 

Holbrook 1982). Using a hedonic consumption perspective, products and brands are viewed 

not as objective entities but rather as subjective symbols. For some products, these perceived 

symbolic attributes could be key determinants of brand choice. Indeed, symbolic perception of 

the product can account for the selection of brands that are inferior in terms of their tangible 

features but are considered as subjectively superior symbols (Levy 1959). 
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The studies of Antonio Damasio (1994) illustrate the importance of emotions for decision-

making, and how it suffers without emotion. Reason and emotion are vital parts of a human 

being, and the brain and body are interconnected (Deaves & Ackert 2009, p.129). A number of 

psychological studies show that emotions have an important influence on how humans make 

decisions (Elster 1998). By relying on emotional responses during decisions, individuals are 

prone to generate greater consistency in choices and less cognitive noise (Lee et al. 2009). In 

simple terms, emotions allow focus on the critical aspects of a decision, avoiding getting lost 

in all the details (Elster 1998, p.60). 

Hence, this knowledge of emotions impact on human decision-making, it would seem natural 

to ask whether emotions could be the object of rational choice. Understanding where emotions 

originate and how they affect behavior, may enable optimization of the decision-making and 

perhaps manipulation of others processes (Elster 1998, p.53). 

 

3.3 Negotiations 

The anchoring effect has been observed to influence the outcome of negotiations (Galinsky & 

Mussweiler 2001; Ritov 1996). Considering how negotiations are a vital component in order to 

succeed in the international business environment, it is needed that the paper touches upon this 

topic (Dierickx 2008). 

In much of the academic literature, the terms “negotiation” and “bargaining” are considered 

more or less interchangeably (Stevens 1958).  In the context of this paper, both these terms will 

be considered jointly under the term “negotiation”. This is done in order to include both simple 

consumer exchange transactions, e.g., ordinary retail purchase, and distributional aspects, as 

often seen in the international business environment, in which a better deal for one means less 

for the other (Stevens 1958, p.78; Schelling 1960, p.21). 

During the process of negotiation, each partaking buyer and seller has a reservation price. In 

the case of the buyer, this represents the maximum amount he or she is willing to pay in order 

to acquire the good. Conversely, the seller´s reservation price is the minimum price at which he 

or she is willing to sell the good (Raiffa 1982). The range between the parties´ reservation price 

defines the bargaining zone, or zone of potential agreement (Dierickx 2008, p.3). In theory, if 
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the reservation prices overlap, settlement is the predictable outcome, usually at the midpoint 

(e.g., Güth et al. 1982; Pinkley et al. 1994; White et al. 1994). On the other hand, if the 

reservation prices do not overlap, there is no zone of potential agreement (Kristensen & Gärling 

2000, p.446). 

In general, reservation prices are considered to be exogenously determined variables (Raiffa 

1982; Thompson 1990). A reservation price represents an individual’s "walk away price": i.e., 

the point where individuals are just as indifferent between concluding and not concluding the 

negotiation. The ultimate limit of what is acceptable as a negotiated outcome depends on the 

alternative options available if no agreement is reached. In other words, an individual´s 

reservation price depends on their best alternative to negotiated agreement, or BATNA 

(Dierickx 2008, p.4). 

An individual´s BATNA is generally contingent on the level of information available for a part 

or the ease of which relevant information can be acquired. When involved in negotiations, a 

tendency is to evaluate the no-agreement alternatives only at the time when the negotiations are 

at an impasse (Lax 1985). Unless individuals carry out a systematic evaluation of available 

alternatives, people are likely to make biased decisions, e.g., revise their reference price in order 

to conclude a deal or dismiss alternatives that involve considerable uncertainty as “too risky” 

(Dierickx 2008, p.5). 

If individuals lack confidence in their reference price, or do not have an overview over available 

alternatives, they are likely to accept deals which should have been rejected. As such, they are 

prone to allow the other side to anchor their beliefs about the outcome of the negotiation 

(Dierickx 2008, p.41). In the context of the negotiation process, an anchor can be represented 

by the initial offer made by one party, or solutions suggested by third-party experts, e.g., 

insurance agents. 
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3.4 Behavioral Economics 

Seeing as the anchoring effect is the result of a behavioral bias, it is important to familiarize the 

fundamental and related behavioral factors it builds upon. Psychological factors have been 

theorized to influence economic behavior since the late 18th century. Adam Smith, most famous 

for the view of self-interested economic behavior, did propose, in his first book, that behavior 

was determined by the struggle between “passions” and the “impartial spectator”. The passions 

included what could be termed psychological factors, such as hunger, fear, anger, and 

motivational feeling states such as pain (Ashraf et al. 2005). 

Despite the early notion of psychological behavior, the inclusion of psychology in economic 

models did not manage to challenge the paradigm of rational-agent models until the second half 

of the 20th century (Kahneman 2003). The inclusion of psychological behavior in economic 

modeling belongs to the field of behavioral economics. This field increases the realism of the 

psychological underpinnings of economic analysis. The explanatory power of economics is 

increased as behavioral economics partially fills in the gap between theoretical framework and 

observed behavior (Camerer & Loewenstein 2004). In dynamic models with strategic 

interaction, behavioral models can be more precise than traditional ones (Lucas, Jr 1986). 

 

3.4.1 Heuristics 

A prevalent theme in behavioral economics is the concept of heuristics. The idea relates to 

decisions that are based on beliefs concerning an outcome. People reduce complex tasks to 

simpler judgmental operations, in effect creating rules-of-thumb for decision-making. These 

simpler judgmental operations are called heuristics and are found quite useful, but they may 

also lead to severe errors (Tversky & Kahneman 1974, p.1124). 

Heuristics are shaped by experiences of similar situations and it is no surprise that professionals 

exploit these decision-rules. For instance, physicians have been found to use informal rules to 

guide clinical decision-making in the absence of sound scientific findings (Dickinson 1998). 

Other professionals such as managers and police officers’ engage recollected experiences in 

decision-making when there is a lack of standard procedures (Merlo et al. 2008; Snook & 

Mercer 2010). 
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As mentioned, these judgmental operations may lead to biased decisions. Such bias could 

manifest itself in the judgment of the probability of an event when a similar event has recently 

occurred. For instance, the chance of a plane crash based on recollection of recent events may 

indicate higher or lower probability than the correct value, as it is easier to recollect disasters, 

such as a plane crash, than scenarios not involving such occurrence. This is the availability 

heuristic at play, which has been found to lead to systematic bias. The estimation of the 

frequency of an event is mediated by an assessment of availability (Tversky & Kahneman 

1973). In other words, events that are easily recollected are deemed more probable than those 

that are not. 

 

3.5 Anchoring 

The first notion of anchoring is found in a paper by Tversky and Kahneman (1974, p.1128), in 

which they propose that individuals make assessments by starting from an initial value and 

adjusting towards the final answer. It seems clear that what they proposed is a heuristic, a rule 

of thumb, for estimating values. The authors found that different starting points gave different 

answers, biased towards the initial value. Perhaps the most famous example from their paper is 

when subjects were asked to estimate the percentage of African countries in the United Nations, 

where a wheel of fortune in the presence of the subject determined a random number between 

0 and 100. The arbitrary number had a distinct effect on the estimates, giving reason to believe 

that the subjects were anchored in this value and adjusted from there towards their estimate. 

 

3.5.1 Selective Accessibility Model 

The anchoring-as-adjustment theory proposed by Tversky and Kahneman (1974) has received 

criticism for only being valid when the anchor is outside the range of acceptable answers (Lopes 

1991; Gigerenzer 1996). The method is generally considered to be insufficient in explaining 

the effect of anchoring seen as the proposed adjustment process terminates at the nearest upper 

or lower boundary of a large range of acceptable answers. In response to the criticism a 

resembling model, the selective accessibility model, have been suggested by Strack and 

Mussweiler (1997). This model subjugates the criticism above. Thus, this paper will build upon 
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the notion proposed by Strack and Mussweiler. The anchoring process is illustrated in light of 

the selective accessibility model in the figure below. 

 

 

Figure 3-2: Selective Accessibility Model (Own illustration) 

 

Prior to anchor exposure, the individual has a set of beliefs and values that makes up the ex ante 

point of reference, in other words, this illustrates how the individual perceives the world. 

Following exposure to the anchor this reference point is tested to see if the individual considers 

the anchor to be relevant or not. In the selective accessibility model, the anchoring effect is 

explained by the outcome of two consecutive tasks following exposure to the anchor: a 

comparative judgment and an absolute judgment, similar to the anchoring-as-adjustment 

theory. The difference between the models lies in how these two tasks are executed. 

In the comparative judgment phase of the selective accessibility model, the individual generates 

semantic knowledge in which the ex ante reference point is compared to the presented anchor 

value. Based on prior influences, the individual will produce information either consistent or 

inconsistent with the anchor. For the anchor effect to arise, the knowledge is deemed consistent 

with the notion that the target´s value equals the anchor value. Further, this generation of 

information increases its subsequent accessibility, which is then used to form the absolute 

judgment (Mussweiler & Strack 1999b). 
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In other words, solving the comparative task requires the individual to construct a mental model 

where the credibility of the anchor value is evaluated. In order to create such a model, the 

individual produces information related to the judgment at hand based on the ex ante point of 

reference.  Easy accessible material consistent with the mental model provides the basis for the 

next step in the process: making an absolute judgment. The process is similar to the availability 

heuristic in that the evaluation is based on availability of information, and expected bias would 

therefore occur in similar fashion. If the accessible material is not representative for the targeted 

judgment (anchor) it may be excluded from the judgment process or used to produce a contrast 

effect in the absolute judgment (Strack & Mussweiler 1997, p.444). In context of this research, 

the ex ante reference point mentioned in the model by Strack & Mussweiler is treated as a 

reference curve (Ref. section 3.1.3 Reference Points). 

How the anchoring effect arises can be explained by the test strategy in the comparative stage, 

which has the tendency to emulate a positive hypothesis test strategy. When testing hypotheses 

(generating knowledge consistent with the notion that the target’s value equal the anchor) 

people tend to ask hypothesis-consistent questions, thus, in effect producing more confirming 

data than not (Zuckerman et al. 1995). As such, the comparative stage in the model is 

characterized as a selectivity stage, in which confirmatory information is selected, thereby 

biasing the absolute judgment as people are assumed to resort to this easily accessible evidence 

(Mussweiler & Strack 1999b, p.140). 

Evidence for this theory is found in a study where respondents were asked to assess whether 

the average price for a German car is higher or lower than 40,000 German Marks (high anchor) 

or whether it is higher or lower than 20,000 German Marks (low anchor). Those who received 

the high anchor were faster to identify more words associated with expensive cars (e.g., BMW, 

Audi, etc.) consistent with the high anchor. The opposite was true for those who received the 

low anchor as they were more inclined to come up with more words associated with cheaper 

cars (e.g., Golf, Volkswagen) (Mussweiler et al. 2000). Rather than simply adjusting from the 

anchor as proposed by Tversky and Kahneman, it seems that respondents associate the anchor 

with confirmatory information. 
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Figure 3-3: German Car Example (Own illustration) 

 

The bias arising from anchoring is caused by the decision-makers’ tendency to seek 

confirmatory data, and consequently ignore contradicting data. This is known as confirmation 

bias (Gavetti & Rivkin 2005). Consequences of this bias can be quite severe as false conclusions 

may be reached. E.g., Robert Millikan won the Nobel prize in physics for an experimental work 

on determining the electric charge of a single electron, in which he only reported a little more 

than half (58) of his observations (107), omitting those that did not fit his hypothesis (Nickerson 

1998). Science does however, have the advantage that results, and hypotheses are objectively 

re-testable, thereby insuring relative independence from the bias of its specialists. 

 

3.6 Debiasing 

As seen in the previous section, the effect of anchoring is empirically sound. In order to 

overcome the bias caused by the anchoring effect, it would require that an individual be 

debiased from that specific bias. Being debiased from this effect could potentially save 

economic agents unnecessary expenditures. A theoretical example could be a purchaser in a 

certain company that is looking for supply of a certain component. A supplier might be able to 

exploit the purchaser by giving him an anchor (quote) associated with high value goods, which 

the purchaser will then try to confirm by doing positive hypothesis testing. A possible outcome 

is that the purchaser ends up buying a product that is well above what the company needed, 

both in terms of price and quality. If this purchaser had gone through a debiasing technique 
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before meeting with the supplier the probability of this outcome could be decreased if not 

eliminated. 

 

3.6.1 Debiasing Techniques 

However, debiasing is not necessarily easy as it is a human trait to be affected by psychological 

factors. The debiasing literature is vast, but it has not been able to find conclusive results on the 

possibility of debiasing. Individuals are not able to realize when they utilize poor decision-

processes, thus, bias are difficult to correct (Larrick 2004). The debiasing research itself has 

received criticism for lacking a plan and being superficial (Arkes 1991). However, five different 

intervention techniques can be identified in the literature: decomposing, put yourself in the 

shoes of, draw attention to alternative outcome, devil’s advocate, and general bias awareness 

(Kaufmann et al. 2010). 

The authors of the selective accessibility model find that drawing attention to alternative 

outcome is effective as a corrective strategy for anchoring bias (Mussweiler et al. 2000, p.1144). 

However, the experiment in which this paper will build upon does not necessarily facilitate this 

kind of treatment, as the respondents are likely to be affected by the concept of hyperbolic 

discounting. This means that the agents are expected to weigh current consumption especially 

high, thereby not realize the advantages of drawing attention to the alternative outcome of not 

consuming at the current point in time (Thaler & Benartzi 2004). There is also an issue 

regarding the potential backfiring of thinking of alternative outcomes. Sanna et al. (2002) finds 

that when using this technique to debias the hindsight bias, the bias itself might be increased if 

the respondents lists either too few or too many counterfactual thoughts. 

 

3.6.2 General Awareness and Training 

Due to this expectation, the paper will build upon the category of general bias awareness and 

training in attempting to debias the anchoring effect. This technique has been seen as the most 

promising in creating durable results of debiasing (Clemen & Lichtendahl 2002; Bazerman & 

Neale 1982). However, there is no common approach on how to create this awareness and there 

is a question of when to use this technique. Some research practices ex-post measures such as 
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feedback, both cognitive and performance related, as a way of training people to overcome a 

bias (Renner & Renner 2001; Bolger & Önkal-Atay 2004; Clemen & Lichtendahl 2002). Other 

research such as Friedlander & Phillips (1984), Clarkson et al. (2002), and Babcock & 

Loewenstein (1997) fail to either find the bias in the control group or to achieve significant 

differences across groups. 

There exists an ex ante debiasing approach within the category of general awareness and 

training that this paper finds intriguing and promising in accomplishing the goals of this study. 

This approach consists of three steps: (1) Clarification of the existence of decision bias, (2) 

Explanation of the causes of bias, and (3) Reassurance that the bias are not a threat to the 

decision-makers self-esteem (Bazerman 1998; Fischoff 1982). In addition to these steps, the 

paper proposes two supplementary steps: (4) Convince the respondent that these bias apply to 

him/her, and (5) Contextualization of different bias in familiar settings. 

The reasoning behind these additional steps are found in existing literature. In an negotiation 

experiment Babcock & Loewenstein (1997, p.115) found that respondents expected the other 

party to succumb to the bias, not themselves. It is therefore reasonable to attempt to convince 

the respondents that the bias applies to them as well, not just everyone else. By contextualizing 

the bias as a part of creating awareness, they should be easier for the respondents’ to identify. 

Stapel et al. (1998) found that individuals ability to identify bias was not significantly increased 

by conditionally warning them, hence, as stated before, if individuals are not able to identify 

potentially poor decision-processes, correcting them is difficult. 

 

3.7 Eye-Tracking in Research 

Obtaining correct information from respondents could be problematic, considering that 

individuals might verbally state that the anchor does not affect them, while in fact they are 

biased. This issue can be solved by obtaining data through eye fixations, which is seen as the 

most proficient means of attaining information from the environment. The rapidity and 

precision of the visual system are unmatched by other human sensory systems (Russo 1978). 

Eye movements are divided into two measures called saccades and fixations. Saccades are rapid 

movements in which sensitivity to visual input is reduced, while the time in between saccades 

in which the eyes remain relatively still for about 200-300 milliseconds are the fixations 
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(Rayner 1998). Eye-trackers record the patterns of these processes that individuals make across 

a graphic stimulus. 

Eye movements and location of fixations provide insight into the behavioral process that would 

otherwise be unobservable. The validity of this observation is supported by experiments that 

demonstrate a relation between attention measured with eye-tracking and decision-making 

(Russo & Leclerc 1994). Increased focus has been observed to increase sales, in other words, 

those ads that receive more focus in eye-tracking experiments also attain higher sales (Wedel 

& Pieters 2008). Further evidence for the validity of eye-tracking measuring focus as a proxy 

for interest is found in the gaze “cascade effect” where it was shown that a bias in preference 

arose when exposure to a stimulus was manipulated (Shimojo et al. 2003). However, the 

cascade effect has met criticism claiming that the bias that arises is not caused by this “effect”, 

but rather a more general characteristic of visual decision-making (Glaholt & Reingold 2011, 

p.139). 

One of the advantages that eye-tracking analysis provides is its potential for capturing decision-

makers’ information search. It thereby offers a mean for study of the perceptive processes that 

occur prior to the response, at different phases of the decision-process (Glaholt & Reingold 

2011). Understanding these cognitive processes may be of great value for marketers and 

managers in developing effective advertisements and redirect the focus of potential customers 

from external influences towards their marketing campaign (Rayner et al. 2001). 

As the underlying technology of eye-tracking hardware has developed, the costs of new 

generations of eye-tracking systems are comparatively low, thereby enabling more companies 

to use this tool for analyses. This development has also led to more user-friendly equipment, 

enabling individuals to freely move their heads during eye-tracking (Wedel & Pieters 2008, 

p.124). The availability and usability of the technology has in other words improved, increasing 

the applicability in academic research, perhaps psychology, and marketing especially. As such, 

further strengthening of decision-process research could be to combine the use of eye-tracking 

technology with tools for measuring other stimuluses’ such as emotions. 
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4. Research Model 

The presented literature has provided an underlying basis for constructing a framework in order 

to research and understand the process of the anchoring effect. This section of the paper will be 

dedicated to establish this framework, and is structured in the following manner: first, the 

framework is presented and related to theoretical concepts, before the underlying assumptions 

are clarified. The overall objective of the framework is to figure out why the anchoring effect 

occurs. 

 

4.1 The Framework 

In order to understand the debiasing process, the following part will be devoted to ascertain a 

fundamental awareness about how the bias arises in a specific context. In this research, the 

given context is exposure to discounted advertisements and the decision-making process that 

follows. To illustrate how anchoring might affect the valuation of products, the paper will start 

by looking at the Marshallian demand curve and the notion of consumer surplus. 

