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ABSTRACT

In the Netherlands, new retail concepts regardiegpperal locations have recently been
introduced. This is the result of changes in Dutthil planning policies. Whereas in the past the
national government had a strong hand in determitive program and location of new retail
facilities, nowadays there are no restrictionsré&ail organizations to develop retail properties a
peripheral locations. With this new legislation,etibutch government tries to stimulate
innovation in the retail landscape and anticipate rapidly changing retail system. As a result,
the interaction between public and private acteran important determinant of local retail
planning decisions. The purpose of this paper ieet@al behavioural aspects underlying these
types of decisions. Three groups of stakeholdea @state developers, retail organizations and
local governments) were invited to take part inoafine conjoint choice experiment. They were
asked to choose different retail plans that helpriforce the retail structure of the imaginary city
“Shop City”. The results of this experiment uncowbe viewpoints of the three groups of
stakeholders towards different retail plan altauest Most importantly, however, it gives insight
into the degree these viewpoints depend on thepoeuws of other stakeholders. Results suggest
that compared to the two private stakeholder grdopal governments are more hesitant to
locate new retail facilities at peripheral locasomfRetail organizations are the most persistent in
their viewpoints while real estate developers aostraensitive to the viewpoints of others.



1. INTRODUCTION

Since 2004, retail planning decisions in the Né#mels have become liberalized. Where in the
past the central government applied restrictivesun the planning of new retail facilities, in
recent years these rules have been relaxed. Mareibveresponsibility for decisions about the
location of new retail facilities has been decditea to local governments. Provinces are
assigned to supervise and coordinate municipalspldans generally expected that this shift in
planning philosophy will influence the Dutch retailructure, especially regarding new retail
facilities at peripheral locations. As a conseqeeoficthe very strict retail planning policy in the
past, the Netherlands traditionally has a veryidate retail structure compared with other
European countries (see e.g. Davies, 1995; Guyg)1%®ripheral shopping developments were
only allowed for particular types of shops in s&ddccities (see also Gortetral. 2003 and Evers,
2004). However, with the new planning philosophlyaduced in the latest Document on Spatial
Planning (VROM, 2006), retail planning has beconwmarmarket-driven instead of plan-driven.
This new legislation gives room to the real estiggelopment industry to obtain a dominant
position. Real estate developers actively searciw&ys to get (political) support for their plans.
According to Van der Krabben (2009) the effect loé hew planning policy is that private
developers have developed much more plans for lpenap retail developments than in previous
years. If all these plans would be implemented,wbleme of peripheral retail facilities would
increase by more than 50%. At the municipal leddferent stakeholder groups interfere in the
discussion whether to built competing retail looas in the periphery of urban areas. The
viewpoints of the main stakeholder groups (locahatities, real estate developers and retail
organizations) towards peripheral retail locatidifeer because of differences in goals, interests,
experience and knowledge. During negotiations pliacelocal planning decisions, stakeholders
share their viewpoints and try to influence eadtentIn this line of reasoning it may be expected
that especially inexperienced, usually small, lggaternments will be influenced by experienced
development companies searching for new developomrdrtunities.

This paper focuses on the viewpoints of stakemsld®/olved in local retail planning
decisions towards the expansion of local retailpyupt peripheral locations. It is important to
gain knowledge of the different attitudes amondedt@lder groups to better understand local
retail planning decisions nowadays. Insight inte itifluence structures between the stakeholders
will improve this understanding. A second aim aétpaper therefore is to measure the degree in
which stakeholders are inclined to adapt their piewnts to the viewpoints of other stakeholders.
Because it is difficult to collect real data onaiktplanning decisions that are suitable for
econometric modelling, an online conjoint measum@mexperiment is used to measure
preferences and adaptive behaviour. Three diffeseieholder groups are invited by means of a



web-based survey to respond to retail plans, wtechbe viewed as integral descriptions of retail
plan alternatives for an imaginary city. Conjoineasurement (Louvieret al. 2000) has been
applied many times in the context of retailing. Mypshis method is used to measure preferences
underlying consumer choice behaviour. For examPlgpewal & Timmermans (1999) applied
conjoint measurement to estimate the effect of ighy/sispects of shopping centres on consumer
perceptions; Borger al. (2006) used this method to get insight into re&chiehavior of Dutch
customers to increasing supply at peripheral smgpjpocations; and Kinet al. (2009) used
conjoint measurement to design a novel suburbamyuxrand outlet mall in S. Korea.

