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Abstract.The contingent valuation method is a controversial method that has not been generally recognized as a perfect method to research the non-value of cultural goods. However it is currently the only method. I researched two of the biases that partially are the cause why the method is not accepted by many. The information bias and the scope insensitivity bias. I used the possible disappearance of the Brandweermuseum in Hellevoetsluis to perform a CV study. I performed correlation and regression analysis on the results. There was a significant correlation between the two biases and WTP, however the two biases could not be used to predict WTP. The answer to the research question, how you could improve the validity of your CV study, is that you should follow the guidelines of the NOAA report, but that those guidelines need to be updated for cultural goods. More research should be done about how to get respondents aware of their budget constraints. But I certainly advice the CV method to be used in addition to the opinions of experts.
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Chapter  1: Introduction

In this thesis the focus will be on the contingent valuation method (CVM or CV) and the problems and biases that come with it. The research method will be a survey of the contingent valuation type in order to see how the flaws in a CV study can be reduced and what kind of effect it creates when you adapt your questionnaires in such a way that you can isolate a certain bias and see the effects that bias has.
The contingent valuation method is the only method to measure the non-value of a cultural good. The method is not perfect and has a lot of problems and biases that, if not considered carefully, may influence the results in a negative way. However if all the problems and biases are dealt with in the correct way you can get a good view of the willingness to pay (WTP) or willingness to accept(WTA) of a cultural good and thus its non-value. 


The methodology of the contingent valuation method is the most essential factor of the whole method because if it is not conducted properly the whole method is useless. The methodology of CV is interesting to research because there has not been complete consensus about how you can conduct the perfect contingent valuation study. It is my intention to come as close to the perfect survey as I can.
Because the methodology isso important that is wherethe focus of this research is on.Therefore I have two different kind of research questions. I will be conducting a regular contingent valuation survey where I want to find out:‘How much will the inhabitants of Hellevoetsluis be willing to pay for the Brandweermuseum to remain in Hellevoetsluis?’However that is not my main focus, I will be getting results so I might as well process them to see what the non-value of the National Brandweermuseum(also referred to as BWM) is.
However as said earlier the main focus is the methodology of the contingent valuation method. There are so many aspects about methodology, that I had to choose one aspect and focus on that. I decided to focus on the biases. From the biases I chose the information bias and the scope insensitivity bias to devote all my attention to. The question I want to ask is: How can you improve the validity of your contingent valuation study?Several sub questions are: How do you overcome the information bias? How do you dodge the scope insensitivity bias? 
For my research strategy I will be using a quantitative approach, where I will be asking as many respondents as possible to fill in a short questionnaire, as opposed to doing in depth interviews with just a few people. According to the NOAA panel and many others this is the bestway to research WTP for a cultural product. I will place my results in SPSS to calculate what the relations and influences are of the different variables. The research design will be a cross sectional one, as people will be filling in the questionnaire at more or less the same point in time.

First I will display a theoretical framework which should help explain what the CVM method is and why it is so important. The problems and biases of CVM will also be discussed. In chapter 3 facts and financial data about the BWM will be mentioned. The questionnaire will be discussed in detail, and I will reveal how I collected the data. In chapter 4 I will be explaining the different variables and show the main survey results. Following I will discuss the correlations between the variables and after that the regression model. Finally in chapter 5 is the conclusion and criticism on my own research and suggestions for further research.
Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework

Economic value and cultural value are two important terms when we are talking about the cultural sector. We try to use these two values to make sense of what a cultural good or service is worth. In other sectors beside the cultural sector products and services can be valued in economic terms through money. However in the cultural sector the market value does not encompass all aspects of a cultural good or service. There is a lot of discourse, and especially disagreement, about how you can decide the value of a painting or a museum. I would first like to discuss several different standpoints on this issue. 

‘Many writers refer to a crisis of value in cultural theory today. ‘ (Throsby,2001:27) There are a lot of uncertainties about cultural value and how this value can be measured. A term that needs to be mentioned next to cultural value is economic value, value might be the beginning of bringing culture and economics together. (Throsby, 2001:20) First I will elaborate more on economic value and then separately on cultural value.
It is important to understand that there have been several theories of value in economics already. The first one was by Adam Smith and was called the cost of production. This entailed that the ‘value of an object was determined by the costs of the inputs used in its manufacture’, e.g. the value of a good was determined through the amount of labor that was needed to produce the good.  (Throsby,2001:20) However there was some critique on this theory and the cost of production theory was replaced by the marginalist theory. The basis of this last theory was that ‘utility was the notion of pleasure associated with the act of consumption of the commodity.’From this basis of the marginalist theory the utility theory was formed which is on its turn the basis for the theory of consumer behavior in modern economics. (Throsby,2001:21) This utility theory assumes that consumers have clear preferences and can tell how much of one good they prefer over a quantity of another good. Obviously there has also been critiques on this marginal utility analysis, one argument against is e.g. that ‘value is a socially constructed phenomenon, and that the way of determining value and prices can’t be detached from the social context in which these processes occur. (Throsby,2001:22). Throsby (2001:23) had to conclude that prices cannot reflect the consumers’ surplus that a person that buys a good enjoys. So you could say that prices are, if anything, an indicator of value but they cannot be used to directly measure value, regardless of price theory which elaborates on, it is not a replacement for a theory of value in economics.

The following question is how can economic value be applied to cultural goods and services? To be able to figure this out, a distinction needs to be made between private and public goods. Public goods are goods everybody can enjoy without having to pay for it. For example a statue or the architecture of a building can be enjoyed and seen by everyone. Private goods are goods you have to pay for to see. For example the collection of a museum you can only see if you pay the entrance fee. However the idea of the museum being there and the building the museum is in can be enjoyed by everybody. In practice there are a lot of cultural goods and services that are mixed goods and carry both public and private characteristics. 

It is possible to measure what people would be able to give for private goods, as you can see what they pay for it. However cultural goods differ from normal goods in several ways. The consumer is not focused on utility maximization, but is an individual whose taste can change, knowledge and experience are needed to lead to future consumption. Artists on the other hand are also different from regular producers of a good. Artists ‘may not be profit-maximizers, and expected price may play only a minor role, or no role at all, in their resource allocation decisions. However for private cultural goods the only indicator available for their economic worth is market price. 

For public goods this lies a bit more complicated as no one is paying to see the good. It is much harder to find out what the economic value of a cultural public good or service is. The CV method is a way to get a bit closer to what that value might be, as it asks people directly how they value the cultural good.
Throsby (2001:28) has tried to give some cultural value characteristics which could help in the process of measuring the value of a cultural product. The first is aesthetic value, this is what an artwork looks like, the quality, form etc. Second is spiritual value, this could be in the religious sense where the artwork can convey understanding, enlightenment and insight. Third is social value, this entails that art could convey a connection to others and society as a whole.Fourth is historical value, it may have historical connections.Fifth is symbolic value, the artwork are conveyors and repositories of meaning. Finally there’s authenticity value, so whether the artwork is real and original.

Throsby is basically a hopeful man that says, it is not impossible to measure any form of cultural value, however even though we might not get it right we can at least try. Jeannette Snowball (2007) agrees with Throsby and says: ‘There are some who find the whole idea of formally valuing culture and the arts distasteful, especially when price is used as a unit of account. While we might agree that some things are priceless, economics is defined as the study to the allocation of scarce resources to satisfy unlimited wants. The definition implies choices and opportunity costs and the reality is that when it comes to allocating those scarce resources, some measure of comparing the value of competing wants will be used. In such a situation, why not make the best case possible (Snowball, 2007:3)?’ Here Snowball is saying that even though price might not be enough it is worth trying to get a guess at the value of culture. She acknowledges that price alone is not enough as she says that: ‘Economic impact studies are thus one way of measuring the value of the arts, but only one way, and its methodology is not unproblematic. A better way of capturing the non-market values of culture might be to use contingent valuation (willingness to pay) studies or their newer relation, choice experiments (also called conjoint analysis)(Snowball,2007;3).
ArjoKlamer does not agree with Snowball and Throsby as he says that we should find a new kind of economic valuation in the case of the arts, instead of trying to fit cultural goods in any existing  neoclassical framework or model. (Snowball, 2007:8) He thinks cultural goods are so different that you can’t define their value through a price or any economic measurement we know. It are such unique goods that we should find a new kind of economic measurement specially for cultural goods and services. But what that measurement might be, there have been no suggestions yet.

Therefore, until we get something better, the general idea about the measurement of non-value cultural products and services seems to be that we can try to measure it by price because it will give us an indication, though it seems all cultural economists agree price is not enough to measure the complete non-value of culture. But it seems to be the only way to get an indication of non-value, it is better to measure something than nothing at all.

So why should we worry at all about measuring the non-value of culture? Throsby (2001) was the first to introduce the idea of cultural capital in economics. ‘Cultural capital, in economic sense, can provide a means of representing culture which enables both tangible and intangible manifestation of culture to be articulated as long-lasting stores of value and providers of benefits for individuals and groups’ (Throsby, 2001:44) And according to Snowball (2001:22) cultural capital provides the most compelling reason why the arts should be publicly funded. I will not further go into the discussion of whether or not the arts should be publicly funded. But this is just to show why we so desperately want to measure cultural value.

2.1 Contingent Valuation Method

Here are several definitions of the contingent valuation method:  ‘The contingent valuation method, so called because the valuation is contingent upon the given scenario, asks respondents directly what they would be willing to pay, or willing to accept, in a hypothetical market situation to conserve or expand some public good. (Ready et al, 1997:439)’ ‘CVM is the most popular method in a family of alternative stated-preference techniques, known as Choice Modeling or Conjoint Analysis (Noonan, 2003:159).’ ‘Contingent Valuation is a method of estimating the value that individuals attribute to non-tradable goods or to some characteristics of tradable goods not revealed by the market mechanism’ (Cuccia, 2003: 119).The method of CV is that selected samples of the population are asked what their WTP and WTA is in a hypothetical market situation to conserve or expand some public good (Cuccia, 2003:119). The CV method is the only way to measure the non-value of a cultural good and to get a feel of what people’s WTP or WTA is towards that cultural good. 

However its validity has been hotly debated. CVM was originally used for environmental amenities and damages. So the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) had a panel of experts research CVM and let them set up some guidelines for quality research. After this report there were a lot more CV studies done on cultural resources. Even though the guidelines were there, the debate on methods and application went on and there is still no consensus about what the absolute best way is to conduct a CV study.

