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Abstract

The allocation of resources within households has been examined using
cooperative and non-cooperative game theory. There is a growing recognition that it is
important for economic research to include the interaction between social agents as a
method of determining how resources are allocated. The weaknesses of these
intrahousehold allocation models, then, are that they do not explicitly deal with elements
of marital bargaining power and do not adequately address the different types of decision
structures. While building on these models, this study attempts to incorporate
sociological models that identify the elements of marital bargaining power.

The empirical application focuses on households’ decisions regarding a shared
household good, a family camping trip. To gain insight into how the household decision
reflects the individual partners’ preferences, the study involved calibrating individual
stated preference data for each partner with their respective household revealed
preference data. In addition, a weighting variable was estimated to capture the probability
that the pair of weighted partners’ preferences predicts their actual household choice.
Further estimations were conducted to determine if factors related to marital power had
explanatory power for the choice of camping location.

Three major findings arise from the empirical results. First, the preferences for
recreational campground characteristics differ between men and women. The parameters
of the gendered stated preference models and the welfare measures are statistically
different. As well, some of the sociodemographic variables and site attributes that make
up the interaction terms differ between the two models. Second, a number of power
variables outlined in marital power theory do influence decision-making. However, the
bargaining results are contradictory to marital power theory, but are consistent with
economic theory of opportunity cost of time. Third, the results of the bargaining model

are, in part, contradictory to the hypothesis that shared household goods are an outcome
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of a cooperative bargaining structure. In 95% of the households the camping decisions

more closely reflected only one of the partner’s preferences.
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CHAPTER1
INTRODUCTION

The area of research undertaken in this thesis involves group decision making at
the household level. It is understood that decision making within groups is a complex
process. Earlier household economics research did not acknowledge the complexity of
the decision-making process in households, but treated the household as a single unit,
implying that household decisions are made by a single decision maker. Over the past
two decades there has been a growing recognition that this approach to the household is
inadequate, especially when analyzing policy issues that affect the household or decisions
made at the household level (Smith and van Houvten 1999; Quiggin 1999). For example,
studies are often conducted to analyze the effect of a government or corporate policy by
predicting their potential impacts on families or households. If the models that are used to
conduct this analysis focus on the household as a single decision maker and do not
incorporate the preferences of all decision makers in the household, they will not
accurately capture decision-making structures and the resuiting bargained household
preferences. The ultimate result is that the predictions or estimates of welfare measures
will be inaccurate. [f this is the case, policy selected on the basis of such studies to solve
particular problems may not solve the problems, but may in fact exacerbate them. Models
that more accurately reflect household decision making will lead to better policy
development.

A class of intrahousehold allocation models has evolved that acknowledges that
there is often more than one player in a household decision-making process. The
predominant alternative to the unitary household bargaining model has been the
cooperative household bargaining model. This class of model assumes that the
preferences of the players are heterogeneous and that the resulting resource allocations
are dependent on bargaining power both inside and outside the relationship. The ability

for these models to provide insight into the actual decision-making process is limited due
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to the symmetric treatment of each household member and the lack of specification of the
allocation process (Katz 1997). More recently, noncooperative household bargaining
models have emerged. These models theoretically incorporate heterogeneity of
preferences and have begun to include power more explicitly by recognizing that partners
may not have perfect information about each other’s earnings or consumption and that
outcomes may not be Pareto efficient. These models have primarily focussed on
unravelling the complexities of the intrahousehold allocation of existing outcomes (Jones
1983; Katz 1992; Fleck 1997). From these types of studies it is difficult to untangle
individual preference structures.

The majority of the empirical research employing these models has focussed on
issues facing households in developing countries, and there have been a limited number
of empirical studies based on decisions made in Western households. These models
acknowledge that there is more than one player in the household, and they attempt to
incorporate aspects of the bargaining power of the partners implicitly into the models.
However, few of these studies explicitly explore the relationships between the decisions
and the elements of marital power identified in the sociological literature.

Households are one of the most commonly modelled groups in economics.
Because decisions are made in all aspects of the household on several levels, each partner
has varying amounts of influence and bargaining power (Sharp and Mott 1956; Davis and
Rigaux 1974; Davis 1976; Jenkins 1978; Filiatrault and Ritchie 1980; Nichols and
Snepenger 1988; Fodness 1992; Meier, Kirchler, and Hubert 1999). More recently,
economists have focussed their household decision-making research on the allocation of
resources within the household, using it as an indication of the members’ relative
bargaining power. The weaknesses within these models are that they do not explicitly
deal with elements of marital bargaining power and do not adequately address different

types of decision structures and income constraints.
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There are two primary differences between the empirical work presented here and
earlier empirical work. The first is that this approach, while building on existing
intrahousehold models, attempts to incorporate sociological models that identify the
elements of marital bargaining power. The integration of sociological and intrahousehold
allocation models will provide for a more comprehensive framework that will better
capture the process that occurs as individuals bargain and make decisions with one
another.

There are three primary goals of this research. One is to recognize that different
types of decisions identified in the consumer behaviour literature require different
intrahousehold models, either cooperative or noncooperative models. The second, by
drawing on game theory, is to develop a framework or model that will incorporate
elements of marital power from sociological theory that better reveals the decision-
making process in Western households.