The application of conjoint analysis in group demns to measure influence structures is
relatively new. Recently, in the field of marketiagd transportation the method is used for
measuring influence structures within group deasigsee e.g. Dellaedt al., 1998; Molin,
1999). Dosman and Adamovisz (2006) examined ndgmtigprocesses within households by
combining data from a conjoint experiment with r@eel information on the household’s actual
choices. In their research it is assumed that iddal choices remain the same. In real bargaining
processes this assumption does not hold. ThereBmewer and Hensher (2000) and later
Hensher et al. (2007) developed interactive chexperiments. These experiments deliver a
greater wealth of information on the related intéican processes between decision makers, rather
than simply outcomes. This paper is inspired ors tearlier research and uses conjoint
measurement to measure adaptive behaviour withaicehmodelling techniques in a multi-
stakeholder decision environment.

This paper is organized as follows. First, theagsh plan will be explained. In section 3,
data collection and response will be discussedseection 4, discrete choice models will be
specified to estimate the effect of the attributéshe retail plans on the stakeholder’s choices
and to estimate the effect of adaptive behaviotwe Tesults of the model estimation will be
presented in section 5. Finally, conclusions walldsawn in section 6.

2 RESEARCH PLAN: ONLINE CONJOINT CHOICE EXPERIMENT

Expanding retail supply is an important decisiogéaese it can positively affect the economic
position of a municipality. It contributes to thenployment and consumer spending within the
boundaries of the municipality. However, oversuppfyretail space, especially at peripheral
locations, may weaken the position of the inney aitd probably will lead to vacancy. Since the
introduction of the new planning document, manyalogovernments in the Netherlands are
challenged by the question weather or how to sthemgtheir own retail structure. Since the
traditional hierarchical retail planning model Ha=en rescinded, local governments are facing
difficult planning decisions with market parties dgeir counterparts. Sometimes local



governments are triggered by real estate develpmaarching for profitable development
opportunities. In other cases retail firms initistew retail plans, looking for new locations to
expand their business that are good accessibleféardenough space for their large store formats
(such as for example Media Markt and IKEA). Althbuere are more interest groups involved
in retail planning decisions, like e.g. real estatgestors and the regional government,
representatives of the local government, retamgirand real estate developers are assumed to be
the main stakeholder groups. Each stakeholder raag b different view as to the best way of
expanding retail supply in a particular city be@atheir professional interest. The challenge is
to define a retail planning problem that enabletou$) measure differences in viewpoints among
different stakeholders and (ii) measure the degnewhich these viewpoints depend on the
opinion of other stakeholders within the negotiatwocess.

Because real world retail planning decision preessdo not provide sufficient
information to draw general conclusions, an expental setting it used to collect data in the
short run. We decided to use a conjoint or statexice experiment (see e.g. Louviere, Hensher
and Swait, 2000), implying the following steps:

a. Decide on the decision context.

b. Decide on attributes and levels.

c. Create retail plans.

d. Select a representative fraction of the competef retail plans.

e. Create choice sets and add a “both retail @Eemsot acceptable” option.

f. Ask stakeholders to choose from each choicéheepreferred option.

In addition to traditional conjoint choice experim& assumed choices of other stakeholders will
be added to be part of the choice tasks in orderdasure adaptive behavior.

