%‘““‘“\N Ag Econ sxes
/‘ RESEARCH IN AGRICUITURAL & APPLIED ECONOMICS

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search.

Help ensure our sustainability.

Give to AgEcon Search

AgEcon Search
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu

aesearch@umn.edu

Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only.
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C.

No endorsement of AgEcon Search or its fundraising activities by the author(s) of the following work or their
employer(s) is intended or implied.


https://shorturl.at/nIvhR
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/

Economic Aspects in Landscape Decision-making: a Recipatory Planning Tool
based on a Representative Approach

Heide C.M. van def, Blaeij A.T. de* and Heijman W.J.M

! Agricultural Economics Research Institute (LEBublic Issues Division, Researcher, The Hague,Nétaerlands
2 Wageningen University / Economics of Consumerstdodseholds, and special chair of Regional Econsniieofessor, Wageningen,
The Netherlands

Abstract— In this paper, we develop a method for I. INTRODUCTION
spatial decision support that combines economic _
efficiency — measured by the concept op willingness ~ The world is composed of landscapes, be they
to pay — with a participatory planning tool, that ~ hatural or man-madeA fundamental characteristic of
allows for an active collaboration among the actors all landscapes is that they are never finishedaét,
involved, in such a way that decision makers can landscapes are continuously changing and evolving
draw on the outcomes in their spatial planning and though natural and human induced processes and
design process. The method is called RITAM, a activities. Due to population growth and changes in
Dutch acronym for spatially explicit, participatory ~lifestyles, demands for land, water, wood, foragd a
and interdisciplinary trade-off method, and Other natural resources has gone up substantially.
combines features of three different approaches to Increasing demand for land and its natural ressurce
achieve an ‘optimal’ landscape. These three Will induce the expansion of agricultural land asliw
approaches are (i) choice experiment approach; (i) as the intensification of agricultural productidkt.the
consumer versus citizen approach; and (i) Same time, however, there is continuing pressure on
participatory approach. As such, RITAM can be land from recreation, urban and suburban growth and
seen as a valuation technique that makes explicit infrastructure development. All in all, the comgieti
use of a participatory approach, in which people for scarce space is intensifying between the differ
managing the landscape — in particular the functions, and many actors, such as farmers, nature
representatives of the different stakeholder groups conservationists, residents and tourists, compete f
that use the landscape for different purposes — are the same space. Because land is a finite resource,
engaged. We applied this new method to a case fspatlal policies formulated and |mplemented to
study in the Frisian Lake District (the increase the area allocated to one use imply adser
Netherlands). The result give an indication of the in land available for other uses.

spatial preferences of the population living in and  Facing the land constraint and the various interes
around the area. Although future works is involved, spatial planners and decision makers have

required, RITAM appears to be a suitable method Make careful choices between alternative landscapes
for landscape planning and design processes, taken AS @ consequent, planning and designing a future
into account the preferences of the different landscape will require the achievement of a balance
organised interest groups in an area. between the various functions of the landscape
(Opdam et al., 2006) [1]. The difficult question,
Keywords—  Landscape  economics, Choice however, is how to accomplish this delicate balance
experiment, Stakeholder analysis. The aim of this paper is, therefore, to develop a
method for spatial decision support that combines
economic efficiency, measured by the concept of
willingness to pay (WTP), with a participatory

! Following Opdamet al. (2006) [1] we define a landscape as a
geographical unit of physical planning, with idéable features,
such as a specific pattern of ecosystem typesbanugeography.
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planning tool, that allows for an active collaborat The structure of this paper is as follows. Secfion
among the actors involved, in such a way that d@tis deals with the economic principles and theories tha
makers can draw on the outcomes in their planningre relevant for understanding how to develop a
and design processes. scientifically sound yet practical approach that
Traditionally, (landscape) professionals andntegrates WTP into the spatial participatory piagn

experts have developed ‘objective’ principles andools. Section 3 describes the underlying economic
practices for landscape planning and design. Atthou model. In section 4 we apply our approach to a Butc
the knowledge of these experts and professionals ¢ase study area and present and discuss our fgiding
indeed indisputable and indispensable, the assamptiSection 5 concludes and suggests a number of issues
of objectivity has been questioned, or at leastdessn  for discussion.
subjected to critical reflection, in recent yeahster
all, spatial planning and design is highly subjest
beauty is in the eye of the beholder. It involvies,
other words, inherently subjective decisions.