The third is to develop an empirical approach to examine the household and
individual preferences jointly. In most of the previous empirical work on intrahousehold
allocations, the data employed have revealed preference data such as expenditure,
agricultural production. or labour supply data. In order to understand the heterogeneity of
preferences of individuals within a household and the influence that each member has on
a household decision, a different approach is needed which incorporates experimental
methods (Katz 1997; Manski 2000). In this study an attempt is made to examine in
conjunction both individual preference data and household preference data for a shared
household good. The individual preference data for the shared household good are
collected from each partner in the household using an experimental method, while the
household data are represented by revealed preference data. This approach allows a
comparison of the combination of both partners’ individual preferences with the
preferences generated through household compromises to determine whether the

household preferences more closely reflect one set of individual preferences over the
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other. In addition, this method will allow for the explicit examination of the relationship
of elements of marital power in the bargained solution.

The approach taken in this study is to examine empirically individual and
household preferences. Four hypotheses are tested regarding the relationship between
individual and household preferences and the effect that marital power has on how the
individual preferences are combined to reach the final household decision outcome. The
first hypothesis states that men and women have different preference structures, even for
shared household goods. The second hypothesis states that different personal attributes
and sociodemographic variables influence the preference structures differently for men
and women. The third hypothesis is that household preference for shared goods are a
compromise of preferences of the two bargainers. The fourth hypothesis is that the
bargained outcome is a function of the marital power variables outlined in “gender
balance of power” theory (Blumberg and Coleman 1989).

The organization of the thesis is as follows. In Chapter 2 the development of the
household bargaining models is reviewed, and aspects of these models are critiqued. In
addition, marital power theory from the sociological literature is reviewed and how
elements from this theory may be incorporated into household bargaining models is
examined. The empirical research problem is presented in the last section of Chapter 2.
The econometric theory for the estimation of models, described in Chapter 2, is set out in
Chapter 3. The foundation of these models, discrete choice theory and random utility
theory, is described. In addition, the welfare theory used to determine the welfare
measures in later chapters is outlined. The development and design of the data collection
instruments is outlined in Chapter 4. The components of the survey are reviewed and
theoretical and empirical justification is provided; as well, the pretesting of the model and
the survey samples is described. In Chapter 5 the descriptive statistics for the
sociodemographic variables are outlined, and a bivariate comparative analysis conducted

between these variables and the perceptions of the respondents of household decisions is
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presented. In Chapter 6 the empirical results are outlined. The chapter is divided into
three sections: the revealed preference models, the stated preference models, and the
bargaining model. In Chapter 7 an overview of the results is presented, and then these
results are discussed in relation to the literature. In addition, the limitations of the study
are outlined. Finally, the conclusions and ideas for further research are presented in

Chapter 8.
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CHAPTER 2
INTRAHOUSEHOLD ALLOCATION MODELS
2.1 Introduction

The focus of this chapter is to review the development of the household resource
allocation theoretical framework, generate a synthesis of these models, and outline the
research problem. The literature review is divided into three distinct sections: the new
home economics approach, cooperative household bargaining models, and
noncooperative household bargaining models. The objective is to outline the underlying
theoretical assumptions of the models, reveal how marital bargaining power is
incorporated into the models, and identify the strengths and weaknesses of each class of
model. As well, an extension of these models is presented that suggests that the various
models accommodate different types of decision-making structures and addresses how
elements of marital power from the sociological literature could be incorporated.

2.2 The New Home Economics Approach

Economists’ interest in the welfare of the household was evident as early as
Samuelson’s (1956) study. He developed a household theory that specified the household
utility function as a social welfare function and included all members of the household as
arguments. Samuelson was not concerned with explaining how welfare was distributed in
the household. Instead, he focussed on identifying the criteria under which consumer
demand analysis could be conducted. Samuelson illustrated that the social welfare
function has the same properties as an individual utility function under specific
conditions.

Becker (1976, 1991) extended this view of the household, recognizing the
household as a site of production, consumption, and reproduction. A substantial body of
literature emerged incorporating this model of the household (Becker 1981; Rosenzweig
and Schultz 1983; Rosenzwieg 1990). This unitary model assumes a joint or

nonseparable utility function for all members of the household, one that is maximized
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subject to pooled household time, production, and income constraints. The model also
assumes that there is one decision maker for the household and that individual, who is
either an egoist or an altruist, determines the distribution of household resources, income,
labour, and household goods—a Pareto optimal outcome. At best, this decision maker is
in essence a benevolent dictator who unilaterally determines what is best for all members
of the household. The model implies that the same intrahousehold distribution result
would be obtained for any given increase in a family’s resources no matter which spouse
received the resource.

The strong assumptions of a nonseparable utility function and income pooling in
the unitary model have been criticized. Ignored is the fact that there are households in
which individuals have extremely disparate preferences that can result in conflict,
requiring bargaining for a solution. This makes the aggregation of the individual’s utility
functions into a household welfare function problematic. As well, the unitary model is
not equipped to provide explanations or predictions for households in which bargaining
takes place between individuals who are acting in a self-interested manner. Feminist
theorists have also criticized the model because it does not adequately address issues of
power and inequality in the household (Folbre 1986; Katz 1992; Fleck 1997).