In the remainder of this section the above stafide explained in detail. First, a context
has to be decided on (a). In this study we develgreimaginary city called “Shop City”. The
choice task is to decide on the most preferablailrptan to enlarge retail supply in this city.
“Shop City” is a medium sized city (100.000 inhabis) located in the centre of the Netherlands.
The market position of “Shop City” in the non-dailgtail supply is weak compared to other
medium sized cities. Market research has showniti&feasible to enlarge retail supply in this
city.
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Figure 1 Map of imaginary city "Shop City"

There are three possible locations for the enlaegerof retail facilities; 1) adjacent to a sport
stadium, 2) an expansion of a furniture strip oth®) inner city. The sport stadium as well as the
furniture strip already exist. The furniture stepcloses momentarily 30.000 square meters of do-
it-your-self and home/furniture retail facilitieBoth peripheral locations are equal accessible.
Figure 1 shows a map of “Shop City”.

In the next step (b) is decided on the attributeklavels of the alternative retail plans for
“Shop City”. The attributes are three differentrirhes for expansion of retail supply:
- Toys and sporting goods (2.500 sqg. m.)
- Home electronics and media (5.000 sq. m)
- Fashion (7.500 sg. m.)
The levels are the locations on which retail suppl§Shop City” can be expanded. The choice for
these branches as well as their floorspace refygatal current retail development, in nature and
size, in the Netherlands. As a restriction, attlea® large-scale store should fit the total volume
of each branch. Moreover, the total volume (theuras of all branches summarized) for a
particular location should represent a realistitppomous expansion of the retail supply. To meet
these restrictions the choice context is tailoredoeding to similar retail expansions in Dutch
cities. The three branches are the first threéates of the experimental design used to generate
alternative retail developments. The fourth attiébis the presence of a restaurant. Respondents
are told that this restaurant is part of a newomatii chain of self-service restaurants with a srfa
of 1.000 sg. meters. The restaurant offers a higtlity of fresh food. It has got extended opening
hours: from 8 am till midnight. A playground forifdren is included in the restaurant. The idea is
that adding a restaurant will strengthen the pmsitf a (new) peripheral retail location. The retai
location will become more attractive for consunmsree they can combine shopping with having
lunch, dinner or a coffee break. This will directigntribute to the length of stay of consumers and



indirectly to the amount spent. It is only possitileadd a restaurant at the two peripheral location
(sport stadium and furniture strip) because itssuaned that the supply of restaurants in inner
cities is already sufficient. Table 1 shows theilattes and their levels that are systematically
varied in the experiment to create retail plansysf).

Table 1: Selected attributes and levels

Attributes Levels

1 Toys and sporting goods (2.500 sq. m.) peripheral location sport stadium

- peripheral location furniture strip

- inner city
2 Home electronics and media - peripheral location sport stadium
(5.000 sg. m.) - peripheral location furniture strip

- inner city
3 Fashion (7.500 sg. m.) peripheral location sport stadium

- peripheral location furniture strip

- inner city

4 Restaurant (1.000 sg. m.) peripheral location sport stadium
- peripheral location furniture strip

- nho restaurant

Given the set of attributes and levels, the totahber of different retail plans would b&=81.
Since this is too many to handle, an experimergaigh is used to select a representative fraction
from the complete set of alternatives (step d)sTasulted in 27 different retail plans.

Next, choice sets were composed by combining aamalomly selected retail plans plus a
“both retail plans are not acceptable” option (s#pThese choice sets were presented to the
stakeholders by means of a web-based survey. Mandjethe three stakeholder groups were
invited to complete the questionnaire and makelidces. Next, the stakeholders were asked to
make an additional 15 choices, however in this se&cpart the preferences of the other
stakeholders were varied as part of the experimgntell. These other stakeholders’ preferences
were generated randomly. The lay-out of the chtési in the web-based survey is shown in
Figure 2. In total, each respondent had to makel®fces, the first 15 choice tasks represent
conventional conjoint choice tasks, while the secmet of 15 choice tasks enable the
measurement of adaptive behavior. Altogether, tdase support the estimation of the parameters
representing the part-worth utilities of the attitds and the effects of adaptive behavior on these
part-worth utilities.
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3. DATA COLLECTION AND RESPONSE