The importance and necessity of including
individual and subjective perspectives in the plagn
and design of landscapes has encouraged

II. METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES IN DEVELOPING
AN INTEGRATED PARTICPATORY PLANNING
TOOL

This article makes use of a broader range of

_ tE‘ancepts found in the social and economic liteegtur
development of a range of collaborative approach mely, (i) choice experiment approach: (i) conetim
and methodologies that are based on some kind gf 4 Gitizen preferences; and (i) participatory

citizen involvement. These methods and approach%%proach_ These are briefly discussed in the fatigw

grel (rjgferrgdl_bto by a \I/ar|_ety of S'f;:erlzm n“"‘ﬂrﬁnessubsections. Because the issue we first raisecehoi
Including aeliberative valuation, stakeholader-ot experiments, is well founded in the current litarat

approaches, group-based approaches, and partisipatg,y 5 prief description of the choice experiment

decision making (for example, Macmill&hal., 2002 a ; ; ;
. pproach will be given here, with references for
[2]; Howarth and Wilson, 2006 [3]; Lynaret al., ther information and reading

2007 [4]; O'Neill, 2007 [5]). Despite the attention

focused on these methods and approaches, |egSchoice experiments

emphasis has been placed on how to use these kind o

collaborative tools to gauge people’s WTP for spati ~ As mentioned before, landscape configuration — that
changes in landscapes. That is, the process a€witi is, spatial attributes (such as type and quantity o
involvement in landscape planning and design ieroft nature, the length and location of bicycle paths] a
based on negotiation (and on achieving consensusgcreational facilities) and distribution of landpe

without any explicit reference to people’s WTP. elements — is influenced by landscape planning and
We explicitly framed the following three researchdesign. So in order to assess people’'s WTP for
questions to guide our study: changes in the structure and character of landscape

Which (economic) theories and principles arevaluation approach is required, which captures the
behind combining sound economics with landscapeelevant spatial attributes. Moreover, the publbod
planning? character and non-market nature of landscapes favou
Is it possible to derive the individual's WTP bythe use of a stated preference methodology so that
surveying representatives who represent thboth use values and non-values of landscapes are
diversity of interest in the area of concern? revealed. When considering the existing stated
How can the analysed theoretical-methodological
considerations be applied into practice; thatasy h

2 . .
can they support planners, designers and polic Louviere et al. (2000) [6] point out the advantages of stated
makers’)y PP P 9 P reference techniques over revealed preferencenitpads. For

example, stated preference techniques can assesandefor
products which are not traded in real economic etarkhey avoid
issues of low collinearity and low variability inxganatory
variables, they are less time-consuming and leg®eresive to

12" Congress of the European Association of AgricaltEiconomists — EAAE 2008



preference valuation techniques, it becomes evidettie people they represent, and even more important,
that the method of choice experiments is mosthey are supposed to answer the trade-off quesitions
appropriate, because it is capable to measurepiaulti a choice experiment according to these prefererges.
(and spatial) attributes. The economic theorynore political-philosophical terms, in our suggdste
underlying the method of choice experiments ispproach participants are asked to take the rola of
Lancaster's model of consumer choice, whiclcommunity-minded Homo Politicus rather than a self-
hypothesizes that consumers derive satisfaction noentred Homo Economicus.