As far as the researches go that have been done with CVM, many do not report sufficient information on how the research was conducted, so you can’t fully characterize them. However further research needs to be done according to Noonan (2003), he says ‘CVM findings in the art and culture are more than white noise, and they even reveal patterns similar to other applications. The coming wave of cultural CVM studies needs to improve and expand this important area of research.’

Following I will give several examples of CV studies concerning cultural goods and services. One of the first WTP studies in cultural economics was conducted in the year 1972 by Bohm. He researched a TV program in Sweden. Broadcasting is more a private good than a public good, as you need to have a television and pay for cable to be able to see the program.

Trine Bille Hansen (1997) conducted a major contingent valuation study on theatre in Copenhagen. Theatre is a private cultural good as you need to pay an entrance fee. She used a telephone survey calling 1843Danes with open-ended questions to find out what their WTP was through taxes for the Royal Theatre in Copenhagen. The result was that users were willing to pay at least three times  as much as non-users. (Snowball,2003:162) Therefore I will look into this further, to see whether this is also the case for my museum.
Mazzanti (2002) surveyed visitors to the Galleria Borghese in Rome. In addition to two contingent valuation questions, the survey conducts a contingent choice experiment wherein interviewees are asked whether they prefer different scenarios to the status quo. The scenarios varied in terms of museum access time, ancillary services provided, and admission fee. Mazzanti found no WTP increases for increased access time and mean WTP’s of services. The median WTP for the admission fee was only slightly higher than the status quo fee. Surveys of this type provide practical information for museum managers and policymakers alike.

Several examples of CV studies of museums, which entail both public and private cultural goods characteristics, are Frey &Pommerehne (1989) where they researched what the people thought about the purchase of two Picasso paintings by a Swiss city. Martin (1994) also researched museums in Quebec and uses the CV method to see whether the subsidy the museum receives does not exceed its social value. Another CV study was done by Sanz et al. (2003), they researched how much the public was willing to contribute to a preservation fund for the National Museum of Sculpture in Valladolid, Spain. Maddison and Foster (2003) conducted a CV study for the British Museum asking its visitors whether they would be willing to pay to reduce congestion. These are few of the not many examples of CV studies for museums, because there are not many CV studies about museums. That makes it even more clear why my research is so important. Even though the methodology is the same for any kind of cultural discipline, whether it is a museum or a theatre.
There is a lot of disagreement about whether the CV method has any way of producing responses that are equivalent to the economic theory of rational choice. Those in favor of CVM say that the survey design and method is usually at fault, not CV in itself as it is the only way to measure non-value.Throsby (2003) argues that ‘CVM provides an incomplete view of the nonmarket value of cultural goods, and that alternative measures need to be developed to provide a fuller account.’ This is a valid point which needs to be considered. But until a better way, or an additional way, of measuring the non-market value of cultural goods is being discovered, CVM is our best shot to get at least an indication. It might not be perfect but at least it’s something. The NOAA panel agrees as they say:‘CV studies can produce estimates reliable enough to be the starting point of a judicial process of damage assessment including lost passive-use values and that studies can provide a reliable benchmark’ (Arrow et al. 1993: 4610-11) provided that they are carefully carried out, with enough attention paid to the biases and other problems affecting the technique. (Portney et al. 1994) Therefore the next paragraph will discuss the problems of CVM and the paragraph after that the biases of CVM. 

2.2 Problems CVM

I will be conducting a Contingent Valuation study and therefore I need to keep in mind several problems that can occur if you do not conduct the research right. Cuccia (2003:120) shows that there are three main problems when you want to use the CVM that can make the results unreliable. 
The first one is whether to measure the willingness to pay(WTP) or the willingness to accept(WTA)?Cuccia says this is an important decision to make which can influence the outcome of your research. The WTP is what an individual is willing to pay for qualitative and quantitative increases in non-marketed goods. The WTA is how much an individual is willing to accept qualitative and quantitative decreases in non-marketed goods. Cuccia says that ‘in CV studies the WTP estimate is usually preferred.’ As I am doing a contingent valuation study I thought it would be wise to follow this advice and research the WTP instead of the WTA.

The second problem Cuccia (2003:121) finds is who should be included in the population whose WTP is going to be determined. In this case of the Brandweermuseum it is also popular among the tourists as well as the people that live in Hellevoetsluis. However I do not find it necessary to include foreigners or inhabitants of other places far away from Hellevoetsluis. This is because the Brandweermuseum is not going to disappear, but it is going to move away from Hellevoetsluis to another place, so for people not living in Hellevoetsluis this should not matter.  So my population will be the population of Hellevoetsluis, and out of that I will randomly pick hopefully more than 50 people to fill in my questionnaire. This way I will have people that have prior knowledge about the venue and if there are any people that are willing to pay any money for the preservation of the BWM it would be those persons that actually go there. 

The third problem Cuccia (2003) faces is the design of the questionnaire. Which I will go deeper into in the next two paragraphs.

The following problems are of most concern to the NOAA panel;
‘the first is that the contingent valuation method can produce results that appear to be inconsistent with assumptions of rational choice. They say they need at least some form of internal consistency to feel some confidence that the verbal answers corresponded to some reality. 
The second is that responses to CV surveys sometimes seem implausibly large in view of the many programs for which individuals might be asked to contribute and the existence of both public and private goods that might be substitutes for resources in question. Therefore it needs to be made sure that the respondents realize which public or private good is a substitute for the resources in question.
Third is that relatively few previous applications of the CV method have reminded respondents forcefully of the budget constraints under which all must operate. So respondents need to be reminded about their budget constraints in the questionnaire. 
Fourth, it is difficult in CV surveys to provide adequate information to respondents about policy or program for which values are being elicited and to be sure they have absorbed and accepted this information as the basis for their responses. There is no real solution for this problem other than that I have tried by asking how much they already knew about the information I have told them, so you can see which responses do not possibly or have a lesser chance of containing this problem.
The fifth problem is in generating aggregate estimates using the CV technique, it is sometimes difficult determining the extent of the market. Determining your population is an essential part to avoid this problem. 
Finally, respondents in CV surveys may actually be expressing feelings about public spiritedness or the warm glow of giving, rather than actual willingness to pay for the program in question. Even though I think it is a combination of the two reasons for donation which would make the outcomes reliable. If this weren’t the case, then according to the NOAA report CV responses should not be taken as reliable estimates of true WTP, but rather as indicative of approval for the program in question.’ (Arrow,1993:9-10) This last comment is supported by Diamond and Hausman (1993:27) they ‘argue that CV responses capture attitudes (general concern) not preferences.’

2.3 Biases

Cuccia is not the only one who recognizes the questionnaire is a very delicate part of the research that needs to be as flawless as possible to get reliable answers. There are three main biases one needs to consider when making a questionnaire for a survey of the CV type. 

One of the biggest critiques against the CV method is that how do you know people are telling the truth. It is a hypothetical situation, so it is not certain how people would react if it was real life. This is called the hypothetical bias,  this can be defined as ‘the difference between hypothetical and real WTP (Snowball, 2007:87).’ This means that the answers people give might not be the same as what they would actually do. So when people are being shown a hypothetical situation and asked how they would react to that situation, we don’t know whether they would react the way they say they would when it would occur in real life. I tried to dodge this bias a bit by taking a problem which is not that hypothetical. The Brandweermuseum  in Hellevoetsluis is actually facing a possible removal, it has also been in the papers so it is not hard for people to imagine that the museum would actually go away. 

Another problem that accompanies the hypothetical bias is the free rider problem which entails that people would give answers that they think are necessary to keep the museum in Hellevoetsluis so they can enjoy it. Even though they might not actually give that amount of money or even visit the museum. 

One that is related to the hypothetical bias is the scope insensitivity. This means that people say they will give a certain amount of money which makes them feel good, but they don’t consider the average and marginal value of the venue. (Epstein, 2003) People fill in an amount of money that they would like to give but in real life actually can’t. They are not keeping an eye on their budget constraint. So how much money they have to spent and how much they could actually afford instead of what they would like to give. It is very difficult to exclude this bias completely, however I can make sure people are aware of their budget constraints and eliminate the vibe that they have to give socially desirable answers as far as possible.People often do not realize they have a budget constraint. They give answers and euro amounts that they can’t really afford, but they do want to give it. Whether because of social pressure or because of compassion for the cultural good presented. However according to the NOAA report this problem can be counteracted if you add in your questionnaire a convincing reminder of the very real economic constraints within which spending decisions must be made. (Arrow et al. 1993:14)
Another bias is the information bias. There is a public and a private side about a museum. The private good entails what you can enjoy when you buy a ticket and experience the museum from the inside. The public good is the idea that the museum is there and of course the architecture of the building on the outside. People that have experienced both the public and the private goods of the museum  have more information about the museum as goes for people that are interested in the museum and know what the museum does and what it is about. However some people just know the public good aspects of the museum and are therefore lacking information that would give them an even chance to make a weighed choice about how much to donate. Respondents that have a lot of prior knowledge about in this case the Brandweermuseum will be more able to answer the questions truthfully than those respondents that for example don’t know anything or little about the Brandweermuseum. Additionally I will briefly give some basic information about the Brandweermuseum that the respondents will need to know in order to answer the questions rightfully.

The mixed good bias implies that cultural organizations sometimes have both private goods and public goods characteristics (Snowball, 2007: 114). The national Brandweermuseum also is a mixed good.

Finally you have the warm glow hypothesis, ‘this hypotheses argues that since individuals are only showing support for some composite good (like the arts or the environment), there is no reason to suppose that their WTP would vary much with the amount of the specific good in question.’ (Snowball, 2007:98) So this hypothesis basically says that the WTP of people would not change whether they would save one museum or ten with their money.


I chose to focus my attention on the Information bias and scope insensitivity bias. I chose the information bias because it seemed interesting to me whether there would be a difference in WTP if I left out the introduction providing the respondents with information about the situation of the BWM.I chose the scope insensitivity bias because even though the NOAA report says that it can be overcome if you remind people of their budget constraints, however I have not read any article or book that says how you can translate this into what kind of survey questions should be asked in order to make sure people are made aware of their budget constraints.