Different sources were used to recruit potentigpomdents. First, a membership list of the Dutch
Council of Shopping Centres, including members lbttaee kinds of stakeholders (retailers,
developers and local governments) was used. Edlyadévelopers were well represented in this
list (163 names), which includes both postal ancha@- addresses. These developers were
contacted by mailing a personal letter that expgldithe purpose of the experiment. The link to
the website was mentioned in the letter. The letlgo contained a separate colour-printed sheet
with an explanation of the characteristics of “Siip/”. This sheet served two purposes: (1) a
teaser to visit the website and (2) a reminderh® ¢haracteristics of “Shop City” for the
respondents participating in the experiment. Sodutesses appeared to be out of date and some
addressees indicated not to be willing to partiepdhe remaining 147 respondents were sent a
personal e-mail a week after the invitation lettass sent. This strategy worked well. Out of these
147 developers, 67 (46%) visited the website amdpdeted the entire questionnaire.



Because the membership list contained less retaaled local planners (resp. 44 and 24),
other strategies were applied to recruit additiorapondents from these groups of stakeholders.
Regarding the retailers, with the help of our predmetwork, the amount of respondents that is
personally invited by letter could be increasednfd4 to 88. Besides, 185 letters were sent to the
headquarters of retail organizations. As far asaé-addresses were available, these letters were
followed by a personal invitation by e-mail (68)mr an e-mail to the general e-mail address of
retail organizations (160). The number of complefedstionnaires is equal to 36.

To collect data from local governments, anotheategyy was used. We contacted local
governments by phone, explained the purpose oexperiment and asked for the responsible
public servant. Depending on this conversationsqeal letters or e-mails were sent directly to
the representatives with a link to the online goestaire. In total 132 representatives of local
governments received a personal letter and up @ar@dresentatives received an invitation by e-
mail. In addition, 62 letters were sent to locavgmments, inviting them to pass the letter to the
servant responsible for local spatial planning.rivally 67 representatives of local governments
charged with retail planning completed the questamre. Table 2 shows the details regarding the
response. The total number of completed questioemas 170. The website was visited by 266
respondents from which 170 (63%) completed thereerguestionnaire. This high percentage
suggests that respondents, once they entered thsitejefelt encouraged to complete the
experiment. We do not know the distribution of @& respondents who did not complete the
questionnaire across the stakeholder groups.

Table 2: Response pattern
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In addition to choosing the most preferred retihgrom choice sets, respondents were asked to
provide some additional personal information regeydender, age, experience and job position
and information regarding their company. The averagperience in the retail sector among the
group of developers was 11 years. The positionth@fdevelopers within their organizations
varied from “member of the board of directors”,t&i developer” to “concept developer”. The
respondents representing retail firms were evereneaperienced. Their average experience in
the retail sector was 18.5 years (including twgoeslents with 40+ years of experience). Fifteen
out of 36 retail-representatives were director wmer of the retail company. The remaining
respondents hold a position within the organizataffiliated to “real estate”, “facilities” or
“acquisition”. The group of retailers representeddraad variety of branches. No single branch
was over-represented. Almost half of the resporsdmiresenting local governments have been
personally involved in out-of-town retail decisianaking processes. The positions of the
respondents within the local government were mapdlicy advisors for economic or spatial
affairs.

