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Introduction Choice experiment Results

* Choice experiments allow researchers to estimate the demand and value for attributes « First, provided respondents with descriptions of attributes and attribute levels ) o )
of goods across a wide variety of applications. Marginal Rates of substitution for water quality changes at

* Included questions to engage respondents in the information used in choice sets Great Lakes Beaches:
* In labeled choice experiments, labels capture characteristics consumers associate with

Labeled, Same, and Unlabeled Choice Experiments
the name apart from the other attributes in the choice experiment.

ﬁTher:l:a?;rﬂgae Definition View of the Water ér:ntﬁin;:;ra:gae Definition View of swimming area shore 200
* |t can be unclear what respondents infer about labeled alternatives (Louviere, Hensher, ) | MANAANNANAA T Suimming area shore
. . . . . . . visitors never come in contact e e 1~ o 7 : '
and Swait, 2000), and labeling alternatives may increase cognitive burden by adding None —> ¥ith aigss whle swinwing o None > cuimmingarea hus slgse. S
another attribute to a task that may already be difficult for respondents (Hanley et al, Sotiom e ol 175
2001 . visitors rarely come in contac : L. : .
) Low — xiatljiilggzﬁﬁile swimmingtort e . ; _H ' Low > ;vf/?rr?r:;/:goafrt:ae:::raelgc:et.he m —— - 5
A ANANANANAA M . — - 150 Labeled
. . n k h Moderate — EE;:EEEE:EE:}ﬁIZmE " .__,‘ _%"? _ - “'-«_.- H: Moderate =3 i\?v:ﬁw :zi::‘;/;:afthhaz s:;;;:ofthe m
Application: Great Lakes beaches - N Same
L . 1di . . . - visitors constantly come in ' : x”:ﬁ"'—"" . o 125
The Great Lakes are a vast gnd varied resource, prow_dlng Michigan with over 600 public o s s S e 5 ot tnS%s f e shor o - am Unlabeled
beaches along over 2,100 miles of Great Lakes coastline. Suimming or wading =TT R
« Site quality and characteristics vary widely, some appear to vary by Great Lake. 100
« Great Lakes beaches come under a variety of natural and man-made threats. TeStl N g fO r effect Of I ab el | N g al ter N a.t | ves
- There is no data on visitation or preferences for site characteristics. | | | L | Amount of algae Amount of algae Beach is tested
Respondents were shown one of three different versions of choice sets: in the water: on the shore: for bacteria at
« Outside of smaller scale study (Murray, Sohngen, and Pendelton 2001) beach valuation _ _ _ None or Low None or Low least monthly
literature is focused on Pacific and Atlantic coasts (e.g. Parsons and Powell 2001; Lew * Labeled: Great Lake included as attribute and allowed to vary across alternatives
and Larson 2005) « Same: Great Lake included as attribute but restricted to be the same across alternatives 20 N

 Unlabeled: Great Lake not included as an attribute o _
All of the MRS statistically different from zero.

All of the MRS’s 95% Cls overlap (all estimates of MRS are within 95% confidence interval
LABELED (Varying Great Lakes) of one another)

‘Preferences of respondents for Great Lakes beach site characteristics are relatively
SAME (Great Lake same for both beaches) independent of naming or not naming a Great Lake

Beach A Beach B

Great Lake Lake Huron Lake Michigan

Bathrooms s e .
. ———1 UNLABELED (No Great Lakes) Conclusions
in the water
Great Lake Lake Erie Lake Erie
, R Rt s A N LT N on ﬂn:eg%c:re . . . 13 ” 13 ”
TR R Ak R 7 | s Bathrooms Fusting toets Fusting olets « Results show that Marginal Rates of Substitution for labeled, “same,” and “unlabeled
O bj ect | ves Lenath of beach gae Boach A Beach B models are highly similar
. in the water
» Conduct choice experiment measuring preferences for changes in water quality and other o on the shore Sathrooms Fushng et Fushng et « Similar estimates of Marginal Rates of Substitution enhances confidence in researchers
. . . . . your home ik 1 1
characteristics at Great Lakes beaches in Michigan. T Length of beach e -  Moderate abilities to transfer values to different sites.
beach:-:?s \smtllc? :01? :?sit? Testing wajcer — Eomadfithame) . . . . . . .

« Test for the effects of labeling alternatives by comparing Marginal Rates of Substitution forbactet e e et oo * Indication that results are fit for robust application to policy analysis.

(MRS) observed in labeled, same-labeled, and unlabeled designs. “Vourhome Length of beach 220 yards (178 mile) 880 yards (172 mile)

Which of the above )
+ Use MRS to inform decision makers and resource mangers Pecches woukd vou v "for bacens R e References
®Your nome- 278 178
- * Louviere, J.J., D.A. Hensher, and J.D. Swait. Stated Choice Methods: Analysis and Application.
beaches wold you visit? ~ Beach A @ Beach B Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.
Data « Hanley, N., S. Mourato, and R.E. Wright. “Choice Modeling Approaches: A Superior Alternative for
_ . . _ _ _ o . Environmental Valuation?” Journal of Economic Surveys 15, no. 3 (2001): 435-462. July
 Web Survey conducted in the Spring of 2012 « Each choice set presented respondents with two beaches with varying characteristics including . Parsons GR and M Powell. "Measuring the Cost of Beach Retreat" Coastal Management 29 (2001):
o _ o . _ driving distance, the cost parameter (payment vehicle) 91-103.

+ Sampled 5,600 Michigan residents who indicated on an earlier mail survey that they | | | | | « Murray, C., B. Sohngen and L. Pendelton. “Valuing water quality advisories and beach amenities in the

visited a Great Lakes since June 1, 2010. Response rate= 58% « Separate logit random effects models estimated for each of the choice experiment versions. Great Lakes” Water Reources Research, 37, no 10 (2001): 2583-2590

 Lew, D.K., and D.M. Larson. “Valuing Recreation and Amenities at San Diego County Beaches”

« Each respondent provided trip details for visits taken during the last year for use in * LR tests indicate significant difference in parameters across models. Coastal Management 33, no 1 (2005): 71-86

revealed preference valuation using travel cost method . .
« MRS were calculated for three water quality measures: amount of algae in the water, amount of

 |n stated choice section, each respondent faced three choice sets. algae on the shore, and frequency of testing for bacteria.
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* Experimental design generated using NGene * To compare MRS, 95% Confidence Intervals were calculated using the Delta method.
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