I recognize all the above mentioned problems and biases of using CVM. However as Snowball (2007:78) says, ´CV is currently the only method of measuring non-use value’ and I find it better to measure something, than nothing at all. And in order to eliminate as many limitations of the CVM as possible I will be manipulating questionnaires deliberately, so I can see whether it will make a difference.

Chapter 3: Data and Survey Design

3.1 Case: Brandweermuseum
The subject of this thesis is the methodology of a contingent valuation sturdy. Naturally an actual subject of investigation is needed for the respondents to fill in the survey. For this task I chose a museum that is in my home town, Hellevoetsluis which is situated in the province Zuid-Holland. This city has a population of around 40.000 people.I chose my home town because it makes the population easily reachable for me and it has a museum that is in reality also facing a threat of having to move to another city. I found this to be the perfect ‘fake’ subject I could use. Even though the museum is not really what I am interested in. It is necessary in order to make a good survey, to find out exactly what this museum is about. 
The National Brandweermuseum is situated in the Vesting, this is the harbor of Hellevoetsluis. It is owned by a Foundation called StichtingNationaalBrandweer Monument.  The museum is run by two fulltime employees and 22 volunteers. The director is FransterHoor and the Board exists out of five people; a chairman, a secretary and three board members, all from different cities in the Netherlands. The BWM is open from Monday till Saturday from 10.00 hours till 16.00 hours and on Sunday and holidays it is opened from 11.00 hours till 16.00 hours. The ticket prices range from free till 5 euro’s. The museum is not just used as a museum, it is also used for receptions, cold buffets, birthday parties, tours, scavenger hunts, meetings and gatherings and you can also rent a fire truck. 
The BWM gets a subsidy from the city council, this subsidy is in the form of rent. The museum rents the building they are in from the city council for 17.000 euro a year and the city council gives the museum 17.000 euro subsidy a year, so a free building. However the primary subsidizer is the Ministry of national affairs which gives the museum 245.000 euro a year. The ministry has said that the museum will only get further subsidy if they professionalize. This would entail that they have to put some of their collection into a national safety museum in Almere, together with the police and ambulance. The museum doesn’t really has a choice, because that subsidy is what they need to keep going at minimal capacity. And for the museum to run on low budget capacity they need a  minimum of 270.000 euro. So if they do not agree the museum has to close down, so refusing is not really an option. The plans for this national safety museum are just plans. However the question is whether the ministry will still subsidize the remaining museum in Hellevoetsluis. So there is a chance that the total museum will have to move. The mayor of Hellevoetsluis has already expressed his feelings that he would like the museum to stay. However what do the inhabitants of Hellevoetsluis think of all this?

3.2 Questionnaire

As said earlier I have decided to focus on the information bias and the scope insensitivity bias. In order to get some conclusive answers I needed to make three different kinds of surveys. 
First I made what I thought was the perfect questionnaire, according to all the NOAA guidelines and trying to decrease the influence of the different biases. This entailed that I needed to write a short introduction about the Brandweermuseum, explaining what it is and what their situation is at the moment so that everyone filling in a questionnaire would start with the same kind of information, so that there is no information bias. As a controlling question I asked whether they knew everything that was said in the introduction and if not what they didn’t know. 
The frequency of visits to the BWM could be related to the amount of money a person would donate so that also needed to be a question. Then I needed to find out how important they found it that the Brandweermuseum  would stay in Hellevoetsluis. To see whether a higher appreciation would lead to any changes in donations. Of course after this question came the ‘why’ question, so why they found the museum that important or unimportant. Following came the big question how much money they would donate for keeping the museum in Hellevoetsluis. This was an open question so that any extreme numbers could be filled in. 
To check whether they were aware of their budget constraint and if they filled in a reasonable amount that they would actually be willing to give away I applied two controlling questions to keep the scope insensitivity bias away. The first one was to get them aware of the value of the amount they had proposed they would donate. So I asked which personal expense they would skip in order to be able to donate. The second control question was to see whether they would really donate that amount of money, so I simply asked whether they would still give the amount they said they would give earlier if I asked them to transfer to the Brandweermuseum now. If not, how much they would give. 
Finally demographic characteristics needed to be filled in to get a clear view of what kind of people gave the answers and of course to see whether certain groups with common demographic characteristics would give a different amount than other groups. So I asked to fill in their gender, age, education level; this because if I was to ask them to give their gross or net salary I think I would get a lot of non-responses because people might find that too private or they simply wouldn’t know exactly. Furthermore I asked them for their profession and whether they have a partner that works, this to get a better view of their income. Finally I wanted to know how many children they have and what age the children are.This also of course to be able to see some of my suspicions being confirmed or not. 


Questionnaire 1 is the perfect questionnaire, it is the base we start from. In order to manipulate the second questionnaire so it would reveal whether the information bias had any influence on the WTP I erased part 1 and replaced it with the question whether they were familiar with the BWM. This to get an idea whether they knew the BWM at all. For the third questionnaire I again took questionnaire 1 as a base and erased part 3. This to see the effect of the scope insensitivity bias and whether the questions I had asked in part 3 had any effect on making people aware of their budget constraint.

To make the perfect questionnaire for a contingent valuation study I followed the survey guidelines set up by the NOAA panel to make sure I got the ideal questionnaire. Some general guidelines I had to stick to were: the sample type and size needed to be carefully considered, I discussed this with my supervisor so this should be no problem. 
There should be a minimum of non-responses, because high non-response rates would make the survey results unreliable. There were some non-response rates but not that much that it would jeopardize the reliability of the results. Personal interviews was the panels most favorite way of contacting the respondents, though telephone interviews are also not bad. They did not recommend email surveys. I didn’t use email, I let people fill in the questionnaires in person and I approached a small number over the phone. 
Furthermore the panel says that major CV studies should incorporate experiments that assess interviewer effects. Well I don’t think that was an option in my case however besides me there were two more people who let other people fill in the survey, so this should minimize the chance of people being influenced by the interviewer. However the questionnaires should be filled-in by the respondent without the interviewer saying anything about the survey, it spoke for itself. As the interviewers were not allowed to say anything or express their opinion about the subject I believe the respondents were hardly influenced by the interviewer. 
The panel also decided all data from the survey should be archived and made available to interested parties. All data from the survey are archived as you can see in the next chapter, and as it is a master thesis it is recorded for people who would like to access it. 
Another guideline was that the CV questionnaires should be pre-tested and there should be evidence from the final survey that respondents understood and accepted the main description and questioning reasonably well. First of all I did test the questionnaires first as I explained earlier and I asked a question about how much they knew from the information given to them at the begin of the survey. You can see from the answers people give that they understand the questions.

‘The following guidelines are met by the best CV surveys and need to be present in order to assure reliability and usefulness of the information that is obtained.’ (Arrow et al. 1993,32) The first one is that a conservative design that underestimates willingness to pay is preferred because it will increase the reliability of the estimate by eliminating extreme responses that can enlarge estimated values wildly and implausibly. 
The second is that the willingness to pay format should be used because it is the conservative choice. I believe I have chosen for the willingness to pay format and not for the compensation required. Next is that the valuation question should be posed as a vote on a referendum. I do not believe this is applicable in my case. 
Furthermore there should be an accurate description about the subject to the respondents. I have covered this description in the information I give at the start of the questionnaire. If photographs are used the effects of those photo’s on subjects should be carefully explored, however this is not applicable as no photographs are being used in this survey. 
There should be a reminder of substitute commodities, I do not believe there are any substitute commodities that should be named as all the respondents live in Hellevoetsluis and know what other museums and activities there are. 
The time between the ‘accident’ and the survey should be sufficient so that people can think rationally. The time between the news the museum was in trouble and the time of the survey was a few months so enough time for people to let the news settle and think about it. There should not be a clear and substantial time trend in the responses. The responses have been gathered over a period of four weeks. This is not too much and no changes have occurred in the situation of the museum during that time. 
Another guideline is that there should be a no-answer option in addition to a yes or no answer option. I decided not to comply with this guideline because it would not be beneficial for my research or necessary. One advice I did follow was that there should be follow-ups to a yes and no response, so the respondents had to fill in why they answered yes or no. Cross tabulations should be included. I will certainly do this in chapter five with the help of the demographic characteristics. 
The guidelines as proposed in the above need to be satisfied without confusing the participants. I believe I have done so and kept it simple, I can read this conclusion from the responses and my test questionnaire. 
‘The following items are not adequately addressed by even the best CV surveys. In the opinion of the Panel, these issues will need to be convincingly dealt with in order to assure the reliability of the estimates.’ (Arrow et al. 1993:35) 
The first one is that respondents must be reminded that they can only spend their money once and that the money they put in program will reduce their expenditures for other private and public goods. I have complied with this demand by asking question five in my ideal questionnaire, this question was part of raising awareness for the budget constraint as a part of the scope insensitivity bias. 


Furthermore the warm glow effect should be limited. I think you can read whether a respondent is affected by the warm glow from the responses. And I also added the question, again as part of awareness for the budget constraint, whether they were really prepared to give the amount of money they said they would. 
The design of the CV survey can have an influence on the respondents. As I created three different designs I hope this will limit the influence on the respondents. 
The NOAA panel specifically says that if the CV survey suffers from any of the following maladies they would judge its findings unreliable: ‘A high non-response rate to the entire survey instrument or to the valuation question; Inadequate responsiveness to the scope of the environmental insult; lack of understanding of the task by the respondents; lack of belief in the full restoration scenario; yes or no votes on the hypothetical referendum that are not followed up or explained by making reference to the cost and/or value of the program.’ (Arrow et al.1993:37) 
Even though some of the above guidelines were very focused on environmental problems, they can pretty much all be applied to culture as well. And as far as the last maladies are concerned I believe they do not exist in my survey. According to the standards of the NOAA panel my survey results should be reliable and trustworthy. 

3.3 Data collection 

When I had the first draft of my questionnaire I did a test-survey among five of my family members. They gave some feedback and made me worried as only one of the five had written they would donate some money for the BWM. I changed the questionnaire a bit. I changed some questions and merged some. Furthermore I understood the information given wasn’t enough so I had a talk with the director of the BWM to give some more detailed information about the BWM so the respondents would be well informed. Then I did another test-survey on five random people with my new questionnaire. This went well, so I knew I had finished my final questionnaire.