4. MODEL SPECIFICATION

The collected data were used to estimate a randiity choice model. Each choice set consisted
of two retail plans and a “both retail plans aré acceptable” option. Thus, one of three choice
alternatives has been chosen from each set. Acptdirandom utility theory (e.g. Train, 2003),
each alternative has a utility ;). This utility consists of a structuraV/jj and a randome()
component:

U, =V, +¢ (1)

The structural component is assumed to be an wadditinction of the characteristics of the
alternative:

Vi=p+ Zk B X (2)

where Xk represents characteriskoof alternativei andpy is the parameter for characteristic
Note that each retail plan is characterized bytdbates. However, as each attribute consists of
three levels, dummy coding (see Table 3) was useestimate the part-worth utility of each
characteristic. This means that 8 variables ardatkéo estimate all part-worth utilities. The part-
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worth utility of the first level of the first attute is equal t@;, of the second level 6,, and of
the third level to zero, and so on. The part-watilities of the fourth attribute are representgd b
p7 and fs. The utility of the ‘both retail plans are not aptable’ option is measured by the
constanio.

Table 3: Dummy coding

Attribute level Coding
1 1 0
2 0 1
3 0

If it is assumed that the random utility componeats identically and independently double
exponentially distributed, the multinomial logit del can be used to estimate the probabgity
that retail plan will be chosen. This model is defined as:

P =expl,)/ ) exp{)) (3)

The parameters are estimated by maximum likeliregionation, which maximizes the predicted
probabilities of the chosen retail plans. Usingriné-model (all parameters are equal to 0.0) as a
reference model, a goodness-of-fit measthie’ can be computed. This measure ranges between
0.0 (no improvement compared with the null-modell 10 (a perfect prediction of each observed
choice). According to Hensher et al. (2005RM®? of 0.3 or higher represents a decent fit for a
discrete choice model. However according to Lowevetral. (2000) values between 0.2 and 0.4
can be considered to be indicative of extremelydgoodel fits.

The parameterg;... fs represent the main effects of the attributesabt, fthey represent
the preferences for the attribute levels. The awrpsrtal design that was used to generate the
retail plans allows for the estimation of interaatieffects between the first attribute (toys and
sporting goods), the second attribute (home elemtsoand media) and the fourth attribute
(restaurant) An interaction between two attributes will occurrdspondents’ preferences for
levels of one attribute depend on the levels oftlaro For example, it is imaginable that the
preference for a retail plan will increase if batlys & sporting goods and home electronics &
media are on the same location.
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In total, 12 interaction variabledii(..li12; €.9. 1i1=Xi1xXis, li12=XiaxXig) can be specified to
measure all possible first order interaction efeblow, equation 2 can be extended to:

Vi =4, +zk:L8:kaik + Z|:1129||n 4)

In this equationg, represents the utility of the ‘both retail plane aot acceptable’ option, the
p-parameters measure the main effect of the atefhuand theb-parameters measure the
interaction effects between attributes.

So far, we did not deal with the effects of adudiail information regarding the viewpoints
of other stakeholders. To be able to estimate rifleence other stakeholders have on the third
stakeholders’ utilities, additional variables hdawebe specified. It is assumed that knowledge of
other stakeholders’ preferences only will affe@ thain effectsf...fs). Assume for a moment
that only one other stakeholder (s) is involvedthe decision making process and that the
decision maker wants to adhere to the preferentestaieholder s. If a decision maker is
presented a choice set and if, in addition, thasdwt maker is told that stakeholder s would
choose alternative (is=1,2,3) from this choice set, the decision makey aid some extra utility
to the part-worth utilities of this alternative adécrease the part-worth utilities of the other
alternatives. This mechanism is illustrated in €a#l The upward pointing arrow indicate that
the decision maker wants to increase the part-wdilities of the first alternativei{is assumed
to be 1) while the downward pointing arrows indecétat the decision maker wants to decrease
the part-worth utilities of the other two altervats. However, the adjustments may be
conflicting, e.g. in the case of variableg And X. In these cases, it is assumed that the
conflicting effects will be ignored by the decisioraker.