Empirical evidence does not support the unitary model in that individual control
of income, as compared to household income, has been shown to affect household
expenditure patterns. Using Brazilian data, Thomas (1990) found that nonearned income
under the control of the mother showed greater positive effects on nutrition and family
health than did income under the father’s control. Thomas and Chen (1994) indicated that
the Taiwan consumption data were not consistent with a unitary model because the type
and the quantity of the commodities consumed was dependent on the share of the income
attributed to the husband or the wife. Finally, using Canadian expenditure data, Phipps
and Burton (1993) illustrated that in dual earner households the source of the income

affected the level of consumption in 8 of 12 expenditure categories.
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2.3 Cooperative Bargaining Models

In response to concerns about the recognition and aggregation of individuals’
preferences, cooperative bargaining models evolved (Manser and Brown 1980; McElroy
and Homey 1981). Cooperative household bargaining models (Manser and Brown 1980;
McElroy and Homey 1981) recognize that the household does not represent a single
utility maximizing unit and draw on game theory to incorporate conflict and negotiation
into the decision-making process. A bargaining model of household decision making
attempts to elucidate the terms of the contract for the exchange of goods, services, and
income between partners (Whitehead 1981). The bargaining models assume that
household members have some similar as well as other conflicting heterogeneous
preferences and that the resource and income allocations are outcomes of their
differential bargaining power. This gives some individuals more weight than others in the
decision-making process (Jones 1983). An underlying premise of these models is that
there are gains for an individual to be in the partnership rather than being single (Manser
and Brown 1980; McElroy and Horney 1981, 1988). That is, an individual’s utility while
a member of a household is higher than his or her utility when single. As a member of a
household the individual benefits from production of shared household goods, joint
consumption economies, and companionship. The bargaining process is influenced by
each individual’s fallback position, which is defined by the individual’s utility when he or
she is single and is determined by factors including the level of wages and wealth outside
the household. As an individual’s economic condition improves outside the household, so
too does the bargaining position within the household because he or she has less to lose.
These cooperative structures are self-enforcing.

In the cooperative Nash bargaining model, partners’ preferences for their leisure
time, /;, the consumption of private goods, x;, and household public goods jointly
consumed by both partners, x*;, are represented in the utility function, U. The utility of

each partner outside of the marriage is captured in ¥, which has also been called the
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threat point or fallback position. This single-state position is an indirect utility, which is a
function of the individual’s wages, w;, and prices for one’s own goods, p,"‘, and jointly

consumed household goods:

max N= [U’(x,,x,.".lf)—Vf(p,.‘b,p,.’,wf)]*

XoZohi
[U(en e )=V ™07 P}, )]
@.1)
st pix,+pix,+Y. pfxt= wL +w,L,
I+l +L,+L, =T

For all, i refers to the male or female member of the household. This Nash bargaining
function is subject to pooled income, £L,wv; and time constraints, ZLi+/;. Time is allocated
to leisure, /; and paid work, ;. In equilibrium, the household maximizes the product of
each partner’s gain from cooperation. The gains are specified as the difference between
the utility from being a member of the household, I, and his or her potential indirect
utility in a single state, V",

The cooperative household bargaining model differs from the new home
economics model of section 2.2 on two elemental levels. First, the cooperative bargaining
model assumes separable utility functions for each member of the household. The
incorporation of disaggregated utility functions into the cooperative bargaining model
distinguishes it from the unitary model (Fleck 1997). Second, the nonwage income and
price effects shift both the objective function and the budget constraint. These multiple
effects provide more insight into the distribution of goods and the source of bargaining

power (Katz 1991).!

! See Katz (1991) for a detailed analysis of the comparative statics of this model.
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The cooperative household bargaining model shares two assumptions with the
new home economics model: Pareto efficiency and income pooling. Pareto efficiency is
an axiomatic condition of the cooperative Nash bargaining model which stipulates that
there will be a Pareto optimal equilibrium (Rubenstein 1982). While there is an
assumption in the models that income is pooled, the way in which it is distributed within
the household differs. In the unitary model the head of the household determines the
rational’ and efficient allocation, while in the cooperative model the distribution of goods
is determined by the fallback or threat point positions. In both of these models it is
assumed that both partners have full information about and access to the household
income.

One of the distinguishing features of cooperative bargaining models is that an
individual’s power within the household affects decision making. That is, while
household allocation decisions rely on pooling family resources, the decisions are
influenced by which individual has greater control over the economic resources.
Individuals’ access to earned and noneamed income is captured in their threat point,’ and
household decisions are made with bargaining partners taking into account their relative
threat point. Any variable that could potentially alter an individual’s bargaining power
could be considered to enter into the threat point. These variables could be internal to the
relationship, such as an individual’s level of education (Konrad and Lommerud 1996); or
they could be external to the relationship, such as the external environmental parameters

(EEPs)* outlined by McElroy and Horney (1990). These threat points drive the allocation

? Rational means that an individual chooses the alternative with the highest level of utility subject
to his or her budget constraint.