from goods themselves, but from the attributes they The concept of Homo Economicus is firmly
provide (Lancaster, 1966) [7]. Garrod and Willisembedded in neoclassical economics. It refers ¢o th
(1999) [8] and Louvieret al. (2000) [6] provide full portrayal of individuals as entirely self-interebstand

overviews of the choice experiment approach. utility maximizing economic agents, who are rationa
_ in the sense that well-being is optimized given
B. Social versus personal preferences perceived opportunities. However, in recent yeaérs i

. S has become increasingly acknowledged that
Rather than taking a (random) sample of individualgonsumers may not only be conceived as consumers

who are asked to participate in the choice expenime concerned with the maximization of their own
we suggest an approach that is based on thggividual welfare, but also as citizens who catiilfu
collaboration  of  representatives  of  relevaniggcial responsibilty by trying to consider whatbisst
organisations, agencies and government levelsan tho, society. Individuals who make choices that are
area under consideratio_n. Such a representa.tigod for the society as a whole are referred to as
approach has two main advantages. The fir§iomo Politicus. Thus, whereas a Homo Economicus
advantage is that by involving the representatfi®®  ajms to maximize his own well-being, a Homo
the beginning of the choice experiment, a wealth obgjiticus strives to maximize social welfare (Nypor
local knowledge becomes available, which can bQOOO) [11]. Despite this distinction, the Homo
used to develop the relevant scenarios in an effici pgjiticus is. like the Homo Economicus, assumebieto
and timely manner. Second, representatives are, itional. The notion that people have social welfar
general, more concerned with and actively involired preferences can be incorporated formally into the
the area under consideration than random par_tit_Spanmode| of rational choice (see, for example, Frank,
and are therefore assumed to be more willing t9006) [12]. Moreover, Curtis and McConnell (2002)
participate in the choice experiment. [13] cite an article by Kalt and Zupan, in whichist

An additional, more practical advantage of &yggested that individuals who profess social welfa
representative app_roach that we want to mentloe,_herConcerns are not necessarily behaving in a non-
is that it reduces time and money. After all, poe®  economic way; on the contrary, their willingnessito
experiences have shown that ‘regular choicgynat is best for society can be economically ration
experiments (which are based on representative Al in alll our decision to work with
samples of individuals) are usually extremely timerepresentatives is based on the explicit distinctio
consuming and expensive to undertake. See, fgtween social (Homo Politicus) and personal (Homo
example, the choice experiments in Johnstoral.  Economicus) preferences. Such a distinction seems t
(2002) [9] and in Rambonilaza and Dachary-Bermar@e supported by existing (economic) literature. We
(2007) [10]. refer interested readers to, for example, Ovaskaine

The idea to use representatives instead of a samplng Kniivila, (2005) [14], and Fabet al. (2002) [15].
of individuals needs the assumption that the setect Empirical support for a sociallcitizen versus
representatives represent all the individuals ie thpersonal/consumer distinction is provided by van
relevant population. In addition, representatives a Rensburget al. (2002) [16].
assumed to know what the spatial preferences are of

undertake, and they can be experimentally desidoeprovide
clear and easily-interpretable results.
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C. Participatory approach The current research is thought to be the firaystu
of combining a representative approach with social
To implement landscape and nature planning angreference valuation. This inherently means that we
design, physical landscape changes are necessdfgve to answer the question whether the recognition
Changes are more likely to be initiated when th@ommunity-minded thinking allows us to work with
attitudes and preferences of the people managing mpresentatives who, together, represent the sitere
depending on the landscape characteristics anmg the society within the area under consideration.
landscape services are considered in the constructimore practical econometric question relates to the
and implementation of the landscape plan. Dueit thnecessary sample size required for the choice
reason, the planning tool that we attempt to dgveloexperiment survey. Depending on the number of
makes explicit use of a participatory approach imttributes, their levels and other design factohsice
which people managing the landscape — in particulaxperiments may require sample sizes of up to
the representatives of the different stakeholdeugs hundreds. This is a serious drawback to the use of
(or organized interest groups) that use the lammscachoice experiments, especially when a represeetativ
for different purposes — are engaged. approach is chosen. It is thus not surprisinglyt tha
In a participatory approach, it is important toei several authors have examined various methods to
attention to the fact that community-level decisionreduce the number of sampled respondents required t
making is a political process. The researchers fneist complete choice experiments without sacrificing the
sensitive to the local reality when engagingeliability of the obtained results (Bliemer andsRp
stakeholders or representatives. Furthermore, 2005) [17].
suitable participatory approach can change the