“The demand curve … for a particular commodity shows the quantity of the commodity that 

will be purchased … at each price” (Friedman 1949, p.464). This type of demand curve is then 

affected by price and quantity, and can be visually represented as such: 

 

Figure 4-1: Demand Curve (Own illustration) 
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The figure above illustrates the demand curve for a certain product. Lower prices are associated 

with a higher consumption of quantities, which is reasonable considering how utility 

maximization is a tradeoff between quantity, price, and budget. It is important to note that the 

demand curve represented above could both be interpreted as the aggregated marked demand 

for a certain product, or as an individual demand curve, however the framework will focus on 

the curve as representative for one individual as this simplifies the idea. 

One of the advantages with the Marshallian demand curve is the easy identification of consumer 

surplus, both quantitatively and visually. The consumer surplus is, as mentioned earlier, the 

excess of the price that a consumer would be willing to pay for a product. In figure 4.1, the 

consumer surplus is illustrated in the colored areas, the grey is the consumer surplus associated 

with the high price (anchor value), while both the blue and the grey area illustrates the consumer 

surplus if the price is the lower one (sales price). 

The concept of consumer surplus is, as highlighted in the literature section, closely related to 

utility, as the demand curve that the consumer surplus is derived from explicitly includes 

preferences, income, and price of other commodities (Friedman 1949, p.465). In other words, 

it could be seen as the visual representation of utility, and an increase in consumer surplus 

would therefore be associated with an increase in utility derived from the product. The expected 

consumer surplus associated with the demand curve at the different price levels equals the 

reference points for this particular product, and as mentioned earlier the demand curve may 

therefore be treated as a reference curve. 

 

4.1.1 The Underlying Anchoring Process in the Framework 

Still, this does not explain why anchoring is successful in changing customers’ willingness to 

pay, as seen in the JCP case, or why out-of-state real estate buyers pay a premium (Ref. section 

2. Examples of Anchoring). An increase in willingness to pay implies a shift in the reference 

curve as these have been argued to be similar to each other. If a consumer’s reference point for 

a certain product is that the product is, e.g., 20 percent too expensive, a purchase at that price 

must imply that the reference curve is shifted to the right. 
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The figure below illustrates how the anchoring effect manages to alter the reference curve. 

What this figure exemplifies is that the consumer is willing to sacrifice an amount equal to p 

for a unit of the product, however the price of the product is set to p* which is 20 percent higher 

than p. If the retailer is aware of the mismatch between the consumer’s and the stores valuation, 

it might try to adjust the willingness to pay by exposing the consumer to an anchor in order to 

influence the decision-making process. Similar to what JCP did in their case, the retailer might 

advertise their product with an original price that would imply that p* is a discounted price. 

 

 

Figure 4-2: An Anchor Leads to an Adjustment of Reference Curve (Own illustration) 

 

In light of the selective accessibility model, the consumer will take this anchor into account 

when comparatively assessing the product. This means that the initial point on the reference 

curve for one unit is put to the test. The consumer will generate a mental model in which the 

initial reference point is compared to the anchor value of the product, and the sales price. Based 

on prior influences, the mental model will create either consistent or inconsistent knowledge 

with the anchor depending on how the hypothesis is framed. If, for instance, the anchor is 

negatively assessed the hypothesis might be framed: “I am able to achieve the same utility 

offered by this product with other, cheaper products.” This comparative judgment phase of the 

selective accessibility model is visually represented as phase 1 in the figure above. 
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The mental model of the first phase lays the foundation for the following absolute judgment, 

phase 2, where easy accessible evidence consistent or inconsistent with the anchor is chosen as 

a decisive factor. If there is an overweight of evidence consistent with the anchored value, 

implying that the anchor is reasonable and should therefore affect the consumer’s decision, it 

is theorized that the consumer will increase the likeliness to buy the product. If the situation is 

the opposite, the anchor is rejected as a decisive factor. The use of hypothesis-consistent 

evidence implicitly subjects the individual to the confirmation bias; in other words, a debiasing 

technique could focus on being more reflected in the comparative judgment phase. 

An increase in the valuation of the product is shown in figure 4-2 as a shift from A to A*, and 

this indicates that the willingness to pay has been increased for each level of quantity. The 

associated consumer surplus at the sales price (p*) is increased from the green area to the 

combination of both the green and the blue area. This is one of the implications of finding the 

anchor reasonable and adjusting the reference curve to a higher level, the associated consumer 

surplus is increased as the product is valuated higher according to the mental model. This may 

be one of the motivations behind increasing the willingness to pay. 

According to the framework presented so far, a consumer might be prone to adjust his/her 

reference curve for a product, if exposed to an anchor that indicates that the product has a higher 

value than the current sales price. The mental model, which incorporates the current sales price 

and the information of the anchor, tests whether or not the reference curve needs adjusting. 

Thus, implicitly including the anchor as a decisive factor in the decision-process. The judgment 

phase selects the easy accessible evidence found by the mental model and concludes, leading 

to one of three outcomes. The mentioned anchoring process is illustrated in the figure below: 
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Figure 4-3: The Anchoring Process (Own illustration) 

 

4.1.2 The Motivational Factors for Changing Reference Curve 

However, the process above does not explain why people are willing to pay more for a product 

due to an arbitrary value, that according to traditional economics should be disregarded. It only 

explains how the consumer will act when exposed to an anchor, but not the motivation behind 

changing their reference curve. This is where the concepts of consumer surplus and loss 

aversion are seen as important motivational factors. As mentioned, when increasing the 

reference curve, the consumer surplus is increased accordingly, and the closer to the anchored 

price the reference curve are, the larger the consumer surplus is if the product is discounted. 

Thereby, the anchor is associated with the opportunity to achieve additional consumer surplus; 

however, it requires that the consumer find the anchor representative to the actual value or at 

least an indicator of a value above the sales price. In figure 4-2, the anchor manages to shift the 

reference curve, but the willingness to pay never equals the anchored value. In other words, the 

consumer will only buy the product at discounted values as the anchor is deemed too high, but 

willingness to pay is still increased to a value consistent with the retailer’s sales price. 

Therefore, the anchor shown in the figure manages to adjust the reference curve of the consumer 

to such extent that a purchase is made, that would not have been made earlier. 
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The purchase has allowed the consumer to realize a consumer surplus, equal to the colored 

areas in figure 4-2. However, would this process indicate a higher consumer surplus if the 

anchor was nonexistent? According to the framework based on the selective accessibility 

model, the answer would be no. As the reference curve already included the sales price there 

would not be any reasons to adjust the preferences for the product, at least not based on price 

only. There might be other factors that could affect the reference curve, such as the need for the 

product etc.; however, these would be included in the reference curve before entering the 

retailer. 

Therefore, an anchor may point toward an increased consumer surplus related to the current 

sales price, and it is up to the consumer to judge if the utility derived from the product justifies 

the anchor. Another strong motivational factor for buying a product at a discounted price is the 

inherent aversion towards losses as they have greater impact on individual preferences than 

gains and their advantages (Tversky & Kahneman 1991). The anchor illustrates the potential 

disadvantage of not consuming the given product at the sales price. Consumption might be 

motivated by the fear of missing out on a good offer, to a larger extent than the satisfaction 

derived from finding a similar or better one. Hence, the anchor reminds the consumer about the 

possibilities of consuming the product at the original (anchor) price, and this constitutes a 

possible loss in consumer surplus. 

It is a matter of perspective of whether the anchor represents a value equal to a consumer 

surplus, or potential loss. Both cases require an update of the reference curve in order to increase 

the willingness to pay sufficiently to end up consuming the product. The adjusted reference 

curve is the new psychologically neutral reference point, in which gains and losses are 

calculated. If the consumer adjusts the reference curve, but postpones consumption due to lack 

of budget, the loss experienced with buying the product at the anchor value is derived from the 

adjusted curve as the old (initial) reference curve is rejected and forgotten. 
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4.1.3 The Different Outcomes of Anchoring 

It is established that this paper believes that a successful anchor increases the consumer’s 

reference curve by indicating opportunities for increased consumer surplus or possibilities for 

losing out on a good deal. Figure 4.2 depicts a situation where the consumer adjusts the 

reference curve, and ends up buying a product previously thought of as too expensive. However, 

as indicated by figure 4-3, there exist three outcomes of the anchoring process. The other two 

outcomes can be seen in the figures below: 

 

 

Figure 4-4: Reference Curve Consistent with 

Anchor (Own illustration) 

 

Figure 4-5: Anchor Information Deemed 

Inconsistent (Own illustration)

 

These two figures represent the outcomes that are associated with no change in the reference 

curve. In figure 4-4 the anchor is already incorporated in the reference curve, and a discounted 

sales price will constitute an increase in consumer surplus compared to the original price, 

however, this individual would be willing to pay the original price as well. Thereby, the retailer 

forgoes the potentially higher sales price without making an additional sale on this customer, 

as the consumer would have bought it anyway. In figure 4-5, the situation is the opposite; the 

customer finds the consumer surplus associated with the sales price to be unsatisfactory. The 

individual considers the anchor to be inconsistent with the valuation of the product; as a result, 

the initial reference curve is unchanged, implying that no transaction is made. 
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4.2 Assumptions 

The notion of the presented framework is founded on a number of underlying assumptions 

related to the anchoring effect. Perhaps the most prevailing is the two fundamental notions 

concerning the selective accessibility model: (1) individuals are assumed to compare the given 

product to the anchor value by using a hypothesis-consistent test strategy. Thus, accessibility 

of evidence consistent with the anchor information is increased. (2) Individuals are assumed to 

resort to this easily accessible information in generating the subsequent absolute judgment, 

which leads to an integration of the absolute response to the standard of comparison. These two 

assumptions are fundamental for incorporating the selective accessibility model in the 

framework, and build on the notion proposed by Mussweiler and Strack (1999a, p.147). 

It is also assumed that the selective accessibility model can only yield three potential outcomes: 

(1) anchor information found consistent and reference point is changed, (2) reference point 

already included anchored information, and (3) anchor information found inconsistent and 

reference point remain unchanged. As a result, mental processes leading to other outcomes are 

disregarded, e.g., potential changes in reference point or sales of substitute products. 

Further, the proposed framework attributes every sale of a product that is anchored to the 

anchoring effect, thereby, indicating the success of this marketing technique. Hence, the fact 

that sales are made regardless of anchor exposure is ignored. This is likely to be an issue in 

cases where the consumers are not sensitive to changes in the price, in other words inelastic 

goods are less likely to be captured by the framework presented above (Kemp 1998, p.592). 

However, these goods would not benefit from marketing campaigns to the same extent as 

products with other elasticities and is therefore less likely to be anchored in the first place. 

Another assumption is that the anchor increases the willingness to pay of an individual due to 

the fear of missing out on a good deal. This is related to the presented notion regarding 

consumer surplus and loss aversion. As such, individuals are assumed to derive a higher 

consumer surplus by consuming the product now rather than probing for a better offer, building 

on the concept of hyperbolic discounting. In effect, this excludes that individuals might in other 

circumstances search for better offers or delay consumption due to other preferences. 
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In addition, all individuals are assumed to possess an ex ante reference point towards the 

product before anchor exposure. Thus, they are expected to have a set of prior experiences, 

familiarity, or beliefs that constitutes attitudes towards the specific product. Despite the fact 

that in a real-life market setting it is unlikely that actors are familiar with the complete range of 

products and services. As a result, the framework neglects the notion that individuals might be 

unfamiliar with presented products. 

The framework also assumes that individuals are budget conscious, i.e., that acquiring one 

product will significantly reduce the level of available funds, and thus, limit consumption of 

other products. This might not always be the case in an international business setting, where 

individuals are in charge of spending company funds that does not directly affect their personal 

budget constraint. However, in the context of this paper, individuals are believed not to possess 

unlimited funds, and therefore, they are affected by the budget constraint. Building on this 

notion, people are expected to operate in the same range regarding the availability of funds. 
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5. Methodology and Hypotheses 

The purpose of the following chapter is to explain the design of the experimental study and 

following conduction, expected hypotheses, and what variables were obtained, in order to allow 

for replicability of the study. This is according to traditional researchers requirement of 

enhancing the reliability of research (Lewis 2009). The chapter begins with a section regarding 

the delimitation of the study, followed by overall research method and experimental design. 

After this, the expected hypotheses are presented, before the chapter is finished up with 

information about the conduction of the experiment, data processing, and further analysis. 

 

5.1 Delimitation 

The use of eye-tracking software facilitates research of interesting questions and the 

methodology used in this project could with minor tweaks expose multiple relations. However, 

the scope of the paper is limited to investigate if general awareness and training can help people 

change behavior in a simple likeliness to buy task. Due to the limitation of the experimental 

setting, replicating real market variables such as emotional state, brand awareness, etc., is 

considered beyond the scope of the paper. As such, these variables are omitted from the 

analysis; however, they are discussed in light of the findings. 

It would be interesting to see if the effect of the debiasing technique was different across 

cultures but this is not in the scope of the paper as it would require a much more extensive 

sampling technique. Another limitation is that the measured risk preference is measured for 

gambles in which the subject knows the probability of the outcome. The decisions regarding 

likeliness to buy the various products were done with limited information and a measure of risk 

under uncertainty could provide valuable insight in differences between subjects and their 

decisions. 

Further, the measure of risk is not analyzed thoroughly in this research. Nevertheless, the 

measured risk under certainty is discussed in section 7.3 Additional Results as the research 

provides some indications towards the impact of risk. The avoidance of a full and thorough 

analysis is due to the fact that risk preferences and related behavior is a highly complex field of 

study. As such, it is considered beyond the scope of this paper. It falls outside of the scope, as 
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it is a measure that was merely included to exploit the lottery used in determining the 

participants’ payoff for contributing to the study. This does not mean that risk is not a factor in 

debiasing, however it would require a more extensive study to provide more insights in its effect 

than this research offers. 

 

5.2 Overall Research Method 

Based on the presented knowledge about the anchoring effect and other behavioral influences 

on the decision-process, a hypothesis was developed. This implies that the conducted research 

is deductive in its design as it is based on prior theory and tested in a new setting (Hyde 2000). 

The deductive approach can be visually presented as in the figure below: 

 

Figure 5-1: The Deductive Methodological Approach (Own Illustration) 

 

After the creation of a hypothesis according to theoretical knowledge, a research design was 

constructed in order to observe behavior that could provide insight towards the hypothesis. 

When observations had been gathered, tests of the hypothesis were done through analytical 

methods for finding statistical significance. 

 

5.3 Experimental Design 

As the objective of the research is to debias the anchoring effect, it is natural to build an 

experiment that proves the effect in itself, before attempting to debias it. The experiment was 

therefore designed with two identical stages, in the sense of how respondents should perform 

the tasks. One stage to confirm the anchoring effect, and another stage to see if a potential 

debiasing technique yielded significantly different results. In the end, the respondents were 

asked to do a stage that was designed to measure their attitude towards risk, through a lottery 
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based on Holt & Laury (2002). The concluding lottery stage was a part of the incentive scheme 

for the whole experiment1. 

 

5.3.1 The First and Second Stage 

The first two stages of the experiment consisted of a total of twenty (20) advertisements each, 

for the respondent to assess. Based on advertisements, the respondents had to choose a point of 

likeliness to buy the product on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “very unlikely” to “very 

likely”. A Likert scale response was found to be useful as it is practically equivalent to 

providing a positive or negative reaction, and then a confidence response (Maurer & Pierce 

1998). The intention of a 7-point scale rather than a scale consisting of more or less possible 

answers was to facilitate for increased variance in the measures, compared to a 5-point scale, 

yet, still avoid a too finely graded scale that is beyond the rater’s limited powers of 

discrimination (Matell & Jacoby 1972). 

To assure familiarity to the products, most were brands that are well-known, e.g., Apple, 

Samsung, Moccamaster, and The North Face. The products were characterized according to 

their prize category (low-, medium-, or high-priced products) and discount (low or high)2. No 

advertisements were repeated which implies that the respondents had to assess a total of forty 

(40) different advertisements across the two stages.  

Both of these two stages were conducted using a desktop-mounted EyeLink 1000 device, which 

measured the eye-movements of the subjects, allowing further insight in the decision-process. 

The use of this device required answers on the Likert scale to be recorded on paper rather than 

in the software as including the scale in the advertisement proved difficult. The two matrixes 

that identify the products across the different price/discount categories are presented in the two 

figures below. 

 

 

                                                 
1 For further details on this lottery see appendix B – Design of Risk Elicitation Stage 3 
2 An explanation of the reasoning behind characterizing the products accordingly is found in Appendix 

D – Price/Reduction Matrixes. 
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Figure 5-2: The Matrix for the Price and Discount Categories for the First Stage. The Numbers in 

Brackets Represents the Order of the Products in the Experiment 

 

 

Figure 5-3: The Matrix for the Price and Discount Categories for the Second Stage. The Numbers in 

Brackets Represents the Order of the Products in the Experiment 
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5.3.2 Advertisement Design 

In order to diminish noise for respondents and secure optimal measurement for the eye-tracking 

technology, the product advertisements were designed in a minimalistic fashion. The 

advertisements used in the survey contained the specific product, brand logo, and in some cases 

product or company slogan. Additional information about the product that was not included in 

the advertisements was included on the answer sheet, providing the respondent with the same 

amount of information found at the online retail stores. The design was done in a uniform 

manner, which allowed for the creation of default eye-tracking interest areas across product 

advertisements. This made it possible to analyze respondents’ decision-process within different 

product and discount categories. 

 

5.3.3 The Intervention 

Between the two first stages, a short break was given to the respondents, in which 50 percent 

(16 out of 32 respondents) received an intervention in the form of general awareness and 

training about bias and pointers towards avoiding them. Those who received this treatment were 

asked to read through a page with information about decision bias, and especially the anchoring 

effect3. Then, the individuals were presented with their eye-tracking data for the assessment 

made on the twelfth advertisement, which was a MacBook Air computer. This particular 

product was chosen because it was highly discounted (50 percent) and a product expected that 

most respondents were familiar with. 

After being presented the collected eye-tracking data the respondents in the treatment group 

were asked three questions which should stimulate a cognitive process about the influences on 

their decision-making. The questions were the following: 

Are you able to identify something in this eye-tracking data that fits the information sheet? 

Which factors affected you in your decisions regarding the advertisements just seen? 

Is this reasonable or not? 

                                                 
3 This information sheet is shown in appendix A – General Instructions and Answer Sheets, part 

11.1.4. Decision Bias Information. 
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The questions combined with the information sheet about decision bias might be accused of 

being an example of priming the subjects; however, the examiners gave no reaction to the 

respondents if any answers to the questions were made. As such, the intention of the questions 

was to facilitate a training process. These questions marked the end of the intervention, and the 

initiation of the second stage. Those that did not receive any intervention had a short break 

before starting the next stage. 

 

5.3.4 The Third Stage 

After the second stage a few demographic questions had to be answered by the respondents 

before the last stage could begin. The last stage was included in the experiment as a way of 

incentivizing participation in the experiment without being too costly, seen, as funds were 

limited. Participants received 30 DKK as a show-up fee and the payoff from the lottery varied 

from 10 DKK to 100 DKK, implying that participants would at least receive 40 DKK but 

earnings could be as high as 130 DKK. 