* The terms threat point and fallback position are used interchangeably.
* McElroy (1990) outlined several extra-household environmental parameters (EEPs) that may
shift the Nash equilibrium threat points. These EEPs do not change the prices and nonwage incomes faced

by married individuals. The EEPs include variables such as the competitiveness of the marriage market,
wealth of parents, changes in government transfers entering or dissolving a marriage, legal structure with
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outcomes as they define the relative power and influence that an individual has in the
household bargaining process. A change in the individuals’ threat point shifts their ability
to assert their preferences and alter the power dynamics in the decision-making process.
In Doss’s (1996) Ghanain study, she found that the more land that a married
woman owned or an increase in her income altered the expenditure patterns of the
household. As well, these effects differed across varying income levels. She concluded
that an increase in land ownership increases a woman’s bargaining power in the
household. Lundberg, Pollack, and Wales (1997) examined a policy change in the United
Kingdom that transferred child allowance payments to the mother. Using Family
Expenditure data from before and after the policy change, they found that the
redistribution in income coincided with a strong shift in expenditures towards women and
children’s clothing relative to men’s clothing. Schultz (1990), in his Thailand study,
found that there were greater negative nonwage income effects on one’s own labour
supply than the partner’s nonwage income. As well, he found that only the woman’s
nonwage income significantly affected fertility decisions. In a study using data from
seven developed countries, Phipps and Burton (1993) found that they could not reject the
hypothesis that the availability of “extra-marital environmental parameters” such as
child-support payments and transfers to single mothers affects the behaviour of couples.
In another study, Phipps and Burton (1994), using Canadian expenditure data, found that
as the relative shares of the household income shift, commodity demands shift too. They
found that an additional dollar of male income is often allocated differently than an
additional dollar of female income. Thomas (1990) found that a transfer of unearned
income to the mother is spent on health and food items, in comparison to transfers to the

father which are spent on alcohol and tobacco. Antonides and Hagenaars (1990) indicated

respect to marriage and divorce, and changes in tax implications. There are others such as cultural
institutions that look down on divorce.
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that a husband’s share of private consumption decreases as the wife’s education, income,
and working hours increase. All of these results indicate that a change in an individual’s
income or wealth can potentially cause a redistribution of allocation outcomes in the
household. Who has control of the income does affect allocation decisions.

There is not complete agreement in the literature on how the threat point should
be defined. In the earliest models it was defined as the single state for each partner if the
marriage dissolved. However, in several empirical and theoretical works the threat point
has been modified. Jones (1983) defined it as the wife’s withdrawal of agricultural labour
if she was getting an inequitable compensation for working in her husband’s fields. For
Lundberg and Pollack (1993), an wiresolved conflict in a marriage did not necessarily
lead to divorce, but rather the partners withdrew to more traditional separate spheres of
responsibility, alleviating the need for cooperation.

There are two common critiques of the cooperative household bargaining model.
First, it is assumed that the income is pooled and both individuals face a joint budget
constraint. Empirical evidence has suggested that complete income pooling does not
occur in many cultures, but there are sharing rules that differ between households, class,
culture, ethnicity, and region (Safilios-Rothschild 1970; Beneria and Roldan 1988;
Dwyer and Bruce 1988; Fapohunda 1988; Pahl 1989; Hochshchild 1990; Koopman 1991;
Katz 1991; Cheal 1993). Second, by assuming that the utility functions are symmetric,
the rules of the game are constrained to be the same for each partner. The model implies
both partners’ gains from *“cooperation carry equal weight in the determination of
resource allocation” (Katz 1997, p. 10). Katz suggested that ignoring the endogeneity of
the bargaining power in the household resource allocation decisions implies that each
individual has equal voice in the bargaining process. However, there are instances in
which this may not be true due to differences in personality or prevailing social norms

and institutions.
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2.4 Noncooperative Household Bargaining Models

To address these concerns, recent household analysis has turned to the
noncooperative household bargaining mode!. The implicit assumption of cooperative
household bargaining models is that the fallback position determines bargaining power,
whereas in the noncooperative models it is the actual allocational outcomes that indicate
the relative power in the household. The Cournot-Nash noncooperative household
bargaining model is a dominant model in the literature and is used here for illustration
purposes (Ulph 1988; Katz 1991; Ott 1992; Woolley 1993).5 The framework of the model
is one in which the household members jointly rationalize the maximization of their
utilities through a bargaining process in which their income and labour are allocated
according to their individual preferences.® One of the conditions of the noncooperative
game is that players cannot make binding contracts or promises because they are not
enforceable (Harsanyi 1977). In this framework, household members have a separable
utility function, and yet their utilities are interdependent. The partners’ utility functions
are interdependent in their joint consumption of shared household goods. That is, the total
expenditures on shared household goods enter into both individuals’ utility function, and
the amount that one partner is willing to spend on a household good will depend on how
much he or she expects his or her partner to spend on the good and how nonpaternalistic

their preferences are.

5 To date three different noncooperative bargaining frameworks have been employed in
intrahousehold allocation literature (Katz 1997). The first is the Cournot-Nash game, where individuals
make their allocational choices based on their own income and time taking their partner’s decisions as
given (Woolley, 1993; Lundberg and Pollack 1995). The second type draws on the sequential model of
Rubenstein (1982). Both time and discount rates can be incorporated into an altemating offer framework
that gives the first mover the advantage (Kanbur and Haddad 1994; Fleck 1997). The third type of model is
the principal agent model in which one partner has ownership over production, giving the owner an
advantage when bargaining over the allocation of household resources (Chawla 1993).

¢ The framework of this model is based on Woolley’s (1993) work.
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In the non-cooperative household bargaining model, the two partners enter into
the relationship because there are gains from the relationship itself and from the presence
of shared goods. Each individual’s utility is defined over an aggregate level of household

goods, x, consumption of private goods, x; and leisure time, /;:

U=Ux.xlk) @2)

In Woolley’s (1993) model, the partners make three decisions: how they will
allocate their time between work, L, and leisure, /; what portion of their income they will
allocate to the consumption of goods, x;, and x*: and last, how much of their eamed
income they will transfer to their partners, 7z;.