attitudes and preferences of the people involved,
bringing about ‘reversals’ or major insights inteet Il A SPATIALLY EXPLICIT, PARTICPATORY

mental how-it-works constructs of (local) actors. A AND INTERDISCIPLINARY TRADE-OFF

more practical point of attention is that pre-tegtof METHOD: RITAM

the tool is most often not possible and that difatir h iall lici - d

IS necessary. In addition, it is worth noting titais . The  spatially ~explicit, participatory _an
! ’ interdisciplinary trade-off method (in Dutch: RITAM

necessary to have a communlcatlon_ str_ategy for tr\lNehich stands for Ruimidlijke, Interactieve en
outcomes. Not only the communicating of th

conclusions is important, but also the understamdin ransdisciplinaire Afwegingmethode) is economically

where these conclusions come from should not bfgunded in utility theory. The basic assumptionttha

neglected (Lynaret al., 2007) [4]. underlies our method, is that each individual

Based on the abovementioned points of attentior?t""kehoIders (or representative) wants to maximize

T . . his utility Us under a number of constraints. The
a participatory tool has to fulfil some requiremsnt variablesx; in the utility function represent significant
First of all, a clear question or objective hasbhi® . y P 9

formulated for the participatory process. The aiim 0Iandscape characteristics. The utility function is

) g . ssumed to be differentiable and concave. The
making use of a participatory tool in the case o o ;
i : constraints in the model concern the available btidg
landscape planning is to extract knowledge of

e e total available area, as well as possible minim
specific landscape, such as goals and preferences f L . ;

o ) . - uantities of hectares necessary to fulfil a fuorctand
specific landscape design, to achieve an ‘optima

; . .“maximum quantities of hectares available for a

landscape plan that is acceptable for implememtatio : . .
. . . function. The model representing a representative’s
A second requirement is to include all the relevant

(local) interest groups and their representativess choice can now be presented as follows (see Claasse

important to be aware of the relationships amorg thet al., 2007) [18]

representatives of these groups. A third requirdrisen
that the researcher involved in the process nedikto
credible, scientifically objective and independerit s.t.
interest group influence (Lynaehal., 2007) [4].

Max U =U (X, %y, Xg0eesX 0. X, ), (1)
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PiXg + PoXp + PaXg +..t PX ot PrX, < B,
X X, ¥ X+ X +..+ X, <C,

x =D, [i0l)

Ug :zlgsikxik + Bsp By (5)
) “

o with U;s for the utility of scenarioi for
% <E, ('Dl ) representatives, xyx for the physical elements of
scenarioi, p; for the cost of the landscape scenayio
with B andC for the available budget and availableand s, and s, for coefficients. By using this utility
area respectivelyD; andE; for the constraints related function for landscape planning it is possible kain
to each individual variable;, and | "and |~ for all the amount of money an individual is willing to fieit
elements with the designated restrictions. These typén order to obtain (the benefits from) a specific
of problems can be solved by way of formulating thdandscape attribute. In other words, the amount of
Lagrange equation and the Karush-Kuhn-Tuckeincome (payments) required to make the average
conditions (details available upon inquiry). individual as well off with the improvement of a
The individual utility functions for all the landscape characteristic as her of she was in the
representatives can be established by way of aehoicurrent landscape scenario. This amount is known as
experiment. In order to arrive at the optimumthe marginal WTP and is the marginal rate of
landscape these have to be aggregated to osebstitution between two attributes. The margiagé r
representative utility function. To do this, weight of substitution is calculated as the ratio betwaeo
have to be attached to each individual utility fime. parameters, in which one attribute is valued imter
In the case of linear utility functions the weigite of a numeraire attribute, such as the price of a
arithmetic mean will do the job. Then the aggredatelandscape scenario.
utility function U equals: In this specific exercise, the implicit price of a
landscape attribute, is computed as the populaiion
m m (sample) average of the marginal rate of subgbituti
U :Z%Us’ Zws =1 3) between price and the landscape characteristicif So,
=1 = the derivative ofUg with respect to the landscape
attributex is divided by its derivative with respect to