 

5.3.5 Variables Obtained 

The experimental design allowed identification of several variables, through preference tasks 

and eye-tracking data. As the objective of the research was to see the effect of general awareness 

and training as a debiasing technique, the main focus in the analysis will rely on this measure. 

Bias has been proposed to be effects caused by the intricately designed rules-of-thumb created 

by natural selection to adapt to the relevant environments (Haselton et al. 2005). In other words, 

they are proposed to be affecting all survivors of natural selection. This insight led to the 

inclusion of only a few demographic variables in the research, as many seemed insignificant 

for this research, or hard to obtain due to sample bias. 

Those variables that are categorized as demographics are: gender, age, yearly income (incl. 

student benefits and loans), years of study (at University level), impatience, varsity of 

choices, and risk preference. Most of these variables are included as control measures 

concerning the debiasing technique as they are hypothesized to affect how well the subjects 

responds to the general awareness and training given. However, the last three demographic 
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variables are hypothesized to also affect the answers for each advertisement, e.g., someone who 

is highly risk averse would probably not be likely to buy a product without extensive research 

of available options. 

In the given research design, the main variable for analysis that is gathered is the likeliness to 

buy the products presented to the subjects. In this research, likeliness to buy functions as a 

proxy measure for willingness to pay and the associated reference curve. This variable consists 

of twenty responses per subject for each stage, providing a strong foundation for a dependent 

variable as it contains information. Dummy variables for the categories of the products and its 

associated discounts according to the categorization mentioned earlier allow identification of 

differences in likeliness to buy products accordingly (Ref. figure 5-2 and 5-3). A dummy 

variable for being debiased or not is how the analysis will measure the achievement of the 

research goal. 

The eye-tracker records multiple different variables, and it is up to the authors to decide the 

scope of the research, as endless opportunities exist using this kind of data. However, as the 

main analysis relies on the data recorded from the respondents only a few interesting variables 

were extracted from the eye-tracker. This is justified, as the use of the eye-tracker is merely 

supplementary to the other analyses. Perhaps the most interesting variable obtained is the time 

spent within the two areas of interest, original and sales price, called FocusIA. A variable 

measuring the time spent in an interest area the first time the person assess that area is identified 

through the variable TimeSpentWithinIAFirstTime. Similar to the variable just mentioned, a 

variable measuring the duration of the first fixation in one of the interest areas was recorded in 

the variable FirstFixationDurationIA. 

To identify which interest area corresponds to original or sales price, a dummy variable called 

Anchor was created. This dummy equals 1 if the value is associated with the original price 

(anchor) and zero otherwise. 
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5.3.6 Recruitment of Participants 

In order to recruit participants, multiple methods of recruitment were utilized. Flyers were put 

up in strategic places at Copenhagen Business School (CBS), e.g., outside the International 

Office, and the entrance to the cafeteria. An advertisement for the experiment was posted on 

the “students wanted” section on CyperCampus, a part of the intranet for students on CBS 

(https://e-campus.dk/cybercampus/studerende-soeges)4 . Individuals on school campus were 

also approached, asking them if they would consider participating in a quick experiment, 

emphasizing the possibilities of a considerable amount of money in return for their 

participation. People who participated in the experiment were asked to spread the word, 

effectively reaching out to people that would not have been possible to recruit otherwise. 

Several professors also mentioned the experiment in their lectures. This produced the 

participation of first-year students, which would have been hard to recruit otherwise. 

Perhaps the most effective recruitment method was posts about the experiment on various 

Facebook pages. The recruitment techniques can be criticized for the introduction of sample 

bias. Despite being randomly sampled to the extent that there were no requirements for 

participation and no prior information collected, this is not a randomly picked sample of the 

population. Those that participated choose to do so, either by accepting an invitation made on 

the recruitment walks, or by using the contact information on the flyer. In other words, the 

participants themselves selected to be part of the sampling group, leading to an underlying 

selection bias. This might undermine both external and internal validity, hence, generalizing 

the findings for the whole population is not possible and least squares estimates of the slope 

and intercept will be biased and inconsistent (Berk 1983). 

The chosen methods of recruitment imply that a majority of students participated, an issue that 

has been addressed several times in the literature, e.g., Calder et al. (1981), Sheth (1970), and 

Lynch (1983). It has been theorized that the use of students in research creates a bias as the 

results are not generalizable, still, the literature on this topic is inconclusive (Peterson 2001). 

The use of students in this research is justified by the lack of resources, both in terms of funds 

and time. However, the potential bias resulting from this pool of subjects is acknowledged. 

                                                 
4 Please see appendix C – Recruitment of Participants (Flyer) for the design of this flyer. This 

appendix also includes the advertisement uploaded to CyberCampus. 



48 

 

5.4 Hypotheses 

The established framework and experimental design provides a basis for the hypotheses that 

are to be tested in the research. The effect of anchoring is manifested when individuals are more 

likely to buy products that are anchored in higher values compared to their sales prices. 

Naturally, anchoring is exhibited in other situations as well, however in the context of this 

research, the anchoring effect caused by discounted prices is of interest. The first hypothesis is 

related to this notion of anchoring and the resulting consumer surplus (Ref. section 3.1.2. 

Consumer Surplus). The two are interconnected, seen as individuals are expected to calculate 

the derived level of surplus from the anchor value. As such, it is anticipated that respondents 

will associate a higher consumer surplus related to higher discounts. The hypothesis also relies 

on research showing that promotions (discounts) leads to poor on-shelf availability, thus, 

promotions increase sales of products (Ettouzani et al. 2012). In addition, this foster an expected 

higher focus on the anchor compared to the sales price, as this is the source of the surplus 

calculation. The first hypothesis reflects the fact that in order to do something about the effect, 

the effect itself must be present: 

 

H1: Anchors representing a higher discount are not associated with a higher likeliness to buy. 

H1-1: The respondents are less attentive to the anchor than the sales price. 

 

A rejection of this hypothesis due to significant differences between the two discount groups 

would indicate that there is an anchoring effect present in the research. In other words, rejecting 

this would indicate that there is an expected increase in likeliness to buy a product for higher 

discounts. The sub-hypothesis is based in the traditional economic perspective that only the 

actual sacrificed wealth should be assessed, and the anchor should therefore receive less focus. 

A rejection of this hypothesis would indicate that the anchor influences the decision-making 

more than traditional economic theory indicates. 
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The following hypotheses indicate that this is expected when different price categories are 

assessed as well. E.g., a particular percentage discount equals higher savings for products that 

are expensive than cheaper products due to the larger monetary discount. This builds further on 

the notion of consumer surplus, where higher “savings”, i.e., the distance between anchor and 

sales value, equals an increased perceived surplus for the individual. In this setting, respondents 

are expected to display signs of loss aversion; thus, the fear of missing out on a good deal 

increases the likeliness to buy (Ref. section 3.1.4. Loss Aversion). As opposed to traditional 

economic theory, the likeliness to buy is expected to be higher for costlier products as they pose 

larger monetary savings. This yields the following hypotheses: 

 

H2: Likeliness to buy is decreasing the higher the price category a product belongs to as only 

sales price matter to the consumer. 

H2-1: The mean value of likeliness to buy is lower for products in the high price category 

compared to the two other categories. 

H2-2: The mean value of likeliness to buy is higher for products in the low price category 

compared to the two other categories. 

 

The purpose of the presented hypotheses above is to verify the presence of the anchoring effect 

in the data. However, simply rejecting the first hypothesis (H1) will motivate an attempt of 

debiasing. The following hypothesis aims to assess the success of the debiasing treatment (Ref. 

section 3.6. Debiasing) offered to half of the respondents. Based on the theoretical foundation 

of debiasing, the chosen method general awareness and training is expected to lessen the effect 

of anchoring (Ref. section 3.6.2. General Awareness and Training). As such, the respondents 

in the treatment group are anticipated to report an overall lower likeliness to buy compared to 

the control group. Thus, the hypothesis below is proposed: 

 

H3: The control group is associated with a lower or equal likeliness to buy to the treatment 

group. 
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The third hypothesis is written in such a manner that a rejection of it would indicate a treatment 

effect to be present in the data. As differences are expected in the likeliness to buy across the 

various price categories, it is natural to assume that a treatment effect is present here as well. 

Finding support for the following hypotheses will provide indications towards a treatment 

effect: 

 

H4: The mean value of likeliness to buy is lower for products in the high price category for 

the control group compared to the treatment group. 

H4-1: The mean value of likeliness to buy is lower for products in the low price category for 

the control group compared to the treatment group. 

 

A rejection of the two hypotheses above is an indication of a lower likeliness to buy reported 

by the treatment group for the different price categories. This is consistent with the belief that 

the treatment effect is materialized through a lower likeliness to buy. The data used for these 

analyses are supplemented with data from the eye-tracker. This supplementary data allows 

identification of relationships that are connected to the anchoring effect and its treatment. The 

following relationships are expected in the eye-tracking data: 

 

H5: The control group spends less time focusing on the prices compared to those in the 

treatment group. 

H5-1: The control group spends less time focusing on the original price compared to those in 

the treatment group. 

 

A rejection of the fifth hypothesis and its sub-hypothesis would indicate that a treatment effect, 

according to prior expectations, of a lower focus within the treatment group compared to the 

control group. This is in line with prior research, which indicates that increased focus within an 

area is associated with more effect on the decision (Lohse 1997). In other words, being able to 
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focus less on the anchor will be consistent with a lower likeliness to buy. Therefore, a treatment 

effect would avoid focusing on irrelevant information. 

 

H6: The respondents in the treatment group are less attentive to the anchor price than the sales 

price. 

H6-1: The respondents in the control group are less attentive to the anchor than the sales price. 

 

The sixth hypothesis and its following sub-hypothesis are closely related, and have a similar 

interpretation as the fifth hypothesis. The difference between the sixth and fifth hypothesis, is 

the comparison between treatment and control group. In the sixth hypothesis, the two groups 

are not compared to each other, as they are in the fifth one. Support of H6 would mean that the 

treatment group is associated with more focus on the sales price than the anchor, which is the 

proposed effect of the treatment. Support of H6-1 would, however, indicate that this effect is not 

attributable to the treatment, as the control group would report the same effect. 

 

5.5 Conducting the Experiment 

This section will explain how the experiment was conducted in a more detailed fashion, 

highlighting issues regarding the design or specific respondents. It should be noted that the 

experiment was conducted with one of the researchers in the same room, as this was required 

for the use of the eye-tracker. 

 

5.5.1 General Information 

The experiment was carried out at CBS’s Department of International Business Communication 

CogLab facilities, located at Dalgas Have 2C.004. Due to the opening hours of this facility, the 

experiment was only conducted during office hours (09:00 – 16:00) on weekdays, thereby not 

facilitating the participation of those that had classes or part-time jobs during the day, which 
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would like to participate in the evening. It is acknowledged that this may have led to the 

exclusion of students belonging to the higher categories of income from participating. 

In order to obtain the targeted participation, the experiment was offered over the course of two 

weeks. This was necessary to do as the use of eye-tracking limited the study to one participant 

at the time, and potential problems with the calibration of this software required a schedule that 

was somewhat flexible for minor changes. Therefore, a full hour was scheduled per participant 

despite the fact that the experiment itself, including calibration, was not expected to last more 

than half that time. 

The decision about who should receive the intervention treatment or not was conveniently 

solved by giving every other participant this treatment. This was done regardless of who the 

given individual was, as there was no prior information about the subjects collected. As 

mentioned earlier, in total there were 32 respondents, and 16 of those received the training. 

Participants were greeted and welcomed with a handshake before shown their seat in front of 

the eye-tracking camera and the computer. 

 

5.5.2 The First Stage 

The participants were given a welcome sheet with general information about the research, 

before they were asked to sign a consent form, effectively agreeing to the participation in the 

study5. Then, they were given the instructions and the answer sheet for the first stage and asked 

to read through it. The researchers made sure that the information was understood by asking if 

there was anything that needed clarification. Few participants had any questions at this stage. 

Before initiating the first stage, the eye-tracking software needed to be calibrated to ensure that 

the eye-movements would be accurately captured across the screen. This process proved 

difficult with a number of subjects, seen as they had a hard time to focus during the calibration 

process. Further, the eye-tracking software posed another difficulty, as it struggled with locating 

the pupils of respondents with dark eyes or glasses. This issue also occurred with female 

respondents wearing prominent eye-makeup. This led to lack of data for one participant on 

                                                 
5 All information (instructions, answer sheets, and consent form) that was given to the participants is 

found in appendix A – General Instructions and Answer Sheets. 
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some of the pictures as the software was not able to record the pupil as the subject wore glasses 

and had dark eyes. In general, and with some persistence the eye-tracker recorded fairly good 

data. In total, over both stages, only 64 out of 1280 observations were recorded as missing data. 

 

5.5.3 Intervention and Second Stage 

After finishing the first stage, the participants were asked about their thoughts of the experiment 

and if they found the task easy, in which most, if not all of them agreed. Those that received 

the intervention were given the information sheet and treatment (Ref. section 5.3.3. The 

Intervention). The intervention did not make sense to all of the participants. Particularly one 

person had issues relating the information sheet to the MacBook Air picture. He informed that 

he would be willing to buy the MacBook Air regardless of price and discount, despite having 

the eye-tracker revealing that he spent most of his assessment time in these given areas. To 

avoid priming the subject there were no comments made on his remarks, despite being the only 

subject who reported such a view. 

At the start of the second stage, a new set of instructions and answer sheets were given, even 

though being the exact same task as they performed in the first stage. The eye-tracking software 

required another calibration and issues raised earlier in this section regarding this was still 

present in the second calibration. At the end of this stage, the subjects were asked to fill in the 

demographic questions. Then they were asked to step out from the eye-tracker room and into 

another to commence the final stage. This was mainly done to mark the end of the use of eye-

tracking, but practical reasons did play a role. 

 

5.5.4 The Final Stage 

The last stage proved the most difficult stage for the pool of respondents to grasp. However, by 

initiating an oral explanation of the task at hand allowing for individual questions, the majority 

subjects found this task interesting and understandable. Two individuals failed to record only 

one switching point. One of these persons were asked to justify his reason to suddenly record 

“Option B” in the third decision despite having filled out “Option A” for all other decisions up 

to this point, and including decision six. The subject justified it with a diversification strategy. 
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However, when asked to elaborate, he wanted to change his response to “Option A” on this 

decision as well. Therefore, the data gathered on this subject is included in the analysis. The 

second person that failed to record only one switching point misunderstood the task at hand, as 

the person recorded more than 5 switching points; hence, the associated data was removed from 

the analysis. 

In order to determine the payoff based on stage 3, a virtual die was rolled in front of the subject. 

The first throw determined which decision was to be played out, and the second throw 

determined the outcome of the given decision6 . Then, the participants were given money 

accordingly and thanked for their participation. As mentioned earlier, they were also asked to 

spread the word about the experiment if they knew someone who might be interested. This was 

done in order to recruit additional respondents. 

 

5.6 Data Processing 

The respondents recorded their answers on sheets of paper. Therefore, the data needed to be 

manually recorded into Excel, before imported to the statistical software STATA version 13.1. 

This process facilitated the recording of the data according to how the statistical software would 

organize it, and only minor changes had to be done in order to ease the further analysis. The 

most significant change in the data was to reshape the responses for each picture from wide to 

long data. In other words, by utilizing the reshape command in the statistical software, the 

values for the twenty pictures in each stage were listed on respondents to a new variable called 

likeliness to buy (LTB). This process is shown in the figure below: 

 

                                                 
6 Further information about how this virtual die throw was done is included in the Instructions for the 

third stage in the appendix for the information given to the participants. More precisely, appendix A – 

General Instructions and Answer Sheets, part 11.1.12. Roll-dice-online Web Page. 
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Figure 5-4: Reshaping from Wide to Long (Own illustration) 

 

 

The advantages of doing this reshaping stem from its reduction of variables into one variable 

containing all the information. In the experiment, this new variable consisted of 640 

observations for each stage (32 respondents multiplied by 20 observations). 

As the demographics of the subjects are categorical, they needed to be defined in the software. 

This was done using the tabulate combined with the generation command, which tabulates the 

chosen variable and automatically generates dummy variables equal to the different values of 

that particulate variable. This was done for all the categorical variables with more than two 

categories. 

One feature of the experimental design is the use of two different levels of discounts and three 

different levels of price categories. To identify this in the dataset, the construction of two 

variables with a sequence of values that recognized the feature of the experimental design were 

needed. As such, the egen fill command was used to solve this need. This command allows the 

filling of the variable with the defined sequence of numbers. Those products that were highly 

discounted got the value of one, while the remaining was designated the value of zero. By 

defining this sequence of numbers, e.g., 1 0 0 1, implying that product one and four is high 

discount products, and two and three are low discount. Further, by letting this sequence be 

repeated on all respondents for the respective pictures, the dummy for the discount variable was 

created. A similar strategy was chosen for the price categories. However, due to the presence 

of three categories in this variable, the tabulate command was used afterwards to define the 

dummy variables for the categories. 

 



56 

 

5.6.1 Extraction of Eye-Tracking Data 

The eye movements of respondents were obtained in the Eye-Link software. In order to extract 

this data for further analysis, it was necessary to process the data through the related Eye-Link 

Data Viewer software. This program allowed for the creation of eye-movement interest areas 

for each picture. Each picture was divided into two interest areas – original price, and sales 

price. The interest areas were created through the auto-segment feature of the software. This 

extraction process was done in order to make the eye-movement data accessible for further 

analysis through statistical software. 

The output from this extraction required no reshaping, seen as the data was already in the long 

format. Each stage where the eye-tracker was used provided 1280 observations (32 respondents 

multiplied with 20 advertisements multiplied with 2 interest areas). Checking the distribution 

of the variables obtained, FocusIA, TimeSpentWithinIAFirstTime, and 

FirstFixationDurationIA, through the pnorm command in Stata proved that they were all 

positively skewed. As will be mentioned later, the analyses will rely on Student t-tests which 

requires normality of the data (Lumley et al. 2002; Armstrong et al. 2010). These variables 

were therefore transformed to the natural logarithmic function (base of e) and these new 

variables were denoted with an Ln in front of their original name. By investigating the new 

distribution, a relationship consistent with the normal distribution was found. 

To identify which observation was associated with which interest area, the creation of the 

Anchor dummy, using the egen fill command in STATA, was necessary. Categorical variables 

for high and low discount, and product categories were, similarly to the other dataset, made. 

However, as each picture is associated with two measures (original and sales) in the eye-

tracking data, each identifying number in the egen fill command had to stated twice, essentially 

doubling the length of the command from 640 to 1280 observations. 