Partners must allocate their total time, T, between their leisure and their paid

work. Their welfare is constrained by their choices made about their time budget:

T.=l+L, (2.3)

The last two choices include determining what portion of their earned income
they are willing to allocate to the consumption of private and shared household goods and
what the net transfer of income to their spouses will be. These choices are specified in the
budget constraint:

R
w,L, T = DXy T DX : @24)

The Cournot-Nash solution involves the maximization of each partner’s welfare
function. Partners choose their allocations independently. These decisions can be made
simultaneously, or the partners can alternate. The strategy for the partners is to maximize
their own utility given the strategy of their partners. This is called the best reply strategy,
and when a combination of mutual best replies are made, an equilibrium point is reached.

Given that the preferences of each partner are well behaved, the problem can be solved
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similarly to a standard consumer demand problem. The total demand for shared
household goods by partner i is as follows:

Xt = xb(p,wT + pyrbiah L) a9

where p=(pnpipj,wiw;) is a vector of prices. Each partner’s reaction function is given by

the following:

x! = max [0,x}pw,T + p,x":x" 1 )] 2.6)

The interactions between family members and their individual resource
allocations are defined in the reaction functions. The slope of a reaction function defines
the individual’s marginal propensity to make expenditures for shared household goods
out of income. The lower partner i’s marginal propensity is, the more i will decrease his
or her expenditures on shared household goods when partner ; increases his or hers.

Households who operate in a noncooperative manner still enjoy gains from
marriage in the form of joint-consumption economies, and the members benefit from the
production of household public goods. Lundberg and Pollack (1993) pointed out that the
provision of household public goods by household members is analogous to the voluntary
provision of public goods analyzed by Bergstrom, Blume, and Varian (1986). In the
absence of cooperation, the provision of household goods such as home repairs, meals,
and childcare results in undersupply.

The noncooperative household bargaining models have four underlying
assumptions that differentiate them from the unitary household model and cooperative
household bargaining models. First, similar to the cooperative models, there are separable
utility functions for each partner in the household. With this assumption, the
determination of household preferences and resource allocations is no longer blurred as in
the unitary model. Individual resource allocations and demands are now responsive to

changes in both gendered prices and wages.
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Second, the individual face their own income constraint, including their earnings
and transfers from other members of the household. This can collapse into a pooled
income constraint if both members share all their income. Individuals, given the
intrahousehold transfers, allocate their own time and income with respect to their own
preferences and their expectations of their partners’ actions. These allocation decisions
are integrally tied up in the functional relationship between labour and gender within the
household.

The third assumption is that the nonpooled income constraint allows for
asymmetric information to be built into the model. In both the cooperative and the unitary
household bargaining models, perfect information is assumed regarding threat points, full
income, and resource allocations. However, there are a number of studies that indicate
that an individual is often unaware of how his or her partner’s time, assets, and income
are allocated (Jenkins 1978; Dwyer and Bruce 1988; Pahl 1989, 1995; Hochschild 1990;
Koopman 1991; Meier, Kirchler and Hubert 1999).

The fourth assumption is that contracts are nonbinding (Haddad and Hoddinott
1994; Katz 1997, Fleck 1997). Under certain circumstances the allocational outcomes are
lower than they would have been in a cooperative model because individuals may have
an incentive to opt out of the contract in order to maximize their own welfare. In some
cases individuals may be worse off than they were to begin with. These breakdowns in
the contracts do not necessarily lead to divorce, but often lead to inefficient allocation of
household resources (Katz 1991; Lundberg and Pollack 1993). The result of the imperfect
information and the nonbinding contracts is that the allocational outcomes of
noncooperative models are not Pareto efficient.

2.5 Integrated Models

Researchers, especially those conducting empirical studies that attempt to

understand the process through which household bargaining power is demonstrated, have

found it necessary to incorporate elements from both the cooperative and the
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noncooperative frameworks in order to be able to capture the complexity of the
household dynamics.

Jones (1983) modified early household bargaining models to more accurately
reflect Cameroon agricultural households by respecifying household income to better
reflect differences in prices for agricultural commodities and gendered expenditure
responsibilities. She also reconceptualized the fallback position so that, rather than the
result being the dissolution of the marriage, the fallback position involved the withdrawal
of labour exchanged with one’s partner. In the withdrawal option the partners must rely
on their own income to purchase the commodities for which they are responsible. The
key difference between the two options is that there is no sharing of income between the
two partners in the fallback position, implying a noncooperative situation.

Lundberg and Pollack (1993) envisioned the household as a cooperative Nash
bargaining institution. The model differs from earlier models in which the threat point
was determined to be the utility of each individual outside the marriage—essentially, a
divorce. Lundberg and Pollack in their separate spheres model suggested that a viable
alternative to this threat point is one that is internal to the marriage in which the husband
and wife settle their differences with an inefficient noncooperative outcome through a
Nash bargaining process. They argued that the partners gain some benefit in the
noncooperative outcome from their joint consumption of household public goods.
However, in the noncooperative equilibrium, joint production of shared household goods
and public goods results in undersupply, which leads to an inefficient and suboptimal
solution that may be more preferable to both partners than divorce. The ultimate threat
point for the couple in disagreement is still divorce.