People filled in the questionnaires over a period of four weeks. In order to evade one of the biases I decided to only ask people that live in Hellevoetsluis to participate in the survey. As my mother has a pedicure practice I asked her to let her customers fill in the questionnaire. As there are different kinds of people who need a pedicure as I do not believe there is a connection that only people with certain demographic characteristics have a pedicure. Furthermore I got several questionnaires filled in at the hairdressers. Furthermore some people at the tennis club filled in some forms, some people from work and some friends and family. Quite a diverse group of people you would think.
Chapter  4: Research

4.1  Variables

All variables are discrete variables, so the results only exist out of whole numbers. Following I will give a short description of each variable.

To clarify, the information bias is when a respondent does not have an equal amount of information about the subject compared to other respondents. The information bias says that a small text with information is needed  at the start of a questionnaire to make sure everybody knows the basics about the subject. The variable information bias was made through a dummy variable. All the respondents that filled in a questionnaire where they got information at the beginning got a 1 and those who did not get any information got a 0. So the variable info bias shows the questionnaires that gave prior information about the BWM.

The scope insensitivity bias is also referred to as budget constraint bias or budget bias. This bias says there is a problem because people are not aware of their budget constraint which might result in a higher WTP. The variable budget bias are those respondents who are reminded of their budget constraints. I used dummy variables on the budget bias variable which means that those who were reminded of their budget constraints got a 1 and those who were not reminded of their budget constraint got a 0.

In the following table the scale the different variables belong to is mentioned. The different scales are nominal, ordinal, interval and ratio. The different variables are:


4.2 Main Survey Results

I will start with describing  what the demographic characteristics of the group of respondents looked like. There was a total of 90 respondents that filled in a questionnaire. 32 were male and 58 were female. In percentages there is a majority of 64,4% female respondents and a minority of 35,6% male respondents. Ideally this should have been 50/50. However in questionnaire 3 the division male-female is exactly 50/50. In questionnaire 2 this division is 1/3 male and 2/3 female. Finally in questionnaire 1 the gender division was 23% male and 77% female. (Appendix 2.1)


The ages of the respondents vary from 16 till 80, it’s very diverse. To make it easier I have divided them up in groups to make an overview more easier.(Appendix 2.2)Across the different questionnaires the division of different age groups is quite similar to the total. However there are slightly more respondents from the first two age classes in questionnaire 2 than there are in the other questionnaires. 

The education level was less dispersed than the age groups. There is an obvious majority of MBO and HBO graduates that have contributed to this survey. It’s a shame there aren’t that much respondents with an University degree, else I could have seen whether there is a difference in WTP between MBO and University graduates. However this is not possible now. However it is a good representation of the whole population as there are more people who study MBO than HBO and more people study HBO than University.

Most respondents (34.4%) had two children, and 28.9% had no children. So of the respondents 71.1% has at least one child. If you look at the different ages I think this is a good division.  

In general almost half of the respondents is known with the BWM. However if you look at the awareness (Appendix 2.3) for the different questionnaires it stands out that if the respondents are asked if they know everything in the information given, about 70% answers no. If they do not get any information about the BWM beforehand and they are asked are you familiar with the BWM 77% answers yes. The majority of the people are familiar with the BWM but most do not posses enough information to make a decision based on the facts. So the information given in front is really necessary to make sure all respondents posses the same amount of information about the BWM before filling in the questionnaire.

With the question how many times have you visited the BWM (Appendix 2.4), five of the respondents did not fill in anything or did not specify their answer by a number and wrote they had visited a few times or just a lot. These five respondents are evenly divided over the questionnaires so this needs to be no problem. 23.3% of the respondents has never visited the BWM. 11 respondents from questionnaire two have never visited the museum. This is a bit more compared to questionnaires one and three, where respectively 4 and 7 people had never visited the BWM. Most people however had visited the BWM at least once, about 71%. This is also a good sign because the vast majority of the respondents knows both the public and the private characteristics of the museum. In all three questionnaires most respondents have visited the museum once or twice. However every type of questionnaire has also respondents that have visited the museum more than twice.

The overwhelming majority finds the BWM important, 84.4% (Appendix 2.5). This shows at least that the people appreciate the public aspects of the museum. Remarkable is that in the questionnaire which gave no prior information about the BWM only two people rated the museum as unimportant. In questionnaires one and three, 4 and 7 people find the BWM unimportant. However the rest finds it reasonably or very important. 

	

	Table 5Statistics donation

	N
	Valid
	87

	
	Missing
	3

	Mean
	11.9713

	Median
	5.0000

	Mode
	10.00

	Std. Deviation
	25.20386

	Range
	200.00

	Minimum
	.00

	Maximum
	200.00

	Sum
	1041.50


The total sum of money that the 87 respondents (3 did not fill in an amount) are willing to give is   € 1041,50 (Appendix 2.6). Most people give 10 euro which is then automatically the mode of the WTP. However the most people that give 0 euro is from questionnaire 2 where 10 people give nothing compared to 7 in questionnaire 1 and 8 in questionnaire 3. 
More than half of the respondents say they do not need to give up a personal expense (Appendix 2.7) to be able to pay for the donation. This entails that they have understood their budget constraint and that they can actually afford to give what they stated as their WTP.For a big part, 37.8% it is not clear whether they did not fill in the question because they didn’t understand it, were embarrassed or thought they did not need to give up a personal expense to pay their donation. Only 7 people actually filled in a personal expense like buying flowers, or saving the money by not going out for a drink, or saving money through buying less expensive food. This does not imply they otherwise cannot afford to give their donation, but it does show they are aware of the value of money. This question was only asked in questionnaires 1 and 2. With questionnaire 1 one respondent did not reply anything. Two named a personal expense and 27 said that wasn’t necessary. In questionnaire 2, there were 3 people who didn’t fill in anything, 5 that responded with a personal expense and 22 that said they could miss the money. If a majority of people say they don’t need to replace a personal expense so they can donate, they are aware of their budget constraint and if they name a personal expense they would give up once they are also ware of the value of the amount of money they would donate. Those that say nothing probably didn’t understand the question or did not need to replace a personal expense, but unfortunately we don’t know so if a person did not fill in the question at all the response for that question will not be counted.

Only one person made a real dramatic change in her WTP when she was asked whether she would still give the same amount of money if she was asked to donate right now. She changed her WTP from € 50 to € 25. A significant change. However she was the only one. This could mean two things. Either the respondents are that down to earth and give what they can afford and would actually give those amounts of money, or they just say they can afford it but would in reality not give that amount. However the heights of the amounts was not very shocking, only two bigger amounts of 100 and 200 euro were mentioned, the rest was all below 50 euro. Most respondents are therefore very conscious of their budget and know what they can and will give. I think most will give the amount of money they stated if asked for. 

4.3 Correlations
The average WTP of the whole group (Appendix 3.1.1 & 3.1.2) was about € 12. The sum of all the amounts was € 1041,50.Only three respondents did not fill in anything. The mode was  10 euro and the median is 5 euro. What entails that there are more people that gave an amount lower than 10 euro than above 10 euro. For the information bias (Appendix 3.2.1 & 3.2.2) I only looked at the questionnaires that gave prior information (Questionnaires 1 and 3). The mode is also 10 euro here, however the median is 10 euro here instead of 5. The average WTP is 15 euro instead of 12. So for now average WTP of those who had prior information is higher than those who didn’t. The total sum of money given is € 869,50.

For the budget constraint bias the average WTP (Appendix 3.3.1) is only 0.63 euro lower than the mean of total WTP. However the mode is 0 which means that 0 was the most common amount given. However the table (Appendix 3.3.2)shows that there are 17 people who gave nothing and 17 people who gave 10 euro. So the mode gives a distorted view here. However the total sum of money is only 669,50 euro which is exactly 200 euro less than the information bias. However this 200 euro is being donated by 3 people which just so happen to not be included in the budget bias but are included in the info bias. So it should not 

	

	Table 7Donation Budget Bias

	N
	Valid
	59

	
	Missing
	1

	Mean
	11.3475

	Median
	5.0000

	Mode
	.00a

	Std. Deviation
	27.03673

	Minimum
	.00

	Maximum
	200.00

	Sum
	669.50

	


make that big of a difference.

	

	Table 6Donation Info Bias

	N
	Valid
	58

	
	Missing
	2

	Mean
	14.9914

	Median
	10.0000

	Mode
	10.00

	Std. Deviation
	30.10952

	Minimum
	.00

	Maximum
	200.00

	Sum
	869.50


Next I tried to find a correlation between information bias and donation. First I look at the Pearson Chi-Square (Appendix 4.1.2) to see if there is a statistical significant correlation. To know anything about the strength of the correlation I used symmetric measures (Appendix 4.1.3). The conditions for the Chi-Square test are not perfect but it says that there is a 55% chance the two variables have a significant correlation to eachother. The strength of that correlation is being measure by Pearson’s Contingency Coefficient C, Phi and Cramer’s V. For the interpretation of these symmetric measures the following rules are followed. IF the value is 0 there is no correlation, if the value is bigger than 0 but lower than 0,25 there is a weak correlation. Between 0,25 and 0,50 there is a moderate strong relationship. Between 0,50 and 0,75 it is a strong correlation. If it is 1 there is complete correlation. I will follow these rules, so in the case of the correlation between Information bias and donation, it is a moderate strong correlation as the Phi, V is 0,355 and the C is 0,334.

Following is the correlation between budget bias and donation. The chi-square test shows that there is a 59% chance that there is a correlation between these two variables (Appendix 4.2.2). Again here I find a moderate strong correlation as Pearson is 0.34 (Appendix 4.2.3)

T-Test

In order to be sure these assumptions are right I performed a T-Test on budget bias and donation. The T-test assumes a zero-hypotheses, this means that it assumes that that the average between both populations are equal. In this case the T-test will assume that the average donation of the respondents that did get a reminder of their budget constraint is equal to the average donation of the respondents that were not reminded of their budget constraints. The T-test produces a number that lies between 0 and 1. Henceforth the zero hypotheses, if the result is 0 the T-test shows that there is no difference in the average WTP between those respondents who were reminded of their budget constraint and those who were not. In my case I want there to be a difference so the higher the result of the T-test the better.