In total 64 observations had to be manually checked for inconsistency as the report from Data 

Viewer indicated missing values for these observations. In total, 4 observations were dropped 

from the dataset, as there existed no recorded eye-tracking data at all. This could have been 

caused by a bad calibration or reflection in glasses. The rest of the missing information were 

mainly due to no fixation points registered in one of the interest areas. If the latter was the case, 

the observation was given the value 0, as no focus was put on that area. In a few extreme cases, 



57 

 

the fixation point was registered just at the border of the interest area, and if not included in the 

report this was manually registered as a fixation point belonging to its respective interest area. 

Perhaps the most important categorical variable, the variable indicating if respondents were 

debiased or not, had to be made in Excel rather than through STATA. This was due to the 

inconsistency between how the data was sorted in the different datasets and how the length of 

the command required was too long for the data. 

 

5.7 Analysis 

The objective of this section will be to explain the chosen analyses and connect them to the 

hypotheses and overall research question. As most of the data is gathered through responses on 

a Likert scale, there exists a clear ranking of the different values, thereby excluding traditional 

parametric statistical analyses. Therefore, the described methods are mostly nonparametric as 

this is the preferred statistics when the responses coincide with different ranks (Siegel 1957). 

The nonparametric test that was used is the two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum test, more 

commonly known as the Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney (WMW) test. The use of ranks to analyze 

variance between measures avoids the assumption of normality in the data (Friedman 1937). 

As Likert scale responses are ordinal and discrete, and not continuous, which is an assumption 

for normality, the avoidance of this assumption of normality is essential. The WMW test was 

originally proposed by Wilcoxon (1945), and further developed by Mann & Whitney (1947). 

The test is utilized to compare two treatments. 

This test was used to find significant relations between variables of interests, as it tests whether 

or not two samples belong to the same distribution. In other words, it tests the hypothesis that 

observations across two groups are from the same sample. A rejection of this hypothesis is done 

if one of the groups has higher values than the others, indicating a statistically significant 

difference between two groups. The inclusion of the porder option to the WMW provides the 

probability that the variable for the first group is larger than the other group. The WMW is 

similar to the traditional t-tests, and research shows that the two tests are equivalent to each 

other (de Winter & Dodou 2010). 



58 

 

Seen, as the data is ordinal, the assumptions behind ordinary least squares modeling are 

violated. As such, to build a model requires the use of the ordered probit technique. This model 

is preferred as, contrary to the linear regression; it does not assume that two respondents who 

give the same response have exactly the same attitude. The ordered probit allows such 

differences to exists (Daykin & Moffatt 2002). The use of a probit model introduces the 

possibilities for post-estimation marginal effects of the different variables, which is the last 

analysis that will be done using the Likert scale responses. The use of the probit model and the 

associated marginal effects are made to support the conclusions drawn from the WMW 

regarding the hypotheses tested using this test. 

It should be mentioned that the ordered probit regression is clustered on respondents, effectively 

allowing for dependent observations within groups (respondents) as each respondent 

corresponds to multiple observations. The choice of reporting marginal effects and their 

associated t-values instead of the coefficients associated with such models is founded in the 

belief that the marginal effects are the best ways to understanding the interactions of interest 

(Hanmer & Kalkan 2013). 

As mentioned earlier, the possibilities of analyses using eye-tracking data are many, however 

it is treated as a supplementary analysis in this research due to the limited scope (Ref. section 

5.1. Delimitation). Due to this view of the data, the research will apply the most common 

method of analysis, the two-sample t-test (Markowski & Markowski 1990). This is a method 

that has been extensively used in the analysis of eye-tracking data, e.g., Russo & Leclerc (1994), 

Shimojo et al. (2003), and Kuo et al. (2009) all rely on this method for testing their hypotheses. 

Similar to the non-parametric tests presented above, the Student t-test is a test of whether two 

samples belong to the same distribution or not (Zimmerman 1987). Utilizing this method 

facilitates tests of statistically significant differences between two groups. Therefore, it is 

suitable to test the remaining hypotheses. In other words, Student t-tests are used to test 

hypothesis H5, H5-1, H6, and H6-1. 
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6. Results 

This section will be dedicated towards presenting the results of the experimental study. In order 

to facilitate comprehension of the results, the objective is to present the outcomes from the 

different analyses in a simple manner. As a result, the main method chosen for illustrating the 

results is through graphical visualization. This allows for easier interpretation and 

understanding of the results. The chosen analyses provide results that will arrange for 

indications towards supporting or rejecting the hypotheses. To see the more technical output 

from the analyses, please see appendix “E – Results” in which all results are shown in detail. 

 

6.1 Stage 1 Likert Responses 

In the first stage, the main variable, likeliness to buy, consists of a total of 640 responses 

divided on a seven point Likert scale. The median value of this variable is four and the 

distribution of the variable is shown in figure 6-1. 

 

 

Figure 6-1: Distribution of Likeliness to Buy - Stage 1 
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To explore whether the experiment has captured an anchoring effect or not, the distribution 

above is divided by the two different discount categories: high and low. Then, the WMW test 

checks if these two are equally distributed. Results from this test is illustrated in the figure 

below, where the statistical significance is indicated in the title of the graph. 

 

 

Figure 6-2: Distribution of LTB grouped by Discount dummy, the z statistic and p-value if from the 

WMW test. These values indicate a statistical significant difference between the two distributions. 

 

As seen in the figure 6-2, there exist strong indications of a higher likeliness to buy associated 

with higher discounts. Further, this is confirmed by the probability of a random draw from the 

first population being larger than a random draw from the other population (p = 0.364). This 

figure (6-2) is used to test H1. 
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Figure 6-3: Distribution of LTB grouped by 

products in the High Category. The result 

indicates a statistical insignificant difference. 

 

Figure 6-4: Distribution of LTB grouped by 

products in the Low Category. The result 

indicates a statistical insignificant difference.

 

Figure 6-3 and 6-4, presented alongside each other above; display the associated results with 

grouping the likeliness to buy by products in the high category and the low category, 

respectively. The results are statistically insignificant; therefore, they are not illustrated in the 

same dimension as significant results. However, they will be utilized in later discussion, as 

such, they are necessary to present. Both results indicate that the probability of drawing a 

random sample from one group that is larger than the other group is approximately 50 percent, 

i.e., the results are random. Both these figures (6-3 and 6-4) are used to test the second 

hypothesis H2 and its sub-hypotheses, H2-1 and H2-2. 
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6.2 Stage 1 – Eye-Tracking Data 

Since the eye-tracking data are continuous and transformed to fit the normal distribution, the 

chosen analyses are Student t-tests. This type of data allows the use of means, rather than 

medians; therefore, the reported results are in the form of box plots. 

 

 

Figure 6-5: Means of focus within sales price and the original (anchor) price. The result indicates a 

statistically significant difference between the two measures. 

 

The first result from the eye-tracking data indicates a statistically significant difference between 

the focus on the anchor (=1) and the sales price (=0). This is indicative for the anchoring effect, 

as more time is spent focusing on the original price rather than the sales price. The result (figure 

6-5) is in other words, used to test H1-1. 

The following box plot relates to the mean value of total focus across the two interest areas 

grouped by the discount category of the product. As illustrated in the figure, there is no 

significant difference between the grouping variable. However, this figure (6-6) is not directly 

related to any hypothesis and would be used to further strengthen any argument made for H1. 
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Figure 6-6: Means of focus within both interest areas across the two different discount categories. The 

results indicate no significant difference between the focus across the two groups. 

 

In the first stage, it seems like there is no difference in time spent assessing the interest areas 

across the different product categories neither, referring to the figure 6-7 and 6-8 below. These 

figures relate to the second hypothesis, H2, and its sub-hypotheses, H2-1 and H2-2. 

 

 

Figure 6-7: Mean focus on the interest areas 

grouped by High Category. 

 

Figure 6-8: Mean focus on the interest areas 

grouped by Low Category. 
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Another variable of interest is the measure of the dwelling time within the area of interests when 

first fixated in that particular area. In other words, it is a summated measure of each fixation 

within an interest area the first time this area is assessed. If the focus of the eyes moves outside 

the borders of the area of interest this measure is stopped. This figure (6-9) relates to H1-1 and 

is included to provide further insight in how anchors affect people. 

 

 

Figure 6-9: t-test of statistical difference between focus within each interest area the first time 

assessed. The result indicates that the mean time spent within the original (anchor) price is 

significantly larger than the mean value of sales price. 
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6.3 Stage 2 – Likert Responses 

In the second stage, similar to the first stage, the main variable, likeliness to buy, consists of a 

total of 640 responses divided on a seven point Likert scale. The median value of this variable 

is three and the distribution of this variable is presented in figure 6-10. As the figure illustrates, 

there are indications of a lower likeliness to buy in overall for stage 2, when compared to the 

first stage. 

 

 

Figure 6-10: Distribution of Likeliness to Buy - Stage 2 

 

In the first stage, the main emphasis was to examine the effect of an anchor on the likeliness to 

buy and the associated fixations of the eye-movement. The aim of the second stage is shifted 

towards investigating the difference between the treatment group and the control group across 

variables. Consequently, this shift is reflected in the analysis. However, figure 6-12 is included 

to indicate the presence of the anchoring effect in the second stage as well; therefore, it is related 

to the first hypothesis, H1. 
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Figure 6-11: The distribution of likeliness to buy across the two discount categories. The result 

indicates a higher likeliness associated with higher discounts, in other words, an anchoring effect is 

present. 

 

Figure 6-12: The WMW results show differences between treatment (debiased) group and the control 

group. It indicates a significantly lower likeliness to buy for those who have been debiased. 

 

Figure 6-12 illustrates that there is a difference between the likeliness to buy across the control 

and treatment group. The result (in figure 6-12) relates to the third hypothesis, H3, and is 

included to provide inferences towards this hypothesis. In the first stage, there was found no 

0

.0
5

.1
.1

5
.2

0 2 4 6 8 0 2 4 6 8

Low Discount Products High Discount Products

D
e
n

s
it
y

Likeliness to Buy

Graph by Discount

P {LTB (Low Discount) > LTB (High Discount)} = 0.396

z statistic -4.607 p-value = 0.0000

Likeliness to Buy for low- and high-discount products

Median 4Median 3

0
.1

.2
.3

0 2 4 6 8 0 2 4 6 8

Control Debiased

D
e
n

s
it
y

Likeliness to Buy

Graph of Debiased

P {LTB (Control) > LTB (Debiased)} = 0.553

z statistic 2.346 p-value = 0.0190

Likeliness to Buy for control group and treatment (debiased) group

Median 3Median 4



 67 

statistically significant difference between the different product categories. This notion is valid 

for the second stage as well; therefore, these results have been excluded. The different 

categories and its results were thought to provide valuable insights regarding the fourth 

hypothesis, H4, and its sub-hypothesis, H4-1. However, if interested in these results, they are 

presented in figure E-11 and E-12 in appendix E – Results. 

 

6.4 Stage 2 – Eye-Tracking Data 

The first result from the eye-tracking data from stage two is the t-test on focus, grouped by 

interest areas. In other words, an indication of the presence of an anchoring effect. Thereby, the 

figure (6-13) relates to the hypothesis regarding attention within interest areas, H1-1. 

 

 

Figure 6-13: Means of focus within sales price and focus within original price (anchor). The t statistic 

and the associated p-value are from Student t-test performed on the two variables. 

 

There is found no significant difference between the dwelling time in interest areas across the 

different product categories, and these results has been excluded from this section. The same is 

the case for the test of difference between high and low discounted products on the fixations 

within interest areas. However, the result for the difference in dwelling time can be found in 
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Appendix E – Results, figure E-16 and E-17, and the latter results for difference across 

discounts on fixations within interest areas is presented in figure E-18, in Appendix E – Results. 

Seen as the anchoring effect was found to be present in the eye-tracking data it is interesting to 

see if the treatment provides any differences compared to the control. The next box plot relates 

to this measure, as it is the visual presentation of the t-test on dwelling time within areas of 

interest, grouped by the dummy for debiasing. Thus, the figure below (6-14) is a test towards 

the hypothesis regarding the focus on the prices, H5. 

 

 

Figure 6-14: The difference in mean values of focus between the treatment and control group. The 

result indicates that the treatment increases focus significantly compared to the control. 

 

To see the differences between the treatment and the control group more specifically, the next 

figures show how the mean values of focus divide themselves between the anchor and the sales 

price. The figures indicate that the difference between the mean values of focus within the two 

prices is less for those in the treatment group compared to those in the control group.  However, 

the associated mean values are also larger for those in the treatment group. These two figures, 

6-15 and 6-16, provide indications towards multiple hypotheses; H5-1, H6, and H6-1 are all 

discussed in the light of these figures. 
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Figure 6-15: Mean dwelling time for the control group within the anchor and the sales price. The 

result indicates a significant difference between the two areas. 

 

 

Figure 6-16: Mean dwelling time for the treatment group within the anchor and the sales price. The 

result indicates a significant difference between the two areas. 
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The last result that is presented in this section is associated with the t-test for the focus within 

the anchor across the two different groups. This result provides valuable insight towards H5-1. 

 

 

Figure 6-17: Mean dwelling time for the two groups within the anchor. The result indicates a 

significant difference between the two areas. 
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7. Discussion 

This part of the paper will be dedicated to the discussion of the presented results in light of the 

underlying hypotheses and framework. In order to link the underlying hypotheses to the results, 

each section will restate the given hypotheses that are tested in that particular section. After 

explaining the results and its interpretation, the potential impact in the context of international 

business will be discussed and exemplified. The latter part of this section will present comments 

about the validity of the research, and potential critique against methodological choices. 

 

7.1 The Presence of an Anchoring Effect 

As stressed throughout the paper, without the presence of the anchoring effect in the data, there 

is no point in attempting to debias it. In other words, the study will be considered a failure 

without the occurrence of an anchoring effect. As such, the need for this identification is 

reflected in the first hypothesis and this provides a natural starting point for the discussion. This 

section will test and discuss the following hypotheses: 

 

H1: Anchors representing a higher discount are not associated with a higher likeliness to buy. 

 

H1-1: The respondents are less attentive to the anchor than the sales price. 

 

H2: Likeliness to buy is decreasing the higher the price category a product belongs to as only 

sales price matters to the consumer. 

 

H2-1: The mean value of likeliness to buy is lower for products in the high price category 

compared to the two other categories. 

 

H2-2: The mean value of likeliness to buy is higher for products in the low price category 

compared to the two other categories. 
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The experimental study was designed to expose the effect of anchoring through having 

respondents denote a higher likeliness to buy products that would appear attractive due to higher 

discounts, despite having similar sales price as directly comparable products with lower 

discounts. Hence, the expected outcome of the first stage was that the likeliness to buy products 

was higher for those products that were highly discounted compared to those with lower 

discounts. This would counter the first hypothesis, which is founded in the traditional economic 

perspective. 

In figure 6-2, the difference between the distributions of the likeliness to buy across the two 

discount categories is illustrated. Visually it seems as though the products in the high discount 

category are associated with a higher likeliness to buy, and this is confirmed by the WMW test. 

The difference between the two distributions is statistically significant at a one percent level (α 

= 0.01), and the probability of drawing a random sample from the low discount population that 

is higher than a random sample from the high discount population is merely 36.4 percent. 

On the basis of figure 6-2 and its associated results, there exist little doubt that the anchoring 

effect is present. Thus, H1 is rejected, as there is an apparent higher likeliness to buy for highly 

discounted products. The associated hypothesis H1-1 focuses on the eye-movements of the 

respondents and may provide supplementary information for concluding on the presence of the 

anchoring effect. As mentioned in the literature review, increased focus has been observed to 

increase sales (Ref. Section 3.7. Eye-Tracking in Research). Therefore, it is justified to believe 

that increased focus put on the anchored value compared to other values indicates a larger 

impact on the decision-process. 

Figure 6-5 is an illustration of the Student t-test done for the eye-tracking data. To elaborate, it 

is the test of whether or not the dwelling time is equal for both interest areas. The result from 

this test finds a statistically significant difference between the dwelling times within the areas 

at a one percent level (α = 0.01). The anchor is associated with a higher mean value of focus 

compared to the sales price, which is indicative of the anchoring effect. Since the results are in 

the natural logarithmic form, they need to be back calculated in order to provide sensible 

information. The mean value of the anchor is approximately 934.5 ms7 (std. err. 1.03 ms), while 

                                                 
7 ms is the abbreviation for milliseconds, which is the measure of time used by the eye-tracker. 1000 

ms = 1 second. 
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the value for the sales price is 706.3 ms (std. err. 1.04 ms)8. In other words, there is a significant 

difference between the dwelling time within the anchor and the sales price across all the 

advertisements in the first stage equal to approximately 228.2 ms. This difference implies a 32 

percent increase in focus on the anchor compared to the sales price9. 

The finding of a significant difference in the eye-tracking data provides a foundation for 

claiming that the respondents are more attentive to the anchor than the sales price; hence, H1-1 

is rejected. Further, in combination with the rejection of H1 there are indicative signs towards 

the presence of an anchoring effect in the first stage. 

Still, despite being able to induce an increase in the likeliness to buy by adjusting the perceived 

discount through a higher anchor, the effect is not found across different price categories. As 

specified in the second hypothesis and following sub-hypotheses, there is an underlying 

expectation that the likeliness to buy would be higher for products characterized as more 

expensive. To elaborate, it is expected that the higher potentially monetary savings associated 

with discounted high priced products will lead to a higher likeliness to buy. This expectancy is 

founded in traditional anchoring evidence, where individuals are believed to be more inclined 

to buy perceived high discount products. 

Nevertheless, as seen in figure 6-3, the distribution of likeliness to buy for the products in the 

expensive category is not significantly different from the distribution of the two other price 

categories. The two distributions both have a median value of four, which equals a neutral 

response on the Likert scale; hence, no difference in preference is found in the highly priced 

products compared to the other products. Further, this is confirmed in the associated probability 

of drawing a random sample from the other categories that have a higher likeliness to buy than 

a random sample from the expensive products, whereas the probability is approximately 50 

percent. Such results provide foundation for the inability to reject H2-1 as the mean value of 

likeliness to buy in the high price category is essentially equal the mean values associated with 

the two other categories. 

                                                 
8 To back calculate the natural logarithm into interpretable values the following calculations are done 

for each interest point: 𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 and 𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑑.  𝑒𝑟𝑟..  
9 This measure is calculated as: 

934.5−706.3

706.3
. 
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The figure derived from the test of H2-2, figure 6-4, points toward a similar lack of significance 

in the difference between the distribution of low priced products compared to the two other 

price categories as figure 6-3 did. This result indicates that there is a failure to reject H2-2, and 

further discussion is unnecessary, as it would be comparable to the discussion of figure 6-3. 

Thus, as both sub-hypotheses are not rejected, the main hypothesis H2 is not rejected, seen as 

there exist no statistically significant indications towards rejecting or supporting the 

hypothesized decreased likeliness to buy for products in the high price category, compared to 

other price categories. 

In light of the framework presented in the fourth section, these results indicate an increase in 

demand associated with high-level discounts. As mentioned, the prices of the products were 

manipulated in the sense that two directly comparable products had similar sales prices, but 

different anchored values. According to traditional economic theory, this would imply that the 

products should have similar likeliness to buy associated with them as they essentially perform 

the same tasks. However, the data suggests otherwise and higher anchors were found to be 

consistent with higher likeliness to buy. 