In the case of non-linear individual utility funotis  costsp;, the implicit price of the landscape attribute
other ways of aggregation may be more appropriatgan he computed:

For example, in the case of utility functions otth

Cobb-Douglas type the weighted geometric average is gy 0%, 0P _ P
a more practical way of establishing the aggregate aus T :6 sk
utility function. In that case: s/0p 0% B,

(6)

m In words, the marginal rate of substitution between
U=UUU2. . Us.Ugh, ZC«JS:l. 4) a landscape characteristic coefficient and theepric
sl coefficient gives the marginal WTP for the landstap
characteristic. The unit is Euro per unit landscape
Of course the establishment of the weightttribute.

a presents the real challenge here.

For our research we applied a choice experiment,;\, AppLICATION OF THE METHOD IN THE
with the available budgeB not explicitly taken into FRISIAN LAKE DISTRICT

account. This means that the design of the expatime

was such that the participants were requested to|n order to test our approach, we applied it t@sec

choose between different financially feasiblestudy area. That is, by means of a case study,awe c

scenario’s. The utility function used was a lineae: test how the method works in practice, and wheither
supports spatial planners and policy makers inrthei

12" Congress of the European Association of AgricaltEiconomists — EAAE 2008



(local or regional) spatial planning decisions. sThi A workshop was held, in which representatives of

section deals with this case study. various organised interest groups were invited to
. o reflect on the larger list with attributes. Togetkath
A. Sudy area: Frisian Lake District these representatives (ten in total, representing

o ) _ different interests), we determined a final list of

The case study location in this paper is the southytributes. Moreover, attribute levels were idéetf
western part of Frisian Lake District, between thend discussed with the participants of the workshop
towns of Sneek and Joure. The Frisian Lake Disict This workshop approach allowed representatives free
part of the northernmost province of the Netherandyeign to indentify those attributes they perceiveast
called Friesland. Friesland’s economic structurq:mportant_
reflects a high level of involvement in agriculture  The third step in our methodology is the design
especially in the dairy sector. This is obviousthe  ang implementation of the choice experiment. On the
Frisian landscape, which is not highly urbanisetli®u pasis of the outcomes of the workshop (step twir), s
still predominantly open space, consisting mainly ogpatial attributes and one non-spatial attribuger(ely,
(never-ending) grasslands. Because of the combmati 3 monetary one, which is required to estimate welfa
of quietness and open space, the province of Briésl changes) were selected. The selected attributes (an
is a popular tourist site in the Netherlands. Thei&n  their number of levels) are: (i) type of nature (6
lakes are popular boating, sailing and waterskiin%veb); (i) area of water (3); (iii) bicycle path3);

venues, and in the area, there are several sailifg) |anding stages for yachts (3); (v) recreationa
schools and water sports centres. In addition ti®wa facjlities (3); (vi) water quality (3); and (vii) WP.

based recreation sites and facilities, the Frisiake With 7 attributes (1 with 6 levels and 6 with 3
district is also quite popular with bikers. Campsi®s |eyels), we have a possible 4,374 ¢6F) different
and bungalow parks are located all over the aregombinations of attribute levels, and thus also74,3
There is no fee to access the Frisian Lake District  jifferent landscape scenarios. A design, in whith a
possible combinations of the attribute levels that
characterise the different scenarios are enumerested

The frs siep in our proposed methodology s foUSYE" 101 Uactane I our chare experpert
make an inventory of the organised interest group ' 9 P

. : : g enerating 27 scenarios. These 27 scenarios were
that are more or less actively involved in the igris 9 9

representatives are important and central to th%ne of which remained fixed. This fixe% sg]ario
method, because of their specific perspectiveshen t . ’ .