There was a small difference of 2 between the mean of the donation between the budget bias cases and the remaining cases.  Which entails that on average people that were not confronted with the budget bias gave 2 euro (Appendix 5.1.1) less than those who were not confronted with their budget constraints. For the results of the T-test I will look at the ‘Equal variances not assumed’ box in Appendix 5.1.2  as there is not an equal selection of variations in both populations. T is -0.363 and the Sig. 2-tailed is 0.718, this entails that there is a 72% reliability the average donation for cases with a budget bias and those without differ significantly.

Naturally I also did a T-test for the information bias and donation. There was a significant difference between the two averages. The people that were exposed to the information bias, so who got information beforehand about the BWM, were WTP on average 9 euro (Appendix 5.2.1) more than those who did not get information on beforehand. Again here I will choose to look at the Equal variances not assumed, the Sig. 2-talied is 0.33 and the t is 2.177 (5.2.2). This means that there is a 95% (α=0.05) chance that there is a significant difference between the average WTP of people who were exposed to information and those who weren’t.

4.4 Regression Analysis
Out of all these correlations we can assume that there is a correlation that is quite strong between whether or not people get information beforehand or not and whether they are aware of their budget constraints or not. However to really say that as independent variables info bias and budget bias can predict what the value of the dependent variable donation is going to be a regression analyses needs to be made. The value that is most important is R-square, which shows how much percent ofthe variances in the dependent variable donation is being explained by the independent variables. The bigger R-square the better the correlation. Furthermore we will test with ANOVA whether the whole model is significant and with ‘Coefficients - Sig.’ the significance for each independent variable on its own.

donation f(info bias, budget bias). (Appendix 6.1)

I did a multiple regression for the independent variables info bias and budget bias and the dependent variable donation. R² is 0.032 (Appendix 6.1.2) this means that less than 5% of the variations in the variable donation is being explained by the two independent variables info bias and budget bias. This is not a lot and the model as a whole is 75% (Appendix 6.1.3) significant. The multiple regression comparison(Appendix 6.1.4) is:donation = 2.633+10.652*infobias+3.298*budgetbias.
Donation f(infobias, budgetbias, #visits, importance, age, gender, #children, agechildren, retired, housewife, nojob, education, partner retired, nopartner, full/parttime, yesfulltime, yesparttime).(Appendix 6.4)

As there were a lot of other variables in my research I tried to see whether all these variables together would have any significant role to predict the WTP of people. (Appendix 6.4.4)


The significance of each variable on its own can be seen in the above table. The variables are only significant, which means that the result cannot be caused by accident, if their ‘Sig.’ is ≤0.05 the results will be significant. Only the variables Age and Age children were of any real significance. However the variables Education and Full/Parttime were almost significant as their ‘Sig.’ was still below 0.1.

‘Age’ had a positive B, this means that the higher the Age, the higher their WTP. The number under B means that if WTP is raised with 1 euro, Age rises with 3,846 years. This result was to be expected, as I assumed that once you grow older you have more money to spend as you get a better job and have had more time to have saved some money. It is not more than logical to expect someone of 50 years old to have a higher WTP than someone of 20 years old. This result is trustworthy as the age among the population was very diverse and the result could not be a coincidence.

Age children has a negative B. This means that the higher the age of the children, the lower the WTP will be. If WTP raises 1 euro, the age of the respondents’ children will drop with about 4 years. I find these results confusing as I thought that the WTP of people that have children would be higher when the children are older. However this result shows that people with younger children have a higher WTP than people with older children. 

Education was almost significant but still below 0.1 with a.071, I found this still makes it interesting to discuss. Education was negative, which entails that if the education level goes up, the WTP goes down. This is not what I expected. However I do think that this can be credited to the fact that there were hardly any respondents with a high education. As most respondents had MBO level. As this result is in contrast with all kinds of other research that has been done, that showed that the higher the education the higher the WTP for culture. However as I mentioned before I don’t think we should take this result too seriously as I think it has more to do with the selection of the population that I used than that it has something to do with a new tendency in the relationship between WTP and education level .


The variable Full/Parttime is almost significant with a .095, which I think is still quite a good score and makes the variable interesting enough to discuss. One thing to realize when interpreting these results is that dummies were used for this variable, 1 for fulltime and 0 for parttime. The B of the variable is a positive number which means that the higher the WTP the more respondents work fulltime. So the WTP is higher when a respondents works fulltime than when he or she works parttime. This is a logical result as you earn more when you work fulltime.   

The multiple regression equation (table 9.4) then looks like this:

Donation = -125.443+12.266*infobias+13.167*budgetbias+4.464*#visits-1.344*importance +15.215*gender+3.846*age-7.697*education-54.820*retired-60.559*housewife-1.749* #children-4.036*agechildren+43.899*full/parttime+32.734*yesfulltime+2.569*yesparttime-30.679*nopartner+60.559*partnerretired.

The results of the multiple regression analysis were that the model as a whole is for 76% (Appendix 6.4.3) significant. The R² is 0.500 (Appendix 6.4.2), so 50% of the variances in WTP can be explained by the above named independent variables. 

There is a correlation that is quite strong between the two biases and WTP. However the biases as independent variables can hardly be used to explain the value of the WTP. However if we add more variables there is quite a strong R², but the significance of the two biases towards the WTP is not good, so a big chance the results can be the cause of coincidence. 

Chapter  5  Conclusion

5.1  Conclusion 

Regarding the Brandweermuseum the people in Hellevoetsluis have showed their appreciation the museum is there. So even if the CV method turned out to be useless for measuring WTP it is still a good indication for the attitude of the people of Hellevoetsluis towards the BWM and the disapproval for it to leave Hellevoetsluis. So to give an answer to the earlier posed question: ‘How much will the inhabitants of Hellevoetsluis be willing to pay for the Brandweermuseum to remain in Hellevoetsluis? The answer is; on average 10 euro’s.

This research has shown there is a significant correlation between the WTP and the information bias, when a respondent gets information prior to filling in a questionnaire, and thescope insensitivity bias, which entailed that respondents got a reminder of their budget constraints. There are differences in WTP if you get no information about the subject before you fill in the questionnaire or when you do get information. The same goes for when you are being made aware of your budget constraints or not, your WTP changes. The amount of difference might not be that much, and it might not be enough to be able to predict the WTP, but there is a correlation which says to me that both biases should be taken seriously and be counter-measured, even if there is no clear way of doing so, especially regarding the budget bias as there is no clear method of how to resolve that, how you make people aware of their budget constraints.

This brings me to one of my research questions which was:‘How do you dodge the scope insensitivity bias?’I chose to pose two questions in my questionnaire that should have reminded people about their budget constraints. I can’t really say for sure whether it worked, so more research needs to be done on how to remind people of their budget constraints. 

The second question I posed was: ‘How do you overcome the information bias?’
The answer to this must be to either adapt you population to people that have equal knowledge of the cultural good, like only visitors of a museum, which all have been exposed to pretty much the same information and know both the public and private good characteristics of the museum. The other option which could also go hand in hand with the previous option, is to give a short amount of compact information about the cultural good or service at the beginning of your questionnaire during your CV study. 

Finally the real research question was: ‘How can you improve the validity of your contingent valuation study?’ The answer to this is in my opinion that you should follow the guidelines set up by the NOAA report. Even though the guidelines are originally meant for environmental issues most of them can also be used for cultural products and services. However I think there should be an update of the guidelines especially for CV studies for cultural products and services. Especially with a more clear idea of how to get people aware of their budget constraint, which is an important issue as it can jeopardize the validity of once research, you would think there should be clearer instructions about how to make people aware of their budget constraints. 

So what does this research say about the CV method. I think it says that it is currently the only method that can be used for measuring the non-value of cultural products and services. The reason why this is so important to measure is because there is a lot of money that is being donated to the cultural sector, and it is important to know whether that money is being used to help those cultural products and services that have the appreciation and approval of the inhabitants. The CVM shows the people’s appreciation for a cultural good in a way that the government can understand : in euro’s. The CV method can bring the actions of the government  more in line with what the population wants. Which is one of the functions of the government, to be there for the people. 

I would say CV can definitely be used by the government to research which cultural goods they should focus their attention to and the amount of money and aid they can provide to which cultural good. I think it is a good method with a lot of difficulties to execute it right, however with the right guidance I think those problems and biases can be overcome. It is not a flawless method, but the results from e.g. a regression analysis also show the reliability of the results that come forth.

As said before it is not flawless and should therefore not be the only source of information to judge the non-value of a cultural good. CVM can be deployed as an addition to what experts have to say.

5.2  Criticism research  & Suggestions Further Research
Of course this research wasn’t perfect. The population wasn’t perfect, as it should have been a more dispersed selection. Furthermore there should have been an even spread in the population where the different questionnaires would each have a similar group of respondents. This way you eliminate any other influences there might be on the answers, like gender, as a 20-year old is likely to answer differently than a 60-year old. The number of respondents is the minimum, only 30 per questionnaire type. Of course it would be better to have a lot more respondents per questionnaire type.Furthermore I made up my own control questions for people to realize their budget constraint. However I do not know if they actually succeeded. This is a point for further research, so more research should be done on which kind of questions would let people realize their budget constraints. Further research  needs to be done on CVM in general as there is still a lot unclear. More and bigger CV studies should be done with the focus on how you can most effectively adapt your questionnaire so the different biases do not have an effect on your research results. The insensitivity bias is the most difficult bias because there is little known about how to act upon this bias. So the biggest focus regarding further research should be on how to make people aware of their budget constraints.
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Appendix 1.1

Questionnaire 1

Het Nationaal Brandweermuseum in Hellevoetsluis toont de geschiedenis van de Brandweer. Het is niet alleen een museum, er worden ook kinderfeesten, bruiloften, rondleidingen, speurtochten, bijeenkomsten en vergaderingen gehouden. En je kunt een APK gekeurde Brandweerauto huren. Het museum draait op 2 vaste medewerkers en 22 vrijwilligers. De toegangsprijzen variëren van gratis t/m 5 euro. 

Het Brandweermuseum zal misschien verdwijnen uit Hellevoetsluis door een nieuwe eis van het ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken voor subsidie verstrekking, namelijk dat het Brandweermuseum samen moet gaan met het Politiemuseum in Almere. Er zal dan een gedeelte van de collectie naar Almere gaan,  maar er blijft dan nog genoeg over voor Hellevoetsluis. Alleen is onduidelijk of het resterende deel van het museum  de huidige subsidie van 245.000 euro zal blijven ontvangen,  zodat het museum hier in Hellevoetsluis kan voortbestaan. Met deze enquête wil ik onderzoeken wat voor waarde het Brandweermuseum heeft voor de inwoners van Hellevoetsluis.