The underlying framework attributes this increase in likeliness to buy towards the perceived 

increase in consumer surplus. To elaborate, this builds on the notion that only the anchor is 

assessed as the true value of the product, rather than the sales price. This is confirmed through 

the eye-tracking data, which finds that the anchor receives 32 percent more focus than the sales 

price. In other words, it appears as the anchor is assessed more than the sales price. This is 

contradicting to what is expected according to the notion of utility maximization, where the 

actual sacrifice in wealth is assessed, rather than the original price. The focus on the anchor as 

opposed to the sales price is confirmed by figure 6-9, in which the data show that respondents 

spends more time within the anchor than the sales price the first time they assess the given area. 

Based on the eye-tracking data there is support for the claim that the anchor is assessed during 

the comparative judgment phase. Hence, the increased likeliness to buy products found in the 

Likert scale data indicates that the absolute judgment is affected by the size of the spread 

between the anchor and the sales price. In other words, there are indications towards a higher 

reference curve when the discounts are large as the anchor is the value being assessed, and not 

the sales price. Further, the anchor receives the most focus, even at the first glance on the 
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advertisement. Thus, another clear indication towards the interest in the anchor rather than the 

actual sacrificed wealth when making a decision. 

This understanding of the decision-making process may have implications for actors in the 

context of international business. It implies that people might be able to bias reference curves 

in their favor by demonstrating a higher arbitrary value. For instance, a shift from a cheaper 

product with lower margins to a more expensive product with a higher margin might be possible 

by suggesting that there is a high discount on the latter. As such, the framing of the market 

offering may affect the following decision made. This in itself is not a new discovery, and has 

been mentioned in multiple papers e.g., Tversky & Kahneman (1981), Thaler (1985), and 

Monroe & Chapman (1987). The area of interest is rather in the possibility of moderating the 

effect of the anchor. 

 

7.2 Effectiveness of the Treatment 

In order to moderate the effect of anchoring, this thesis explores the possibilities of using the 

promising technique of debiasing called general awareness and training. This technique 

includes information and clarification regarding the bias; however, the paper proposed two 

additional steps in order to assure understanding of the effect by contextualizing it to familiar 

settings (Ref. section 3.6.2. General Awareness and Training). The debiasing information sheet 

succeeded in generating familiarity as all of those who received treatment acknowledged that 

they had experienced situations similar to the examples on the sheet. 

This section of the text will test and discuss the following hypotheses: 

 

H3: The control group is associated with a lower or equal likeliness to buy compared to the 

treatment group. 

 

H4: The mean value of likeliness to buy is lower for products in the high price category for the 

control group compared to the treatment group. 
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H4-1: The mean value of likeliness to buy is lower for products in the low price category for 

the control group compared to the treatment group. 

 

H5: The control group spends less time focusing on the prices compared to those in the 

treatment group. 

 

H5-1: The control group spends less time focusing on the original price compared to those in 

the treatment group. 

 

H6: The respondents in the treatment group are less attentive to the anchor price than the sales 

price. 

 

H6-1: The respondents in the control group are less attentive to the anchor than the sales price. 

 

Similar to the first stage, there is an anchoring effect present in the second stage, statistically 

significant at a one percent level (α = 0.01). This is illustrated in figure 6-11 in which highly 

discounted products are related with higher likeliness to buy. Despite being a lower overall 

likeliness to buy compared to the same results for the first stage, the difference between the two 

discount categories are different from each other at a similar level. This is confirmed by the 

probability for random draws that are larger than a random draw from the other population, 

where the two stages are similar to each other in terms of anchoring effect (36.4 percent in the 

first stage and 39.6 percent in the second stage). 

The effect of anchoring is apparent in the eye-tracking data, as presented in figure 6-13. The 

anchor is associated with a higher focus compared to the sales price, and this difference is, as 

in the first stage, statistically significant at one percent level (α = 0.01). However, just as the 

likeliness to buy is lower overall for the second stage, the focus has also decreased. The sales 

price is associated with 544.6 ms (std. err. 1.04 ms) of focus, while the anchor is associated 

with 713.4 ms (std. err. 1.03 ms). Nevertheless, there is still a 31 percent increase in focus on 

the anchor compared to the sales price10. The decrease in focus might be attributed to a learning 

                                                 
10 This measure is calculated as: 

713.4−544.6

544.6
. 
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effect, in which the group of respondents is more familiar with the task at hand in the second 

stage as it is exactly the same task as the stage before. 

However, the effect of the treatment is of more interest than the ability to replicate the anchoring 

effect. Figure 6-12 illustrates the difference in distributions for the control group and the 

treatment group. There is a statistical significant difference between these two distributions at 

a five percent level (α = 0.05). Further, the result point towards an overall lower likeliness to 

buy for those that belong to the treatment group. The results in figure 6-12 indicate that there 

exists evidence towards rejecting H3; hence, there is a statistically significant effect by the 

offered treatment in the Likert scale data. 

The effect found in the paragraph above was also expected to be present in the likeliness to buy 

across the different price categories. This expectation is the basis for the fourth hypothesis and 

following sub-hypothesis, as a rejection of those would indicate a treatment effect. However, 

as mentioned in the results section, the results of these tests were excluded, as there was no 

significance found across different price categories. In other words, there is a failure to reject 

H4 and H4-1 as the data provide no statistically significant confirmation. There is no treatment 

effect found in the data for the different price categories. This might not be surprising as there 

were no significant differences found between these categories in the first stage neither. The 

associated results that provided no conclusions to these two hypotheses are found in figure E-

13 and E-14 in appendix E – Results. 

There is, however, a treatment effect associated with the eye-tracking data. This might not be 

the expected effect; nevertheless, there is an effect present. Figure 6-14 provides an indication 

of the mean focus within the interest areas for the control and the treatment group. As seen by 

the accompanying statistics, there is a statistical difference between the two groups, significant 

at a one percent level (α = 0.01). To elaborate, the figure show that the treatment group is 

associated with a larger amount of time spent within the interest areas, compared to the control 

group. This is the precise denotation of the fifth hypothesis, and the results indicate evidence 

towards the support of the hypothesis. Still, the support of the fifth hypothesis is not 

corresponding towards claiming no treatment effect; it simply implies that the effect is the 

opposite of prior expectations. Further, the increased focus found in the treatment data relates 

to a lower likeliness to buy; hence, the treatment is effective. 
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The following two figures, 6-15 and 6-16, look at how the dwelling time in figure 6-14 is 

divided by the two different interest areas among those that are in the control group and the 

treatment group, respectively. Both figures indicate that there is a significant (α = 0.01) 

difference between the focus on the anchor compared to the sales price. In both cases, the anchor 

is responsible for the largest amount of the time. This provides the data to support H5-1 as the 

control group spends less time focusing on the original price compared to those in the treatment 

group. Just as H5, the hypothesis reflects the prior expectations that the treatment group would 

be the ones spending less time within the anchor area. However, there is still a treatment effect 

as the difference is statistically significant, and the assessment of the associated numbers with 

these two figures provides interesting findings. 

By calculating the antilogarithm of the results, the interpretation of the numbers becomes 

simplified. In figure 6-15, it is found that the mean value of focus is 441.4 ms (std. err. 1.05 

ms) on the sales price, while the mean value of focus within the anchor is 607.9 ms (std. err. 

1.04 ms). In other words, the control group is associated with a mean focus time that is 37.7 

percent higher within the anchor than the time spent on the sales price11. The same numbers for 

figure 6-16 are 665.1 ms (std. err. 1.05 ms) and 837.1 ms (std. err. 1.05 ms), respectively. As 

already mentioned, these results prove that the treatment increases dwelling time in both interest 

areas. However, the treatment group is associated with a mean focus time that is 25.9 percent 

higher within the anchor than the time spent on the sales price12. This difference in focus within 

the anchor is found to be statistically significant at a one percent level (α = 0.01), as seen in 

figure 6-17. 

What this illustrates is that H5-1 might be supported based on the data from figure 6-14. 

However, when assessing the numbers more closely, it seems that relative to the sales price, the 

control group spends more time within the anchored value. Still, due to the absolute formulation 

of H5-1, ignoring the relative comparison with sales price, the hypothesis is supported as the 

treatment effect is seen through more focus within both interest areas, and not less within the 

anchor as expected. 

                                                 
11 This measure is calculated as: 

607.9−441.4

441.4
. 

12 This measure is calculated as: 
837.1−665.1

665.1
. 
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The sixth hypothesis and its following sub-hypothesis are in many ways a similar construct to 

the fifth hypothesis. The only difference being in the fact that the interest is not a comparison 

with the other group, but rather within the group itself. In order to provide insights towards 

these hypotheses the interest is still with figure 6-15 and 6-16. Figure 6-16 shows that the 

treatment did not have the expected effect on the eye-tracking data as the larger part of the 

dwelling time is still within the anchor, which in the first stage was treated as a symptom for 

the anchoring effect. This result is statistically significant at a one percent level (α = 0.01) and 

may therefore not be disregarded. In other words, there is a foundation for rejecting the sixth 

hypothesis H6. 

Figure 6-15 provides the concluding statistics for hypothesis H6-1 as it proves that the control 

group is associated with a higher focus within the anchor than the sales price. This relationship 

is, as mentioned earlier, statistically significant and there exists a foundation for rejecting H6-1, 

as the control group is associated with a higher focus within the anchor. The rejection of both 

H6 and H6-1 means that the anchor receives the most focus within both groups. As mentioned 

throughout the text, the treatment effect was expected to indicate a support for H6, and a 

rejection of H6-1. Despite this, it is re-emphasized that there exists a statistically significant 

treatment effect. 

The eye-tracking data provides valuable information towards understanding the treatment effect 

as it defies the previous expectations. It indicates, that instead of decreasing the emphasis on 

the prices, it increases the focus on these factors, and combined with the lower likeliness to buy, 

it may indicate that information about the bias increase the awareness and makes people think 

twice. In other words, the decision-process is prolonged rather than shortened as previously 

believed. The mental process encouraged through the debiasing information sheet, especially 

through the last sentence, might facilitate this: “So it is all about figuring out which information 

matters and which does not”. This prolonged mental process may draw attention to alternative 

outcomes, which is a debiasing strategy found to be effective by Mussweiler et al. (2000, 

p.1144) in correcting the anchoring bias. 
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An interpretation of these results in light of the framework could help facilitate the 

understanding of the treatment effect. As mentioned earlier, the framework considers the 

anchoring effect as an assessment of the consumer surplus associated with products through the 

construction of a mental model. A successful anchor will increase the demand of the individual 

to a higher point on the curve due to a shift in the reference curve. However, what the treatment 

encourages is to sort the relevant information from the irrelevant. According to traditional 

economics, this would require ignoring the original price. This is, perhaps, counterintuitive as 

the anchor value is proved through multiple studies, including this one, to affect the decision-

process. As such, to counter the intuitive heuristic of including the original price in the 

judgment, it might require an increased focus and prolonged decision-making process. 

Therefore, the treatment effect is an increased focus on both the anchor and the sales price as it 

encourages a more extensive comparative judgment phase. This prolonged process might 

provide a more nuanced generation of knowledge, thereby avoiding some of the selectivity bias 

associated with the selective accessibility model. If the treatment leads to a more reflected 

decision-process which creates more inconsistency with the mental model than what would 

have been generated without the treatment, it could explain that the treatment group find it 

harder to incorporate the anchor in the decision-process due to conflict of information. This 

could lead to a lower likeliness to buy as it generates more uncertainty regarding the actual 

utility or consumer surplus of the product. 

Thus, these results prove that it is possible to mitigate some of the anchoring effect by reading 

an information sheet about that particular bias and going through a few control questions to 

ensure familiarity. As such, the potential implications for decision-makers are apparent. For 

instance, for supply chain managers, this information could prove valuable, as they might be 

able to use an anchor in assuring better sales prices with their customers, while avoiding being 

affected by the same effect when they deal with their suppliers. As this research does not focus 

on the effect of the debiasing effect in the long run, there is no way of knowing how long the 

treatment works. However, reading through the information sheet before meeting with suppliers 

as a regular routine would demand little of the employees and could potentially decrease the 

bias effect, effectively saving money for the company. 
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7.3 Additional Results 

So far, the discussion has revolved around the discount’s effect on the likeliness to buy, and the 

intervening effect of the debiasing method, grouped by different categories through the use of 

the WMW method and Student t-tests. However, analyzing the results in light of a different 

model might be of interest as it provides an additional perspective on the results. A simple 

probit model has been chosen for this task. As presented in the methodological chapter, such a 

model might be of interest as it provides indications of the marginal effect of the various 

variables. 

The results from the probit model are offered in figure 7-1 on the next page13. It offers the 

marginal effects of the different variables on the likeliness to buy products. To elaborate, the 

marginal effects indicate the variables impact towards the probability of being in the different 

categories on the Likert scale. It should be noted that some demographic variables have been 

excluded from the model as they provided too little variance to provide robust results. These 

variables are; Age, Years of Study, and level of Income. The probit model is not exhaustive 

as many variables are assumed to influence decision-making, e.g., emotional factors such as 

brand awareness and personal preferences. The inclusion of these factors is beyond the scope 

of this paper as mentioned in section 5.1 Delimitation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                 
13 The probit model that figure 7-1 is based on is found in Appendix E – Results in figure E-22, the 

associated marginal effects are found in the same appendix, figure E-23 and E-24. 
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Figure 7-1: The Coefficient Plot of the Different Marginal Effects Calculated in the Ordered Probit 

Model 
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Despite being a simple model, all of the significant variables have a theoretically sound impact 

on the probability of being in the various Likert categories. The anchoring effect is shown 

through the discount variable. This variable is negative in its impact of being in the lowest 

category on the Likert scale; in other words, products that are highly discounted are less 

probable to belong to this category. The effect is diminishing, and in the spectrum for increasing 

likeliness to buy this variable is positive, indicative of a higher probability associated with 

highly discounted products. To elaborate, respondents are prone to report higher likeliness to 

buy for highly discounted products. In figure E-23 (Appendix E – Results) the marginal effect 

of the discount variable is -8.6 percent for being in the lowest category, while figure E-24 

(Appendix E – Results) present the probability of being in the highest likelihood of buying the 

product to be 4.2 percent. 

The opposite effect is evident in the debiasing variable as it starts of positive for the lowest 

category, and ends up negative in the highest category. The associated marginal effects are 8.2 

percent and -3.9 percent, respectively (as observed in the same figures as for the discount 

variable). This is according to the results presented earlier and a further indication toward the 

success of the debiasing method used in the study. However, the interaction term between the 

debiasing and the discount variable is found to be statistically insignificant across all Likert 

values. This could be attributed to the failure of the debiasing technique towards products that 

are highly discounted, and may indicate that a more thorough general awareness and training 

technique would be required to eliminate the effect of anchoring on highly discounted products. 

In the delimitation of the paper it was written that an extensive assessment of risk preferences 

is beyond the scope of the paper, see section 5.1. However, as they have been measured through 

the third stage, it would be wasteful to disregard them. In figure 7-1, it is illustrated that larger 

degrees of risk aversion are associated with larger probabilities of being in the lower spectrum 

of likeliness to buy. In other words, the variables for risk aversion behaves similar to the 

debiasing variable, and in the higher categories of likeliness to buy the effect of the variables 

are negative. These variables are all compared to those that show risk-seeking behavior (as only 

mildly risk-seeking behavior were recorded in this domain). 
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This finding may seem counterintuitive at first glance, as one might expect that deciding not to 

act upon a great discount deal is associated with taking the risk that the same or a better deal 

will be offered in the near future. However, this paper assumes that the reported effect is due to 

the view that consumption equals risky behavior, in the sense that many of the products that are 

advertised will make a significant impact in the wealth of the consumer. In the words of Rabin 

(2000, p.1281): “We dislike vast uncertainty in lifetime wealth because a dollar that helps us 

avoid poverty is more valuable than a dollar that helps us become very rich.” 

Further, the apparent connection between risk aversion and low likeliness to buy might be 

explained by how individuals in general are averse towards inducing negative emotional states. 

Seen as how consumption is considered equal to risky behavior, consumers are likely to 

evaluate prospects extensively before commencing in such behavior. In situations of 

uncertainty, Loomes and Sugden (1982) found that the decision-making process is affected by 

the individual´s capacity to anticipate potential feelings of regret and rejoicing.  

This finding is related to the concept of regret aversion, which in many ways is similar to the 

previously presented notion of loss aversion (Ref. section 3.1.4. Loss Aversion). In all 

simplicity, the concept revolves around how decision-makers might drop potential acts of 

consumption with the intention to avoid regret. This notion might enlighten the probit results 

associated across the price categories observed in the dataset. In light of figure 7.1, it is evident 

that individuals are more likely to be in a lower category of likeliness to buy when presented 

high and medium category products, compared to products in the low category. This is seen in 

the positive marginal effects associated with being in the unlikely spectrum, and conversely in 

the likely spectrum, for these products. This result might be explained by the notion of regret 

aversion, and how more expensive products represent potentially greater monetary regrets for 

individuals. However, it is important to specify that the result is only statistical significant for 

products in the medium category. 

It might be argued that the products that were used in the experimental study are not considered 

expensive in general terms. However, as the group of respondents is students with an average 

income between 50.001 – 100.000 DKK, some of the products will make a significant impact 

in their wealth. In other words, their experienced utility of these products might be less 

compared to other populations, as it will decrease future consumption to a larger degree. It has 

been found that risk aversion decreases as endowment increases in research, and this 
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phenomenon might explain why so many of the respondents are found to be risk-averse rather 

than risk-seeking (Guiso & Paiella 2008). 

Further, the higher probability of being in a lower category on the Likert scale associated with 

higher risk aversion might be caused by how the advertisements imposed products in which the 

respondent had to make a decision without comparable information. They were asked to state 

their likeliness to buy based on that particular product, and as implied through research, highly 

risk-averse people avoid facing risky prospects (Guiso & Paiella 2008, p.1142). This might 

indicate that some respondents had to make a decision regarding a product that they had no 

initial reference curve towards, as they have avoided that particular product or price range, and 

thereby chose a lower value on the Likert scale. 

Still, it must be emphasized that the marginal effects found for the risk variables might not 

capture the actual effects. To elaborate, this could be as they are positively skewed when there 

are only observations within the mildly risk-seeking category of that domain and observations 

within multiple risk-averse categories. It should also be mentioned that the variable for 

moderately risk aversion is found to be statistically insignificant. One might believe that the 

addition of more risk-seeking behavior could provide a more nuanced picture of the effects. 

 

7.4 Reasons behind the Results 

The section above finds that a majority of the hypotheses are supported or not rejected (H2, H2-

1, H2-2, H4, H4-1, H5, and H5-1). However, those that are rejected, (H1, H1-1, H3, H6, and H6-1), 

provide valuable information about the anchoring process. The hypotheses that are rejected 

have been thoroughly explained, however, the discussion does not confer the supported or not 

rejected hypotheses to the same degree. This section will quickly look at the implications behind 

these results. 