Konrad and Lommerud (1996) integrated both noncooperative and cooperative
elements. They modelled the everyday decisions in a Nash bargaining cooperative

framework, but they argued that long-term human capital investment decisions should be

modelled as noncooperative decisions.
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The models discussed earlier are static, and by introducing dynamics into the
modelling process, a clearer understanding of how power affects the process of
household bargaining can be elucidated. Dynamic modelling can better capture the
interplay that occurs between two individuals in a decision-making process. The dynamic
strategic form of a game outlines how the game will be played and the process of the
trade or exchange. Technically, in game theory, power is defined by the asymmetry in the
bargaining process (Binmore, Rubinstein, and Wolinsky 1986; Osborne and Rubinstein
1990). In the bargaining process two players have symmetric bargaining power if they
both have perfect information about their bargaining partner and make simultaneous
offers.

There have been empirical studies that have employed a dynamic strategy game in
a model that combines elements of both the cooperative and the non-cooperative
household bargaining models. In Katz’s (1991) reciprocal claims model, she nested a
noncooperative model in a cooperative model to examine the compensation of women
farmers’ unpaid work on their husbands’ land in agricultural households in Guatemala.
Early in the season women are compensated for their work in the form of an income
transfer from the ultimate sale of the harvest. Partners make their own resource allocation
decisions and then bargain over the exchange of goods, income, labour, and services.
These allocation decisions are independent of the other and must take into account the set
of reciprocal claims that their partners have on their own resources. These sequential
actions of consumption and labour supply create a series of claims on the other
individual. If the woman worked in the field, she then has claims on her husband’s future
income; and if the man paid his wife, then he has claims on her labour. This equilibrium
of reciprocal claims is achieved through the Nash bargaining model in which the product
of each partner’s gain to cooperation is maximized. In this model the withdrawal or
fallback option is characterized by the lack of transfers of income and labour in income-

generating activities between the partners while they continue jointly to produce common
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household goods. This joint production of shared household goods is the absolute
minimal level of common activity short of the dissolution of the household. The
equilibrium value of the transfers is based on individual preferences and on the
bargaining power captured in the fallback point. In this model the negotiation is over the
magnitude of the transfers rather than being directly over the individual allocations of
income and time, because these allocations occur primarily in separate production
spheres.

Ott (1992) developed a dynamic model that explores the potential for the
accumulation and deterioration of human capital. Human capital is defined as on-the-job
training or specialization in household production, thus allowing for endogeneity of
outside options. The model allows for several time periods and assumes that individuals’
human capital investments will be made to best influence their bargaining positions
through higher income in the future. Ott examined binding and nonbinding types of
contracts and found that in binding-contract situations the specialization in household
work is efficient and no bargaining power is lost. In contrast, in the nonbinding model
specialization in household work diminishes a woman’s bargaining power in the second
period. Incomplete specialization is expected and efficient in a nonbinding situation, but
the magnitude of the surplus is smaller.

Fleck (1997) incorporated dynamics into her model in two ways. By including a
set of sequential decisions, the first mover advantage is created by a discount rate of time
in favour of the first mover. Secondly, the model allows for allocation decisions to occur
over a lifetime. Fleck explored Honduran women’s decisions to work outside the home.
The husband has the asset-based power in this model and has first mover advantage. In
order to gain control of a greater portion of the bargaining process and expenditures, the
husband is willing to sacrifice some of the household income provided by his wife by
demanding that she stay at home. One of the outcomes is that, by not working outside the

home, the woman decreases her options to leave the marriage. Fleck estimated the
19

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



probability that a woman works outside the home. She compared the explanatory power
of estimation including variables representing the wife’s outside options’ to a proxy
variable for the husband’s opinion about whether his wife should work outside the home.
She found that the proxy variable for the husband’s approval outperforms the outside
options model. She concluded that, should the husband disapprove and exert bargaining
power, the wife will do worse in each consecutive bargaining round.
2.6 Extensions of Existing Household Bargaining Models

In order to reflect decision making in Western households more accurately, the
appropriate intrahousehold allocation framework needs to be chosen. Consumer decision
theory provides guidance for this choice of framework in that it recognizes that decision
structures differ depending on the good. In addition, elements of marital power theory
should be incorporated into the modelling framework power which provide insight into
the compromises that exist in shared decisions. Cooperative and noncooperative
household bargaining models have distinct characteristics which make them appropriate
to model different types of household decision structures.

A characteristic of Western households is that even if households are cooperative,
a variety of decision-making strategies still exist. Consumer behaviorists have identified
four classes of decision-making structures: wife dominated, husband dominated,
autonomic, and syncratic (Bonfield 1978; Nichols and Snepenger 1988; Engel,
Blackwell, and Miniard 1993).% These structures are influenced by the type of product,
the stage in the decision process, and the nature of the situation surrounding the decision

(Engel, Blackwell, and Miniard 1993). There is growing empirical work in the

7 Outside options include wage disparity, age of children and type of conjugal contract, and
sociodemographic characteristics such as age difference.