Table 4: Adaptation of part-worth utilities

Xo X1 X5 X3 Xa Xs Xe X7 Xs Pref S

Plan 1 0 11 |0 11 1|0 11 1|0 117 1|0 yes

Plan2 | 0 0 1, |1y |0 0 1] |14 |0 no

None(3)| 1| |O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 no
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To measure these adaptation effects, an additsataif variables has to be defined:

Aﬁ = fiksxii (5)

Where f.2 is defined by the following sequence of rules:

£5 = +1ifi=is; i=1,...,3; k=0,...,.8
£ =-1ifi#is; i=1,...,3; k=0,....8

£S5 = 0ifXu=Xx L is#3;i=1,2;k=0,...,8

Similarly, additional variables have to be defifedthe second stakeholder. If both stakeholder
1 and stakeholder 2 prefer the same alternativee décision maker may want to adhere even
more to their preference. This can be measuredthydset of additional variables. To sum up,

the equation for the structural utility now becomes

Vi = ,6’0 + Zk:l,s'gkxik + ZIZl,lZHl iy + Zk:o,saiAlk +Zk:0,8a5Ai + Zk:o,ea‘%z tz (6)

where theay—parameters measure the adaptation effects. Theidgw-hand side component
measures the additional adaptation effect if bodkeholders prefer the same alternative in the
choice set. Then, % = A% (i=1,...,3; k=0,...,8) by definition and*&indicates whether both
stakeholders prefer the same alternatié fal if i; = io; 0 otherwise). Note that positive-
parameters indicate that the decision maker isingilto adhere to the other stakeholders.
Negative a—parameters suggest that the decision maker daeward to adhere to the other
stakeholders. Also, a decision maker may want tbesel to one stakeholder (positive-
parameters for that stakeholder), but not to thercdtakeholder (negative-parameters).

5. ESTIMATION OF THE PARAMETERS
The parameters of the multinomial logit model weséimated using Nlogit 4.0 (Green, 2007) in
a stepwise manner. After the first run, all varegblwith a significance [|>z]>0.50 were

removed from the model. This criterion was gradudécreased until 0.05. Thus only parameters
that are significant at the 5% significance leved ancluded in the models. The estimated
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parameters are presented in Table 5. For eachhsiiglee group separate models were estimated.
The models for developers and local government®perquite well, resulting ifRho®-values of
respectively 0.29 and 0.34. The performance of rétailer's model is a little disappointing
(Rho*value of 0.16). Reasons might be the smaller nurabeespondents and a high degree of
heterogeneity among the retailer-respondents. drré¢imainder of this section, we will interpret
the estimated parameters for each type of effewdsn( interaction and adaptation).

Main effects

When analyzing the results it is immediately obgidihat all three stakeholder groups are
strongly against the location Bashion at a peripheral location. The values of the paramdor
the variables X5 (Fashion at Sport stadium) and(Bdshion at Furniture strip) are extremely
negative. Also none of the stakeholder groups psdfelocateHome Electronics & Media near
the sport stadium. Although, developers attach saotiigy to this branch if it is located at the
other peripheral location: the furniture strip @83 It would be expected that addifigys &
Soorting Goods near a sport stadium is preferable, because thiéasty between branch and
target group may generate some synergy effect. Menvéhis variable is not significant for all
stakeholder groups. Finally, only the developeisktithat adding aRestaurant enforces the
position of the furniture strip (0.293). The uglliof the “both alternatives not acceptable” option
was negative and significant for all three stakdéplgroups (resp. -0,658, -0.630 and -1.007).
This implies that in most cases, respondents mati@iae between one of the retail plans.

Interaction effects

Out of twelve possible interaction effects, for leastakeholder group, a different set of
interaction effects appeared to be significant. Egample, for developers three interaction
effects play a role: X1xX3 (both Toys & Sportingagls and Home Electronics & Media near
the Sport stadium), X1xX7 (both Toys & Sporting deand Restaurant near the sport stadium)
and X3xX7 (both Home Electronics & Media and Restatinear the sport stadium). All three
interaction effects are positive, implying thath& corresponding variables are equal to unity, the
utility of the retail plan will increase. Althougthe main effects of the variables XTogys &
Soorting Goods Soort Sadium) and X7 Restaurant Sport Stadium) are not significantly different
from zero, both variables affect the utility of afternative retail plan by means of their
interaction with other variables. According to timain effect, developers do not preféome
Electronics & Media to be located near the sport stadium (X3=-0.7B8),if Toys & Sporting
Goods (X1) and aRestaurant (X7) are realized at this location as well, thiitytof this retail
plan will increase with resp. 0.640+0.595+0.385ug;HocatingToys & Sporting Goods, Home
Electronics & Media, and a Restaurant near the sport stadium will yield a positive uylfior
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developers. This principle also holds for the tetai Also retailers do not prefddome