Most of the hypotheses that are not rejected relate to the effect of anchoring within different 

price categories. It was hypothesized that products that are more expensive products would be 

associated with a higher likeliness to buy, compared to cheaper products, as these reflected 

potential larger monetary gains. Conversely, cheaper products were expected to produce a lower 

likeliness to buy. Rejection of the hypotheses regarding the price categories would indicate that 



 86 

these expectations were true. The inability to reject these hypotheses were surprising, as 

Gendall et al. (2006) find that the effectiveness of discounts is affected by the price category, 

and different categories must therefore be framed differently to be effective. As this research 

framed the discounts equally, it was expected that products that are more expensive would have 

a different likeliness distribution than cheaper products, and this would be reflected in the 

rejection of these hypotheses. 

The rejection of the statistically importance of the price categories might be attributed to how 

the experiment was designed, with an equal part of each price category in the two different 

discount categories. This might have done that the discount variable accounts for the effect of 

price categories. In other words, if all high likeliness to buy in the price categories corresponds 

to high discounts, and vice versa, it is natural to assume that the discount variable captures this 

effect. 

The same belief about the statistically insignificance of the price categories may be true for the 

fourth hypothesis and following sub-hypothesis. They predict the same effect; however, these 

are based on the treatment. This failure to reject simply proves the importance of having the 

anchoring effect present before introducing a treatment, as stressed throughout the paper. 

Without the hypothesized overall effect of the different price categories, it is hard to expect 

anything else when introducing a treatment. Hence, the inability to reject these two hypotheses 

is therefore not surprising considering the initial failure to reject of H2, H2-1, and H2-2. 

 

7.5 Implications for International Business 

Being able to induce expectations and beliefs among others, based on the presence of an anchor 

value, is a powerful tool to master. The experimental study exemplifies how actors can persuade 

potential consumers to attain products and services based on the simple notion of displaying an 

anchor value. Hence, being capable to exploit this effect in the setting of international business 

could yield a competitive advantage. 
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The ability to exploit the anchoring effect would be of interest to retailers in competitive 

markets where multiple providers offer the same products, e.g., consumer electronics, and 

groceries. These actors are likely to offer a comparable range of products, perhaps identical; 

hence, they are required to offer the potential consumer an extra motivation for choosing their 

store. 

One such motivation might be the potential savings through a loyalty program in which they 

offer members certain deals that are not available for other consumers, or non-members have 

to pay a premium for. By displaying the price that non-members have to pay, the loyalty 

member is likely to feel a gain in consumer surplus according to the framework. She/he is able 

to achieve an additional consumer surplus that non-members are not being able to attain. 

A consumer will be constantly reminded about the possibilities of achieving an additional 

consumer surplus throughout the shopping experience as long as these special offers with the 

anchor of non-member prices are strategically placed throughout the stores. If the consumer 

forgoes the opportunity of receiving the products at a lower price, she/he may experience a 

mental loss in consumer surplus, and hence, be more inclined towards signing up for the 

program if this is a frequent feeling. Still, it is important to note that this is only true if these are 

products that the consumer value at the anchor price or at least at a level above sales price. This 

notion is considered to be valid both for the loyalty member and the non-member. 

By exposing that consumers might lose out by not being a member, the given store is increasing 

the motivation towards becoming a member due to peoples underlying aversion towards losses. 

If the customer chooses to eliminate these perceived losses, she/he might opt in for the loyalty 

program, essentially tying her/his future consumption to this particular store in order to 

maximize the savings. Through this simple anchoring technique, a retailer might be able to 

increase the cost of switching retailer as the time that must be invested in finding similar offers 

would be great, and as mentioned earlier, time is a limited resource and thereby costly to forgo 

(Soman 2001). This situation would lead to a consumer being locked-in towards that particular 

store. 
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However, this notion is also applicable for businesses in their relations with suppliers. By 

agreeing to similar relationships with the suppliers, actors may essentially lower the 

competition for their contract and hence reduce their own negotiation power. They could be 

better off by not tying such relationships with their suppliers as long as there could be gains 

associated with the competition of its tender. 

Still, it is important to not assume that tight relationships between businesses and their suppliers 

are always bad, despite reducing competition. As long as the relationship is mutually important, 

it may produce the basis for competitive advantages and dynamic capabilities where the two 

companies make a long-term, quasi-irreversible commitment to certain domains of competence 

(Teece et al. 1997). This may be true for regular consumers and the loyalty programs as well. 

If the retailer is genuinely committed to deliver the best prices to its loyal customers through 

the loyalty program, this may be a commitment in which both parties find satisfaction. 

The issue is when anchoring is projected as a mutual commitment from one 

supplier/dealer/seller, but in reality ties the consumer or the business to an unfavorable 

relationship. This could be exemplified through a provider of cellular services, who anchors the 

buyer/business by referring to their low prices and their commitment to offer the cheapest phone 

plan, but when the first invoice is received, there are additional charges for hidden services. 

This would be similar to what occurred in Australia involving a company called TPG Internet 

(Ref. Section 2.4. Other Examples). If the contract with the provider of this service is 

incomplete, it might be hard for the consumer to get out of the deal without strong institutions 

that protects the consumer in such cases (North 1991; Dessein 2013). 

Further, the experiment proves that it is possible to increase likeliness to buy a product by being 

strategic in presenting a market offering. This was shown through the higher likeliness to buy 

associated with heavy discounted products compared to products with smaller discounts, 

despite being products with similar characteristics and sales price. Thus, a retailer would 

perhaps be able to increase sales of certain products based on how they are positioned. E.g., if 

a retailer offers two identical computers from different brands (X and Y), however due to 

technological progress X will be pulled from the market in near future. As such, the retailer 

would like to sell out the stock of X, though without losing money. This could be achieved, 

according to the experiment, by anchoring it with a high anchor, indicating that product X is 



 89 

currently on sale. The computers could still have the same sales price, but X is now anchored 

as a good deal, and if positioned close to Y the deal will be apparent to the customer. 

In the situation above, a potential consumer is assumed to assess the anchored computer 

according to the framework. Hence, the individual will try to generate knowledge to compare 

with the anchored price. In this situation, the customer might even compare product X and Y 

to each other in the store, to see if there are any differences that indicates that product X has a 

higher value than Y. A person with a high level of price awareness (Ref. Section 3.1.5. Price 

Awareness) about computers might be able to see through the attempted anchor, and thereby 

not be affected by it, perhaps relying more on other factors such as brand preference. However, 

a person with a lacking sense of price awareness might find the anchor reasonable, and justify 

it as consistent through the generated knowledge. Hence, leading to the decision that product X 

is worth the anchor and buying it now would yield a larger consumer surplus than the purchase 

of Y would. 

The example presented above would be similar to what Macy’s and Bloomingdale’s currently 

are being sued for. Setting an arbitrary anchor value as exemplified is probably illegal in most 

countries with strong institutions. However, for companies working on an international scale, 

there might be countries in which they could do this without defying the ruling law. This would 

imply an unethical business behavior, in the sense that the company violates established norms 

of business practice when they provide customers with goods that are not as expensive as 

projected (Shaw 2008). It would at least be unethical according to the normatism view of ethical 

business conduct, as this view propose universal standards of acceptable behavior, and as this 

conduct is found unacceptable in the U.S., it should be in all other countries that the company 

operates (Hurn 2008). 

Still, one could also argue that in the example of the two computers, the environment could be 

better off if the retailer were able to stock-out the product rather than having to dispose of them. 

Nevertheless, this could be achieved through other, legal, means such as selling the product at 

an actual discount, which would be better than to dispose of them and write it off as a loss 

anyways. If it is assumed that companies are more willing to try to anchor their sales price in 

arbitrary numbers due to the possible avoidance of loss, than to actually discount the products; 

how can customers (both end-users and businesses) avoid being affected by this? 
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The objective of the research is to investigate if it is possible to debias the effect of anchoring, 

and find a potential mean for businesses and consumers to avoid a biased decision-process. The 

study relies on general awareness and training within the domain of bias, with the intention of 

facilitating understanding and familiarizing individuals with the issues caused by the bias. In 

the experiment, this was done through an information sheet. The treatment was found to 

significantly lower the likeliness to buy, in other words, a change in the decision-process was 

made. This change was also noticeable in the eye-movements of the respondents as a 

significantly larger amount of time were spent assessing the prices, perhaps conducting a more 

thorough assessment of the actual importance of the given information. 

However, simply being aware of the potential anchoring bias does not seem to make one 

immune to its effect. As mentioned earlier, individuals are aware of decision bias; still, there is 

an overwhelming population whom believes that others succumb to such bias, but not 

themselves. In the experiment, creating recognizable situations in which people are biased was 

a main emphasis. This was done in order to make respondents realize that they also are prone 

to succumb to the anchoring bias. Further, being biased is also a confidence issue; if actors lack 

confidence in their point of reference, or do not have an overview over available options, they 

are susceptible towards the anchoring effect, thus, likely to accept deals that should have been 

rejected (Dierickx 2008, p.41). 

To avoid being affected by anchoring, using an information sheet that builds on the five steps 

proposed in this research (see section 3.6.2 General Awareness and Training) is found to 

provide a good foundation for debiasing. It constitutes the opportunity for actors to avoid the 

effect of anchoring by focusing on general awareness about the phenomenon prior to anchor 

exposure. For instance, this observation induces the belief that actors should go over potential 

decision bias that might occur before entering decision-making processes, e.g., negotiations, or 

price quotas. 

However, it is emphasized that the information sheet only provides a foundation for debiasing. 

Actors in the international business environment are likely to require more extensive methods 

than a simplified information sheet. This assumption builds upon the expected level of 

complexity involved in decision-making processes in this context, where factors such as 

information is likely to be contingent on uncertain and changing variables. In other words, the 

information in the international business environment is expected to be ambiguous, with several 
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ways of interpretation, and one can never be certain that effects like anchoring are not 

influencing the decision-making process. 

In an environment where evaluations, analysis, information, etc., prior to negotiations processes 

are important, the addition of an information sheet about different bias and how to circumvent 

them might drown among other information. However, focusing on the importance of this 

understanding and provide basic training within debiasing might provide opportunities for 

saving money associated with sub-optimal/incomplete contracts signed under the influence of 

an anchor. 

There exist other methods of debiasing that were not tested in the experiment; however, these 

are assumed to be related to the previously mentioned confidence issue. The experimental study 

did not include any variables to capture respondent’s confidence; hence, this issue is considered 

to be beyond the scope of this paper. Still, this is an important issue to discuss seen as; people 

without overview over options or product confidence may be more susceptible to anchoring. 

This paper believes that attaining product overview is one approach against anchoring caused 

by the confidence issue. 

Services on the Internet might provide this overview of options, thereby providing the consumer 

with more information to build their mental model within the comparative stage of the selective 

accessibility model upon. On the Danish market, using the webpage www.pricerunner.dk 

provides information about all kinds of products, even historical price information, which may 

indicate whether or not an anchor is the true value of a product. The Norwegian equivalent, 

www.prisjakt.no, provides the same service, and pricerunner has webpages for the Swedish, 

Austrian, German, French, and the British market as well. 

Services as these webpages, provide leverage to the consumers in negotiations as they might 

identify the better prices of competitors, essentially giving the retailers/suppliers a choice of 

either offering the consumer a better deal, or let them take their business elsewhere. In other 

words, these Internet services provide the information and price awareness assumed in classical 

economic theory, and it could be an important part of creating and updating reference curves. 
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However, Internet services like the ones mentioned above is difficult to implement in situations 

where products are not standardized or not tradeable in the same sense as assets. The 

information sheet could replace such services in these instances, e.g., in the courtroom. In the 

courtroom context, the technique of general awareness and training can be approached in 

similar ways as in the setting of international business. 

By utilizing the method of general awareness and training, one is prone to lessen the anchoring 

effect. In courtrooms such a method might be facilitated by having judges contemplate and 

discuss with other colleagues the potential decision bias that might occur in the awaiting 

situational context, e.g., settlements, criminal charges, etc. As such, the judges are likely to 

generate awareness over potential mental pitfalls, and that these might affect their decision-

making process as well. However, it is important to note that historical information might serve 

as an anchor in similar ways as a proposed compensation value would. In many ways, this 

illustrates the predicament of the anchoring effect. Further, juries could also be debiased 

through the awareness method, potentially mitigating the issue with excessive compensations 

rewarded to plaintiffs (Ref. section 2.3 Courtroom Settlements). Hence, a parallel notion might 

be drawn to courtroom situations, where they might benefit from having individuals utilizing 

debiasing techniques as well. 

 

7.5.1 The Motivational Role of Emotions 

Building on the notion of loss aversion, it might be assumed that human’s tendency to avoid 

losses is related to emotional states such as fear or guilt. Lascu (1991) argues that inducing 

negative emotions could have desirable effects on consumers´ attitude and behavior. In other 

words, inducing negative emotions could potentially stimulate the anchoring effect among 

consumers; building on the fear of missing out on a good offer. 

The motivational effects of negative emotions, such as fear and guilt, are likely to be powerful 

drivers of consumer behavior. Contrary to positive appeals, which stress the potential gains to 

the consumer from fulfilling consumption, negative appeals, raises anxiety by stressing the 

losses that might occur if one fails to comply (McGuire 1978). In other words, actors in the 

setting of international business might motivate consumption of their product by exposing 

consumers to the potential losses of missing out. As such, actors might effectively anchor the 
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beliefs of consumers by fostering an underlying notion that they are missing out if they fail to 

buy the specific product. 

This kind of motivation could be facilitated through emotional commercials where consumers 

are urged to give into their desires, or to enjoy their guilt as one ice cream manufacturer 

advertised (Edmondson 1986). In effect, this allow actors to anchor consumers in the belief that 

pleasure is more important than guilt (Lascu 1991, p.293). In other words, consumers might 

construct a reference curve where consumption is valued higher than avoiding consumption. 

Individuals are prone to seek hedonic experiences, where products are used as symbols in 

creating fantasies, feelings, and fun (Hirschman & Holbrook 1982). As such, consumers seek 

to gain pleasure, or avoid pain, through the senses. Thus, by creating a state of “guiltless 

hedonism” actors might anchor consumers in the belief that they should consume the offered 

products (Lascu 1991, p.293). 

Further, the results from the experimental study could also be considered in light of the 

emotional state of regret and the corresponding choices individuals tend to make under 

uncertainty. Loomes and Sugden (1982) argue that individuals might motivate choices based 

on the underlying capacity to anticipate potential feelings of regret or rejoicing. In other words, 

when making decisions under states of uncertainty individuals try to anticipate and take account 

for these emotional states. As previously mentioned in section 7.3 Additional Results, this 

notion has been termed regret aversion, and revolves around how decision-makers might drop 

potential acts of consumption with the intention to avoid regret. 

The feeling of regret increases the (absolute) value of a loss, and similar to the notion of loss 

aversion, the negative feelings associated with states of regret outweigh the potential value of 

a gain (Shefrin & Statman 1984). As such, the evident connection between the treatment and 

lower likeliness to buy among respondents might be induced by the prolonged evaluation phase, 

including factors such as potential regret. Hence, building on the argument regarding the 

motivational effects of negative emotions, actors should focus on motivating consumers to give 

into their desires or to enjoy their guilt in order to avoid the potential effect of regret aversion. 
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However, business actors might act upon emotional states as well. For instance, consider the 

situation where multinational X goes into a new market prematurely in the fear of missing out 

on the potential first-mover advantage, or simply because the main competitor has entered the 

market as well. The market size or the posted revenues by similar competitors in the region 

might allure actor X, as such, anchoring the beliefs of the multinational. For instance, by being 

exposed to high competitor revenue statements, actor X is prone to be anchored in these result 

numbers, hence, the reference curve of actor X is likely to shift to include these numbers. 

To elaborate, the multinational is expected to view this as unfulfilled revenue. Similar to the 

individual notion of consumer surplus, this will represent a level of potential revenue surplus 

for actor X. In other words, the multinational sees the success the competitor is having in the 

market, and motivates entering the market as well in the fear of missing out on such revenue. 

However, actor X might not fully consider the consequences due to the anchoring effect. The 

competitors might have spent years on market research, product development, or establishing 

join ventures. Hence, there seem to be a value for methods of debiasing prior to acting on such 

emotions. 

The effect of anchoring might also postulate other forms of motivational factors. In 

contemporary consumption, discovering one´s true preferences and navigating between choices 

has become an overwhelming concern and primary driving force (Gergen 1991; Lasch 1984). 

Individuals identify with the brands and products they consume. As such, goods are not only 

purchased for what they can do, but also for what they symbolize (Ahuvia 2005). By utilizing 

the effect of anchoring, actors in international business might be able to foster a sense of brand 

awareness among consumers, thus motivating acts of consumption. 

This would be of great interest for actors offering products and services seen as people buy 

products not only for what they can do, but also for what they symbolize (Levy 1959). By 

exploiting the anchoring effect in terms of brand awareness, firms could be able to alter 

individual´s reference curve, and such, motivate a higher level of consumption. Employing 

large discounts when launching new products could be a potential way of doing this. This will 

allow actors to attract customers through the display of high discounts, and if customers find 

the anchor value consistent, they are likely to derive a higher level of consumer surplus due to 

the anchor value. 
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As such, by facilitating customer interactions with the given product through discounts, actors 

are likely to generate a sense of brand awareness. Further, if the consumers have positive 

experiences with the given product, they are prone to shift the reference curve and value this 

product higher. The latter would imply that consumers are buying the product even when the 

given product is sold back at original price, simply due to brand awareness and a higher 

preference compared to available substitutes. 

 

7.6 Critique 

A good thesis is never stronger than its weakest point. As such, it is important to dedicate a 

section to acknowledge and review the potential concerns of the current paper. First of all, it is 

important to note that the effect of anchoring and potential debiasing is discussed in the light of 

the experimental study. Seen as the results are derived from a laboratory context, the results 

have to be recognized in such a manner as well. The laboratory offers a sterile environment in 

which many of the real world factors that affect the issue under research are ignored. It also 

offers stakes that might be different than those found in the field (Harrison & List 2004). 

In the experiment offered by this research, the laboratory context allowed for exclusion of 

factors such as other customers, comparable products drawing attention, and the search for the 

products. These factors would play a role in a field experiment, e.g., comparable products could 

create uncertainty about the decision, leading to a lower likeliness to buy etc. It should also be 

mentioned that nothing was at stake for the participants, thereby they could indicate a high 

likeliness to buy for all products without suffering any penalty. 

