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ABSTRACT

Thi s study i nvestigat es what affects t he
environmental public good, more specific to Cahuita national park. This park has a unique
payment system of voluntary donation. By using a natural field experiment, thig stud
examineghe sociceconomic characteristics and motives behind the voluntary donation. This
study also examines how information affects the voluntary donation. The written information
distributed increases the voluntary donatigralmost 100%, while theral information given
demonstrates greaterinfluenceon the freeriding problem. We also estimate the marginal
willingness to pay for an increase of the services in Cahuita national park by using the choice
experiment method. The willingness to paysi®own to be positive for an increase in the
number of environmentally friendly toilets and showavsilable and anaugmentatiorof
information available inside the park. The payment system of voluntary donation is not
profitable, but we find a positive anginal willingness to pay for the system, and our
observations show that the visitors are positive to the system of voluntary donation.



ABSTRACT

Este estudio investiga qué afecta a las contribuciones voluntarias de un individuo en relacion
a un bien plilico, especificamente al ingresar al Parque Nacional Cahuita. Este parque tiene
un exclusivo sistema de donaciones voluntarias. Mediante el uso de un experimento de campo
natural, se examinan las caracteristicas socioecondmicas y los motivos detrdsraeildn
voluntaria. Ademas, este estudio analiza cémo la informacion influye en estas donaciones.
Distribuir informacion escrita, aumenta la donaciones en casi un 100%, mientras que con
informacion oral hay una mayor tendencia al problemizeseriding. Asimismo, se estima la
disposicion de pago marginal por un aumento de los servicios del Parque Nacional Cahuita,
utilizando experimentos de eleccion. La disposicién a pagar es positiva ante un aumento en el
namero de servicios sanitarios y duchas dispeasilaimigables con el ambiente, y ante un
aumento de la informacion disponible en el interior del parque. El sistema de donaciones
voluntarias no es rentable, pero nos encontramos con una disposicién a pagar marginal
positiva, y nuestras observaciones muastigue los visitantes reaccionan positivamente al

sistema de contribuciones voluntarias.
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1 Introduction

The paymentsystem in sector Playa Blanca @ahuita national parkn Costa Ricais
voluntary donation. This system is unique in Costa Rica sili¢be other parks have a fixed
payment system with an average entrance fee of $6. Cahuita national park is not only unique
for its payment system of voluntary contribution, but also for thmanagement ohe park

by the local community and the parktharity (SINAC). The different concerns of these two
interest groupsnainly the management of the park, couldll imply a potential conflict. The

park authority is concerned about conservation of the park and their main interest is to
increase the reveputo Cahuita national park. The local community is more interested in
increasing the number of visitors sincecausesa positive spilover effecton the local
economy.Just asnany othemational parks in the world, Cahuita national park lacks funding

to conduct all projects they find necessary in order to avoid deterioration of the park. Our
objective with this study is to investigate what could increasg ther dev@rsue in order to
maintain the park. Therefore, our main objective for this thestsasalyze whainfluences a

visitor to make a donation, and the motives behind voluntary donation. Given thasitbe

is makinga donation, we also analyze what affectsdize of the donation being made. Our
second objective is to see how informatianb o u t the payment syster
voluntary donations to Cahuita national park. Both these obje@nessxamined by using a
natural field experiment method, a method where the subjective is observed in a natural
setting without knowing it. Théhird objective is to estimate the marginal willingness to pay
(MWTP) for an increase of the services in Cahuita national park. This is examined by using
the choice experiment method (CE), which is a stated preferences method.

This chapteprovides aaclkground to our study. It starts with an introduction to-emgism
and national parkd.hen, itcontinues with more specifinformationaboutthe studied area of
Cahuita national park, starting with sorgeneralinformation about Costa Rica. This is
followed by the specific questions asked.

1.1 Eco-tourism

Ecotourism has grown rapidly over the past decade and is now of great importance for the

economic growth in many developing countries. Ecotourism can boost the conservation of



natural resources, as well mgrease the economic growth in the country. But there are also
many challenges arising, for example to protect areas from being overused and degraded.
Even if the developing countries have different national attractionsdiffieulties of
managing theecotourism are the same. The challenge for these developing countries is to
develop well functioning policies that can find a balance between economic growth and
sustainable natural resource use. In addition to how to finance and manage attractive areas,
the challenge is also about legitimizing conservation as a land use as an alternative to timber

and agriculture. (Chase et al, 1998)

It is not difficult to understand that tourism has to be an important part of the sustainable
development. The environmehtaurden is often caused by the increased quantity of tourists
and the increasing volun@anbethough onthe environment. Wastepntaminatedvater and
diseasesare just some of theesults This imposed environmental burden is a negative
externality thatarises with increased numbers of tourists and the lad¢knofing to address

this. Therefore state involvement has been necessary and to be able to make this state
involvement as effective as possible, good data is required. With detailed arsadgisis
ecaiomic instrumentsa policycan bedesignedso that sustainable touristan be attainedn

a small economy, like Costa Rica, where the environment is the most important reason for
tourism, it is important taot only invest in theopportunityto take careof an increasing

number of touristdyut alsoto be able to decrease the environmental burden.

1.2 Generalfactsabout national parks and different payment systems

National parks exist all over the world in order to conserve our unique environment. Ehere ar
often conflicts and problems arisingthese areas because of their different values, both use
and nonruse values The conflicts can therefore be loeaklated to the inhabitants and their
everyday livelihood depending on the protected arbat ako national/regional/globdly
concerning for example, tourism income, research and biodiversity. Another issue is, as
mentioned above, how to finance the protection and maintenance of these areas. Since eco
tourism is an increasing market and méargvel agenciesoffer exotic adventures in the
national parks, it exerts a big stress on the environment. This increases the demand for

funding projects so that deterioration of the national parks can be avduteay national

2 Usevalue is the value of actually using a service for an individual, direct or indirectuséowmalue is the value
that an individual puts on a service even if they never intend to use it directly, for example preserve it for the
future.



parks in the world today are undimancial pressure and lack funding for the appropriate
maintenance, and are therefore threatened to be exploited for other commercial purposes
(Alpizar, 2002). The tourists visit protected araadnationalparks, and enjoy the benefits of

the area, butlo not have to worry about the costs associated with their visit. It is important
that the market captures the revenues and the benefits from ecotourism in order to preserve
the protected areas, and this can be done by introducing user fees, or engsntmyéen
accesdo thenationalparks. The entrance fee is becoming even more important as finance for
the national parks when public funds are limited (Alpizar, 2002). The design of the payment
system and the level of the fee are of importance in aoderaximize the revenue and limit

the environmental stress put on the national parks (Chase et al, 1998). If the payment system
is well-designed it can help the protected areas to bessHi€ient to a higher extent, and
thereby show that conservatioancbe profitable (Alpizar, 2002). The level of the entrance fee
can increase or decrease the number of visitors to one Tdrea.one way to spread the
number of visitors to several national parks can be to use differential pricing. This can be an
effective way to solve problems with overcrowded parks in one area, and encourage economic
development in another park area (Chase et al, 1998). Of cthisseansfer of visitorscan

be limited by parks having unique characteristics.

The level of the entraecfee does not necessarily reflect the maximum willingness to pay for

a national park (Chase et al, 1998). The visitor seems to have the level of the entrance fee in
one national park as a reference point when visiting other national park (Chase e8)alA199
tourist coming from a rich country could be willing to pay a higher amount to enter a national
park in her home countryather tharthe entrance fee in a park situated in a poor country
(Alpizar, 2002). There is also an alternative to the fixed magnsystem: the system of
voluntary donation. In Costa Rica today there is only one park, sector Playa Blanca in Cahuita
nationalpark, whichhas implemented the system of voluntary donation (see sectioTii2).

is the park where wehose to conduaiur study. Finding a welfunctioning payment system

and price criteria is of great importance in order to develop a sustainable ecotourism strategy.
It is about maximizing the utility for the visitors, maximizing the profit for the national parks,

and minimging the environmental burden.



1.3 Costa Rica and Cahuita national parki background to the study area

Costa Rica is situated in Central America bordering Nicaragua in the north and Panama in the
south, and with the Pacific and the Caribbean ocean on edhitshas a population of 4.4
millions (2006)in an area of only 51,100 sq km. Costa Rica has not had a national army since
1948. Coffee, bananas and tourism are some of the top sources of foreign income. Despite its
modestsize, Costa Rica has a variegography, landscape, and climate. Costa Rica is one of
the countries that have the richest biodiversity in the world. As many other developing
countries, Costa Rica have experienced a rapid deforestation mainly due to agricultural use of
the land, androm 1950 to 1990, Costa Rica lost almost 50% of its forests (Chase et al, 1998).
But this trend has now changedthe national park system has been implemented. In the
19606 s, the government started to conserve
ernvironmental value (Buckles, 199@ue to this system and the protection of the national
parks, Costa Rica has experienced a huge increase of foreign tourism. In 1993, the tourism
had taken over coffee and banamasbeingthe largest single source of fayg exchange
earnings (Chase et al, 1998). The ecotourism in Costa Ricasikcaess storyand the
international tourism has increased rapidly. Most of it because of all the national parks that
now cover approximately 24% of the national territory, anda df the tourists coming to

Costa Rica visit at least one national park (Alpizar, 2002).

When the tourism boonhit, it caused environmental degradation awine parks were
crammed with tourists. Despitke increased importance of the national parktertourism,

the budget for maintenance did not grow (Alpizar, 2002). As a result, the government raised
the entrance fees in the parks. On the first of September 1994, the entrance fees for foreign
tourists were raised by 1,100%, from about $1.25 to $1@g€ et al, 1998). This change
encouragedin ecologically more sensitive management, but it also created great conflicts.
Since then, many price changes have occurred, but the changes have to a large extent not been
changedafter formal criteria However,Costa Rica is one of the leaders in designing and
implementing polices that can capture the economic benefits of ecotourism, which could be of
guidance to other developing countries (Chase et al, 1998).

The section of the government handling environmeaftaires is The Ministry of Resources,
Energy and Mines, today known as the Ministry of Environment and Energy (MINAE). The
administration of the conservation areas is run by Sistema Nacional de Areas de Conservacion

(SINAC; National System of Conservaii Areas). SINAC was introduced by the government



in 1995 andnanagesoday 10 conservation areas established in the country (Buckles, 1999),
see Appendix I: Map Conservations areas in Costa Rica. These areas are divided into even
smaller management areadjere Cahuita national park is one. Cahuita national park has two
entrances. Puerto Vargas the south west side of the park, where the fixed entrance fee is
$6, and sector Playa Blanoa the north side of the park, where the entrance is paid by a
voluntary donation.

Cahuita town is located in the Limon province on the Caribbean coast of Costa Rica, close to
the border of Panamand 241 kilometers from the capital San José. Sector Playa Blanca in
Cahuita national park, where this field study was medsituatedon the outskirtsof Cahuita

town. The Cahuita national park measures 1067 hectares of land, 600 hectares of coral reef
thatextendsfrom Cahuita Point, and 22,400 hectares of marine territory. The park is famous
for its white sand beach witloconut treesand alsahe coral reefs just ochorewhich hasa

rich marine life including many endemic species. The mainland is home to a variety of
animals such as howler monkeys, kingfishers, night herons, -wbsted coatis, frogs and
shakes. Most ofahuita national park consists of swamp that lies between the coral reefs and
the mainland (see Appendix II: Map Cahuita national park). Today, the pagtdwasd100-

150 visitorsa day coming from all over the world. In April 22nd 1991, an earthquake
occurred and all of the parkds facilities wi
coast rose above sea level, thus killing a lot of the coral. The park is one of the most
frequently visited parks in Costa Rica, and it has a system of admibsing paid by
voluntary donation. This unique system has been developed by the local inhabitants and has
its roots in the conflict over the land that started in the 1970"s. At that time, the government
had started to protect land all over Costa Ricaiamdementedhe national park system. The

area around Cahuita was expropriated by the government and activities like hunting, fishing
and coconut harvesting, which where vital to the livelihobthe locals werebanned The

local inhabitants were shutub of the park and made their displeasure known to the
government, who allowed for some of the people to return to their daily work in the park.
Eventually the t oiwtobBesgadourstrbasedyecoandmy, margl éhd local
communityrevoltedaganst the government by peacefully taking control over the Fdr&y

did soby sittingby the entrancef the parkand letting tourists know that thelyd nothave to

pay an entrance febutthat the community of Cahuita was inviting them in. The govermnmen
officials left the area and accepted ansanagement of the park, maintained until this day.
(Buckles, 1999) However, this €banagemensharedbetween the local community and the

1C



park authority (SINAChasdifferent concerns about the management ofpéadk. The park
authority is concerned abotlite conservation of the park and their main interest is to increase
the revenue to Cahuita national park. The local community is more interested in increasing

the number of visitors sincedauses positive spi-over effectonthe local economy.

1.4 Main questions

Our objective with this study is to investig
to maintain the park. The main questions used to examine this objective, are divided into two
different goups, natural field experiment and choice experiment, depending on which method

wereused.