Electronics & Media to be located near the sport stadium (X3=-1.2lE3gain Toys & Sporting

Goods (X1) and aRestaurant (X7) are added to this location as well, the wtiWill increase by
0.893 (X1xX3) + 0.580 (X3xX7).

Retailers appear to be indifferent regarding tlvation ofToys & Sporting Goods and the
Restaurant as the corresponding main effects (X1, X2, X7, X8 not significantly different
from zero. However, when these branches are a#ldcad different peripheral locations, the
utility increases as indicated by the interactiffiects (X1xX8 and X2xX7). Something similar
holds for the local governments: they do not prétgs & Sporting Goods at the Furniture strip
(X2 =-0.570), but if thes@oys & Sporting Goods are located near the sport stadium and the
Restaurant at the Furniture strip, the resulting utility wilbe positive (0.739). For local
governments the main effect®ys & Fporting Goods on the furniture strip (X2) antéiome
Electronics & Media near the sport stadium (X3) are negative (resp7@and -1.091) meaning
that local government do not prefer these retasllifees to be located at these peripheral
locations. But, when both facilities on these lawad are combined in one retail plan, the
aversion for that particular retail plan will dease with 0.570.

Adaptation effects
The parameters for the adaptation variables meaisereffect whether a stakeholder is willing to
adapt his/her opinion for that particular attribtdethe opinion of other stakeholders. Obvious is
that the number of significant adaptation variabtekargest for the developers and smallest for
the retailers. It may be concluded that the rewilppear to be the most persistent decision
makers. However, another reason may be the relathadl number of respondents in this group.
All adaption effects are positive, implying thatr fall significant adaptation effects the
stakeholders will tag on the opinion of the othtaksholder. Overall, none of the decision
makers wants to dissociate him-/herself from tleeiostakeholders. For example, the part-worth
utility of the developer for addingome Electronics & Media (X4) to the furniture strip amounts
to 0.333. According to the corresponding adaptapiarameter for the preference of the retailers
(A4RETALER=( 382), the developer is willing to (temporaribgljust his/her part-worth utility to
the opinion of the retailers. Thus, if the develokows that the retailer prefers a retail plarhwit
Home Electronics & Media at the furniture strip, the developer will becomere in favor of
locatingHome Electronics & Media at the furniture strip (0.333+0.382=0.715).

Another interesting result is the adaptive behawiothe local governments for locating
Toys & Sporting Goods at the furniture strip. The main effects show that part worth utility for
this variable (X2) is negative (-0.570) implyingathplanners do not prefer this branch to be
located at the furniture strip. However, since ddaptation variable A2V*RETALER has a high
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positive value (0.851) the preference of local gomeents turns positive (-0.570+0.851=0.281) if

the civil servant knows that both the developer #rretailer are in favor of placintpys &
Spoorting Goods at the furniture strip.