® Autonomic is a case in which both spouses can make the decision, and the probability that one
spouse or the other makes the decision is equal. Syncratic is a case in which the decision is made jointly by
both husband and wife (Engel, Blackwell, and Miniard 1993).
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intrahousehold allocation and the consumer behaviour literature that supports this
heterogeneity of decision making. Rules for resource allocation decisions may differ
depending on the resource, as Meier et al. (1999) found in their study comparing
decision-making structures for different types of investments to different types of
banking strategies. Phipp and Burton (1994) found that there were different rules for
some categories of goods, such as personal and private goods, and that the income-
pooling constraint was rejected for these goods. However, for goods that had significant
“public or shared goods” dimensions, such as transportation and housing, income pooling
could not be rejected. These various decision structures need to be modelled in different
modelling frameworks: the cooperative household bargaining model for shared
household goods and the noncooperative household bargaining model for private-
consumption goods.

One key difference between these two frameworks is in the way that their income
constraint is defined. In the cooperative model income is pooled, and in the
noncooperative model income from partners is not pooled, although portions of the
income may be shared between spouses. Research in household financial management
has suggested that strategies can range from individuals retaining control of their own
income to pooling all household income. In the noncooperative situation the goods and
services purchased are considered private property of the individual who earned the
income (Safilios-Rothschild 1970; Beneria and Roldan 1988; Fapohunda 1988; Pahl
1989; Katz 1991; Koopman 1991). Using data from developed countries, researchers
examined the financial management systems that households employed and found a
variety of strategies. The most common was a flexible form of shared income. Cheal’s
(1993) work on Canadian households indicated that there are three broad types of

financial management systems: flexible sharing, joint, and independent.’ Both Cheal

? Flexible sharing is having joint and separate accounts in which major expenses are paid for out
of a joint account, and each partner gets personal spending money. Access for either individual to the total
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(1993) and Pahl (1995) found that the majority of the households pooled their income to
some extent and that there was not a trend toward separate management. In fact, an
increase in the level of female employment is associated with an increase in joint pooling,
and for women there is a greater degree of financial autonomy. In households in which
the men were the sole providers, the income was pooled and women were given a
housekeeping allowance. In similar work Treas (1993) found that if the wife was
working, she was more likely to have her own bank account even if the majority of the
household income was pooled. As well the probability of a separate account increased as
the wife’s level of education increased. These empirical findings indicate that while the
trend is towards pooling household income in many households in which there are two
incomes, a portion is set aside by the eamer for his or her own personal use. While each
partner has access to the pooled income, the personal amount that each individual sets
aside is not always equal (Cheal 1993). These findings suggest that the type of good
being studied and the type of financial management system in place in the households
will determine the most appropriate modelling framework to use.

Another key issue is how power can be incorporated into the models. [na
cooperative framework should the couple ultimately not be able to compromise, the
threat point can be defined as either the withdrawal of a partner’s resource contribution to
the shared household decision, with the partners allocating their portion of the pooled
income according to their own preferences.

Bargaining power has typically been built into the threat point of the model by
incorporating relative contributions to the shared household good and to the pooled

income, as well as the partners’ willingness to walk away from the decision. One of the

household income is shared but incomplete. Neither partmer has access to the other partner’s personal
spending money. Joint/pooled is also called the corporate family fund and relies heavily on joint possession
for collective spending, with small amounts put aside for individual expenses. In independent management,
a dual-career family has two reliable incomes that are managed separately.
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axioms of the cooperative Nash bargaining model in a static setting is that the outcomes
are symmetric and that all asymmetries between the players are captured in the strategies
(Binmore, Rubinstein, and Wolinsky 1986). In a household the asymmetry in the
partners’ ability to influence a cooperative decision to more closely reflect their
preferences than their spouses’ can enter the model through the use of a weighting
variable, §, 2820, which enters the optimzation process in the following fashion
(Kooreman and Kapteyn 1985; Binmore, Rubinstein, and Wolinsky 1986; Kooreman and
Wunderwink 1997):'

max(U, -V, )’ *(U, -V, )** @7

The closer Jis to 1, the greater the bargaining power of partner i. The J'can represent
elements not fully captured in the threat point and can capture the individual’s voice in
the cooperative bargaining process (Katz 1997). Because the cooperative bargaining
literature has offered little guidance in terms of how to assign values to this weight, the
theory of marital power from sociological literature is built into the model.

Blumberg and Coleman’s (1989) theory of gender balance of power in the
household identifies the important elements that should be included in modelling power
in the household. Their conceptualization is based on dividing power into three
components: power bases, power processes, and power outcomes. The theory suggests
that the wife’s power base is a function of her overall economic power, which consists of
her absolute earnings (Blood and Wolfe 1960; Doss 1996), the ratio of her earnings to her
husband’s (Lundberg, Pollack and Wales 1997), and over what portion of the income she
has independent control (Blumberg 1985, 1988; Dwyer and Bruce 1988; Pahl 1989

Dobblesteen 1992). These power bases can then be modified by micro and macro factors

% In household bargaining this model was empirically tested in research by Kooreman and
Kapteyn (1985). In their mcdel on preferred versus actual labour supply, Kooreman and Kapteyn treated

the power variable, 3, as exogenously given and independent of the characteristics of the partners. Their
results found the variable to be insignificant.
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defined as power processes. The micro factors include personal ideology (Qualls 1987;
Blumenstein and Schwartz 1991), attractiveness, and the perceived need for the income;
while the macro factors include societal ideology, class, ethnicity, and male domination
of the political economy. All these factors modify the wife’s overall economic power and
result in a level of influence that she has in the power outcomes. These power outcomes
include the influence the wife has in the relationship with respect to decision making (
Kaufman and Strohmeier cited in Ott 1992; Dobblesteen 1996), division of labour
(Blumenstein and Schwartz 1989), and ability to resolve conflicts.
2.7 Research Problem