Natural field experiment:

1. Whatinfluencesa visitorto makea voluntary donatioio Cahuita national park?

2. What af f ectsigeofthbdonation’s i t or 0 s

3. What arethe psychosocial motives behind voluntary donation?

4. Can information increase the donation?

Choice experiment:

5. What is the marginal willingness to pay for increasing the facilities in Cahuita national

park?

These questions were examined and answaredgh collected data in Cahuita national park
March-May 2007.

11



2 Natural field experiment

This chapter starts with a brief description of the method of natural field experiftemt.
follows a section describing different theories why peoplevoluntarly contribute to a

public good, and ends with a sectmmhow information affects the voluntary contribution.

2.1 The natural field experiment method

The main part of our study will be in the area of natural field experiment, which is a method
where we obs®&e a subject in a controlled setting without the subject knowing that it is being
observed. By a field study, the researclsenble to observe the subjects in their natural
setting, and with a nat behaaiduwif noebe dfectedxbpteer i me nt
knowledge of being observeggHarrison and List, 2004

2.1.1 Why giving?
Accordingtoneec | assi cal economic theory, it is not

voluntarydonatingmoney to a public goodut people do. Many theorigsy to explain the
reasons and motives behind why individuals contribute to a public good, in our case by
donating moneyoluntarily to Cahuita national park, even though it is not in their own
interest to do so. There are also studiesg conductedn orde to find out, not only the
motives behind, but what affects thigeof these voluntary donations.

2.1.1.1T h e i n dcharactdristeed imdpgaabn giving
Studies show that voluntary contribution to an environmental public good varies

systematically with theindividual characteristics of the respondent (Borck, Frank and
Robledo, 2006. List, 2004). Observable characteristics of individuals could therefore give the
economistsimportant information when trying to understabeéhaviourslike voluntary
contributionto an environmental public good. It can also be of importance when collecting
and analyzing data, since many characteristics can influence the result, and it could therefore
be difficult to ascertain the economical factors behind the behavior (Andrebiesterlund,

2001). Contribution in the meaning of willingness to pay for an environmental publidgood
shownto depend on gender, income, experiences, education level and age (Pruckner and
Sausgruber, 2006. Andreoni and Vesterlund, 2001. Krarup arseR@e05; Ch 11. Alberini
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et al.. Lanza et al., 2005). John A. List (20@#plainsthat age and contributidmehaviours
correlated, when examining social preferences in three field experiments in different
environmentsHe further shows thatlder peoje tend to contribute a larger amount of their
endowments than younger people. Even after correcting for indivigheaific factors, his
dataindicatesthat the probability of contribution, as well as @iee of the contribution, is
related to age. Prunkr and Sausgruber (2006) tries to find individual factors that can have an
influence on trustworthiness by conducting a natural field experiment tryingettify
motives behind payments néwspapers in the streets. Their findings show effects of gender
age, family status, church attendance, measure of reciprocity, social connectedness, and social
risk. They also found, in contrast to List, that older people pay less than younger ones.
Furthermoretheyfind that males pay less than females, that famiWwith children pay more

than singleandpeople working as volunteers (social connectedness) are positively associated
with payments Frequentchurchgoergay less, people trusting the legal system and those
willing to return a favor pay more, people wtare about what others think of them pay more
thanothers, and finally people who evagieying taxpay less.

An i mportant issue to take into consideratic
pay, I s t hlenowtedgsapoutnat expaéendeswith the environmental good being

valued (Gérard/aret, Kolm and Ythier, 2000; Ch 1. Kolm). A study made by Carlsson and
Martinsson (2006xoncerningthe willingness to pay for avoiding power failushowsthat

the willingness to pay can differ beborand after a change has taken place, and that the
reasons for this are more experiences and new attitudes. This was also examined by Cameron
and Englin (1997) and their resulshow that the expected value of willingness to pay

increases significantly witany positive experience.

21.12The individual 6s moti ves i mpact on gi
There are several motivational factors behind why people contwoliatarily, and do not

freeride. These are aspecwich as selimage, seklinterest, altruism, warrglow, social

norm, social interaction, knowledge, interests, experiences, fairness, cognitive dissonance and
self-perception (Gérar¥aret, Kolm and Ythier, 2000; Ch 1. Kolm, Ch 4. Schokaert and Van
Ootegem, Ch 19. Antoci, Sacco and Zamagni). There are many ssidiesmg that pro

social behavior have an effect on the contribution lehel is,that the contribution level for

an individual is strongly depending on how high the level of contributions are from others

(Heldt, 2005), and that this is duefetors suckasconformity, social norms, or reciprocity.
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A field study about charitable giving made atraversityin Zirich by Frey and Meier (2004)
showsthat contributions increase on average if people who are abowke a contribution

receive information that others have contributed before them. This large scale field
experiment supports the theory of conditiooaloperation meaning that people behave pro
socially depending on the pemcial behavior of other3he theoretical explanation for this is

that; (L) people want to behave according with the social norm, (2) people have some levels
of fairness, and (3) if others contribute to the public good it can be an indicator of the quality
of the good (Frey and Meier, 2004). addition Frey and Meier (2004 )statethat the pre

social effect varies between people, and that the explanation could be past contribution
behavior and personal preferences. The people that never or always contribute do not change
their behavior, meaning that the persons were consistéimir behavior. But the people that

have changed their contribution behavior in the past stramglgtto the information that
othershave contributed. They aldnd that people react to a relatively small chang¢him
contribution level of othetsT he hi gher peopl ebds expectations
the more likelyit is that they contribute themselves.

Rege (2004) alsanalyzessocial norms in the context of voluntary contributions by
conducting a game in which people have preferefmeprivate consumption, public good

and social approval. Social norms are defined tadpectsuchas approval or disapproval

from the people positive to the norm. One thing that is discussed is that the person adhering
the norm gets a greater sociapegpval, and experience a greater feeling of social approval, if

the population sharing the norm is large. Hence, an increase of the number of people adhering
the social norm, the stronger the feeling of the social norm. If a person is contributing when

the social norm of contributing among others are small, the person will receive a small
increase in social approval, and therefore contributors can improve their social approval by

not contributing.This also workghe other way around: when there are mamytrdoutors, the

person contributing will improve the social approval. Finally, Rege (2034)Jssesvhether

the incentives for social approval are depending on the situatiore specifically, if one is
amongstrangers or nestrangers. There have beaadies showing that both groups can have

a significant effect on the per sorsliowsthatncent i
a personds contribution | evel al most i ncr ea
board and shown for other partiants, compared to an anonymous treatment. Croson and
Marks (1998) also claim, in their threshold public goods experiment, that contribution

i ncreases | f the visitorods contribution is i
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Pruckner and Sausgr uber 6 exanirkd\Whét)lrustwathiness asl fie
based on by changing the information given in the experiment. One is expressing the legal
norm (AStealing paper is illegal o), one the
one is just for &@Antcremlt sECHAThea hpapersud dst s ho
a strong positive effect on the payments, and that the legal norm gives no effect. The other
result is that the number of freiglersdoesnot change and constant through the different

norms. One gxanation for this is that freeders do not comply with the nofrand because

of this, theytendnotto reactto social norm information.

Andreoni (1990discussesvhy people give voluntary donations, aeduseson how altruism
influences the givingde ar gues that the individual 6s pre
public good often is neglected, and ttlte@most common assumption in taristingliterature

has been that a personb6s preferences tadlepend
supply of the public good. His conclusion is that when a person makes donation to the public
good she gains utility, not only from the increased supply of the public good, but from the
actual giving.This is what isreferredt o as t-0 ke o Vvie@irg rthat the visitor
experiencesvhen making a donation. From this, Andreoni (1986@sthe following utility

function:
(1) Ui:Ui li'G’gi:

Where the individuals wealth can be allocated between the private good consumptaond

the contributionto the public goody, , the total amount of public good with n individuals is

G= Zi"flgi . Since g, enters the function twice, it captures thetfthat the individuals own

contibution has an impact on both the private utility and the amount of public good provided.

Andreoni describes a person who is purely altruistic having the utility function wheise
equal to zerd), =U, (i,G:, claiming that the individualdoesnot care about the private

contributionto the private good. He continuby describing the purely egoistic person to

have the following utility functionU, =U, %, 0, where the person is motivated to give to

the public @od by the warrglow feeling. And finally, impurely altruistic is a person with a
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utility function of U, =U, &, g, : In an impurely altruistic model, the individual gains utility

not only from the supply of the public good, but from contributmthe public good herself.

When the individual is giving money and thereby contributing herself to the quantity of the
public good, she is better off than if someone else is contributing, even though the public
good is provided (Johanss@ienman and Sdsater, 2003). This can be defined as the warm
glow effect of giving. Johanssdg®tenman and Svedsater (200@)ve developed the utility
function even further by the hypothesis that this wataw feeling is coming from the effects

of the selfimage. By intuding the selimage in the utility function, they are able to extent

the models ability to analyze the factors behind why individuals are giving to public goods.
Utility function (Johanssoistenman and Svedséter, 2003):

2) u =u(x,G,s)
where s, is individual i “s selfimage. a_u>0 means that the individual isxperiencing

higher utility the better the selinage is attained.

Hur (2006) explores other motivation factors than watow behind charity giving, and
focuses orsix main factors: a good deed, altruism, a desire for social responsibility, a desire
for the common good, mass psychology, and a showing off and rewpedting manner.
Among these factors, two key networde foundto show the value structure of charitable
giving. Oneis representing the social and individual good qualities, and the athier
referenceto selfishness. His conclusion is that people give to charities to demonstrate their
good quality and to satiy their selfishness, and that people therefore are ambivalent when
giving to charity: since they give both to express their social and individual good quality, and
to satisfy their selfishness. Hur (2006) also talks about that charity gagisgmethingthat
develops over time and that leading social forces, for examplgnodih organizations and

the direction of public policieshave an impact on the charity giving. Croson and Shang
(2005) experimentallgxaminehow the contribution level of othemsfluenceghe individual
behavior and find that social influences have an affect of thed i v beathaviarl Gadsson

and Martinsson (2006) tested how the view discussed in media affected the willingness to pay
for individuals in the society, and theysalclaim that individuals sometimes are acting in

accordance with the general view in the society.
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We have considered all of these factors and motives behind why people voluntarily contribute
to a public good when designing the questionnaire used isttily, see section 4.3.3 and

Appendix lll: Questionnaire CNP.

2.1.2 Information effects on voluntary donation

Information can be an important tool when solving environmental problems. The
effectiveness of an economic incentive to change behasi@hown to depnd onthe

information provided (Krarup and Russel, 2005; Ch 3 Thogersemformation and
motivationarefoundtol® t wo properties which base and d
actions (Gérard, Kolm and Ythier, 2000; Ch 1. Kolm). Previous studieddla investigated

voluntary contribution to a public goahowthat information has a statistically significant

impact on the contribution (Richard and Randal, 2005). Sell and Wilson (1991) examined
what effect information about other group membel@natons haveon thei ndi vi dual 6
voluntary donation to a public good. They compared providing no information, providing
information on aggregated behavior and providing information on individual contributions.

Their resultshowthat individualized informatiogives the highest contribution to the public

good, but that theontribution levels for no information and aggregated information did not

vary. Jones and McKee (2004) experimentally investigated if the nature of the information
concerningthe level of thec ont ri buti ons by others affects -
fund-raising campaign. They focused on two different types of information: aggregated and
relative contribution levels. Aggregated information reported the group behavior, for example

the total amount collected in the fumdising campaign. Relative information reported the

i ndividual 6s contribution relative to some
average contribution Their results show that information about relative inddual
contributions could raise the average contribution level, and lower the number-oiénese

They also found that aggregated group contributions had a lower impact on the donation.

These studies all show that information has#eacton the conibution, and we used this as
an incentive for our information treatment. We only had one information treatment in our
study and this included relative information about the average entrance fee level to other

national parks in Costa Rica.
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2.2 Econometric mocel in the natural field experiment

In this study we use a two stage model. In the first stage we look at the decision to contribute.
By using a Probit model wexaminethe probability that an individual isoluntarily
contributingmoney to Cahuita nationglrk. In the second stage we lookvathat affects the

level of the voluntary contributioby usinga conditionalordinary least of square (OLS)
model The OLSis a regression analysis that examines the relationship between the dependent

variable and thexplanatory variables.

An individual is expected teoluntarily contribute to an environmental public only if her
utility of giving is greater than her utility of not giving. When not contributing, the individual
can still get utility from the supply of éhpublic good. Therefore, if an individuabntributes

the utility achieved from the supply of the public good and the actual contribution made,
should be bigger than the utility achieved only from the supply of the public Jded.
following utility modd is used toexplanation for the probability that an individual is

voluntary choosing to contribute:
(3) PreC=Yes=Pr 0 «,EP,d, > @ & EP _

VC =Voluntary contribution for individual .

Where x. is theprivate consumption for individual which is included in the model since the
i ndi v wehlthaslagssmed to be distributed between private and public consur@ption.
is the supply of the environmental publioagl, and d, is the voluntary donation made by

individual i to the environmental public good.