Was u al op de hoogte van alles wat er in de bovenstaande tekst is beschreven?

Ja/nee

Zo nee, wat wist u niet? 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Hoeveel keer heeft u het Brandweermuseum bezocht?

____________________________________________________________________________

Hoe belangrijk vindt u het dat het Brandweermuseum in Hellevoetsluis blijft?

O  Heel erg belangrijk

O  Redelijk belangrijk

O  Redelijk onbelangrijk

O  Volstrekt onbelangrijk


En waarom vindt u dit?

____________________________________________________________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Hoeveel euro zou u bereid zijn eenmalig te doneren voor het behoud van het Brandweermuseum in Hellevoetsluis?

____________________________________________________________________________

Welke persoonlijke uitgaven zou u laten om te kunnen doneren?

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Als ik u nu zou vragen dat bedrag over te maken naar het Brandweermuseum, zou u het eerder ingevulde bedrag dan nog steeds geven?

Ja/nee

Zo nee, hoeveel dan wel?  ______________________________________________________ 

Verder wil ik u vragen nog enkele kenmerken over uzelf in te vullen:

Geslacht:___________________________________________________________________________

Leeftijd:____________________________________________________________________________

Opleidingsniveau:


O  Basisschool

O  VMBO

O  HAVO

O  VWO

O  MBO 

O  HBO

O Universiteit

O Anders, namelijk___________________________________________________________________

Beroep:____________________________________________________________________________

Fulltime of Parttime:_________________________________________________________________

Heeft u een partner die werkt?

O  Ja, fulltime

O  Ja, parttime

O  Nee, ik heb geen partner

O  Nee, mijn partner is gepensioneerd

O Nee, mijn partner werkt niet

Aantal kinderen:_____________________________________________________________________

Leeftijden van de kinderen:____________________________________________________________

Appendix 1.2

Questionnaire 2

Bent u bekend met het Brandweermuseum in Hellevoetsluis?

Ja/nee

Hoeveel keer heeft u het Brandweermuseum bezocht?

____________________________________________________________________________

Hoe belangrijk vindt u het dat het Brandweermuseum in Hellevoetsluis blijft?

O  Heel erg belangrijk

O  Redelijk belangrijk

O  Redelijk onbelangrijk

O  Volstrekt onbelangrijk


En waarom vindt u dit?

____________________________________________________________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Hoeveel euro zou u bereid zijn eenmalig te doneren voor het behoud van het Brandweermuseum in Hellevoetsluis?

____________________________________________________________________________

Welke persoonlijke uitgaven zou u laten om te kunnen doneren?

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Als ik u nu zou vragen dat bedrag over te maken naar het Brandweermuseum, zou u het eerder ingevulde bedrag dan nog steeds geven?

Ja/nee

Zo nee, hoeveel dan wel?  ______________________________________________________ 

Verder wil ik u vragen nog enkele kenmerken over uzelf in te vullen: 

Geslacht:___________________________________________________________________________

Leeftijd:____________________________________________________________________________

Opleidingsniveau:


O  Basisschool

O  VMBO

O  HAVO

O  VWO

O  MBO 

O  HBO

O Universiteit

O Anders, namelijk___________________________________________________________________

Beroep:____________________________________________________________________________

Fulltime of Parttime:_________________________________________________________________

Heeft u een partner die werkt?

O  Ja, fulltime

O  Ja, parttime

O  Nee, ik heb geen partner

O  Nee, mijn partner is gepensioneerd

O Nee, mijn partner werkt niet

Aantal kinderen:_____________________________________________________________________

Leeftijden van de kinderen:____________________________________________________________

Appendix 1.3

Questionnaire 3

Het Nationaal Brandweermuseum in Hellevoetsluis toont de geschiedenis van de Brandweer. Het is niet alleen een museum, er worden ook kinderfeesten, bruiloften, rondleidingen, speurtochten, bijeenkomsten en vergaderingen gehouden. En je kunt een APK gekeurde Brandweerauto huren. Het museum draait op 2 vaste medewerkers en 22 vrijwilligers. De toegangsprijzen variëren van gratis t/m 5 euro. 

Het Brandweermuseum zal misschien verdwijnen uit Hellevoetsluis door een nieuwe eis van het ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken voor subsidie verstrekking, namelijk dat het Brandweermuseum samen moet gaan met het Politiemuseum in Almere. Er zal dan een gedeelte van de collectie naar Almere gaan,  maar er blijft dan nog genoeg over voor Hellevoetsluis. Alleen is onduidelijk of het resterende deel van het museum  de huidige subsidie van 245.000 euro zal blijven ontvangen,  zodat het museum hier in Hellevoetsluis kan voortbestaan. Met deze enquête wil ik onderzoeken wat voor waarde het Brandweermuseum heeft voor de inwoners van Hellevoetsluis.

Was u al op de hoogte van alles wat er in de bovenstaande tekst is beschreven?

Ja/nee

Zo nee, wat wist u niet? 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Hoeveel keer heeft u het Brandweermuseum bezocht?

____________________________________________________________________________

Hoe belangrijk vindt u het dat het Brandweermuseum in Hellevoetsluis blijft?

O  Heel erg belangrijk

O  Redelijk belangrijk

O  Redelijk onbelangrijk

O  Volstrekt onbelangrijk


En waarom vindt u dit?

____________________________________________________________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Hoeveel euro zou u bereid zijn eenmalig te doneren voor het behoud van het Brandweermuseum in Hellevoetsluis?

____________________________________________________________________________

Verder wil ik u vragen nog enkele kenmerken over uzelf in te vullen: z.o.z.

Geslacht:___________________________________________________________________________

Leeftijd:____________________________________________________________________________

Opleidingsniveau:


O  Basisschool

O  VMBO

O  HAVO

O  VWO

O  MBO 

O  HBO

O Universiteit

O Anders, namelijk___________________________________________________________________

Beroep:____________________________________________________________________________

Fulltime of Parttime:_________________________________________________________________

Heeft u een partner die werkt?

O  Ja, fulltime

O  Ja, parttime

O  Nee, ik heb geen partner

O  Nee, mijn partner is gepensioneerd

O Nee, mijn partner werkt niet

Aantal kinderen:_____________________________________________________________________

Leeftijden van de kinderen:____________________________________________________________

	Appendix 2.1Gender

	Type of questionnaire
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	1
	Valid
	0
	7
	23.3
	23.3
	23.3

	
	
	1
	23
	76.7
	76.7
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	100.0
	

	2
	Valid
	0
	10
	33.3
	33.3
	33.3

	
	
	1
	20
	66.7
	66.7
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	100.0
	

	3
	Valid
	0
	15
	50.0
	50.0
	50.0

	
	
	1
	15
	50.0
	50.0
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	100.0
	


	Appendix 2.2Ageclass

	Type of questionnaire
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	1
	Valid
	1
	1
	3.3
	3.3
	3.3

	
	
	2
	2
	6.7
	6.7
	10.0

	
	
	3
	3
	10.0
	10.0
	20.0

	
	
	4
	9
	30.0
	30.0
	50.0

	
	
	5
	9
	30.0
	30.0
	80.0

	
	
	6
	5
	16.7
	16.7
	96.7

	
	
	7
	1
	3.3
	3.3
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	100.0
	

	2
	Valid
	1
	6
	20.0
	20.0
	20.0

	
	
	2
	7
	23.3
	23.3
	43.3

	
	
	3
	1
	3.3
	3.3
	46.7

	
	
	4
	6
	20.0
	20.0
	66.7

	
	
	5
	7
	23.3
	23.3
	90.0

	
	
	6
	1
	3.3
	3.3
	93.3

	
	
	7
	2
	6.7
	6.7
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	100.0
	

	3
	Valid
	1
	2
	6.7
	6.7
	6.7

	
	
	2
	4
	13.3
	13.3
	20.0

	
	
	3
	6
	20.0
	20.0
	40.0

	
	
	4
	9
	30.0
	30.0
	70.0

	
	
	5
	7
	23.3
	23.3
	93.3

	
	
	7
	2
	6.7
	6.7
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	100.0
	

	Appendix 2.3Awareness

	Type of questionnaire
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	1
	Valid
	0
	21
	70.0
	70.0
	70.0

	
	
	1
	9
	30.0
	30.0
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	100.0
	

	2
	Valid
	0
	7
	23.3
	23.3
	23.3

	
	
	1
	23
	76.7
	76.7
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	100.0
	

	3
	Valid
	0
	20
	66.7
	66.7
	66.7

	
	
	1
	10
	33.3
	33.3
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	100.0
	


	Appendix 2.4 # visits

	Type of questionnaire
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	1
	Valid
	0
	4
	13.3
	13.8
	13.8

	
	
	1
	11
	36.7
	37.9
	51.7

	
	
	2
	7
	23.3
	24.1
	75.9

	
	
	3
	4
	13.3
	13.8
	89.7

	
	
	4
	1
	3.3
	3.4
	93.1

	
	
	5
	1
	3.3
	3.4
	96.6

	
	
	7
	1
	3.3
	3.4
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	29
	96.7
	100.0
	

	
	Missing
	System
	1
	3.3
	
	

	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	
	

	2
	Valid
	0
	11
	36.7
	39.3
	39.3

	
	
	1
	7
	23.3
	25.0
	64.3

	
	
	2
	6
	20.0
	21.4
	85.7

	
	
	3
	3
	10.0
	10.7
	96.4

	
	
	8
	1
	3.3
	3.6
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	28
	93.3
	100.0
	

	
	Missing
	System
	2
	6.7
	
	

	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	
	

	3
	Valid
	0
	6
	20.0
	21.4
	21.4

	
	
	1
	7
	23.3
	25.0
	46.4

	
	
	2
	5
	16.7
	17.9
	64.3

	
	
	3
	3
	10.0
	10.7
	75.0

	
	
	4
	1
	3.3
	3.6
	78.6

	
	
	5
	4
	13.3
	14.3
	92.9

	
	
	6
	1
	3.3
	3.6
	96.4

	
	
	15
	1
	3.3
	3.6
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	28
	93.3
	100.0
	

	
	Missing
	System
	2
	6.7
	
	