A related critique towards the research is how the advertisements are constructed. These were 

simplified as much as possible, creating sterilized advertisements with only the product, the 

brand, and the two prices. Hence, this treatment removed valuable decision input such as 

product characteristics, and the respondents may therefore have been primed towards 

emphasizing both prices to a larger extent than they would have in the field. To avoid this 

priming, the product characteristics were stated on the answer sheets and the respondents were 

encouraged to read this information before making a decision. However, this requires additional 

effort by the respondents, and some may have based their decision on price and the 

advertisement only, to avoid the effort of reading the information. 
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Sterilizing the advertisements excludes the creation of emotions towards the products, and the 

inherent emotional attachment of each respondent would thereby affect the results. This would 

imply that the experiment is not able to correct for emotions, and thus not generate equal starting 

points for each respondent. This was reflected in the response given by one of the participants: 

“I would buy the Apple products regardless of price”. However, as argued throughout the text, 

different reference curves provide different outcomes of anchors and to try to generate a 

common reference curve would not be consistent with behavior in the marketplace. 

While anchoring may present itself in various forms, the experiment only looked at how 

likeliness to buy is affected by various prices and discounts, and then attributed this to 

anchoring. This design may have been so simple that the respondents saw through it, and tried 

to answer accordingly to their beliefs of the intention behind the study. Such priming could 

have been avoided by including other forms of anchoring, e.g., “limited quantity per customer” 

or “buy a certain quantity and receive one for free”. Still, as the focus was the debiasing of 

respondents, and not on proving the anchoring effect in itself, the chosen design was found to 

facilitate the treatment to a satisfactory extent. 

Another critique could be directed at the population of the study. The use of students may bias 

the outcome of the study, as noted by Peterson (2001, p.451); “they (students) may 

systematically differ from differ from non-students … on a number of specific psychological 

and/or behavioral dimensions”. Harrison & List (2004, p.1018) argue that obtaining 

representative samples from a pool of student requires approaches that are well-thought. In this 

research, the use of students is caused by convenience and budget constraints. However, 

regardless of not being representative for the Danish population, the research and its findings 

may provide a good starting point for more extensive studies. 

Related to the critique above is the number of respondents used for the study. Even though 

having many observations per subject, it also provides dependent observations, perhaps 

reinforcing the polarizing effect of outlying observations. In other words, one might argue that 

32 respondents are not enough to find any significant effects, and that the law of small numbers 

and spurious relationships causes any significance. This might be true, however, considering 

the time and budget constraints, the research provide indications toward what might be expected 

in more extensive studies building on the five step approach used in this paper. 
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A well-founded critique would be towards the potential priming of the subjects when training 

them. It has been mentioned before in the text that by asking the few control questions and 

giving them an information sheet only focusing on the anchoring bias, the subjects are 

essentially steered to do the opposite of what they did in the first stage. It should also be noted 

that one of the researchers had to stay in the same room as the participants during the two first 

stages, and this might have primed the subjects further. However, the eye-tracker captured a 

significant increase in focus for the treatment group, compared to the control group. This is 

indicative of an intervention success not caused by priming; rather increased focus and this 

would be of help to any decision-making process. Therefore, it is argued that priming of the 

subjects might be an issue in the likeliness to buy responses, still as the intervention did not 

provide any advices towards the eye-movements; the increased focus is not a consequence of 

priming. 

Lastly, a critique that also regards the design of the experiment and the laboratory study rather 

than field study. By using eye-tracking software, the respondents are limited in their movements 

and it might make them feel uncomfortable and restricted. This could potentially materialize 

through a lack of attention to the products, and attempts at rushing through the experiment. This 

could explain the lower attention (focus) in the second stage, as the participants might be bored 

with the experimental design or uncomfortable with sitting in the same position for a prolonged 

time. 

The experimental study could have been conducted in another fashion. This might circumvent 

some of the issues raised above. In fact, the initial aim of the research was to examine the 

anchoring effect through a field experiment in a supermarket, manipulating the prices in an 

attempt to increase sales for certain products. As such, the proposed debiasing method would 

have been an ex-ante shopping information sheet, however, this environment is likely to have 

yielded a serious noise measure in the data, and would have required several additional 

assumptions. 

Another option that was assessed was the possibility of creating a mockup marketplace in the 

lab. This would have avoided a lot of the noise likely to be found in a field experiment. 

However, this method would have required that the respondents actually paid for products in 

order to recreate an authentic marketplace. This would certainly increase the emotional 

association with each product, and perhaps produce more refined assessments of the products. 
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Still, this would require a lot of time to plan, and additional funds that was not available. Both 

the field experiment and the creation of a mockup marketplace could have produced interesting 

analytical results regarding true market behavior set to a less restricted environment, compared 

to the actual experimental design of the thesis. 

Despite the potential critique towards the research, there is an underlying conviction about the 

success of finding an effective debiasing technique. Controlled laboratory experiments has been 

successful in researching other fields of limited investigations (Cardozo 1965). Traditional 

marketing research techniques includes laboratory studies, such as this one, focusing on the 

collection of primary data to assess the consumer appeal of products (Menkhaus et al. 1992). 

Therefore, the findings in this research may be considered a valid measure of the behavior in 

the marketplace, and as such be of interest for future research. 

The five steps towards debiasing have certain advantages in achieving a counter effect to the 

consequences of anchoring. It is an easy technique that may potentially save money for the 

actors, and it accounts for the findings of Larrick (2004) that indicates that individuals are not 

able to realize when they are being exploited. This is accounted for through the assurance of 

identification towards the posed examples in the information sheet. Field experiments or studies 

that are more extensive may build on the success of the proposed debiasing method in this text. 
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8. Conclusion 

The anchoring effect is well known and illustrated through previous literature. It is remarkable 

that the exposure to an arbitrary number is prone to influence the human decision-making 

process, or that retailers might induce individuals to consume their products by simply 

displaying the original price on a sales tag. However, history is full of such examples, and 

throughout this paper, the apparent effect of anchoring has been contextualized to familiar 

settings. 

As evident through the experimental research, the effect of anchoring caused respondents to 

report a higher likeliness to buy products, simply by displaying seemingly high-levels of 

monetary discounts. In addition, it was shown that by facilitating the debiasing method of 

general awareness and training, individuals were more prone to deliberate their decision-

making, hence, report an overall lower likeliness to buy. 

In other words, it might appear that it is achievable to elude the effect of anchoring by 

facilitating this method of debiasing. In the experimental research, respondents were given a 

simple information sheet regarding general decision bias and advised to consider if such bias 

might influence their process of decision-making. By facilitating this contemplation, 

individuals were likely to prolong their evaluating mental process of the products, and seemed 

to exercise a more extensive judgment of the presented anchor value. 

As such, this arises a wide array of potential implications for the decision-making process in 

international business. By utilizing the effect of anchoring, actors might create competitive 

advantages in processes of negotiation, customer interactions, and brand awareness. This effect 

might be facilitated by the notion of exposing customers to price anchors in the form of original 

price discounts, as illustrated in the experimental study. However, the effect of anchoring might 

also be utilized through loyalty programs, emotional appeals, or product launches. 

Further, by drawing on the results from the treatment group, actors in the environment of 

international business might be able to elude the anchoring effect themselves. By utilizing the 

method of general awareness and training, actors could potentially enhance the efficiency of 

the decision-making process by avoiding the unwarranted influence by arbitrary anchor values. 

As exemplified in the paper, this would be of great interest for actors involved in processes of 

negotiation, internationalization, marketing, etc. 
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The effect of anchoring is considered one of the most robust decision bias. Previous studies 

have to great extent illustrated the luminous effect of anchoring, and how susceptible human 

beings are to its exposure. However, developing a consistent method in overcoming the effect 

has been problematic. By presenting the method of general awareness and training, this paper 

offers a promising method in eluding the general effect of anchoring. However, despite yielding 

positive results in a laboratory context, this is not equivalent to saying that the method is bound 

to work in the complex environment of international business, or others for that matter. 

Nevertheless, by further strengthening the notion that humans are susceptible to decision bias 

through general awareness one is likely to foster a growing population of more critical decision-

makers. For who is to say that the provided anchor information is truly arbitrary? In the end, it 

is all up to the individual about deciding what information really matters and what does not. 
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9. Future Research 

This research successfully debiased some of the anchoring effect through the method of general 

awareness and training. Through a simple information sheet, there was a significant change in 

likeliness to buy, and a significant increase in time spent assessing the prices. 

This study was limited in terms of funding and time, and it would be interesting to use the 

proposed debiasing technique in a larger study. A larger study could produce analyses that are 

more robust and avoid the potential problem of lack of participants. It could also make sure that 

a representative sample was chosen, and thereby provide insights that are valid for a certain 

population. 

It was also indicated in the study that risk preference plays a role in consumer decisions, 

however this is not thoroughly studied, and a larger study could perhaps do a more extensive 

assessment of risk preference and the effectiveness of debiasing. Perhaps through the inclusion 

of a measure for risk with uncertainty as one cannot be certain about the outcome of a consumer 

decision, and newly launched products may be associated with large uncertainty about the 

product characteristic. 

Many factors play a role in decision-making, and emotions towards the product are one of them. 

This was not replicated in the experimental context and it would be interesting to see if the 

debiasing method has any effects on products that the respondents have strong feelings for. This 

would require an extensive mapping of the consumer preference across different brands and 

further focus on trying to debias the emotional impact. This could perhaps be supplemented by 

the addition of putting the participation reward at stake, in order to generate actual feelings 

toward the loss of money or the gain of the product. 

Perhaps, the most intriguing future research would be a field experiment in a supermarket. One 

could manipulate the prices of the stores own brands and see if there is an increase in sales 

associated with different discounts. The debiasing could be a similar information sheet as used 

in this study, and through eye-tracking glasses, one could assess the difference in focus in a 

more natural setting. A field experiment would circumvent some of the critique posed against 

this paper, as the field would include comparable products, and more influences. 
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11. Appendices 

11.1 Appendix A - General Instructions and Answer Sheets 

General Instructions – When participants arrived they received a laminated version of this 

welcome sheet. This was done in order to familiarize individuals with the task at hand during 

the experiment. The sheet contained general information about the stages of the experiment, 

and in what setting the products and prices was presented. 

 

Figure A-1: The Welcome Sheet with General Instructions 
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11.1.1 Consent Form 

Consent Form – Since cash payment was made to the subjects they received this consent form 

to be signed before the experiment was initiated. 

 

This is a copy of the first page of the consent form. The first page contained information about 

both investigators, purpose of the study, and structure of the study and payments. 

 

Figure A-2: The First Page of the Consent Form 
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This is a copy of the second page of the consent form. The second page contained general 

information about potential risks, the rights of the participants, confidentiality policy, and 

contact details for the investigators.  

 

Figure A-3: The Second Page of the Consent Form 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 120 

This is a copy of the third, and final, page of the consent form. This page was signed by one of 

the investigators and the participants.  

 

 

Figure A-4: The Last Page of the Consent Form 
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11.1.2 First Stage Instructions 

This is a copy of the instructions for the first stage of the experiment. Participants received a 

laminated version of this set of instructions after they had signed the consent form. The purpose 

of this document was to familiarize the participants with the experimental setting, how answers 

were recorded, and the structure of the task at hand. All participants were advised to read 

carefully trough this set of instructions before initiating the experiment. 

 

Figure A-5: The Instructions for the First Stage 
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11.1.3 First Stage Answer Sheet 

This is a copy of the first page of the first stage answer sheet. All respondents received this 

answer sheet before initiating the first stage of the experiment. In total the answer sheet 

contained twenty different products over five pages. Respondent filled out the answer sheet by 

hand. 

 

Figure A-6: The Answer Sheet for the First Stage 
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11.1.4 Decision Bias Information 

This is a copy of the laminated information sheet concerning decision bias given to the 

respondents in the debiased category. This sheet was used to generate general awareness among 

the respondents about human decision bias. Participants received a copy of this document after 

fulfilling the first stage, and it was complemented by one of the investigators showing how the 

respondent assessed one of the first stage products. 

 

Figure A-7: The Information Sheet About Bias Given to the Treatment Group 
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11.1.5 Second Stage Instructions 

This is a copy of the instructions for the second stage of the experiment. Before initiating the 

second stage of the experiment, participants received a laminated version of this document. The 

document contained specific information about the second stage, experiment setting, and 

number of advertisements. It was given to the respondents in order to familiarize them with the 

task at hand.  

 

Figure A-8: Instructions for the Second Stage 
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11.1.6 Second Stage Answer Sheet 

This is a copy of the first page of the second stage answer sheet for the control group. All 

respondents in the control group received this answer sheet before initiating the second stage 

of the experiment. The answer sheet contained twenty different products over four pages. 

Respondent filled out the answer sheet by hand. The answer sheet also contained two pages 

with demographic questions, which respondents filled out after assessing the twenty pictures. 

In total the answer sheet received by participants contained six pages. 

 

 

Figure A-9: The Answer Sheet Given to the Control Group in the Second Stage 
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11.1.7 Second Stage Answer Sheet Debiased Group 

This is a copy of the first page of the second stage answer sheet for the debiased group of 

participants. All respondents in the debiased group received this answer sheet after the 

intervention between the first and second stage. The answer sheet contained twenty different 

products over five pages. In addition, the answer sheet included a question about familiarity of 

decision bias. Respondent filled out the answer sheet by hand. The answer sheet also contained 

two pages with demographic questions, which respondents filled out after assessing the twenty 

pictures. In total the answer sheet received by participants contained six pages.  

 

Figure A-10: The Answer Sheet Given to the Treatment Group in the Second Stage 
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11.1.8 Demographic Variables Second Stage Answer Sheet 

This is a copy of the first page of demographic questions received by the participants. These 

questions were located in the end of the second stage answer sheet. All respondents were asked 

to fill all the variables out by hand after fulfilling the second stage of the experiment. 

 

 

Figure A-11: First Page of the Demographic Questions 
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This is a copy of the second, and final, page of demographic questions received by the 

participants.  

 

Figure A-12: The Second Page of the Demographic Questions 
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11.1.9 Third Stage Instructions 

This is a copy of the instructions for the third stage of the experiment. Participants received a 

laminated version of this document before initiating the third stage of the experiment. The 

document explained the structure of the risk elicitation task. The Risk Elicitation Table (Table 

A-1) complemented this set of instructions. 

 

Figure A-13: The Instructions for the Third Stage 
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11.1.10 Risk Elicitation Table 

This is a copy of the risk elicitation table. All respondents received a laminated version of this 

table before initiating the third stage of the experiment. The table illustrates the ten decisions 

participants’ had to choose between.  

 

 

Table A-1: The Ten Risk Decisions used in the Third Stage 
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11.1.11 Third Stage Answer Sheet 

This is a copy of the third stage answer sheet received by all the participants after reading the 

third stage instructions. All respondents were asked to fill this document out by hand. 

 

Figure A-14: Answer Sheet for the Third Stage 
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11.1.12 Roll-dice-online Web Page 

This is a screenshot of the Roll-a-dice web page used to decide the outcome of the third stage 

of the experiment. The page is a random number generator, and allowed the creation of a ten-

sided die. After participants had filled out the third stage answer sheet, one of the investigators 

would roll a ten-sided die two times by the help of this web page. The first roll decided which 

of the ten decision would be played out, and the second roll decided what the pay-off 

participants would receive based on their choice of option.  

 

 

Figure A-15: The Online Service Used to Play the Risk Game 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 133 

11.2 Appendix B – Design of Risk Elicitation Stage 3 

The third stage of the experiment is a measure of risk preference and was mainly developed to 

exploit the fact that payoff in the experiment were going to be decided by a lottery, and we 

might as well get data out of it. Our supervisor suggested looking at multiple price lists as a 

way of measuring risk aversion. 

 

The experimental design was based on a paper by Holt & Laury (2002), who elicited risk 

attitudes for university students using controlled laboratory experiments. They offer a table in 

which ten different lottery-choice decisions are to be made, between option A and B, in which 

a switching point from the “safe” option A to the “risky” option B indicates risk aversion. This 

design was copied, however the payoffs had to be altered to fit our restrictions in terms of 

funding. 

 

Luckily, this particular experimental design has been applied to the Danish context before 

(Harrison et al. 2007), and we were therefore able to figure out which payoffs would provide 

us the expected risk attitudes. 

 

By simulating different constant relative risk aversion (CRRA) coefficients in Excel we ended 

up with the payoff table below: 

 

 

Table B-1: Payoff Table for the Risk Elicitation Stage 
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This table was expected to provide us with the following CRRA intervals, which is somewhat 

positively skewed from the one found by Harrison et al. (2007, p.345), but given our constraints 

it seemed the best option. 

 

 

Table B-2: The CRRA Intervals Simulated in Our Risk Elicitation Setup 
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11.3 Appendix C – Recruitment of Participants (Flyer) 

11.3.1  Paper Flyer 

With the intention of recruiting participants, this flyer was distributed on school campus at 

Dalgas Have and Solbjerg Plads. The flyer was put up on information boards, and contained 

general instructions about the experiment and contact information for interested individuals. 

 

 
Figure C-1: Experiment Flyer 
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11.3.2 Online Advertisement 

This is a copy of the online text that was used to advertise the experiment through online 

channels like Facebook and e-campus. On Facebook, this text was posted in groups for CBS-

students, Norwegians in Copenhagen, and students in Copenhagen. Through the CBS intranet, 

this text was posted on the “CyberCampus” page under the section “Students Wanted” - 

https://e-campus.dk/cybercampus/studerende-soeges/liste 

 

 

Figure C-2: Experiment Online Advertisement 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://e-campus.dk/cybercampus/studerende-soeges/liste
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11.4 Appendix D – Price/Reduction Matrixes 

 

In order to have a diversified structure across the product – and price categories, we developed 

a “Price/Reduction – matrix”. The matrix was created in a simple manner, and differentiates 

products across the two areas: category and reduction. Price categories range from low, 

medium, and high. Each category is separated by 500 DKK, e.g., the low category ranges from 

0 – 1.500 DKK while the medium goes from 2.000 – 3.500 DKK. This was made in the purpose 

of having a clear split between products. The intention behind the clear difference was to 

investigate if the anchoring effect was significant across price categories, and in order to do so 

we felt the need for well-defined category splits.  