. ; dedgcrlbed the current landscape. By representiag th
landscape. For each interest groups it was assesse

what their goals and objectives for the area at th\%g::n;:lggéa?gn ;;ti?:?cz?teqlijrfstggnérrgf’ciogiegtrilnir\\,\t/
landscape level were. p p p

: ould compare the 26 alternative spatial scenddos
The second step relates to the survey mstrumelfhe current landscape

namely the choice experiment, and its design. is th In the choice experiment respondents were
step, we defined the good to be valued in termissof . periment, P
attributes and levels these attributes take. Cartisg informed about the ecological consequences of the

. . : o ’ alternative scenarios. To this end, we used eatdbgi
point involved the loosely identified goals andknOWIed e and experiences to identfy the
objectives of the various interest groups, as aglihe im Iicatigns of a certairF\) o of nature for thevial
attributes and attribute levels described in repartd plicati type o o VBB

. . of certain types of target species. This is basethe
policy documents relevant to the area. Additionally . i

assumption that each of the six levels that can be

the development of this larger list was guided iy t : ‘ )
notion that the attributes included in this lisbshl be gtta(_:he(_j to the attrlbute_ type of natur(_e has ce'_r&_r:
implications for the spatial and ecological coratit

important’ or 'salient’, and are expected to affec under which specific target species can maintain
respondents’ choices. p 9 p

B. Research methodology
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sustainable populations. Even stronger, the six prenly 18 completed surveys were suitable for anglysi
defined levels of nature lead to such an improveémemeducing the response rate to 31%.

of conditions that, theoretically, sustainable

populations of specific target species can be gedli

In order to inform the respondents about the edoddg C. Resultsand analysis

implications of a spatial scenario, we attached&oh _ _ ,
scenario a picture of a certain target species (dad Step four in our methodology is the analysis of the
of indicator). This picture ‘tells’ the respondemit a Fesults of the choice experiment. For this purpese,
glance that the realisation of a scenario wouldrgwe Made a distinction between two different groups of
the conditions in such a way that sustainabléePresentatives. The first group (n = 5) consisiéd

populations of the depicted ‘indicator’ species ben réspondents that represented the interests of enatur
established and maintained in the area. protection groups, while the respondents of thesec

The choice experiment was administered by agfoup (n = 13) could be broadly classified as
Internet survey. This survey consisted of thredspar 'epresentatives of economic interests (especially
The first part collected some background informatio tourism and agriculture). Figures 1 and 2 show the
of the survey respondent, such as the organisatidtieferred landscapes of these two groups.

(s)he is affiliated with and the interests (s)he From these two fl'gures,. it can be qlearly seen that
advocates. The second part included the 13 choié@ere are no major differences in the spatial
experiment questions, with the 27 different langsca Preferences of the ‘nature representatives’ and the
scenarios. For each question, the respondent had §Onomic representatives’. However, although both
indicate which of the three presented scenariosost 9roups of representatives prefer more nature in the
desired, or preferred, by the people (s)he speaks farea, the_y have different opinions about _vvhat type
The third part of the survey gave the respondeat tfature this should be. ‘Nature representativeshgfly
opportunity to submit their comments and remarks oRreferred the_ establishment of additional reed and
the matter. rough growth in the southern part of the area, e&er