To further investigate what affects the level of the voluntary contribution, we only look at the

subsample that made donatiorand we therefore use tfalowing conditionalOLS model:
(4) VC VC >0 =a, + BC, + S,E + BM, +¢

WhereVC, is the voluntary contribution to the environmental public good made by individual
I, given that you chmse to donate.x is the intercept for individuali, A is the

coefficientsC, is the socieeconomic characteristics of individual E; is the experience,
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knowledge and interest of individual M, is the motives behind why individuawould

voluntary contribute, ang is the error term or the mdom variable of individuai .
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3 Choice experiment

In this chapter we discuss wiayd how to put a value on the environment. We also discuss
how the method of choice experiment is functioning hoa it is designed, and present the

economic and econometric meld used in the choice experiment in this study.

3.1 Valuing the environment

Real economies are usually not satisfying the conditions of optimality and efficiency used in
the fAideal 0o functioni ng ma rinkperfect, meaoningthatynot Re al
everything is included in the trading, that the information behind the trade often is imperfect

and, therefore, the real marketse often not perfectly competitiveA great dealof
environmental economics is about identifyingdacorrecting market failures thatay occur

concerning the services that thevironment supplieto the economy. Economic activities,
production or consumption, oftemply external effects or externalities. This is an effect that

arises when the econotnactivity of one agenhasan | mpact on another a
profit. One example of a negative externald|
polluting a river which is ending in a lake used for fishery and drinking water. Externalities
areeffects such asnarket failurewhich can be corrected with a payment and compensation,

and are therefore closely linked to property rights. Many policies are created to correct the
market failures in order to achieve a higher efficiency. There are selgeatives that are

necessary for a market to produce efficient allocations. First of all, a market for the goods and
services must exist, and this demands fully assigned private property rights. Another objective

is that all goods and services are priyateaning that there are no public goods. Many of the
environmental services have the characteristics of a public good, and, therefore, market
problemsmay arise. Two characteristics can help to explain the difference between private

and public goods, andt hese are rivalry and excludabil!]
consumption of a good is at the expense of
when a person can be excluded from consuming the good. Pure private goods are both rival
and excludhle, for example food. Pure public goods are neither rival nor excludable, for
example the street lights. Opancess natural resources, for example ocean fishery, are rival

but not excludable. Resources that are-neal but excludable are called congbkt

resources. An example of this is wilderness areas,tlaeyl arenonrival as long as one

i ndi vi duees ot edusiet another visitorés enjoyme

often supplies the public good, and the question is how much shoultbenment supply
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in order to achieve efficiency. The rule is that the level of public good supplied should be
where the aggregated marginal willingness to pay for the good is equal to the marginal cost of
the good. Thigloes noseem to beery difficult in theory.However it is in practice because

the government needs to know the preferences, meaning the marginal willingness to pay, for
all the relevant individuals. It is difficult for the government not only to find these
preferences, but also to knafithey are truthfully revealed, because thexestincentives for

the individuals to fregide. Say for example that the government is planning to build a new
subway financed with taxes in proportion to
guestioning, the individual can say that the marginal willingness to pay for a new subway is
$100, but the real amount is $180. There are incentives for the individual to understate the
amount in order to get a lower tax and free. It is not easy to findystems that can find the

truthful preferences in order to value a public good. (Perman et. al., 2003)

As mentioned above, it is not easy to put a value on the environmogreyer it can be done.

The original and major reason for valuing the environmeas to include environmental
impact in a cosbenefit analysis. In order to find where the costs and the beagfity it is
important to put a monetary value on the favorable or unfavorable environmental impacts
associated with a project. If a projestiould go on or not is decided by the doshefit
analysis, corrected for market failures. When a change is considered, it is important to know
how the utility changes in monetary terms in order to make abevstfit analysis of the
project. For examplenow a change ithelevel of the environmental services provided affects
the individual s wutility. I n order to find
methods that can be uséith begin,we must distinguish between a use value and ausen

value. Use value is the value of actually using a service for an individual, direct or indirect.
Non-use value is the value that an individual puts on a service even if they never intend to use
it directly, for example preserve it for the future. For vakes, there are indirect valuation
methods that can be used, meaning that the behavior of the individual is observed in related
situations. Examples of these methods are the Travel Cost Method and the Hedonic Pricing
Method. The Travel Cost Method is bedsen the idea that it is possible to find the value that

the individual puts on the environmental services from the costs that the indigadogin

order to experience the service. The questions involved in this method are usually: how much
did it cost,in time and monetary terms, for the individual to travel to the recreational area, for
example a national park? These figures will thepresent abase for estimating the

i ndi vidual 6s value on the service. eddmtakioni ¢ F
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of atmospheric pollutionin this caseit is suggested that, all other things being equal, the
price that the individuals are willing to pay for housing has a positive relation to the air
quality. From this, it can then be possible to put a valuelean airThe problemwith these
indirect methods is that there could be thiagart fromthe environmental services that the
individual valuesin the specific settingvhich might have an effect otme willingness to pay.
(Perman et. al., 2003)

Direct methods or stated preferences are used in order to valusa&ealues (but also use
values) since there is rapecific behaviouthat can be observed. The most common direct
methods are Contingent Valuation Method (CVM) and Choice experiment (GE)Yhese
involve asking the individuals about their willingness to pay for (or willingness to accept) a
change in a hypothetical setting. The main use of these methods is to provide inputs to
analyze a change in the supply of an environmental servicehase methods are especially
used for environmental services that are-awdudable. The problem with these methods
could be that conclusions are drawn from hypothetical questions, compared to the indirect
methods that are observing actbahaviour But the advantages are that it can value both

nortuse values and use values. (Perman et. al., 2003)

The statedpreferencesmethod, choice experiment, is used in this study since we are
interested in putting a value future services that do not exist todhgnce it is not possible

to use a revealed method.

3.2 Using choice experiment to value nomarket environmental public goods

Choice experiment has primarily been used for private market goods, and was, to our best
knowledge, first used for environmentatoplems by Adamowicz et al. (1994). Choice
experiment is atated preferencamethod, that is, a direct method where the respondent is
asked directly about his or her preferences for different attributes. The idea behind it,
formalized by Lancaster in 19§@erman et al. 2003), is that a good should be treated as a
bundle of attributes, and that those attributes are the primary utility for the individual. Choice
experiment is a good approach when planning effective tourism expansioadvdrgage of

using the choice experimenmethod compared to other statguteferencesmethods or
revealedpreferencesnethods, is that it is valuing attributes separately and not as a bundle.
Moreover, it reveals preferences for attributes, and attribute levels that doumentlyexist
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(Lanza et al.,, 2005; Ch1l. Morimoto. Adamowicz et al., 1998). We chose to use choice
experiment to value the marginal willingness to pay (MWTP) for different attabilnat

Cahuita nationapark possesse8y using the choice experiment thed, it was possible for

us to obtain information about the traoks between different attributes. Therefore, it
contains more information than for example a contingent valuation method. Adamowicz et al.
(1998) used choice experiment moeasurepassiveuse values and to compare this to a
contingent valuation method exercise. Their result showed that there is no significant
difference in the preferences between choice experiment and contingent valuation method.
Instead the interesting differencemein the attributes of the environmental good. Pendleton

and Scott (2001) strengthen this result by showing that there are great advantages to be made

by treating the attributes separately and not as a bundle good.

The choice experiment is revealing prefeendy letting the individual make repeated
choices. By focusing on the trad# that the individual does between the attributes, the
marginal rate of substation (MRS) can be calculated and, if the alternatives are combined with
a cost attribute, the maral willingness to pay can also be calculated from the responses

(Carlsson and Martinsson, 2003).

There are several groups of biases in a choice experiment. When designing the experiment,
the attributes and the attribute levaveto be clearlydefined so thatwe researchers know

what respondents are valuing. It is important to be extra careful when describing the payment
vehicle and the environmental good. Another group of biases include interviewer bias. The
interviewer bias occur when the resportdamswers with a willingness to pay (WTP) higher

than their true willingness to pay because theyt to please the interviewdvlany biases

can be avoided by a welkesigned experiment. It is therefore of great importance toepte

the formulary to maksure thequestionsaaskedarewell understood.

3.3 Design of the choice experiment

The design of the questionnaire for a choice experiment faces much of the same difficulties as
when designing a contingent valuation formulary. First, the environmental gosehoce

and the payment vehicleeedto be clearly defined. The choice experiment design contains:
the number of attributes and what these attributes should be, the number of attribute levels
and what these levels should be. When this is clearly definedttributes and the levels of
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the attributes have to be combined into alternatives. These alternatives in combination with
one another create choice sets. (Hanley et al., 1998) The respondents choose one alternative in
a choice set with a number of ahatives. Before the choice experiment starts, some-socio
economicquestionsare often asked to the respondent. A debriefing question, for example
Awhat made you prefer alternative A and not
betterunderstad t he i ndi vidual 6s choi ce.

There is risk that the individuals interpret the attributes and the level of the attributes
differently. Therefore, it is of great importance that the attributes and the levels of the
attributes are well defined and explairtedhe respondents. Visualizing by showing pictures

is one way to eliminate the risk that individuals interpret the attributes and the levels of the
attributes differently, and this will make the analysis more convenient (Hanley et al., 1998).
Individuals” preferences are stated by the alternatives the indivchaises The design of

the experiment should be in such a way that as much information as possible is attained so
that ther e s p o rirdeepreferenges could be revealed. This has to be doneutttiecting

the respondents in any way, meaning that all the respondents has to be approached in the
same way and the questions asked should ndedding in any way This can in turn
determine how well the estimated willingness to pay corresponds to¢he p 0 nadtwah t 0 s
willingness to pay (Carlsson and Martinsson, 2008 validity of choice experiment has

been questioned for not revealing the true preferences of the desgp®nsee further section

3.4

The benefit of the alternatives and the adfsthoosing one alternative have to be considered
carefully whendesigning the choiesets If one of the alternatives is associated with a high
benefit for the respondent at a low cost, and another alternative with a low benefit at a higher
cost, the rgsondents will always choose the alternative with highest benefit to the lowest
cost. This is called a dominant alternative. Designing the choice set in such a way that there is
always one dominant alternative in each cha@eewould eliminate the informah that could

have been obtained if the design had been different. Hence the degree of success for a choice
experiment is depending on that the individual is actually making a-ofaddetween the
attributes (Carlsson and Martinsson, 2003).

Carlssonad Mar ti nss ongsuggestt2h0aOtl )i nrdeisvuildtual-sponeed

choices since theris some instability in the first choice sets which might be explained by a
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learning effect. This indicates that there is a positive effect of having a largdrenwof
choice sets On the other hand, this might cause the respondentgdw tired and lose

interest, which could lead to that the true preferences are not revealed.

3.4 Hypothetical versus actual payment

To test the validity of the choice experiment hoat it is convenient to use the stated
willingness to pay and compare it with the real or actual payment. When using stated
preferences methods, the willingness to pay has been claimed to be overstated in a
hypothetical setting (Micheal, 2007, Murphy ando®, 2004, Johanssé®tenman and
Svedsater, 2001) which could be explained by a couple of reasons, but is often correlated with
the warmglow felling that people can achieve when giving, see section 2.2.1. The studies
made in this areareoften conducteavith private markegoods(Lusk and Schroeder, 2004),

but there are a few studies made on publicmanket environmental goods.

Carlsson and Martinsson (2001) conducted a choice experiment to reveaktsep ondent s
preferences on different environmdnpaojectsrun by World Wildlife Foundation (WWF).

The choice set had two alternatives and each alternative had three attributes: the project, the
amount of money that would be paid to the respondent, and the amount that would be donated

to the project. Fst, the respondents made 16 pamiise hypothetical choices. In the second

section, the same respondent had to make 16nisar other similar choices, but this time in a
non-hypothetical setting. In the ndrypothetical section, the respondents whererméal that

one of the choicsets would be drawn randomly as the actual cheéteand the alternative

chosen in this choieset would be the alternative that the actual money would be donated to.

The donation would be made anonymously. The result indi¢hte there was no significant
differences in the hypothetical and actual choice experiment. However, a study made by
JohanssoifStenman and Svedsater (2003) showed that there was a difference and that the
hypothetical willingness to pay exceeds actualinghess to pay in theaseswhere ethical
dimensions are involved. Their resultigdsedonthet heor y t hat t-imegeisndi vi
one of the main factors when the individual is making choices. JohaSsseman and
Svedséaters (2003) explain Carls n and Martinssonos (2001) r
consistency in her behavior. This behavior is closely related to the theory of cognitive
dissonance (Festinger, 195Mat claimsthat individuals are avoidinthe anxietythat the

individual will experience when not being consistent in her choices. Comparing the
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willingness to pay from the hypothetical with the Aoypothetical will therefore not show
any differences using the same individuals.