 
Price Categories Stage 1 

(Based on Original Prices) 

HIGH MEDIUM  LOW 

>4.000 DKK 2.000 – 3.500 DKK 0 – 1.500 DKK 

IPhone 6 Plus (1) 

Samsung UHD-TV (4) 

MacBook Air (12) 

Helly Hansen (13) 

Sony Smart TV (15) 

Samsung Notebook (17) 

Samsung Galaxy S6 (20) 

 

Xbox-One (2) 

Bose Headset (3) 

North Face (7) 

Suunto Watch (8) 

Beats Headset (10) 

PlayStation 4 (11) 

Sagaform Mug (5) 

Moccamaster (6) 

Adidas Shoes (9) 

Nespresso (14) 

Nike Shoes (16) 

Bodum Mug (18) 

Garmin Watch (19) 

Table D-1: The Price Categories for the First Stage 

Price Categories Stage 2 

(Based on Original Prices) 

HIGH MEDIUM LOW 

>4.000 DKK 2.000 – 3.500 DKK 0 – 1.500 DKK 

iPad Air 2 (5) 

Principia Bike (6) 

Giant Bike (12) 

Lenovo Laptop (15) 

Microsoft Tablet (17) 

Sage Coffee machine (20) 

 

 

Apple Watch (1) 

GoPro Camera (4) 

Sony Xperia (8) 

Canon Camera (9) 

Toshiba Laptop (14) 

Samsung Galaxy Tab (16) 

 

Adidas Shoes #2 (2) 

Canon Printer (3) 

Bose Speakers (7) 

Apple TV (10) 

Mizuno Shoes (11) 

Kenwood Food processor (13) 

Microsoft Lumia 640 (18) 

Sony Headset (19) 

 

 

Table D-2: The Price Categories for the Second Stage 

 

In addition to different price categories, we also differentiated products across two reduction 

categories: low and high. The low category included product discounts ranging from 10 – 20 % 
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of original price, while the high category, included 40 – 50 % product discounts of original 

price. Again, this was done in order to have a clear separation across reduction categories to see 

if there were any significant differences related to anchoring effect. 

 
Price Reduction Categories 

(In Percentage of Original Product Price) 

HIGH LOW 

40 - 50 % 10 - 20 % 

Table D-3: Price Reduction Table 

 

Lastly, we constructed a category/reduction matrix with the sole purpose of highlighting our 

diversified grouping across product categories and price reductions. Our goal was to distribute 

an even number of products across each category. This was done in order to achieve a 

satisfactory research design. 

 

Category/Reduction Matrix 

Stage 1 

 

 
Figure D-1: The Price Reduction Matrix over the Three Different Price Categories for the First Stage 
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Category/Reduction Matrix 

Stage 2 

 

 
Figure D-2: The Price Reduction Matrix over the Three Different Price Categories for the Second 

Stage 
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11.5 Appendix E – Results 

This appendix presents the technical output associated with the graphs in section 6 Results. All 

results shown below will be linked to their respective figure in the caption for each output. This 

is to assure transparency. 

 

11.5.1 Stage 1 – Likert Responses 

 

Figure E-1: Associated with Figure 6.2, Distribution of LTB grouped by Discount 

 

P{LTB1(Discount==0) > LTB1(Discount==1)} = 0.364

    Prob > |z| =   0.0000

             z =  -6.027

Ho: LTB1(Discount==0) = LTB1(Discount==1)

adjusted variance    5338071.74

                               

adjustment for ties  -131794.93

unadjusted variance  5469866.67

    combined        640      205120      205120

                                               

           1        320      116486      102560

           0        320       88634      102560

                                               

    Discount        obs    rank sum    expected

Two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test
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Figure E-2: Associated with Figure 6.3, Distribution of LTB grouped by products in the High Category 

P{LTB1(HighCat==0) > LTB1(HighCat==1)} = 0.476

    Prob > |z| =   0.3036

             z =  -1.029

Ho: LTB1(HighCat==0) = LTB1(HighCat==1)

adjusted variance    4857645.28

                               

adjustment for ties  -119933.39

unadjusted variance  4977578.67

    combined        640      205120      205120

                                               

           1        224     74059.5       71792

           0        416    131060.5      133328

                                               

     HighCat        obs    rank sum    expected

Two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test
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Figure E-3: Associated with figure 6.4, Distribution of LTB grouped by products in the Low Category 

P{LTB1(LowCat==0) > LTB1(LowCat==1)} = 0.523

    Prob > |z| =   0.3389

             z =   0.956

Ho: LTB1(LowCat==0) = LTB1(LowCat==1)

adjusted variance    4857645.28

                               

adjustment for ties  -119933.39

unadjusted variance  4977578.67

    combined        640      205120      205120

                                               

           1        224       69684       71792

           0        416      135436      133328

                                               

      LowCat        obs    rank sum    expected

Two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test
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11.5.2 Stage 1 – Eye-Tracking Data 

 

Figure E-4: The results for Figure 6.5, a t-test for LnFocusIA over Anchor 

 

 

 

Figure E-5: Results associated with Figure 6.6, focus within interest areas grouped by the discount 

categories 

 Pr(T < t) = 0.0000         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.0000          Pr(T > t) = 1.0000

    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =     1240

    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -6.2126

                                                                              

    diff             -.2809331      .04522               -.3696493   -.1922168

                                                                              

combined      1242    6.702007    .0229475    .8087177    6.656987    6.747027

                                                                              

       1       630    6.840438     .028928    .7260869    6.783631    6.897245

       0       612    6.559505    .0349031    .8634546     6.49096    6.628049

                                                                              

   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                              

Two-sample t test with equal variances

 Pr(T < t) = 0.4372         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.8744          Pr(T > t) = 0.5628

    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =     1240

    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -0.1582

                                                                              

    diff             -.0072613    .0459132               -.0973374    .0828148

                                                                              

combined      1242    6.702007    .0229475    .8087177    6.656987    6.747027

                                                                              

       1       622    6.705632    .0322475    .8042509    6.642304    6.768959

       0       620     6.69837    .0326833    .8138074    6.634187    6.762554

                                                                              

   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                              

Two-sample t test with equal variances
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Figure E-6:  t-test associated with figure 6.7, focus within interest areas grouped by High Category 

compared to other categories 

 

 

 

Figure E-7: t-test associated with figure 6.8, focus within interest areas grouped by Low Category 

compared to other categories 

 

 Pr(T < t) = 0.8091         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.3818          Pr(T > t) = 0.1909

    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =     1240

    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =   0.8749

                                                                              

    diff              .0421346    .0481593               -.0523482    .1366174

                                                                              

combined      1242    6.702007    .0229475    .8087177    6.656987    6.747027

                                                                              

       1       433    6.674562    .0384119    .7993001    6.599064    6.750059

       0       809    6.716696    .0286126    .8138247    6.660533     6.77286

                                                                              

   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                              

Two-sample t test with equal variances

 Pr(T < t) = 0.8434         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.3133          Pr(T > t) = 0.1566

    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =     1240

    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =   1.0088

                                                                              

    diff              .0486835    .0482593               -.0459953    .1433624

                                                                              

combined      1242    6.702007    .0229475    .8087177    6.656987    6.747027

                                                                              

       1       429    6.670139     .040561     .840113    6.590416    6.749863

       0       813    6.718823    .0277647    .7916595    6.664324    6.773322

                                                                              

   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                              

Two-sample t test with equal variances
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Figure E-8: t-test of the time spent within each interest area the first time fixated. Group 1 is for the 

interest area associated with the original price while group 0 is the other interest area. The result is 

associated with figure 6.9. 

 

 

 Pr(T < t) = 0.0000         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.0000          Pr(T > t) = 1.0000

    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =     1240

    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -5.4533

                                                                              

    diff             -.1840888    .0337571               -.2503162   -.1178613

                                                                              

combined      1242    5.871146    .0170711    .6016199    5.837654    5.904637

                                                                              

       1       630    5.961856    .0213544    .5359903    5.919921     6.00379

       0       612    5.777767    .0262648    .6497547    5.726187    5.829347

                                                                              

   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                              

Two-sample t test with equal variances
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11.5.3 Stage 2 – Likert Responses 

 

Figure E-9: Associated with figure 6.11, this result indicates that the anchoring effect is present in the 

second stage as well. 

P{LTB2(Discount==0) > LTB2(Discount==1)} = 0.396

    Prob > |z| =   0.0000

             z =  -4.607

Ho: LTB2(Discount==0) = LTB2(Discount==1)

adjusted variance    5332441.44

                               

adjustment for ties  -137425.23

unadjusted variance  5469866.67

    combined        640      205120      205120

                                               

           1        320    113199.5      102560

           0        320     91920.5      102560

                                               

    Discount        obs    rank sum    expected

Two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test
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Figure E-10: The results that make up the basis for figure 6.12, distribution of likeliness to buy 

grouped by treatment. 

P{LTB2(Debiased==0) > LTB2(Debiased==1)} = 0.553

    Prob > |z| =   0.0190

             z =   2.346

Ho: LTB2(Debiased==0) = LTB2(Debiased==1)

adjusted variance    5332441.44

                               

adjustment for ties  -137425.23

unadjusted variance  5469866.67

    combined        640      205120      205120

                                               

           1        320     97142.5      102560

           0        320    107977.5      102560

                                               

    Debiased        obs    rank sum    expected

Two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test



 148 

 

Figure E-11: WMW test of difference in distribution of High Category compared to other categories in 

terms of Likeliness to Buy. This result is not associated with any figure in the result section due to the 

insignificance. 

P{LTB2(HighCat==0) > LTB2(HighCat==1)} = 0.515

    Prob > |z| =   0.5409

             z =   0.611

Ho: LTB2(HighCat==0) = LTB2(HighCat==1)

adjusted variance    4479250.81

                               

adjustment for ties  -115437.19

unadjusted variance  4594688.00

    combined        640      205120      205120

                                               

           1        192       60242       61536

           0        448      144878      143584

                                               

     HighCat        obs    rank sum    expected

Two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test
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Figure E-12: WMW test of difference in distribution of Low Category compared to other categories in 

terms of Likeliness to Buy. This result is not associated with any figure in the result section due to the 

insignificance. 

P{LTB2(LowCat==0) > LTB2(LowCat==1)} = 0.465

    Prob > |z| =   0.1314

             z =  -1.509

Ho: LTB2(LowCat==0) = LTB2(LowCat==1)

adjusted variance    5119143.78

                               

adjustment for ties  -131928.22

unadjusted variance  5251072.00

    combined        640      205120      205120

                                               

           1        256     85461.5       82048

           0        384    119658.5      123072

                                               

      LowCat        obs    rank sum    expected

Two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test
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Figure E-13: WMW test for differences in likeliness to buy for products in the high category, grouped 

by treatment (=1) and control (=0) group. Not associated with any figure. 

P{LTB2(Debiased==0) > LTB2(Debiased==1)} = 0.545

    Prob > |z| =   0.2780

             z =   1.085

Ho: LTB2(Debiased==0) = LTB2(Debiased==1)

adjusted variance     144265.88

                               

adjustment for ties    -3958.12

unadjusted variance   148224.00

    combined        192       18528       18528

                                               

           1         96        8852        9264

           0         96        9676        9264

                                               

    Debiased        obs    rank sum    expected

Two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test
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Figure E-14: WMW test for differences in likeliness to buy for products in the low category, grouped 

by treatment (=1) and control (=0) group. Not associated with any figure. 

 

P{LTB2(Debiased==0) > LTB2(Debiased==1)} = 0.526

    Prob > |z| =   0.4674

             z =   0.727

Ho: LTB2(Debiased==0) = LTB2(Debiased==1)

adjusted variance     342825.41

                               

adjustment for ties    -8065.25

unadjusted variance   350890.67

    combined        256       32896       32896

                                               

           1        128     16022.5       16448

           0        128     16873.5       16448

                                               

    Debiased        obs    rank sum    expected

Two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test
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11.5.4 Stage 2 – Eye-Tracking Data 

 

Figure E-15: The result from a t-test of the focus within areas of interest, grouped by the anchor 

dummy. The result is associated with figure 6.13. 

 

Figure E-16: t-test for significant difference between High Category and the other categories in terms 

of focus within interest areas. This result does not associate with any figure due to insignificance. It 

was excluded from the result section. 

 

 

 Pr(T < t) = 0.0000         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.0000          Pr(T > t) = 1.0000

    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =     1228

    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -5.7691

                                                                              

    diff             -.2709674    .0469686               -.3631149   -.1788198

                                                                              

combined      1230    6.438136    .0237837    .8341249    6.391475    6.484797

                                                                              

       1       630    6.570315    .0318145    .7985375     6.50784     6.63279

       0       600    6.299348    .0346475    .8486862    6.231302    6.367393

                                                                              

   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                              

Two-sample t test with equal variances

 Pr(T < t) = 0.1513         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.3027          Pr(T > t) = 0.8487

    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =     1228

    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -1.0311

                                                                              

    diff             -.0533919    .0517794               -.1549778    .0481941

                                                                              

combined      1230    6.438136    .0237837    .8341249    6.391475    6.484797

                                                                              

       1       372     6.47538    .0454195    .8760191    6.386068    6.564692

       0       858    6.421988    .0278335    .8152898    6.367358    6.476618

                                                                              

   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                              

Two-sample t test with equal variances

. ttest LnFocusIA, by(HighCat)
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Figure E-17: t-test for significant difference between Low Category and the other categories in terms 

of focus within interest areas. This result does not associate with any figure due to insignificance. It 

was excluded from the result section. 

 

Figure E-18: Result for t-test of differences in dwelling time for high discount (=1) and low discount 

(=0) products. The result is not associated with any figure in the result section due to insignificance. 

 

 

 

. 

 Pr(T < t) = 0.8922         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.2156          Pr(T > t) = 0.1078

    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =     1228

    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =   1.2391

                                                                              

    diff              .0602459    .0486217               -.0351449    .1556367

                                                                              

combined      1230    6.438136    .0237837    .8341249    6.391475    6.484797

                                                                              

       1       487    6.401743     .035484    .7830636    6.332022    6.471464

       0       743    6.461989    .0317576    .8656495    6.399644    6.524335

                                                                              

   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                              

Two-sample t test with equal variances

 Pr(T < t) = 0.3180         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.6360          Pr(T > t) = 0.6820

    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =     1228

    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -0.4735

                                                                              

    diff             -.0225288    .0475826               -.1158809    .0708234

                                                                              

combined      1230    6.438136    .0237837    .8341249    6.391475    6.484797

                                                                              

       1       613    6.449437    .0343366    .8501341    6.382005    6.516869

       0       617    6.426908    .0329493    .8184448    6.362201    6.491615

                                                                              

   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                              

Two-sample t test with equal variances
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Figure E-19: t-test for significant differences between treatment (=1) and control (=0) in terms of 

focus within interest areas. This result is the basis for figure 6.14. 

 Pr(T < t) = 0.0000         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.0000          Pr(T > t) = 1.0000

    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =     1228

    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -7.6781

                                                                              

    diff             -.3569102     .046484                -.448107   -.2657133

                                                                              

combined      1230    6.438136    .0237837    .8341249    6.391475    6.484797

                                                                              

       1       614    6.616881    .0360209    .8925631    6.546142     6.68762

       0       616    6.259971     .029405     .729813    6.202225    6.317717

                                                                              

   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                              

Two-sample t test with equal variances
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Figure E-20: t-test for mean focus within anchor (=1) and sales price (=0) for treatment (Debiased= 

1) and control (Debiased = 0) groups. The results provide basis for figure 6.15 and 6.16 respectively. 

 

Figure E-21: t-test for mean focus within anchor for treatment (Debiased = 1) and control (Debiased 

= 0) groups. The result provide basis for figure 6.17. 

 Pr(T < t) = 0.0008         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.0015          Pr(T > t) = 0.9992

    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =      612

    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -3.1876

                                                                              

    diff             -.2279735     .071519               -.3684259   -.0875212

                                                                              

combined       614    6.616881    .0360209    .8925631    6.546142     6.68762

                                                                              

       1       312    6.729011    .0499759    .8827509    6.630678    6.827345

       0       302    6.501038    .0511723     .889279    6.400337    6.601739

                                                                              

   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                              

Two-sample t test with equal variances

-> Debiased = 1

                                                                                                                                                     

 Pr(T < t) = 0.0000         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.0000          Pr(T > t) = 1.0000

    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =      614

    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -5.5634

                                                                              

    diff             -.3196627    .0574585               -.4325018   -.2068236

                                                                              

combined       616    6.259971     .029405     .729813    6.202225    6.317717

                                                                              

       1       318    6.414613     .037687    .6720562    6.340465    6.488761

       0       298     6.09495    .0436548     .753599    6.009038    6.180862

                                                                              

   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                              

Two-sample t test with equal variances

-> Debiased = 0

 Pr(T < t) = 0.0000         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.0000          Pr(T > t) = 1.0000

    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =      628

    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -5.0357

                                                                              

    diff             -.3143984    .0624345               -.4370041   -.1917928

                                                                              

combined       630    6.570315    .0318145    .7985375     6.50784     6.63279

                                                                              

       1       312    6.729011    .0499759    .8827509    6.630678    6.827345

       0       318    6.414613     .037687    .6720562    6.340465    6.488761

                                                                              

   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                              

Two-sample t test with equal variances

. ttest LnFocusIA if Anchor ==1, by(Debiased)
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The following analysis relates to the probit model made for the Likert scale data from the second 

stage. 

 

Figure E-22: The probit model, clustered on respondents. The figure relates to figure 7-1. 

                                                                                      

               /cut6     .9115797   .1138077                      .6885206    1.134639

               /cut5     .2525982   .0989869                      .0585875    .4466089

               /cut4    -.3267953   .0862701                     -.4958815    -.157709

               /cut3    -.7015982   .1049557                     -.9073076   -.4958887

               /cut2     -1.10678   .1093902                     -1.321181   -.8923797

               /cut1     -1.77571   .1380373                     -2.046258   -1.505162

                                                                                      

      VeryRiskAverse    -.5243253   .0699472    -7.50   0.000    -.6614194   -.3872313

ModeratelyRiskAverse     -.162569   .2025327    -0.80   0.422    -.5595257    .2343877

          RiskAverse    -1.119195     .17306    -6.47   0.000    -1.458386   -.7800033

    MildlyRiskAverse    -.8014979   .1990416    -4.03   0.000    -1.191612   -.4113836

         RiskNeutral    -.6303537   .1709979    -3.69   0.000    -.9655034    -.295204

              MedCat    -.1307251     .06816    -1.92   0.055    -.2643164    .0028661

             HighCat    -.1033042   .1248647    -0.83   0.408    -.3480346    .1414262

 IntDebiasedDiscount     .1116573   .1645274     0.68   0.497    -.2108105     .434125

            Discount     .3641509   .1148636     3.17   0.002     .1390223    .5892795

              Gender    -.0961987   .1493324    -0.64   0.519    -.3888848    .1964874

            Debiased    -.3442979   .1431419    -2.41   0.016     -.624851   -.0637449

                                                                                      

                LTB2        Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval]

                                     Robust

                                                                                      

                                    (Std. Err. adjusted for 31 clusters in Respondent)

Log pseudolikelihood = -1128.1833                 Pseudo R2       =     0.0426

                                                  Prob > chi2     =          .

                                                  Wald chi2(10)   =          .

Ordered probit regression                         Number of obs   =        620

Iteration 3:   log pseudolikelihood = -1128.1833  

Iteration 2:   log pseudolikelihood = -1128.1833  

Iteration 1:   log pseudolikelihood = -1128.2038  

Iteration 0:   log pseudolikelihood = -1178.3496  
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Figure E-23: Marginal Effects of the Variables Assosiated with the Probability of Likeliness to Buy 

Equal to 1 – 4. The figure relates to figure 7-1. 
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Figure E-24: Marginal Effects of the Variables Assosiated with the Probability of Likeliness to Buy 

Equal to 5 – 7. The figure relates to figure 7-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