	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	
	


	Appendix 2.5 importance

	Type of questionnaire
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	1
	Valid
	1
	1
	3.3
	3.3
	3.3

	
	
	2
	3
	10.0
	10.0
	13.3

	
	
	3
	15
	50.0
	50.0
	63.3

	
	
	4
	11
	36.7
	36.7
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	100.0
	

	2
	Valid
	1
	1
	3.3
	3.3
	3.3

	
	
	2
	1
	3.3
	3.3
	6.7

	
	
	3
	20
	66.7
	66.7
	73.3

	
	
	4
	8
	26.7
	26.7
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	100.0
	

	3
	Valid
	1
	3
	10.0
	10.3
	10.3

	
	
	2
	4
	13.3
	13.8
	24.1

	
	
	3
	13
	43.3
	44.8
	69.0

	
	
	4
	9
	30.0
	31.0
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	29
	96.7
	100.0
	

	
	Missing
	System
	1
	3.3
	
	

	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	
	


	Appendix 2.6 donation

	Type of questionnaire
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	1
	Valid
	.00
	7
	23.3
	23.3
	23.3

	
	
	5.00
	7
	23.3
	23.3
	46.7

	
	
	7.50
	1
	3.3
	3.3
	50.0

	
	
	10.00
	9
	30.0
	30.0
	80.0

	
	
	15.00
	1
	3.3
	3.3
	83.3

	
	
	25.00
	2
	6.7
	6.7
	90.0

	
	
	50.00
	2
	6.7
	6.7
	96.7

	
	
	200.00
	1
	3.3
	3.3
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	100.0
	

	2
	Valid
	.00
	10
	33.3
	34.5
	34.5

	
	
	1.00
	1
	3.3
	3.4
	37.9

	
	
	2.00
	3
	10.0
	10.3
	48.3

	
	
	5.00
	4
	13.3
	13.8
	62.1

	
	
	10.00
	8
	26.7
	27.6
	89.7

	
	
	15.00
	1
	3.3
	3.4
	93.1

	
	
	25.00
	2
	6.7
	6.9
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	29
	96.7
	100.0
	

	
	Missing
	System
	1
	3.3
	
	

	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	
	

	3
	Valid
	.00
	8
	26.7
	28.6
	28.6

	
	
	2.00
	1
	3.3
	3.6
	32.1

	
	
	5.00
	3
	10.0
	10.7
	42.9

	
	
	10.00
	10
	33.3
	35.7
	78.6

	
	
	15.00
	1
	3.3
	3.6
	82.1

	
	
	20.00
	2
	6.7
	7.1
	89.3

	
	
	50.00
	2
	6.7
	7.1
	96.4

	
	
	100.00
	1
	3.3
	3.6
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	28
	93.3
	100.0
	

	
	Missing
	System
	2
	6.7
	
	

	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	
	


	Appendix 2.7 Personal expense

	Type of questionnaire
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	1
	Valid
	0
	27
	90.0
	93.1
	93.1

	
	
	1
	2
	6.7
	6.9
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	29
	96.7
	100.0
	

	
	Missing
	System
	1
	3.3
	
	

	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	
	

	2
	Valid
	0
	22
	73.3
	81.5
	81.5

	
	
	1
	5
	16.7
	18.5
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	27
	90.0
	100.0
	

	
	Missing
	System
	3
	10.0
	
	

	
	Total
	30
	100.0
	
	

	3
	Missing
	System
	30
	100.0
	
	


Appendix 3.1 Average WTP of whole group

3.1.1

	Statistics

	donation

	N
	Valid
	87

	
	Missing
	3

	Mean
	11.9713

	Median
	5.0000

	Mode
	10.00

	Std. Deviation
	25.20386

	Range
	200.00

	Minimum
	.00

	Maximum
	200.00

	Sum
	1041.50


3.1.2

	donation

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	.00
	25
	27.8
	28.7
	28.7

	
	1.00
	1
	1.1
	1.1
	29.9

	
	2.00
	4
	4.4
	4.6
	34.5

	
	5.00
	14
	15.6
	16.1
	50.6

	
	7.50
	1
	1.1
	1.1
	51.7

	
	10.00
	27
	30.0
	31.0
	82.8

	
	15.00
	3
	3.3
	3.4
	86.2

	
	20.00
	2
	2.2
	2.3
	88.5

	
	25.00
	4
	4.4
	4.6
	93.1

	
	50.00
	4
	4.4
	4.6
	97.7

	
	100.00
	1
	1.1
	1.1
	98.9

	
	200.00
	1
	1.1
	1.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	87
	96.7
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	3
	3.3
	
	

	Total
	90
	100.0
	
	


Appendix 3.2 Averages Information bias

3.2.1

	Statistics

	donation

	N
	Valid
	58

	
	Missing
	2

	Mean
	14.9914

	Median
	10.0000

	Mode
	10.00

	Std. Deviation
	30.10952

	Minimum
	.00

	Maximum
	200.00

	Sum
	869.50


3.2.2

	donation

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	.00
	15
	25.0
	25.9
	25.9

	
	2.00
	1
	1.7
	1.7
	27.6

	
	5.00
	10
	16.7
	17.2
	44.8

	
	7.50
	1
	1.7
	1.7
	46.6

	
	10.00
	19
	31.7
	32.8
	79.3

	
	15.00
	2
	3.3
	3.4
	82.8

	
	20.00
	2
	3.3
	3.4
	86.2

	
	25.00
	2
	3.3
	3.4
	89.7

	
	50.00
	4
	6.7
	6.9
	96.6

	
	100.00
	1
	1.7
	1.7
	98.3

	
	200.00
	1
	1.7
	1.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	58
	96.7
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	2
	3.3
	
	

	Total
	60
	100.0
	
	


Appendix 3.3 Averages Budget bias

3.3.1

	Statistics

	donation

	N
	Valid
	59

	
	Missing
	1

	Mean
	11.3475

	Median
	5.0000

	Mode
	.00a

	Std. Deviation
	27.03673

	Minimum
	.00

	Maximum
	200.00

	Sum
	669.50

	


3.3.2

	donation

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	.00
	17
	28.3
	28.8
	28.8

	
	1.00
	1
	1.7
	1.7
	30.5

	
	2.00
	3
	5.0
	5.1
	35.6

	
	5.00
	11
	18.3
	18.6
	54.2

	
	7.50
	1
	1.7
	1.7
	55.9

	
	10.00
	17
	28.3
	28.8
	84.7

	
	15.00
	2
	3.3
	3.4
	88.1

	
	25.00
	4
	6.7
	6.8
	94.9

	
	50.00
	2
	3.3
	3.4
	98.3

	
	200.00
	1
	1.7
	1.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	59
	98.3
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	1
	1.7
	
	

	Total
	60
	100.0
	
	


Appendix 4.1 Correlationbetween info bias and donation

4.1.1
	donation * InfobiasCrosstabulation

	Count

	
	
	Infobias
	Total

	
	
	0
	1
	

	donation
	.00
	10
	15
	25

	
	1.00
	1
	0
	1

	
	2.00
	3
	1
	4

	
	5.00
	4
	10
	14

	
	7.50
	0
	1
	1

	
	10.00
	8
	19
	27

	
	15.00
	1
	2
	3

	
	20.00
	0
	2
	2

	
	25.00
	2
	2
	4

	
	50.00
	0
	4
	4

	
	100.00
	0
	1
	1

	
	200.00
	0
	1
	1

	Total
	29
	58
	87


4.1.2

	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	10.935a
	11
	.449

	Likelihood Ratio
	13.673
	11
	.252

	Linear-by-LinearAssociation
	2.498
	1
	.114

	N of Valid Cases
	87
	
	

	a. 19 cells (79.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .33.


4.1.3

	SymmetricMeasures

	
	
	Value
	Asymp. Std. Errora
	Approx. Tb
	Approx. Sig.

	NominalbyNominal
	Phi
	.355
	
	
	.449

	
	Cramer's V
	.355
	
	
	.449

	
	ContingencyCoefficient
	.334
	
	
	.449

	OrdinalbyOrdinal
	Kendall'stau-b
	.160
	.091
	1.746
	.081

	
	Kendall'stau-c
	.190
	.109
	1.746
	.081

	
	Gamma
	.270
	.151
	1.746
	.081

	N of Valid Cases
	87
	
	
	

	a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

	b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.


Appendix 4.2 Correlation between budget bias and donation

4.2.1
	donation * Budgetbias Crosstabulation

	Count

	
	
	Budgetbias
	Total

	
	
	0
	1
	

	donation
	.00
	8
	17
	25

	
	1.00
	0
	1
	1

	
	2.00
	1
	3
	4

	
	5.00
	3
	11
	14

	
	7.50
	0
	1
	1

	
	10.00
	10
	17
	27

	
	15.00
	1
	2
	3

	
	20.00
	2
	0
	2

	
	25.00
	0
	4
	4

	
	50.00
	2
	2
	4

	
	100.00
	1
	0
	1

	
	200.00
	0
	1
	1

	Total
	28
	59
	87


4.2.2

	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	11.355a
	11
	.414

	Likelihood Ratio
	13.966
	11
	.235

	Linear-by-LinearAssociation
	.112
	1
	.738

	N of Valid Cases
	87
	
	

	a. 19 cells (79.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .32.


4.2.3

	SymmetricMeasures

	
	
	Value
	Asymp. Std. Errora
	Approx. Tb
	Approx. Sig.

	NominalbyNominal
	Phi
	.361
	
	
	.414

	
	Cramer's V
	.361
	
	
	.414

	
	ContingencyCoefficient
	.340
	
	
	.414

	OrdinalbyOrdinal
	Kendall'stau-b
	-.075
	.098
	-.764
	.445

	
	Kendall'stau-c
	-.088
	.115
	-.764
	.445

	
	Gamma
	-.127
	.165
	-.764
	.445

	N of Valid Cases
	87
	
	
	

	a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

	b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.