So far we have only looked at the external test, whedis to what extent the stated
willingness to pay from the choice experiment correspond to the actual payment. But there are
a couple of internal tests that can be done. All tests are conducted to test how well the
assumptions made in microeconomics angfilied. One of the assumptions in
microeconomics is that individuals are maximizing their utility and are assumed to prefer
more to less. The indifferent curves arays,assumed to be convex. The individislurther
assumed to be consistent in hegfprences, referred to as the transitivity thearguingthat

if an individual prefer A to B and B to C, then the individual is assumed to prefer Ato C. To
test for transitivity in a choice experiment you have to have a large number of-shtsice

Our study has been made in the field, and it was therefore inconvenient to have a large
number of choicesets. As a consequence of this limitation we did not test for transitivity. One
could alsotest for consistency and stability in preferences by dividieg-kinicesetsinto 2
sequences when conducting the choice experiment (Carlsson and Martinsson, 2001). For
example, choice sequence 1 = ¥B® and choice sequence 2 = 4583, where %6 are the
different choicesets. However, as explainedrlie;, we did rot test for stability in preferences

since our study was conducted in the field and therefore limited to a smaller amount of

choicesets.

3.5 Economic model in the choice experiment

Most microeconomic theory is based on the assumption that individuals amminiag

utility from a budget constraint. Other common assumptions in microeconomics are that the
individual is behavingrationally, and that the individual experience increased utility of
consuming more. In a choice experiment, the individual derivdisy dtiom a bundle of
goods. If the price or levels are change the individual may change from one bundle of goods
to another. This change in utility between different alternatives is being analyzed by using the
method of choice experiment.

The choice ina pairwise choice experiment is depending on the available substitutes. A

random utility model (RUM) estimates the probability that an individual will choose an
alternative depending of the characteristics of that specific alternative and the charcascterist
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of the other available alternative. Furtheamdom utility modekestimates the coefficients of

the attributes that maximize the probability of an alternative being chosen. This means that
the higher utility that the individual finds in the charactessin the specific alternative, the
higher is the probability that this specific alternative will be choggandefur et al. 1996)

Let individual i s utility of choosing alternative A be given by:

(5) U,=U,+Ein (McFadden, 1974)

U, is the total utility that the respondent experience when choosing alternative A. This utility
Is determined by the utility that the attributes in alternative A bas, and the utility not
determined by the attributes of alternative #,, also known as the error term. By using a
random utility model we assumea,, to be linear in parameters, meaning that the parameters

appearing in the regression are orgysed to the power of one. This does netessarily
mean that the explanatory variables have to be linear. The functional form of the utility

attained from alternative A can be expressed as:

(6) Un =ap+ B Xia+ B,PatEn

Where o is the intercept in alternative A for individual g is the coefficientsX,, is an
attribute used to describe alternative A for individua®, is the price attribute in alternative

A for individual i , which is the monetary cost for alternative A.

3.6 Econometric model in the choice experiment

The general function of the random utility model that we analyzed in this ssutlyei
following:

(7) U =a+BX +5,R +¢

The utility in (7) is the total utilitythatindividual i experience from Cahuita national park
and this utility can beivided in to the utility of the two alternatives.
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(8) Upp = p + B Xip + BPa +Ein

9 Ug =g + 51 Xig + B,Ps + &5

The probability that an individual is choosing alternative A equals the probability that the
utility from this alternative is greater than the utility of alternative B.

(10) Pre = A:: Pr hiA T Eia :> 8 + & :
C. = Choicefor individual i .

To obtain the difference in utility between the two alternatives (A and B), the intercepts in
alternative A and B are assumed to be eqaal-a, =0. The logic behind this is that the

intercept represents thaility that the individual gains from all other variables in her life and
this is the same in alternative A as in alternative B. In other words, the utility that an
individual has when entering Cahuita national park without the attributes, are the same
between the two alternatives. The difference in utility between the alternatives then becomes:
AU=U, -U,= &, +BXp+L,P+e, — 85+ B Xe+P,Ps+65 =
=1 Kin = Xig }ﬂz P, —Ps :"’ $iA_8iB:

The intercepts are the same in alternative A and B, since it is the same individual making the
chace between the altertiges, and therefore they disappedren one looks ahe difference

between the alternative that the individual preferred andribehat sheejected. To evaluate

the effect of socioeconomic vari ablueksaveon t he
to be created between the socioeconomic variables and the difference in the attribute levels.

This was out of the scope of this study.

To further decide which model to use in talysisone has to make an assumption about the
error term. The errorerm is also known as a random variable since it can not be known in
prior. The random variables are defined from the probability distribution of the values that the
random variables can take. We assumed the error term to be normally distributed across the
alternatives, A and B, and between the respondents. One of the most commonly used
econometric models for a binary discrete chagcéhe Probit model. In the Probit model the

error terms are specified as normally distributed, and, therefore, this mosleised when
estimating the random utility model of the choice experiment.
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3.7 Estimation of the marginal willingness to pay

We are interested in the marginal willingness to pay for the attributes. This can be done by
using the probabilities of choosing a ejfie alternative if one of the attributes in the
alternativesis a price attribute The mean marginal willingness to pay for each attribute is

estimated by dividing the specific attribute coefficient with the price coefficient;

(11) meanMWTR= —%

2
In order to calculate the total mean marginal willingness to pay, the specific constant is
divided by the price coefficient, and therefore we can not calculate the total marginal

willingness to pay for Cahuita national park.
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4 The project performance in Cahuita national park

In this chapter the practical ffermance of the field work is explainexhd followed by a
description on how the pilot study has been used to create the final questiofinairghe
natural field experiment is discussed. The fowection in this chapter explains the choice

experiment.

4.1 Project performance

The reason for choosing Cahuita national park as a study area was the unique system of
voluntary donation. This system made it possible for us to analyze questions around the

Vi sitorsdé6 voluntary donation since the donat
also made it possible for us to see directly if the information treatment affected the voluntary
donation. A fixed payment system would not have given us the sarsibipgs We focused

on visitors from Europe and North America, and only conducted interviews in English. The
reason for this is that our Spanish is insufficient, and that we decided not to include Costa
Ricans since we wanted to analyhe behaviour ofdreign tourists wha@ome as visitors to

the park.

In a country with aain season it is expected that the landscapevaily, and this in turn has
an effect on the tourism valueBaus it is of importance that a study regarding tourism in a
country with a rain seasontakes the effects of seasonality on natunasourcesinto
consideration. (Lanza et al., 2005; Ch11. Morim@ag to this we conductedhe field work
just before the rain season started, in May. All respondents in the weréyvisitors D

Cahuita National Park entering the park through sector Playa Blanca.

The data collection was made in three stages during the three weeks that the field work was
carried out. D a t matioadlitiesigéndesq hctual dohation and  thiditar r s 6
was in company with somebody or alone were collected at the entrance all weeks (see
Appendix Il: Map Cahuita national park, stage 1). This data was collected by copying the
registration bookthat is, the registration sheet that all visitors havilltout in persorbefore
entering the park (see Appendix IV: Registration sheet). At the entrance, a number of
representative visitors were selected sasnplesfor the choice experiment. The choice
experiment took place further inside the park (see Agpell: Map Cahuita national park,

stage 2) after the respondehtdbeen able to get some experience of the park. The choice
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experiment was conducted for two weeks and there was no information flyer distributed to the
visitors these two weeks. The thineeek, an information flyer was distributed to all visitors
entering the park through the sector Playa Blanca. The information was provided in both

English and Spanish (see Appendix V: The information flyer in English and Spanish).

There were twadreatnents in this studydistribution of an information flyer, which was
conducted for one week, and the oral information about the payment system of voluntary
donation given by the person working at entrance. The oral informatisgiven to visitors
that seen insecure about how the payment systeorks or who asksabout it. The oral
information was not needed when the written information was distributed. The control group
was the data collected at the entradoeng the two weekghatthe choice experimenvas

conducted.

4.2 The pilot study

We conducted a pilot study for four days, one week before the actual study was carried out.
During the pilot study in Cahuita national park, we concentrated on the choice experiment in
order to test the desighy this, the number of attributes and the levels of the attributes of the
choice experi ment. We evaluatedaoudhi andhyt ask
listened and observed thdiehaviour We also asked the respondents after conducting the
choice experirant, to rank the attributes in order of the importance that the attribute had when
makingtheir choices. The resuthowedthat the respondents had a good understanding about

how to respond to the choice experiment, but we noticed that one of the attisite

domi nant. We therefore changed the design by
environment al campaign to increase the pro
requiredo. The reason behind t halized teahthenge i |

description was misleading since the individuals thought that the campaign was necessary in
order to protect the coral reef. Our expectation was that this change in description of the
attribute would lead to less focus on this attributetarah increased trad#f between all the
attributes. But it didnot. This attribute w.
the respondent made her choice. We therefore decided to exclude this attribute and tested the
choice experiment witbnly four attributes instead of five. These attributes are well explained

in section 4.4. Another reasdor excluding this attribute wakat most of the degradation of

the coral reef is not made by the visitors of the park but from polluted water &adosmn.
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The attribute fidonation all owedo, meaning th
and, therefore, donations are welcome, was often rankedHowever the respondents told

us that they were in general very positive to the systewolantary donation. By asking the
respondentatoudt oweitthouwmikd out t hat seamhteput ae s p 0 n c
monetary valuentot he attri bute fAdonation all owedo wh
two alternatives. This was importairt order to keep the control of the desigihe
respondentseemed to rather madkeir choice between preferrirtg havethe systen of

voluntary donation or not.

In order to combine the actual donation made by the respondent with the socioeconomic
characteristis from the interview, we communicatethroughwalkie-talkies. We decided to
focus on selectim visitors going to the beachkince these individuals were more relaxed and
had more time for an interview including tlehoice experimentThe total time of the

interview, including thehoice experimentook about twenty minutes.

The system of copying the registration book worked well, but we soon realized that it was
hard to do the matching when there were a lot of visitors entering at the same time. As a
cormsequence, we decided not to do margtchingduring these time periods. During the pilot
study we collected statistics of how many visitors entered the park even when we were not
there (we continued to do this during the whole study). The result of thigedhthat most of

the visitors entered the park between 8 am and 1 pmat®this, it wasluring thistime a day

we collectedthe data and conducted the choice experiment.

The distribution of the information flyer took place at the entrance dfridge, whichall the
visitors have to cross before getting to the park entrance where all visitorstchdnee
registered, every day. Most tfe respondents read the information between the bridge and

the entrance, which is a distance of around 50 meters.
We chose not to include Sundays in our study. fdesonfor this wasthat the numbers of

visitors was increased drastically on Sundays, winake itmore difficultfor us to fill in the

registration sheet and to identify international visitors to interview.
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4.3 The field studyin Cahuita national park

The field study consists of four parts: a@atrom the registration book, a questionnaire
consisting of socieeconomic variables and psychosocial variables, the distributed
information, both oral and written, antetcloice experiment.

4.3.1 Registration book

All the visitors had tdill out a registration sheet inragistration book when entering Cahuita
national park. Here, they had to write their name, their country of origin, and their city of
origin. For every vigor that made a donation, the people working at the entrance of sector
Playa Blanca wrote down how many persons that the donation concerned, and which country
they came from. They also gave the visitors a receipt. We made an extended registration sheet
tha we filled in ourselves for the visitors entering. This included name, country and city of
origin, gender, if the visitor were in company of children, if the visitors came in a group, if the
visitors came as a family, the donation made, who made theialgnand if they got oral
information or not (see Appendix IV: Registration sheet). We also wrote down-anntiber

and specific characteristics for the ones that we selected as representative individuals for the
interviews and the choice experiment. [bpke came together, we divided the total donation
made with the number of adults (children excluded). This was done both for people coming as
a group and people coming as a family. We defined the distinction between coming as a
group and coming as a famifs followed; if there were a man and a woman coming, we
registered them as a family, if there where two women or two men coming or if there were
more than two adults coming, we registered them as a group. We are aware of that this is not
politically correct, and can be a bias. Cof&anssometimes came in big groups, and when
many big groups came at the same time, we then registered them as one group and divided the
donationwith the number of people in the whole grodhis can also be a bias that we ar

aware of.

The communication between the one of us situated at the entrance (stage 1) and the other
situated inside the park (stage 2) was made by wtdkiees. The one at the entrance gave
descriptions of the characteristics of the visitor selectea rapresentative individual for the

CE, and information about the actual donation made by this visitor was also given. This

visitor was then, without knowing it, observed by the one of us inside the park to make sure
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that the respondent could be identifigith the registration book but also to make sure that
the respondent had been inside the park for at least twenty minutes.

