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Description. The course pursues three main goals: (A) I will introduce you to the research frontier in
behavioral and experimental economics. What are the main historical milestones? What have been the
hot topics of recent years? In which direction is the literature currently moving? (B) You will learn to
recognize some essential features of good (and not so good) behavioral/experimental papers and be
able to apply that knowledge to your own work. (C) We will practice the essential skill of pitching
one’s own experimental/behavioral research effectively to others, be it at a conference, over
lunch/dinner/coffee, in an interview slot with an invited seminar speaker, in a taxi, etc.
Level. Phd
Prerequisites. This course is aimed at all PhD students who (plan to) work experimentally and/or
whose research focusses on understanding human behavior, from a variety of backgrounds
(economics, management, psychology, etc.). Previous knowledge of economics, game theory and
experimental methods will be helpful but not indispensable.
Educational Method. Seminar
Language. English
Assessment. You will be expected to actively contribute to the course, in particular to (A) the
presentation and critical discussion of extant literature, (B) the classroom experiment, (C) the research
pitch. See below for details.
Application. Email to m.kurschilgen@tum.de (until June 1). Please write Topics ExpEcon as email
subject.
Capacity. 16 participants
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(A) Paper Presentations: Author vs. Referee
We will be reading several influential papers of experimental/behavioral economics. For each paper,
one person will have the role of the author, whose task is to present the paper(s) in a convincing
fashion, as if it was his/her own. And another person will have the role of a referee, who finds the
weak spots and suggests ways of improving the paper. The author should aim for a 30-45 minutes
presentation (.ppt or .pdf), the referee for a 20-30 minutes presentation (.ppt or .pdf). In particular, try
to tackle the following issues (some of which are, of course, more relevant to the author and others
more to the referee):
(1) Motivation:
a. What is the broad topic of the paper? Is there a real-world example to illustrate it? Does
the example fit?
b. What have been important earlier findings which the authors build on?
c. What is the research question? Is the question new? Is it important? Is it not trivial?
(2) Experimental Design:
a. How does the research question translate into the experimental design?
b. What is the experimental paradigm chosen? How does the paradigm fit to the research
question?
i) field vs. lab1
ii) subject pool characteristics
iii) strategic game or choice task
iv) time horizon (one-shot, repeated, etc.)
v) matching protocol (partner, stranger, etc.)
vi) elicitation method (direct response, strategy method, role uncertainty, etc.)
c. What are the experimental treatments? What exactly is varied between each of the
treatments? Are the treatments, in principle, able to answer the research question?
i) between- or within-subjects design?
ii) order reversal?
d. Which type of data will be generated by the experiment?
i) What are the main outcome variables?
ii) Are they binary, discrete, continuous, censored?
iii) What is an independent observation in the experiment?
iv) What are supplementary variables that may give some additional information of
interest, e.g. about differing treatment effects for certain subgroups (e.g. gender, age,
etc.)?
e. Can you think of reasonable (maybe even superior) alternatives to the design chosen by
the authors?
(3) Hypotheses:
a. Which predictions do the authors formulate?2
b. How do they relate to the treatments?
c. What are the Nash equilibria?
d. Can you think of alternative theoretical predictions?
(4) Results:
a. What are the main findings of the paper?
b. How do the results answer the research question?
c. Robustness checks?
d. Possible confounds?

1

See the taxonomy of Harrison and List (2004).
Some papers have a more formal hypotheses section than others. Do not despair if you struggle with the math.
Try to understand the intuition and convey that to your fellow PhD colleagues.
2
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(B) Classroom Experiment
(1) Conduct a simple classroom experiment at the beginning of the session:
I want you to design a simple classroom experiment. For inspiration, you can take one of the
experiments presented in the literature but feel free to run a different experiment. Your fellow
classmates (and myself) will be your experimental subjects, so the sample size will be small
but that is not important. Importantly, you should randomly allocate the subjects to two
different treatments. Think about (a) between-subject vs. within-subject treatment variation, (b)
partner matching vs. stranger matching, (c) one-shot vs. repeated (d) direct response vs.
strategy method, etc. You may need to hand out experimental instructions (and possibly control
questions) to your subjects. Aim for 20-30 minutes.
(2) Present graphically the results from (1) at the end of the session:
Which research question did you test? Which variable(s) did you measure to provide evidence?
Which type of variable is it (e.g. binary, discrete, continuous, censored)? Which results did you
expect based on the current state of the literature? What were the experimental results of this
classroom experiment? For a swift and efficient evaluation of the results from (1), I
recommend you to have your graphs already programmed with mock numbers (e.g. in Excel)
so that the only thing you need to do is plugging in the real numbers from (1). You will have
time to do so during a small break. Aim for 20-30 minutes.

(C) Research Pitch
At any point during the course, you should be prepared to give (1) a 30-second elevator pitch, (2) a 3minute cocktail party pitch, and (3) a 10-minute job interview pitch of one of your own papers (or
research proposals). Note, that you cannot use any media for this type of pitch (i.e. no Powerpoint!).
The only permitted “media" are on-the-spot drawings on a board, a flip-chart, or a Bierdeckel. The
guideline from (A) is useful to identify the important aspects to be covered in your pitch.
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Dates.
When?
June 18

June 25

July 2

July 9

Where?
13:30 – 18:30

13:30 – 18:30

13:30 – 18:30

13:30 – 18:30

Room 2403

Room 2403

Room 2403

Room 2403

What?
§

Elevator Pitches (30s)

§

Intro Lecture

§

Formation of two teams:
o

Team Klee

o

Team Kandinsky

§

Job Market Pitch (10m): Kandinsky

§

Paper 1:
o

Author: Klee

o

Referee: Kandinsky

§

Job Market Pitch (10m): Klee

§

Papers 2, 3, 4:
o

Author: Kandinsky

o

Referee: Klee

§

Job Market Pitch (10m): Klee

§

Paper 5:
o

Author: Kandinsky

o

Referee: Klee

§

Job Market Pitch (10m): Kandinsky

§

Paper 6:
o

Author: Klee

o

Referee: Kandinsky

§

Classroom Experiment: Klee

§

Cocktail Party Pitch (3m): Kandinsky

§

Papers 7, 8:
o

Author: Klee

o

Referee: Kandinsky

§

Cocktail Party Pitch (3m): Klee

§

Paper 9:

§
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o

Author: Kandinsky

o

Referee: Klee

Results Classroom Experiment: Klee

July 23

13:30 – 18:30

Room 2403

§

Classroom Experiment: Kandinsky

§

Cocktail Party Pitch (3m): Klee

§

Paper 10:
o

Author: Kandinsky

o

Referee: Klee

§

Cocktail Party Pitch (3m): Kandinsky

§

Paper 11:
o

Author: Klee

o

Referee: Kandinsky

§

Results Classroom Experiment: Kandinsky

§

Wrap-Up

§

Course Evaluation
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