After a round of testing and improvement, thelfinath® ‘économic representatives’ seemed to have a
version of the Internet survey was administered iRreference for natural grasslands in the northeeast
June 2007. We sent a letter to 59 representativag o Part of the area. To put it in more ecological terthe
organised interest groups, varying from agriculttwa former group of representatives preferred the
environmental and from housing corporations tgstablishment and maintenance of the Western Marsh
tourist offices. As such, the number of SurVeyl-harrier, whereas the latter group of repr(-;senta'give
recipients was substantially higher than the nunaser Nad a preferences for the Ruff, a medium sized
workshop participants. Moreover, the composition ofmeadow bird. Another difference between the spgtlal
the group of survey recipients was more diversa — ipreferences of the two groups o_f representatives
the sense of represented interests — than thotieeof relates to whether or not an extra bicycle pathukho
workshop. be built in the' area. ‘Economic representativesfqr

The letter that we sent described the goal angtCh @ new bike-way in the southern half of theare
scope of the survey, and gave the recipients ttedlsle straight across agricultural land - wherea_s ‘nature
(website address and password) for accessing tfpresentatives’ do not share this _enthu3|asr_n and
survey. Survey recipients had approximately tw@ppeared not to be in favour of creating new beycl
weeks to complete the survey. All survey recipientéra”s-
were sent a reminder letter after one week. Of5he
recipients, 29 responded, yielding a response ohte
about 49%. However, not all the returned surveys
were completely filled out, because some respordent
indicated that they were ignorant of the spatial
preferences of the people they represent. As dtresu
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Fig. 2 The ‘optimal’ landscape according to ‘econongipresentatives’

/0 D RO HEEC

12" Congress of the European Association of Agricaltéiconomists — EAAE 2008



A final, but remarkable difference between thethus for the people they represent) for the stnectu
two distinguished groups is their WTP. We expectedand character of the landscape in the area.
that the higher the amount of WTP for a scenahie, t Unfortunately, due to the fact that the represerdat
less preferred this scenarios is. This negativeof the nature interest groups seemed to be indifter
relationship between preference and the amount adbout the price of a landscape scenario (WTP), our
WTP was indeed found for the group of ‘economiccase study work did not give statistically testable
representatives’ but, strangely enough, not foturea  information about the WTP for the spatial changes i
representatives’. This means that, when filling tngt landscape patterns. Nevertheless, the case study
survey, ‘nature representatives’ appeared to refose allows tentative conclusions and recommendations to
trade-off spatial values against money — althoung$h t be drawn. First, an increase in the total areaatdine,
requires some further investigation. be it reed and rough growth or natural grasslards,

Can we now, on the basis of Figures 1 and 2strongly preferred by the various representatives.
design an ‘optimal’ landscape? In order to answisr t Second, in contrast to ‘nature representatives’,
question, we need to know the values and theespondents who represented economic interest
distribution of the weights that policymakers aftdac  preferred the construction of a bicycle path in the
the various interests. If policymakers indicatettha southern part of the case study area. Finally etlieer
say, economic development is more important tharstill considerable potential for future works, esipéy
nature and environmental considerations, than thisvith respect to (i) comparing our representative
essentially means that the preferences of thapproach with a ‘regular approach (based on a
‘economic representatives’ should get a higher tteig representative sample of individuals), and (ii)
than those of the ‘nature representatives’. Sayef designing an ‘optimal’ landscape by making usehef t
know which weights to use, it should be at leastweights that policymakers attach to the various

theoretically possible to combine the preferences ointerests.

the two groups of representatives, and design an
‘optimal’ landscape. Due to the current lack of
information on the weights, we leave this exeréise

future work. 1.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Although patrticipatory planning tools are relativel 2.

new to the field of spatial planning, they seenbé&
promising and practical in the future. In this papee
developed a planning tool that (i) is based on th

representation of individuals by representatives of

relevant parties and organisations, and (ii) inetud

WTP a s measure of economic efficiency. It is ourg.

believe that the discipline of economics in genardal
the concept of WTP in particular can enrich the
process of landscape decision-making.

We applied our planning tool to a Dutch case

study area. Through the conduct of a choiceb.

experiment on representatives of various interest
groups (rather than on a representative sample ¢
individuals), we assessed the importance of various
spatial attributes, and showed how these attributelf

determined the preferences of these responderds (an’
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