4.3.2 The questionnaire

We started the questionnaire with some s@uonanic questions, including questions about

the trip to Costa Ra and Cahuita. These questiomsre based on earlier studies made on
what affects the donation (see section 2.1.1). See Appendix III: Questionnaire CNP for exact
wording of the questions. This wadlowed by a choice experime(geefurthersection 4.4

The final section in the questionnaire was a psysdmal part where we analyzed the motives
behind giving. This section was also based on previous studies made (see section 2.1.1). Good
deed, social norm, altruism, and waghew were the motives thatendecided to use in order

to analyze why people contribute to a public good. To find the strongest motive behind
contributing to the maintenance of a national park, we used cards with different statements
associated with the motives (See Appendix VIII: peslent card for the psychosocial
motives). These statements were developed from the statements and categories that Hur
(2006) used in his study in order to find the motives behind charity giving (see Hur 2006:668
table 2: Behavioral categories and indiwdl questions for chartable givihg The
respondents were asked to point out how strotigdy agreed or disagreed with each of the

statements for whtheywould make a donatioW/e used the following statements:

Al feel good whenr onncéoinwa ri b ugleow®) t he envi
Al want to do(Gesoddeed) hi ng goodo

Al donate si nce(Sacialm@am)s do it as well 0

Al care about (Altrtisn) envi r onment 0O

Thereafter the respondent where asked to do the same procedure all over again, but then
insteadstated howstrongly she thought other tourists visiting Cahuita national park agreed or

disagreed with the same statements.

4.3.3 Information

Two different piecesof information were given to the visitors: oral and written. The oral
information was given tohe visitors by the person working at the entrance of sector Playa

Blanca, and it was randomly told to the visitors depending on who was sitting at the entrance,
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if the visitor looked insecure about the payment system or if the visitor asked for the
information. The informatiorprovidedwas about the system of voluntary donation and what

it was used for, but the exact wording of the information given was depending on who was
sitting at the entrance. This could be a bias since we did not take notes of whittingst

the entrance each day.

As mentioned above, the written information was a flyer distriburteéde third week of the

study. It was distributed to all the visitors, in both English and Spanish, and included
information about the payment systemnhat the average fixed fee is in other national parks in
Costa Rica, what the money is used for, and that the donation made can make a difference
(see Appendix V: Information flyer in English and Spanish). The flyer was distributed about
50 m from the enéince of sector Playa Blanca, on the other side of the bridge leading to the
entrance, and it was recollected at the entrance of the park in order to avoid littering the park.
The data from this week was controlled by the data from the two previous weéksitwi

writteninformation.

4.4 The choice experiment in Cahuita national park

The choice experiment conducted in Cahuita National Park had three attributes in addition to
the cost attribute; toilets and showers, information, and the possibility to donatg toche

park. Each alternative was combined with a number of attribute levels, see table 1.

The attributeswere explainedto the respondents with a card that explained the different
attributes and the levels (See Appendix VI: Respondents card fortttiimitas and the
levels). The attributes wergccounted foras characteristics of the park, since we found it
easier to relatéhis to than attributes. We explained the attributes in the following way for the
respondents:

fil will soon present four card® you, one at a timgSHOW THE RESPONDENT THE EXAMPLE
CARD,see Appendix VII: Respondent card, example of a cheege And here can you see an example.

As you can see here on the example card, each card will have two different alternatives. Each
alternative describes how Cahuita National Park could look like next time you visit it. For
each card, your task is to choose the alternative that you prefer. The alternatives are

described by different characteristitsame as attributegnd they are explaineoin this card
(GIVE THE RESPONDENT THE CARD WITH THE EXPLANATION OF THE CHARACTERISJES,

Appendix VI: Respondent card for the attributes and Igv&ome of them alreadsxisttoday while
ot hers dondét. As you can hd#ferenttichetsr e are five
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1. The first characteristic is environmentally friendly toilets and showers. This could either
mean toilets and showeby the entrance or toilets and showers by the entrance as well as in
Punta Cahuita(POINT OUT PUNTA CAHUITA)

2. The next characteristic is information whichgeneral information about Cahuita national
park, information about the animals and plants you can see in the park, about the coral reef
and about the trailThere are three different levels of the informatiosavled. Information
provided by signs at the entrance and in Punta Cahuita, information provided by signs at the
entrance and small signs along the trail, which includes Punta Cahuita, and information
provided by signs at the entrance, small signs aldwgttail, which again includes Punta
Cahuita, but also information brochures for free at the entrance.

3. Next, you have the entrance fee per person whiatiied amount of money that you have

to pay when you enter the park. There are five differemldesf the entrance fe® US

dollar, 1 US dollar, 3 US dollars, 5 US dollars or 7 US dollars.

4. The final characteristic is the donation which allows voluntary donation to the park at the
entrance. Here, you have two different levels. No donationlisvedl or donations are
wel come. 0O

By environmentally friendly toilets and showers we meant thest, like the toilets and
showers tha¢xisttoday at the entrance of sector Playa Blanca, it is not allowed to usersoap
shampoo in the showers inside tlekp When the attributes and the attribute levels were well
defined, the next step in the design of the choice experiment was to create alternatives by
combining different attributes with different attribute levels. This was done by Fredrik
Carlsson at thdJniversity of Gothenburg using SAS, a statistical software program (see
section 4.4.2). These alternatives were then combined into choice sets, using a cyclical design
(see section 4.4.2), with two alternatives in each chegteWe combined these chomets

into four blocks with four choicsets in each.

The choice experiment was conducted inside Cahuita national(gsekAppendix Il: Map

Cahuita national park, stage. &s mentionedearlier, data about the visi
gender,numberand gader of the adults present during the registratmmmmberof children

present during the registration and actual donation was collected at stage 1 in a natural field
experiment setting, without them knowing that they weeing observed. In the choice
experiment the respondents were asked to make fourwisér choices (see Appendix Il
Questionnaire CNP, for wordings of the instructions given to the respondents). Each choice

set consisted of two alternatives (A, B) and each alternative was combineth&vitbur

attributes, including the cost attribute, with different attribute levels.
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Table 1: Attributes and attribute levels in the CE

Attributes Number of Attribute levels Code*
levels

Toilets and 2 A By the entrance f1

showers A By the entrance and in PanCahuita f2

Information 3 A Information by the entrance and in Punta Cahuitd i1

A Information by the entrance and along the trails
A Information by the entrance, along the trail and | i2
information brochures i3

Entrance fee 5 A $0
A $1
A $3
A $5
A $7

Donation 2 A No donation is allowed
A Donations arevelcomed

O oOINUOTWEFO

N

* Codes are included to explain the cyclical design, see section 4.4.1

Carlsson and Martinsson (2001) talked about a learnifegteclaiming that there was
instability in the first choicesets(see section 3.2.1) and that it could be avoided by some
warm up choicesets. In order to control for the bias that can occur from the learning effect,
we showed the respondents the chaiets in a random order, since our study was conducted
in the fieldand we could not include a larger number of chsiets. We explained the choice
experiment for the respondents by using an example of how the c®igcavould look like

(see Appendix VII: Respondent card, example of a cheate In this way we made reuthat

the first choiceset that was showed for the respondents were not totally new and in this way
we limited the bias of the learning effect even though we had only four ebetisdor each
respondent.

4.4.1 Design of the choicesets- Cyclical design

The design of the choice experiment used in this study has been developed by using the
method of cyclical design. This typical design can only be used when all the attributes and the
levels of the attributes are the same for all the alternatives. This weasthé our study, and

we used the attributes and levels presemddble labove. We used a standard approach for

constructing the choiegsets in SAS from the tabutes and levels, see table 2
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Table 2 The construction of a choice set

Alternative 1 Alternative 2

Levels of the Levels of the
Attributes attributes Attributes attributes
X1 = Toilets and showers | f1/f2 X5 = Toilets and showers fi/f2
X2 = Information i1/i2/i3 X6 = Information i1/i2 /i3
X3 = Entrance fee 0/1/3/5/7 | X7 =Entrance fee 0/1/3/5/17
X4 = Donation di/d2 X8 = Donation dl/d2

In our study we chose to use four blocks, with four different cheéte in eeh oneand with

two different alternatives in each choiset. The total number of differealternatives would
therefore be 32. However, this combination was not possible for SAS to run using the
standard model above since it indicates for SAS that we had 8 different characteristics, the
factors x2x8, and this demands having a minimum of 36ic&sets, not 16 as in our case.
Hence, we had to run SAS with only 4 factors;x4l and thereby received 16 different
alternatives instead of the total amount of 32. The résutt SAS is presented in Appendix

X: The results from SAS

The 16 alternaties that we received were the optimal constellations for the A alternatives in
the 16 different choice sets. From this we had to construct the B alternatives. This was done

by using the attribute levels in the A alternatives as an initial point, and hifethe levels

one stage. For exampl e, i f the | evel of the
then the | evel in alternative B wildl be $5
showerso in alternatdvenAPust db@gahihiet et (fad
alternative B wildl be Aby the entranceo (f1

changes are made by cycling or rotating the levelshef dttributes. The procedure was

repeated for all the choiests. There is an example of a choiset n table 3below.

Table 3 An example of a choieget

Attributes Alternative A Alternative B
Created by SAS Created by us

Toilets and showers By the entrancéfl) By the entrance and in Punta

Cahuita(f2)

Informdion Information by the entrance, | Information by the entrance ar
along the trail and information | in Punta Cahuité1)
brochuregi3)

Entrance fee
$7(7) $0(0)

Donation
No donation is allowe¢d1) Donations are welcome2)
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By using this design,he levels of the characteristics will almost always be higher in
alternative B. Therefore, in the final design we switched position of the alternatives for every
othe choiceset. By doing this we minimized the bias tinady occur when the respondent
always sees the alternative with the lowest levels first. We bawectedfor the alternatives

that are dominant in the sense that it is for free, meaning that there was no entrance fee and
donations where not allowed. These alternatives were changed sdotiattons where
allowed. One drawback with the cyclical design, when most of the attributes only have two
levels, is that the alternatives become veimilar. Another drawback is that the attribute
ient r aon c ewlds doah levels, in somehoiceses will have one alternative with 0O

dollars, while the other has 7 dollar.
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5 Results

The result chapter starts with a description of the sample. The second section of the chapter
includes results from the natural field experiment. The third section preékentssults from
the choice experiment where the marginal willingness to pay (MWTP) for the different

attributes are estimated.

5.1 Characteristics of the sample

Our data is divided into two different groups. The first gragmsists ofcollected data from

the registration book at the entrance of sector Playa Blanca in Cahuita national park, where
one observation is equal to one visitor, the total number of observations is 929 including the
60 respondents. The second group is the data collected from the@guasé inside the park:

total number of observation in this datet is 60. The socioeconomic characteristics of the
visitors (excluding the 60 respondenits)Cahuita national park, and the same socioeconomic
characteristics of the 60 respondents, ammdoin table4. To make sure that our findings are

due to economic factors, and not to the composition of the sample, we rascguate test in
SPSS. The test showed that it is statistically significant, at a significancetey®| that the
responderst are a representative sample for all the visitors to Cahuita nationalopark
European and North American origifhis result means that we can draw genewaktlusions

from the sample regarding the effect that the country of ohiggon the voluntaryahation

The composition of the visitors to Cahuita natiopatkis 53% men and 47% women, while

our sample is 48 % men and 52% women. However, theqtlare test showed thggnderis

not statistically significant, even at a 10% significance lestebwing that we cannot draw
general conclusions about gender from the sample. When the sample for the choice
experiment was selected, the most important thing was to select the ones actually paying the
donati on: Apicking up t hé& %vhathel visitor makitgutme r e s u
payment of the donation were females, and therefore our saoylkthave been even more
representative if we habdad an even larger proportion of females. According to the park
rangers,however it is more common that meneathe ones paying the donation. Our result
shows the opposite: that it was more common that females paid than men. 68% of the
respondents are from Europe, while 32% are from North America. Since visitors from South
America are representing a large proportof the totabmount ofvisitors to Cahuita national

park, 34%, it could be argued that they should be included in the respondent sample. But

Spanish speaking visitors were not included in the choice experiment since we focused on the
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English speaking sgitors from Europe and North Ameridaooking only at theproportionof

visitors from Europe and North America, we can see that 62% of the vistiare from
Europe, and 38%re North Americans 91% of the visitorenterthe park in company of
others: in ar sample only 72% of the respondents entered the park in company of others.
This is explained by the fact that visitors entering the park alone were exceptional, and
therefore easier to find inside the park amd¢onnect with the data collected at thérance.

31% of the visitors to Cahuita national park were given oral information about the payment
system of voluntary donation, while 53% of the respondents were given oral information.
During the three week of data collection in the park, 27% of théoxssieceivedwritten
information about the payment system of voluntary donation through an information flyer.
The average voluntary donation made by the visitors entering Cahuita national park through
sector Playa Blanca was $1.12 (independently of genotercompany or not, and
information). The average voluntary donation made by the respondents was $1.92, which is
higher than the average for the visitors, and can be a bias in the marginal willingness to pay in

the hypothetical setting.