Appendix 5.1 T-Test budget bias en donation

	5.1.1 Group Statistics

	
	Budgetbias
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	donation
	1
	59
	11.3475
	27.03673
	3.51988

	
	0
	28
	13.2857
	21.22343
	4.01085

	5.1.2 Independent Samples Test

	
	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	
	
	
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	MeanDifference
	Std. Error Difference
	Lower
	Upper

	donation
	Equalvariancesassumed
	.074
	.786
	-.333
	85
	.740
	-1.93826
	5.81404
	-13.49812
	9.62160

	
	Equalvariancesnotassumed
	
	
	-.363
	66.298
	.718
	-1.93826
	5.33634
	-12.59171
	8.71519


Appendix 5.2 T-Test Info bias en donation

	5.2.1 Group Statistics

	
	Infobias
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	donation
	1
	58
	14.9914
	30.10952
	3.95357

	
	0
	29
	5.9310
	6.98944
	1.29791

	5.2.2 Independent Samples Test

	
	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	
	
	
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	MeanDifference
	Std. Error Difference
	Lower
	Upper

	donation
	Equalvariancesassumed
	3.964
	.050
	1.595
	85
	.114
	9.06034
	5.68135
	-2.23570
	20.35639

	
	Equalvariancesnotassumed
	
	
	2.177
	68.332
	.033
	9.06034
	4.16117
	.75760
	17.36309


Appendix 6.1 Multiple Regression: donation f(infobias, budgetbias)

	6.1.1 Variables Entered/Removed

	Model
	Variables Entered
	Variables Removed
	Method

	1
	Budgetbias, Infobiasa
	.
	Enter

	a. All requested variables entered.


	6.1.2 Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.179a
	.032
	.009
	25.09165

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Budgetbias, Infobias


	6.1.3 ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	1744.560
	2
	872.280
	1.385
	.256a

	
	Residual
	52885.618
	84
	629.591
	
	

	
	Total
	54630.178
	86
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Budgetbias, Infobias

	b. DependentVariable: donation


	6.1.4 Coefficientsa

	Model
	UnstandardizedCoefficients
	StandardizedCoefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2.633
	8.074
	
	.326
	.745

	
	Infobias
	10.652
	6.534
	.200
	1.630
	.107

	
	Budgetbias
	3.298
	6.593
	.061
	.500
	.618

	a. DependentVariable: donation


Appendix 6.2 Singular Regression: donation f(infobias)

	6.2.1 Variables Entered/Removedb

	Model
	Variables Entered
	Variables Removed
	Method

	1
	Infobiasa
	.
	Enter

	a. All requested variables entered.

	b. DependentVariable: donation


	6.2.2 Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.170a
	.029
	.018
	24.98072

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Infobias


	6.2.3 ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	1587.070
	1
	1587.070
	2.543
	.114a

	
	Residual
	53043.108
	85
	624.037
	
	

	
	Total
	54630.178
	86
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Infobias

	b. DependentVariable: donation


	6.2.4 Coefficientsa

	Model
	UnstandardizedCoefficients
	StandardizedCoefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	5.931
	4.639
	
	1.279
	.205

	
	Infobias
	9.060
	5.681
	.170
	1.595
	.114

	a. DependentVariable: donation


Appendix 6.3 Singular Regression: donation f(budget bias) 

	6.3.1 Variables Entered/Removedb

	Model
	Variables Entered
	Variables Removed
	Method

	1
	Budgetbiasa
	.
	Enter

	a. All requested variables entered.

	b. DependentVariable: donation


	6.3.2 Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.036a
	.001
	-.010
	25.33513

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Budgetbias


	6.3.3 ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	71.337
	1
	71.337
	.111
	.740a

	
	Residual
	54558.841
	85
	641.869
	
	

	
	Total
	54630.178
	86
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Budgetbias

	b. DependentVariable: donation


	6.3.4 Coefficientsa

	Model
	UnstandardizedCoefficients
	StandardizedCoefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	13.286
	4.788
	
	2.775
	.007

	
	Budgetbias
	-1.938
	5.814
	-.036
	-.333
	.740

	a. DependentVariable: donation


Appendix 6.4 Multiple Regression: Donation f(infobias, budgetbias, #visits, importance, age, gender, education, #children, agechildren, student, retired, housewife, nojob, normaljob, fullorparttime, yesfulltime, yesparttime, nopartner, partnerretired, partnernowork)

	6.4.1 Variables Entered/Removed

	Model
	Variables Entered
	Variables Removed
	Method

	1
	Partner retired, Retired, No partner, Budgetbias, Full/parttime, importance, Education, # children, Infobias, Age children, # visits, Yes Fulltime, Housewife, Gender, Age, Yes Parttimea
	.
	Enter

	a. Tolerance = .000 limits reached.


	6.4.2 Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.707a
	.500
	.136
	30.64063

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Partner retired, Retired, No partner, Budgetbias, Full/parttime, importance, Education, # children, Infobias, Age children, # visits, Yes Fulltime, Housewife, Gender, Age, Yes Parttime


	6.4.3 ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	20644.812
	16
	1290.301
	1.374
	.241a

	
	Residual
	20654.663
	22
	938.848
	
	

	
	Total
	41299.474
	38
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Partner retired, Retired, No partner, Budgetbias, Full/parttime, importance, Education, # children, Infobias, Age children, # visits, Yes Fulltime, Housewife, Gender, Age, Yes Parttime

	b. DependentVariable: donation


	6.4.4 Coefficientsa

	Model
	UnstandardizedCoefficients
	StandardizedCoefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-125.443
	77.403
	
	-1.621
	.119

	
	Infobias
	12.266
	16.379
	.159
	.749
	.462

	
	Budgetbias
	13.167
	16.482
	.191
	.799
	.433

	
	# visits
	4.464
	4.014
	.246
	1.112
	.278

	
	importance
	-1.344
	10.083
	-.036
	-.133
	.895

	
	Gender
	15.215
	36.112
	.230
	.421
	.678

	
	Age
	3.846
	1.446
	1.266
	2.661
	.014

	
	Education
	-7.697
	4.054
	-.366
	-1.899
	.071

	
	Retired
	-54.820
	41.628
	-.266
	-1.317
	.201

	
	Housewife
	-60.559
	42.394
	-.410
	-1.428
	.167

	
	# children
	-1.749
	8.244
	-.047
	-.212
	.834

	
	Age children
	-4.036
	1.458
	-1.150
	-2.768
	.011

	
	Full/parttime
	43.899
	25.195
	.674
	1.742
	.095

	
	Yes Fulltime
	32.734
	30.931
	.499
	1.058
	.301

	
	Yes Parttime
	2.569
	42.129
	.039
	.061
	.952

	
	No partner
	-30.679
	33.888
	-.251
	-.905
	.375

	
	Partner retired
	60.559
	69.364
	.294
	.873
	.392

	a. DependentVariable: donation


	ExcludedVariablesb

	Model
	Beta In
	t
	Sig.
	PartialCorrelation
	CollinearityStatistics

	
	
	
	
	
	Tolerance

	1
	Normal job
	.a
	.
	.
	.
	.000

	a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Partner retired, Retired, No partner, Budgetbias, Full/parttime, importance, Education, # children, Infobias, Age children, # visits, Yes Fulltime, Housewife, Gender, Age, Yes Parttime

	b. DependentVariable: donation


Table 9


Structure of questionnaire 1


Information Bias part 1:


Introduction of the Brandweermuseum


Question 1, Were they aware of the information given to them





WTP part 2:


Question 2, Number of visits to the BWM


Question 3, Importance of the BWM to them


Question 4, How much would they be WTP?





Scope Insensitivity bias part 3:


Question 5, which personal expense they could do without so they could donate?


Question 6, if they had to transfer the money right now would they still give the same amount?





Demographic characteristics 4:


Gender, age, education, profession, fulltime or parttime, partner, children 











Table 1


# of respondents	= The numbers given to each respondent	


Type of questionnaire	= Which type of questionnaire (1,2 or 3) the respondent filled in	


Info bias		= All respondents who filled in questionnaires 1 and 3	


Budget bias		= All respondents who filled in questionnaires 1 and 2	


Awareness	= Whether they know everything said in the introduction or incase of  questionnaire 2 whether they know the BWM	


# visits			= Number of times a respondent has visited the BWM in his life.	


Importance		= How important do the respondents find the BWM on a scale of 1 to 4


Donation		= WTP of respondents in euro’s	


Personal expense	= Which personal expense they could do without so they could donate 0 stands for whether they don’t need to and 1 for when they did fill in a personal expense	


Budget awareness	= Reminder whether they can really afford the WTP they want to give


Gender			= Male is 0, female is 1	


Age			= in years	


Education		= 7 levels of education they could choose from	


Work			= Are they working, retired, a student, a housewife or have no job 	


Full/or part-time	= If they have a job do they do this fulltime or parttime	


Partner 		= Do they have a partner, and does that partner work?		


# children		= The number of children the respondent has	


Age children		= The age of the youngest child of the respondent	


Ageclasses		= According to the age earlier given, 7 classes are made





Table 2


# of respondents		nominal


Type of questionnaire		nominal


Info bias			nominal


Budget bias			nominal


Awareness			nominal


# visits				ratio


Importance			ordinal


donation			ratio


Personal expense		nominal


Budget awareness		nominal


Gender				nominal


Age				ratio


Education			ordinal


Work				nominal


Full/or part-time		nominal


Partner 			nominal	


# children			ratio


Age children			ratio


Ageclasses			ratio








Table 3


Overview ages in groups


Groups		#respondents


<24		  9


25-34		13


35-44		10	


45-54		24	


55-64		23


65-74		  6


75-84		  5








Table 4


Level of school			# respondents		percentage of total	


elementary school          	  6			  6.7%


VMBO				  7			  7.8%


HAVO				11			12.2%


VWO				  2			  2.2%


MBO				39			43.3%


HBO				20			22.2%


University			  3			  3.3%


Different			  2			  2.2%











Table 8Significance Independent Variables 


			Sig.					B


Info bias		.462		Not Significant		12.226


Budget bias		.433		Not Significant 		13.167


# Visits			.278		Not Significant		  4.464


Importance		.895		Not Significant		-1.344


Gender			.678		Not Significant 		15.215


Age			.014		Significant		  3.846


Education		.071		Almost Significant	-7.697


Retired			.201		Not Significant 	              -54.820


Housewife		.167		Not Significant		 60.559


# children		.834		Not Significant		  -1.749


Age children		.011		Significant		  -4.036


Full/parttime		.095		Almost Significant	 43.899


Yes fulltime		.301		Not Significant		 32.734


Yes parttime		.952		Not Significant		   2.569


No partner		.375		Not Significant		-30.679


Partner retired		.392		Not Significant		  60.559
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