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Choice Experiment Method and Its Application to Solid Waste Management in

Macao
JIN Jian-jun, WANG Zhi-shi
(Faculty of Science and Technology, University of Macau, China)

Abstract: Economic valuation of environmental goods or services has been becoming a research frontier and hotspot of environmental
economics in the wotld. Choice experiment (CE) is a relatively new method that can be used to value the economic henefits of
environmental goods or services. This paper reports an attempt to apply the CE method in Macao that aimed to understand Macao
residents’ preferences for solid weaste management programs. A random sample survey of 260 respondents in Macao was conducted -
during the summer in 2004. Survey data was analyzed using multinomial logit models. Results from 260 in-person interviews indicate
that Macao residents preferred waste segregation and recycling at source and noise reduction during waste collection and -
transportation. The study concludes that CE is a reliable tool in the analysis of respondents’ preferences for the development of
suitable solid waste management programs in Macao.
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Table 1 Attributes and levels used in CE survey
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Table 2 A sample choice set in CE surveys
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Table 3 Definitions of variables included in MNL model 2 analysis
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Table 4 Estimation results of model 1 and model 2
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Table 5 Implicit prices for attributes in choice sets/ MOP
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