Table4: Socioeonomic characteristics of the visitors to Cahuita national park

Variable

Proportion of visitors in %
(standard deviation)

Proportion ofrespondentin %
(standard deviation)

Total number of observations

869

60

Sex (Male)

47% (0.50)

52% (0.50)

Countryof origin
-Europe(incl. Korea, New Z.
Australia & South Africa)
-North America
-South America

41% (0.49)

25% (0.43)
34% (0.47)

68% (0.47)

32% (0.47)
0%

In company of others

91% (0.29)

72% (0.45

Donation paid by a woman

550"

48% (0.50)

Oral information is given

31% (0.46)

53% (0.50)

Information flyers are distributed

27% (0.44)

No flyers distributed to respondents

Mean actual donation made

$1.12

$1.92

1 of all the visitors paying, 45% wemaen and 55% were women. This was of importance when picking our
sample for the interview arttie choice experiment, since we were interested in the WTP of those how actually

made the donati on, fipi cked out the wal/l

The additimal socioeconomic charaetstics of the respondents are presented in tablde
averageageof the respondenis 37.7 years which we observed seems ta bepresentative

age for the visitors to Cahuita national park. The respondents in our sample have a relatively
high level of education, 82% of the respondents have an education level higher than
secondary school. 62% of the respondentscareentlyworking, statingthat this proportion

of the respondents can be assumed to have a stabile income. Data was not collecthd about t
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respondent sd i nc o expenditireont acconmmdatiora per raghrid per o f
person was used as an indicator oftthgelingbudget andfurther, on the respondents ability

to make a donation to Cahuita national park. 45% of the respondengésstayingin an
accommodation that is a so called budget accommodatioerethe price per person per

night is less then $10. The mduxuriousalternative that is,payingmore than $20 per night

for accommodationis only connected with 21% of thespondents. In general, 73% of the
respondents are on a trip longer then 15 days. 38% of the respondents are visiting other
countries than Costa Rica during their trip. On average, the respondents are staying 3.96 days
in Cahuita, and they had on averagsited Cahuita nationgbark 1.62 times before they
conducted the choice experiment. For 49% of the respondents, the main purpose of visiting
Cahuita national park is to see animals and do some trekking. This is closely followed by
going to the beach, whicis the purpose for 41% of the respondents. This is strengthened by
the fact that 75% of the visitors aire Costa Ricaon aholiday. Before coming to Cahuita
national park, 2.22 parks had on average been visited by the respondents. 65% of the
respondentshave knowledge about the entrance fee to other parks in Costa Rica. The
respondents believe that other visitors were paying a donation on average equal to $2.50. The
expectations on Cahuita national park are either Rigityor high for 43% of the respoedts,

and only 5% have low expectations. The respondents are in general satisfied or even more
than satisfied with the park since 45% of the respondents feel that their expectations are more
than fulfilled. 44% of the respondents feel that their expectatare fulfilled as expected.

According to our result 38% of our respondents are religious.

Table 5 Socioeconomic characteristics of the respondents in the choice experiment

Variable Proportion in %
(standard deviation
Total number of observations 60
Age (Years) 37.7 (14.09)
Highest level of education attained
-Primary school 2% (0.13)
-Secondary school 16% (0.36)

-University without degree 14% (0.34)

- University with degree 68% (0.48)
Occupation

-Work 62% (0.48)

-Study 18% (0.39)

- Nonwork (incl. Retired) 20% (0.40)
Religious 38% (0.49)
Accommodation per person per night

- Budget >$10 45% (0.48)

- Middle $1020 34% (0.45)

- Luxury <$20 21% (Q37)
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Duration in Cahuita (Days)

3,96 (4.00)

Duration of the trip in total
-Short trip >15days
-Long trip <15 days

27% (0.44)
73% (0.44)

Costa Rica only country visit this trip

62% (0.48)

Times visited Cahuita national park 1.62 (140)
Parks visit before 2.22 (1.77)
Mean donation of others (US dollar) 2.50 (1.64)

Knowledge about the entrance fee to
Other parks in Costa Riéa

65% (0.48)

Purpose of visiting Costa Rica
-Holiday
-Work
-Study/voluntary work
-Other (like visiting family)

75% (0.32)
3% (0.18)
9% (0.30)
14% (0.37)

Purpose of visiting Cahuita national park
-Animals/trekking
-Beaches
-Other

49% (0.43)
41% (0.49)
10% (0.36)

Expectations on Cahuita national park
Before entering the park

-Very high

- High

- Neither high or low

- Low

- None

10% (0.30)
33% (0.47)
32% (0.47)
5% (0.22)

20% (0.40)

Expedations fulfilled after entering the park
- Fulfilled more than expected
- Fulfilled as expected
-Not fulfilled
- Definitely not fulfilled
- No opinion

45% (0.44)
44% (0.50)
3% (0.18)
0% (0.00)
8% (0.28)

5.2 Results from the natural field experiment

5.2.1 Mean values of the donation integrated with information and Freeriding

Since the oral information was not given to all th&iters, as mentioned in section 4.3.3, we
first tested for the indirect effect that oral information could have on the voluntary donatio
We tested if gender, entering the park in company of others or alone, and wherecpeaple

from had a significanéffect on the probability of getting oral information. We ran a Probit

model, and the estimated coefficients, standard errors-aallipsare represented in table 6

% We defined knovedge about the entrance fee to other parks in Costa Rica as a yes answer to the Boestion:
you know how much the average entrance fee is in other national parks in CostalRisa®es notmean that

the responderknew the exact amounf the entranceeke to other national parks in Costa Rica, but we were
interested in if theaspondents considered herself having knowledge about the entrance fee.
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Table 6 Parameters of the Probit model concerning the probability of getting oral information.

Variable Coefficient Standard error | P-value
Constant -0.82*** 0.17 0.00
Male (Male) 0.17** 0.07 0.04
Company (Company) 0.46*** 0.16 0.00
Country of origin is North America (N4 -0.24** 0.11 0.01
Country of origin is South America (S4 -0.28** 0.10 0.01

Coefficients are marked with *** if significant at a 1%level of significance, with ** if
significant at a 5% level of signifimce and with * if significant at a 10% level of significance.
Number of observations: 929

The results tellsis that the probability of getting oral information is significantly higher if the
visitor is a man or in company of others. Having NoothSouh America as an origin
compared to Europe gives a lower probability of getting oral information. This is important to
take into consideration whetiscussingthe effect that oral information has on thetaal
donation, since our resusthows that oral infemation has a positive affect on the actual

donation.

To examine if information has anfluenceon the voluntary contribution, the mean values of
the actual voluntary donation to Cahuita national park were estimated using Limdep. The
mean values, theatdard deviations of the mean values and the total number of observations
included in the egnhation are presented in tableThe results from the Clsiquare test on the

different treatments are presented in table

The results from the natural field gxriment shows that the mean value of the voluntary
donation paid by the visitors to Cahuita national park is positively affected by both oral and
written information. Not only can we observe teffectin increasing mean valuearguing

that those who ges, gives more, but also in the decreasingfidiag problem. We did two
different runnings when analyzing the mean values: one with all the visitors donations
included, and one conditional running where only \ttsitors who actually gz a donation

were included. This is both to analyze how the fimeriders are affected by the information,
and to analyze how the fregling problem isnfluencedby information. The mean value of
voluntary donationijrrespectiveof if the visitor is entering the patik company or notsee
further total in table 7, is $1.12 per visitor when no information is distributed. When oral
information is given the mean donation is $1.89, and when written information is distributed
the mean donation is $2.22. When oral infaiiorais given, visitors entering the park without
company are in average paying a higher donation than visitors entering the park in company
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of others. It is important to remember that oral information was given randomigitors

that looked confused ovho asked about the entrance fee. Thiduenceon the voluntary
donation when oral information is given doest only have a direct effedDur former result,

see table 6shows that entering the park in company of other gives a higher probability of
geting oral information. Therefore, it is difficult to compare the result between the oral
information and the written information distributed. This is because the written information
was distributed to all visitorgrespective ofif they knew about the payent system of
voluntary donatioror if they entered the park in company of others or not. The conditional
mean values are in general showing the same trend as the mean values when all the visitors

are includegdinformation has a positive effect on the dton

To analyze the freading problem, all data was corrected for visitarso enteredhe park
several days, but without paying every time. The modification is made as follows: if a visitor
enters the park three days in a row and makes a donatth tbe first day, $2 the second

day, and $0 the third day, the total donation of the visitor is $3. This total donation is divided
by the amount of days the visitor enters the park, and instead of analyzing each visit, the
visitor only appears once in tliataset and is only paying $1 per day. The visitor is outlined
by the name and the city of origin. Information, both written and oral information has a
positive affect on the freading problem, showing that the numbers of fregders are
decreasing whemformation is given. Theaumber offreeridersis decreasing more when

oral information is given. One explanation forsthiould bethat the visitor isthen not
anonymous. The result also shows that all the visitors who get the oral information and enter
the park without company are giving a voluntary donationiOf#ee-riders.

When no information flyer was distributed, only 3% of the visitors to Cahuita national park
were voluntary giving a donation higher, or equal to, the average entrance feeripartts

in Costa Rica, $6. By using Excel, we analyzed if the distribution of the information flyer
affected the share of visitovgho gave a voluntary donation higher, or equal to, the average
entrance fee to other parks. Our result shows that distripthie information flyer increased

the share of visitors giving a voluntary donation higher, or equal to, $6, with 6 percentage

units.
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Table 7 Mean values of the actual voluntary donation to Cahuita national park
with different treatments and the érdding

Total Without company With company
Mean | Free | conditional [ Mean [ Free | conditional [ Mean | Free | conditional
value riders | Mean value | value riders| Mean value | value riders| Mean value
(St.Dev) (St.Dev) (St.Dev) (St.Dev) (St.Dev) (St.Dev)
No $1.12 $1.76 $1.02 $2.12 $1,14 $1.75
reamats | 1 67y |37% | (1.80) 1.67) |52% |(2.46) @.61) |35% | @72
n=395 N=248 n=54 n=26 n=341 n=222
With oral | $1.89 $2.18 $2.77 $2.77 $1.83 $2.13
information | gy [ 1306 | (1.82) 239) |ow |39 @.79) | 14% | (1.76)
n=301 N=261 n=18 n=18 n=283 N=243
With $2.22 $2.80 $1.45 $2.35 $2.30 $2.83
:cgfg:ma“o” 2.31) |21% | (2.26) 1.73) | 38% | (1.65) 2.35) | 19% | (2.30)
n=233 N=185 n=21 n=13 n=212 N=172

1 Conditional mean value is the mean value of the donation whenidiers areexcluded.

Our result from the Chsquare test showbat at a 5% significance levigéle null hypothesis;
fithere is no difference between the different treatments or gsoc@s not be rejected at a

5% significant levefor with and without company famo treatment, information flyer and no
treatment, and information flyer without company. In other words there is no difference in the

voluntary donation between individuals within these groups.

Table 8 Results from the Ckaquare test on the differeméatments

Null hypothesis; there is no difference between the different treatments P-value
Total: No treatments = Oral information 0.00
Total: No treatments = Information flyer 0.00
Total: Oral information= Information flyer 0.00
Without Company: Noreatments = Oral information 0.00
Without Company: No treatments = Information flyer 051
Without Company: Oral information = Information flyer 0.04
With Company: No treatments = Oral information 0.00
With Company: No treatments = Information flyer 0.00
With Company: Oral information = Information flyer 0.00
Without Company: No treatments = Company No treatment 0_291
Without Company: Oral information = With Company: Oral information 0.04
Without Company: Information flyer = With Company: Infotioa flyer 0.99"

! meaning that the null hypothegian not be rejected at a 5% significant level

5.2.2 Estimation of parameters affecting the donation from the registration book

From the registration book data we were able to analyze the questian;affets the

probability for a visitor to make a voluntary donatiém Cahuita national park?This was
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done by running a Probit model in Limdep. The results in the previous section showed that
oral information,an information flyer, and company had a positiviheet on the mean
donation. Weexaminedthis further by creating two integrated dummy variables, Compinfo
and CompFly, where the information flyer (Flyers) and oral information (InfoEn) are
integrated with company (company). The coefficients, standartsesfahe coefficients, and

the pvalues from the estimation based on the data from the registration sheet are found in
table9. The variable names inside the brackets were used in the coding of Hsetdafsee
further explanation of the variables in ggndix IX: Explanation of variables). When the
information flyer was distributed, the oral information was not given since this information

was substituted by written information about the payment system of voluntary donation.

We alsoran a conditional @S model in order to examine what affects the level of the
voluntary donation to Cahuita national park. In contrashéaesults of the Probit model, the
OLS modelinterpretsthe level of the donation instead of the probability of making a
donation. Belw is the regression model being analyzed in the conditional OLS model:

ActDon ActDon> 0 = ¢ + 8,Male+ g,InfoEn+ g, flyers+ ,Maleinf o+ g, Malefly
+ S,Company- B,Companf o+ S;Compfly+ S,SA+ B,,NA+ ¢

(12)
The result from this regressi is also presented in tableAll variables in this regression are
binary variables and the explanation of eachalde is further explained in Appendix IX:

Explanation of variables.

Our result shows that being a man or a woman has no signiéffanton the probability of
making a donation, or on the level of the donation. If the visitor enters the park in coofipany
others, there is aignificantly higher probability that this visitor will make a donation. As
mentioned above, it is important tink aboutthat entering the park in company of others
rendered it more likely to receiweal information, which in tur is showed to have a positive
effecton the donation. In the conditional OLS model, entering the park in company of others
is not significantly different from zero, meaning that company doesa®stito have areffect

on the level of the voluntary donatioHowever, receivingoral informationclearly has a
positive effect on the probability of making a donation, and it has an even bigger positive
influenceon the level of the donation.
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Table 9 Parameters of the Proloitodeland parameters of the conditad OLS model expected to
affect the voluntary donation.

