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Transparency to whom

• Experts participating in the elicitation
• Users of the expert elicitation

– Policy makers
– Stakeholders
– Members of the general public

• Review panel



Transparency to 
experts in the elicitation

• Good survey questions should
– be interpreted in the same way by question 

designers and respondents from different 
backgrounds

– allow respondents to express their full set of 
beliefs

• Failing to write good survey questions 
leads to missing, invalid, and protest 
responses

– Including saying “50%” in response to 
quantitative probability questions (Bruine de 
Bruin et al., 2000; 2002)



How to develop 
good survey questions

• Involve experts from all relevant disciplines in pilot tests 
before conducting elicitation

– Include read-aloud of protocol to ensure (shared) understanding
– Invite them to add questions to express relevant beliefs

• Provide clear instructions on how to answer questions
• Ask quantitative questions that 

– Can be answered by experts in all relevant disciplines
– Are specific enough to have an answer (under “clairvoyance”)
– Avoid mental gymnastics as much as possible

• Write probability questions that avoid 50% responses
– Present linear probability scale rather than fill-in-the-blank 
– Ask about “the percent of people” rather than “the probability that 

a person” will experience an event
– Allow for “don’t know” response, or ask what 50% meant

• Ask for explanations of quantitative responses



Transparency to 
users of expert elicitation

• Effective risk communications 
– Should help policy makers to make more informed 

decisions
– Should be understood by all of its potential users

• Existing communications are often not effective, 
because they

– are not written with users in mind
– do not provide decision-relevant information
– use expert jargon

• Users may only read summaries or press 
releases

– Press releases (of medical studies) often overstate 
results, failing to mention study limitations and 
industry funding (Woloshin & Schwartz, 2002)



How to develop 
effective communications

• Involve users before developing communications, even 
before conducting the elicitation

– Find out what they need to know to make more informed decisions
– Ensure that they understand and trust every step of the elicitation

• Present communications in simple terms
– 6th grade reading level is recommended for public health 

pamphlets, can be used to present complex information, and 
benefits all readers (i.e. 18 is too high)

– Use simple graphs and explain them in the accompanying text
• Pilot-test communications before releasing them

– Conduct read-aloud protocols with users to ensure understanding
– Fact-check with experts to ensure accuracy

• Use systematic presentation format for overall report, 
executive summaries and press releases



Examples of topics 
to systematically cover in reports

• Research question
– What is the main research question and what policy question 

will it inform?
– Why was expert elicitation needed to answer the main research 

question?
• Methods

– How was the elicitation conducted?
– Who were the experts, how were they selected, and did they 

represent all relevant views and disciplines?
• Results

– What is the degree of consensus?
– Why did the experts disagree if/when they did?

• Conclusions
– How do these results inform the policy question?
– What are the main limitations?



Review panel
• Charge questions for the review panel should cover

– The expert elicitation
– The communication of results

• The review panel should include experts from relevant 
disciplines

– Substantive experts from relevant disciplines
– Technical experts
– Survey design experts
– Risk communication experts!
– Intended users?
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