Table 6: Estimated parameters multinomial logit moc!

developers retailers local governments
variabele attribute level B P(1Z]>2) B P(Z|>2) B P(lZ|>2)
X0 Both alternatives not acceptable -0.658 0.000 -0.630 0.000 -1.007 0.000
TR X2 Toys&Sports Furniture strip - - - - -0.570 0.000
%9 X3 Elect&Media Sport stadium -0.783 0.000 -1.213 0.000 -1.091 0.000
> 8 X4 Elect&Media Furniture strip 0.333 0.002 - - - -
© S |IX5 Fashion Sport stadium -2.793 0.000 -1.724 0.000 -2.950 0.000
= X6 Fashion Furniture strip -2.369 0.000 -1.569 0.000 -2.491 0.000
X8 Restaurant Furniture strip 0.293 0.003 - - - -
X1xX3 0.640 0.000 0.893 0.000 - -
§ g [x2xx3 - - - - 0570 0.009
§ o [Xaxx7 0.595 0.000 - - - -
&5 [Xixx8 - - 0.585 0.000 0.739 0.000
E > [Xxaxx7 - - 0.364 0.044 - -
X3XX7 0.385 0.031 0.580 0.011 - -
A3PEVELOPER XXX XXX - - 0.333 0.023
ABPEVELOPER XXX XXX 0.575 0,000 - -
AQRETALER 0.335 0.000 XXX XXX - -
o |A2TETALER 0286  0.044 XXX XXX - -
2 |asFEAE 0322 0.017 XXX XXX - -
§ A4RETAILER 0.382 0.004 XXX XXX - .
> ABRETALER - - XXX XXX 0596 0.003
S |aeTETAER 0.459 0.002 XXX XXX - -
£ |agRETALER - - XXX XXX 0551 0.000
§ AQPHANNER 0.305 0.000 - - XXX XXX
A3THANNER 0.292 0.027 0.442 0.016 XXX XXX
A4PANNER 0.301 0.016 - - XXX XXX
AQPEVRETAILER XXX XXX - - 0.459 0.001
AQPEVXRETAILER XXX XXX - - 0.851 0.002
LL(B) -1554.6 -996.0 -1453.0
LL(0) -2208.4 -1186.6 -2208.4
Rho® 0.16 0.34
Rho? Adjusted 0.16 0.34
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6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, a stated choice model was appliethéasure preferences of three groups of
stakeholders (developers, retailers, and planfhersgtail development (Toys & Sporting Goods,
Home Electronics & Media, Fashion, and a Restap@nperipheral locations (a furniture strip
or near a sport stadium. In addition to standaaitedtchoice models, the model was specified to
measure adaptation effects as well. Data was ¢etldzy means of an online choice experiment.
A multinomial logit model was used to estimate theferences for the retail development
options and adaptation effects

The experiment shows interesting results thatypieal for the Dutch retail market. All
stakeholder groups believe that fashion shouldordbcated on a peripheral retail location. This
suits with the general opinion in the Netherlantigh® moment. Peripheral, well-accessible
locations should attract customers aiming at effity buying products while down town
shopping areas should attract funshoppers (Evieas,, 005). Buying clothes is considered to be
a recreational shopping activity and for that reasashion should be located in the inner cities.
Regarding the location of other branches, the btalkers appear to be rather indifferent, except
for locating Home Electronics & Media outlets. Atekeholders unanimously reject the option of
location this branch near a sports stadium.

As for the adaptive behavior of the decision makesults reflect the background of the
stakeholders. Developers facilitate with their depment plans market demand and are willing
to adapt their viewpoint to the opinion of the ateakeholders. On the other hand, retailers rent
retail space from the developers and as such asedependent on other stakeholders. Finaly,
local governments behave somewhere in between. Gibeg to hold strong positions regarding
allocating space to retail functions.

It goes without saying that all these results amerpretations are contingent on the model
that has been applied. One limitation of the moltmal logit model is that it does not account for
any taste variation among respondents. To tedtdmrogeneity among the respondents, a mixed
(or random parameter) logit model (see. e.g. Tr2Z0®3) could be estimated instead. This model
assumes that respondents share the same kindityffutiction, but vary in terms of the weights
they attach to the attributes. Such taste diffeméon is captured by estimating a distribution for
each of the parameters of the utility function. Aore straightforward way to account for
heterogeneity is estimating interaction effectsMeein respondent characteristics and variables
describing the choice alternatives. The authorghopeport these extensions in the near future.
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