Variables Coefficient| Standard P-values | Coefficient] Standard P-values
(Probit) error(Probit) | (Probit) (OLS) error (OLS) | (OLS)

Constant -0.02 0.16 0.91 1.92%** 0.30 0.00

Male (Male) 0.13 0.13 0.32 0.02 0.25 0.92

Oral information 0.63*** 0.16 0.00 0.70%** 0.26 0.01

(InfoEn)

Information flyer 0.58*** 0.16 0.00 1.07*** 0.27 0.00

(Flyers)

Maleinfo 0.16 0.23 0.48 -0.36 0.34 0.30

(integrated)

MaleFly (integrated)| -0.05 0.23 0.82 0.30 0.31 0.42

In conpany of 0.38** 0.17 0.02 0.24 0.30 0.43

others (Company)

Compinfo 0.11 0.15 0.45 -0.33 0.23 0.14

(integrated)

CompFly -0.19 0.14 0.19 -0.41** 0.21 0.05

(integrated)

Coefficients are marked with *** if significant at a 1%level of significance, with ** if
significant at a 5% level of significance and with * if significant at a 10% level of significance.
Number of observations in the Probit model: 929. Number of observations in the conditional OLS model: 694.

The information flyerpresents exactly the sammesult Moreover our result showsthat

information, both oral and written, has a positeféect on both the probability of making a

donation and the level of the donation. The interacted variables are not significant in the

Probit model, but one of thategrated variables is significant in the conditional OLS model,

and that is company and flyg€ompFly). This means that it has a negatimduenceon the

level of donation if a visitor comes in company asdivena flyer.

5.2.3 Estimation of parameters afecting the donation from the questionnaire

To analyze the questiom h a t

affects

t he

Vi

s wet used ¢he dalae v e |

collected from the questionnaire and estimated the parameters in ac@ddLS model

under the condition that thespondents have actually made a donation, meaning that Free

riders were excluded. 30% of the respondents wererifle®y. Due to this,they are not

included in the conditional OLS running.

We ran a correlation test before estimating these parametergpamd that thevariables
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voluntary donation. The parameters were estimated indépmusing a conditional OLS

model, where the dependent variable was the actual donation made by the respondent when
entering the park. Our result indicates that the only variable that has a sigreffean(at a

significant level of 5%) on the actual dwation, once the visitor made the decision of
voluntary donating money to Cahuita national park, is the expected donation of others. This
means that for every dollar the visitor expect her s 6 t o n aatcir erass e, t he v
donation will increasavith $0.73 (std. 0.28). This resudtrengthenshe theory of conditional
co-operationmore specificallythatthei ndi vi dual 6s donation i s defg

others, see previous discussion on conditionalperationn section2.1.1.2

5.2.4 Estimation of psychosocial motives behind voluntary donation

I n this section we further analyze the resp
mean values of the motives behind why the respondents would voluntary donate money to
Cahuita national p&r were estimated using Limdep. &hesult is presented in table, 10

where the mean values of the motives behind why other tourists would make a donation is
presentedas well The observations differ in the estimatioasad thisis due to the fact that

two of the respondents were not willing gove theiropinion about the reasons for others to

donate. The standard deviations are presented in the brackets.

Tablel0 Mean values of the respondentédés motives

respondentdl i eve i s ot her touristsd motive be
Motives behind Mean value Mean value other P-value
voluntary donation respondents (n=59) | tourists (n=58)
AWar m gl ow 3.47 (0.65) 3.09 (0.57) 0.00
Good deed 3.27 (0.67) 2.95 (0.60) 0.00
Social norm 1.76 (1.06) 2.74 (0.87) 0.00
Altruism 3.68 (0.47) 2.90 (0.74) 0.00

*P-values from Wilcoxon Signed Ranked Test

In order tobe able tanalyze if the respondent is looking at her motives behind giving in the
same way as she looks at the motives bebthds giving, we ran a Wilcoxon tes©Our null
hypothesis in the Wilcoxon test is that you lookyatirselfin the same waghatyou look at
others. This null hypothesis can be rejected at a 1% significance level, meaning that the
respondentooks at her own rotives behind givingn a different waycompared to how she

| ooks at othersod motives.
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I n general, our findings show that the mean
it as well) as a motive behind voluntary donation for the respondegmgjantly differ from

the other motives. Morspecifically al t rui sm (il care about t he
the strongest motive behind the respondentd
donate since ot her s thkaoveakest. Carsanalysesiof this)is tlaaketlems t
individuals consider themselves to becially responsible, but that thebehaviouris not

dependenb n t h e b e h a yvThis indicates that the respandests have airpelfe

of behaving independentlyvhich is strengthened by the fact that the respondents disagree
with Al donate since others do it as well o
Cahuita national park, but consider it to be a stronger motive for other tourists congpared
themelves. Further, our findings show that the mean values behind voluntary donation for
other tourists are not varying as much as the mean values for the individuakplaeation

mightbe that the respondeistmore secure about the motives behinddven donation, buts

more generalizing about others motives. Altruitlowvever,( il car e about the
seems to be the strongest motive behind the
respondent consider that other tourists voluntary dontrt e because of Awarm
good when | donat e t eo themeanveanlviier omfmenh é) AwW&w
motive in numbersi®i gher for the respondentoés own mot
individuals consider others to be moreorsgc than them regarding the motives behind

voluntary donation.

5.3 Result from the choice experiment

5.3.1  Estimation of the marginal willingness to pay from the choice experiment

The analysisof the CE data began with an estimation of the parameters of theecho
experiment. Parameters of the Probit model were estimated using Limdep. The coefficients,
standard errors of the coefficients, and theafues from the estimation based on the data
from the espondents are found in table. The total number of obsetions included in the

estimation of this model was 479. One observation is the same as the choice in ongaethoice
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Table 11 Parameters of the Probit model expected to affect the voluntary donation

from the choice experiment

Variable Coefficien Standard error | P-value
Environmentally friendly Toilets and | 0.54*** 0.11 0.00
Showers

Information 0.05 0.67 0.47
Entrance Fee -0.10*** 0.20 0.00
Donations are welcome 0.18* 0.10 0.08

Coefficients are marked with *** if significant at a 1% level gjrgficance, with ** if
significant at a 5% level of significance and with * if significant at a 10% level of significance.
Number of observations: 479

The estimatiorshowsthat all attributes except information haveedfecton the choice being
made beawteen alternative A and B. This can be rejected for all the attributes except
information, hence, the coefficieihformation is not significantly different from zero,
indicating thatthe amount of availablenformation inside the parks unimportant fo the
respondent when making hehoice between alternative A and B in a chaee The
estimated significant coefficients are indicating the probability for an alternative to be chosen.
If the alternative includes a higher level of environmentally friendilets and showers, this
increases the probability of choosing this rlégive with54 %. The probability of choosing

an alternative which allwvs donation is positive withh8 %. The probability of choosing an

alternativedecreasewith 10 %for each incrase in the level of the fixed entrance fee.

We are interested in the mean marginal willingness to pay for the different attributes because
it can be of interest for policy makers. By using the models below we estimated dhe me

marginal wiliness to payesult presented in table .12

(13) meanMWTR,, = A 054 =$5,40
yip -010
(14) meanMWTP, = _AL__005 =$0,50
yip ~010
(15) meanMWTR,, = _p 018 _ =$180
yip ~0,10

Table 12 Mean marginbwillingness to pay (Mean MWTP)

Attributes Mean MWTP
Toilets and Showers| $5.40
Information $0.50
Allowed donaion $1.80

The estimated marginal willingness to pay for each attrilubevsus that the respondents are

willing to pay $5.40 to increase the numbers of environmental friendly toilets and showers
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inside the parkDue toan increased supply of informatiarside the parksuch asmall signs
along the trail inside the park, the marginal willingness to pay is $B&®ember thathis

result is not significantly different from zero. Our former results showed that the possibility of
making a donation had aogitive impact on the probability of choosing that alternative.
Visitors tend to be positive about the system of voluntary contribution. This is not very
surprising since the visitors athen in control of how much theywant to give and the
services in th park caralsobechosen to beised for free. Another explanation could simply

be that the visitors like the idea of a system of voluntary donation.

We also analyzed the choice experiment dxamining if the respondentshave any
lexicographic preference toward the price attribute, thentrance fee Only 13% of the
respondents are lexographic in their behavior towards the entrance fee. This means that these
respondents alwayshoosehe alternative with the lowest entrance fee. One explanation for a
lexicographic behavior could be that focusing only on one of the four attributes makes the
choice cognitively easier for the respondent. Another exptamatuld be the design of the
choice experimentln our study we used a cyclical design which gave uscelsats where

the entrance fee always followed a cyclical ordére trouble withthis design, as mentioned

in section 4.4.2, is that it could encourage a lexicographic behavior towards the entrance fee
in the choicesets where one alternative has O dadiathe fixed entrance fee, while the other

has 7 dollars.
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6 Conclusions and discussion

This study, as many studies before ours, has tried to explain the reasons and motives behind
why individualsvoluntarily contribute to an environmental public good. Awting to nee
classical economic theory, it i's not i n a
voluntarily donate money to a public good. But most of the visitors entering Cahuita national
park are actually donatingpluntarily. Our study showshat even with a system of voluntary
donation, the park could increagis revenue by increasing the amount of the voluntary
donations or/and by decreasing the number of-ficexs. This study shows that by
distributing information flyers with informatio about the system of voluntary donation, the
average entrance fee to other parks in Costa Rica ($6), and what the money is used for, the
average voluntary donatioimcreasesby almost 100% and the frealing is decreasing
drastically To includethe aveage entrance fee in the informatiorprevedby both Jones and

McKee (2004), and Richard and Randal (2005) to have a positive effect on the giving of the
individual. Distributing written information is combined with a cost, which in turn would
reduce thigpotential revenue to the park. Our suggestion to the park is therefore to have a
permanent sign with this information at the entrance to the park since this is a one time cost
alternative. Another alternative is to give oral information to all the vsitvhen getting
registered at the entrance to the park. Oral information is given today, but soinéof the

visitors, and we recommend that oral information should be given to all the visitors, but we

cannot know for sure how people will reé@theinformation.

The voluntary donation level for a visitor to Cahuita national park is, among other things,
dependingon how the level of contributionf other peoplds expected to be. This result
supports that one motive behindei ndi v i d u a | nAssthatcthe mdividuah is dcting
pro-socially (Heldt, 2005). Our study shows that the higherithed i vi dual den expec
o0 t h danaiansthe higher the donation of the individwaill be. Thisbehaviours referred

to as conditional coperatia, implying that individuals are behavingo-socially depending

on the presocial behavior of others (Frey and Meier, 2004). Since most of the visitors are
voluntarily giving a donation to Cahuita national park, we argue thatsinengthenghe
findingsthatclaim thatan individual gains utility from both the increase of the supply of the

public good, and from the actual giving when contributing voluntargrtcenvironmental

public good(Andreoni, 1990)in this caseCahuita national park. This resultrther indicates
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that there is a social normamelythat of contributingto an environmental public good.

Social norms are created by society: they are unwritten rules telinghatbehavior is

socially accepted. One way to strengthen this social nana,to raise the revenues to the

park, could be to make the donation reronymous (Croson and Marks, 1998hus, we
recommend including the donation made by the visitor in the registration book, so that all
visitors can see the prior donations made et Giving oral information is another way to

make theact of giving less anonymous. When oral information is given, the visitor is
identified to a higher extent, and our result shows that this gives a lower level-atlinge

There are other motivesf f ect i ng the individual s contrib
strongest motive behind their giving is altruism: they donated since they care about the
environment. The difference-gdeotwieemnmlttheari dimf f
deed is not great Our result thereforestrengthendHur 6 s ( 2006) findings
ambivalent when making a voluntary donation since they give both to express their social and
individual good qualities (social norm, good deed and altruism), and tsfysaitieir
selfishngbewdfiwar m

In the choice experiment, we found the marginal willingness to pay to be positiviafgea
number ofservices in Cahuita national park. The marginal willingness to pay for an increase
in the numbers of availablen@ronmentally friendly toilets and showers inside the park is
$5.40. The marginal willingness to pay for an increase in the information available inside the
park is $0.50. The conclusion to be drawn from this is that the park management is
recommended ta@onsider an increase in facilitiesuch asenvironmentally friendly toilets

and showers, by conducting a cost benefit analysis. Visitors to Cahuita national park have a
low marginal willingness to pay for more information about the park. This could b the

fact that visitors are satisfied with the informatitivat they receivéoday, or that they find it
disturbing with information signs along the trail. The marginal willingness to pay for the
system of voluntary donation is $1.80.

Today, a visitoentering Cahuita national park, through sector Playa Blanca, gives an average
voluntary donation of $1.12. In order to finance the protection and the maintenance of natural
resources, the revenue to the park has to increase. It is not difficult totandetsat a fixed

entrance fee, even with high price elasticity, would increase the revenue to the park. One of
thespilover effects that the |1 ocal communityos

visit to Cahuita. Today the average duratiomatu r i s t 0 Gahusta issajmost four days.
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With a fixed entrance fee the local community is worried that this duration would be
negatively affected, and they are therefore not very foriheoidea ofa fixed entrance fee.

We still recommend the park tbave a small fixed entrance fee, kot open up for
possibilities of different types of dayand weekpasses which might reduce a possible
negative duration effect. Even though the payment system of voluntary donation is not
profitable for the park, the gdive marginal willingness to pay for the system and our
observationsshow that the visitors are positive to the system of voluntary donation. With
comments | i ke Adonations should always be al
contribution calld actually work in combination with a fixed entrance fee. This is a system
where a fixed entrance fee is combined with a voluntary donation system. There is a potential
crowdingout effect of the voluntary donation in a mixed payment system, and meezales

is needed to investigate this further. However, we would still recommend the park authorities
in Costa Rica to open up for the system of voluntary donation as a complement to the fixed

entrance fee.
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Epilogue

After this study was conducted someanbes has been made in the pavle recommended

the park to include the donation made by the visitor entering Cahuita national park, through
sector playa Blanc&.oday, the registration bodtas been extended with a column where the
visitors are writingdown theirdonation madeFurther, new environmentally friendly toilets

and showerbavebeen built and are now in use.
This study has also been used as the pilot study for further resmarfeid ways for

sustainable management and financing of proteateds. This research assoconducted in

Cahuita national park, Costa Rica.
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APPENDIX I: Map Conservation areas in Costa Rica

A map of the conservationareas in Costa Rica

Costa Rica has 10 different conservation areas. Cahuita national park is the are€ ACLA
(Caribbean La Amistad Conservation Area

ACG
ACA-HN
ACA-T ACTO
ACY ! \ ACCVC
ACOPAC ACLA-C
ACMIC ACLA.P

http://www.costaricanationalparks.com070907.

Cahuita national park is situated on the coastline near the border to Panama
Map showing the area ACLE:

Siquires

http://www.costaricenationalparks.com/caribbeanlaamistadconservationarea®ite907.
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http://www.costarica-nationalparks.com/
http://www.costarica-nationalparks.com/caribbeanlaamistadconservationarea.html

APPENDIX II: Map Cahuita national park, Limon, Costa Rica.

Map of Cahuita National park

Stage3 Stage2

Station

Puerto Vargas Stagel
Station
= Trail
http://www.costaricenationalparks.com/cahuitanationalputknl 070907
This study was made in three stages. Data ab

actual donation was collected from Stage 1 (at the entrance) all weeks. At stage 1, one of us
selected a number of representativéters who wereinterviewed at stage 2, inside the park.
The written information about the pagnt system of voluntary donation was distributed to

all the visitors before entering the park at stage 3.
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APPENDIX IlI: QuestionnairecCNP
QuestionnaireeCNP

Survey i d. BERIREYQUESTART FILL IN THHUMBER FROM THE
REGISTRATION SHEET PROVIDED BY THE PERSON AT THE
ENTRANCE.

Bl ock numb eBEFQGRE YQUJ.START FILL IN THE NUMBER OF THE BLOCK IN
THE CHOICE EXPERIMENT THAT YOU USE.

/////////

Time of entering the par eéeeééeceté

Time of interview éééééééééé FILL THIS INFORMATION
Date of interview é ééééééééé BEFORE YOU START THI
Name of interviewe & ééééééééé INTERVIEW
Gender I Male I Female
Is anyone else preat I No T Yes, éé.1 FILLINTHIS
during the interview adults INFORMATION
| Yes , é é . | AFTER OBSERVING
adults THE RESPONDENT
I Yes, ééc

Excuse me, do you speak English? Do you have a couple of minutes to answer some

guestions?

| 6maaster student from a Swedish university e
National Park.

I will begin with some questions concerning you and your visit to Costa Rica and Cahuita
National Park.

rrrrrrrrrrrrr

/////

Q2. Which year were you born? 19eééee.

Q3. What is your occupation®0 NOT READ OPTIONS BUT MARK THE CORRECT ANSWER)
| Employee | Student | Unemployed

Y Y Y Nt W — o £z £z £ 1z 7z z

| Manager/Employer | Retired | Ot her eééecéeé
(WRITE DOWN ANSWER)

Q4. What is the highest level of education that you attéined NOT READ OPTIONS BUT
MARK THE CORRECT ANSWER. YOU CAN MARK SEVERAL OPTIONS)

| No formal education | Complete primary school | Complete secondary school
|  Some universityevel | Some universitytevel | Otheréeéeéécece
education, without degree education, with degree (WRITE DOWN ANSWER)

Q5. Would you say that you are a religious person?
| Yes I No
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Q6. What is your main purpose for visiting Costa Ri¢gaO NOT READ OPTIONS BUT MARK

THE CORRECT ANSWER, YOU CAN MARK SEVERAL OPTIONS) 5
| Work | Holiday | Study

| Voluntary work I Other ééééééé
(WRITE DOWN ANSWER)

Q7. What is your main ppose for visiting Cahuita national park todaypO NOT READ

OPTIONS BUT MARK THE CORRECT ANSWER, YOU CAN MARK SEVERAL OPTIONS)
I The beach I Trekking I See animals
I Photographing I Other ééeééeéé

(WRITE DOWN ANSWER)

Q8. Is Costa Rica the only countypu are visiting during this trip? 3 5
| Yes I NoC How longis yourtripintotal® é é € é | days/I
weeks(CODE THE DURATION IN DAYS)

Q9. For how long are you staying in Costa Rica é é é é é . 1 days /| weeks
(CODE THE DURATION IN DAYS)

Q10. How maiy other national parks have you visited during this trip to Costa Rica®
national parks

Q11. How many times have you visited Cahuita national park, including this one?

,,,,,

eééeeée times
Q12. How many days are you planning to stay here in Cahu@a® é é ¢ J¢=a

Q13. How would you describe your general expectations of your visit here in Cahuita
national park?
(READ OUT THE OPTIONS AND MARK THE CORRECT ANSWER)

I Very high

High

Neither high nor low
Low

I None

—( — —(

Q14. Would you say that your expectations have been fulfilled sqdarROT READ OPTIONS

BUT MARK THE CORRECT ANSWER)
| More than expected | As expected I No

I No, definitely not I No opinion

Q15. Do you know how much the average entrance fee is in other national parks in Costa
Rica?
I No I YesC ¢é¢éé¢é Col oréeést,éUsr dol | ar s
(WRITE DOWN THE AMOUNT)
Q16. How much do yogenerally spend on accommodation per night per person?
eééeéé Col oreeds,é écér US dol |l ars
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SECTION B: CHOICE EXPERIMENT

I will soon present four cards to you, one at a tigeloOw THE RESPONDENT THE EXAMPLE
CARD).And here can you see an exampleyds can see here on the example card, each card

will have two different alternatives. Each alternative describes how Cahuita National Park
could look like next time you visit it. For each card, your task is to choose the alternative that

you prefer. Thalternatives are described by different characteristics and they are explained

on this card (GIVE THE RESPONDENT THE CARD WITH THE EXPLANATION OF THE
CHARACTERISTICSSome of them already exist today whi
are five charateristics with different levels.

1. The first characteristic is environmentally friendly toilets and showers. This could either
mean toilets and showeby the entrance or toilets and showers by the entrance as well as in
Punta Cahuita(POINT OUT PUNTACAHUITA)

2. The next characteristic is information whichgsneral information about Cahuita national
park, information about the animals and plants you can see in the park, about the coral reef
and about the trailThere are three different levels of ihéormation provided. Information
provided by signs at the entrance and in Punta Cahuita, information provided by signs at the
entrance and small signs along the trail, which includes Punta Cahuita, and information
provided by signs at the entrance, snsadins along the trail, which again includes Punta
Cahuita, but also information brochures for free at the entrance.

3. Next you have the entrance fee per person whiaHiied amount of money that you have

to pay when you enter the park. There are difkerent levels of the entrance f€eUS dollar,

1 US dollar, 3 US dollars, 5 US dollars or 7 US dollars.

4. The final characteristic is the donation which allows voluntary donation to the park at the
entrance. Here you have two different levelsdbNioation is allowed or donations are
welcome.

(GO BACK TO THE EXAMPLE CARD ANDEXPLAINITL et 6 s go back to the ex
In this case Alternative B has more information provided then Alternative A, as you can see
here(POINT ON THE CARD)YON the other hand Alternative A has more environmentally

friendly toilets and showers available inside the p@®NT ON THE CARD)AS yOu can see

the entrance fee per person in Alteromati ve A
ON THE CARD)In Alternative A donations are welcome while it is not in Alternative B. If the
alternative that you preferred have Adonatio
ask you how much you maximum would like to donate to this alternative.

Do you have anquestions? | will now start with the first card. Imagine that each alternative
describes how Cahuita national park could look like next time you visit it. Look at each
alternative and tell me which one that you prefer. Please, take your time!

(SHOW ONECHOICE-SET CARD AT THE TIME, TOTAL AMOUNT OF CHOICESETS ARE FOUR)
You have chosen an al ter nafliyguesitvatioeisjestasil onat i

is today, how much would you maximum have donated to this altern@®BmRD THE
RESPONDENTSOF THE FIXED ENTRANCE FEE THAT HAS TO BE PAID PER PERSON)

(FILL IN THE NUMBER OF THE CHOICGISET CARD THAT YOU SHOW THE RESPONDHRNIL IN

THE ALTERNATIVE THAT THE RESPONDENT CHOOSES. IF THE ALTERNATIVE THAT THE
RESPONDENT HAS CHOSEN HAAONATTHE NISE\ARRIE QM ELACOME 0, ASK THI
RESPONDENT IF HE/SHE WANTS TO MAKE A DONATION AND FILL IN THE AMOUNT THAT THE
RESPONDENT MAKES. FILL I'N ZERO I F THE RESPONDENT DOES
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Choiceset number

Chosen alternative

Donation madégif
possible)

SECTION C: PSYCHOSOCIAL

Q17. When you entered Cahuita national park today, did you make a donation?
| No | YesC How much did you donate?¢é é é é

Colones,orée ¢ ¢ ¢ US dol | ar s
(WRITE
DOWN THE AMOUNT)

Q18.How much do you think other visitors on average donated whenrentéahuita
national park?
eééeée Col ormreés,éUsSr dol |l ar s
(WRITE DOWN THE AMOUNT)

(Il'F THE RESPONDENT DI DNOT MAKE A DONATI ON DO THE NEXT

I will now show you a card with different statements describing reafo donating money
to Cahuita National ParkHow strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements?

(SHOW THE RESPONDENT THE DIFFERENT STATEMENTS ON A PLASTIC CARD. MARK THE OPTION
THAT THE RESPONDENT MAKE)

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree | Strongly
agree agree nor disagree
disagree

| feel good when | contribute to the environment

| want to do something good

| donate since others do it as well

| care about the environment

Now | would like you to do the s procedure but instead stat@istrongly you think other
tourists visiting Cahuita National Park agree or disagree with the same statéments

(SHOW THE RESPONDENT THE DIFFERENT STATEMENTS ON A PLASTIC CARD. MARK THE OPTION
THAT THE RESPONDENT MAKE)

Strongly | Agree | Neither agree | Disagree Strongly
agree nor disagree disagree

They feel @od when they contribute to thenvironment

They want to do something good

They donate since others do it as well

They care about the environment

That was everything! Thank you so much for your participation! Have a nice day!
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APPENDIX IV: Registration sheet

The registration sheet used to copy the data from the registration book

Date:

Sheet NR:

Flyers:

NAME

NATIONALITY

CITY

GENDER fim/c

CHILD.

GROUP

DONATION

PAID

INFO

id.CNP

Characteristics
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APPENDIX V: The information flyer irenglish and Spanish

The information flyer in English
" as "

"

.

lcome té Cahuita National Prk
Costa Rica

Dear Visitor,

Sector Playa Blanca in Cahuita National
Park has a system of voluntary
contribution instead of a fixed entrance
fee, as in other parks in Costa Rica.
The average fee in other parks is $6.
Your contribution will mainly be

used for the maintenance of

the park, management and protection
of natural resources but aiso for
projects in the local community.

Please, contribute!

,‘_m‘d al Parque Nacional Cahuita
Costa Rica

Estimado visitante,

A diferencia de los demds parques
nacionales en Costa Rica, el Sector de
Playa Blanca del Parque Nacional Cahuita
cuenta con un sistema de contribuciones
voluntarias en lugar de una tarifa fija. El
promedio de entrada en los demis
parques es de $6. Su contribucion sera
utilizada para el mantenimiento del
parque, para el manejo y proteccion de
recursos naturales, y también para llevar
a cabo proyectos en las comunidades

de la localidad

, Favor contribuya!
Isted puede hacer la diferencia!
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APPENDIX VI: Respondent card for the attributes and levels
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APPENDIX VII: Respondent card, example of a chese¢
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APPENDIX VIII: Respondent card for the psychosocial motives
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