Considering the large number of economic decisions made within groups such as
households, there is a general lack of empirical research conducted on decision making in
households that has attempted to untangle the influence of marital power on household
decisions. Several researchers (Kooreman and Kapteyn 1990; Katz 1997; Manski 2000)
have indicated a need for empirical work on bargaining, incorporating information on
individual preferences. The research in this study will focus on a decision for a single
shared household good under the assumption that both partners have input into the
decision. Studies on household decision making about family vacations have generally
found that decisions on vacations are one of the most democratic decisions and as such
are a suitable good for this research (Sharp and Mott 1956; Filiatrault and Ritchie 1980;
Nichols and Snepenger 1988; Engel, Blackwell, and Miniard 1993). Based on studies by
Jenkins (1978) and Davis (1976) it is not clear whether both spouses have input into all
aspects of the decision process, but it is obvious that they each have influence into

various subdecisions.''

" Jenkins (1978) replicated an earlier study by Davis (1975) which examined whether couples
break down the decisions into subdecisions and examined whether different types of subdecisions were
handled more by women or men. Jenkins found that men dominated the vacation information collection
and decisions on length of trip, timing, and expenditures; while joint decision making between the husband
and wife was common for subdecisions such as whether to take the children and the mode of transportation.
Others found that the amount of influence that one spouse had over the decision process often was a
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As a shared good, the vacation decision is preferable as a focus of analysis to
either durable goods or smaller goods that are purchased more frequently. Though
individuals could have strong preferences over durable goods, such as the purchase of a
vehicle, these purchases occur too infrequently for this type of analysis. Smaller, more
frequently purchased goods, such as groceries, are inappropriate because individuals may
not hold strong enough preferences for particular brands of goods.

The cooperative household bargaining model will be used to examine this
decision with the assumption that household members pool at least a portion of their
income from which the expenditure for a family vacation will come, and together they
must decide how much they are willing to spend on their vacation. In instances in which
the partners cannot agree on what type of vacation to take or the location of the vacation,
they may take individual holidays, or they may choose not to go on a vacation and spend
their leisure time at home at other activities. The threat points in this context are that they
could each withdraw their contribution to the vacation, resulting in no vacation, or they
could decide to take separate vacations. If the outcome of the cooperative model is
separate vacations, then the good is no longer a joint good and the allocation and
consumption decisions may be better modelled in a noncooperative decision framework.

Choosing the type of holiday to take becomes an interesting problem when the
preferences of the two decision makers differ from one another. For example, one
individual may prefer a rustic camping and fishing holiday, while the other may prefer a
more luxurious holiday renting a cabin in the mountains, or to stay at home. Each
individual knows the other’s preferences. The final holiday choice will be influenced by a
number of factors. First, individual and/or household time and budget constraints may

limit the choice set of holidays. That is, holidays that are too expensive or will take too

function of the type of household (Filiatrault and Ritchie 1980). They found that if there were children in
the household, the wife had more influence; and that decisions were also sensitive to marital status.
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much time will not be in the choice set. A second set of factors comes into play when
time and income are not constraining factors. These factors are less tangible and are
difficult to measure but reflect the decision-making structure and the power relations in
the household. If the holiday is going to be paid for out of a joint household account into
which both individuals contribute but one individual has more influence than his or her
partner over decisions, then there may be more at play in the power structure than relative
income. The influence may be a result of the fact that this holiday is more important to
one individual than to the other or that there have been compromises made over several
related decisions so that the individual who did not get their holiday of choice last time
may get to choose this time. Another scenario may be that one individual has
substantially more influence over all decisions because of the differential bargaining
power that exists in the household.

It is recognized that household members have both conflicting and
complementary preferences and that the final household decision at any level will likely
be a bargained decision, with the partner with the most power having his or her
preferences more strongly influencing the decision. The major objective of the study was
to implement an empirical method of combining stated and revealed preference data to
examine the influence of each individual on household decision making. In addition, this
method also allowed for the examination of the effects of marital power on household
decision making. As well, an attempt has been made to investigate empirically which
household characteristics drive a household decision-making process for family camping
vacations and to explore whether these characteristics provide an insight into the
constructs of household bargaining power.

The methodological approach taken in this study was to examine a bargained
household decision on a family camping vacation by comparing data collected from the
partners about their own preferences for camping sites and data that represent previous

household camping decisions. The individual preference data were calibrated with
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household decision data using a weighted bargaining model as proposed in equation
[2.7]. The calibrated estimation weighed the two sets of preference data to determine
whether the household decisions more closely reflected one partner’s preferences or
whether the household decision was a combination of both of their preferences.
Essentially, this weighting variable, 5and /-&, will represent the level of influence or
power that each partner has over the decision process. The calibration equation estimated

is as follows:

V,=8(s,)(q" ") +(1-6(s,))q"B") 2.8)

where ¥, represents the indirect utility of the household based on the camping trips taken;
q" is the vector of attributes of the camping sites visited; £* is the parameters derived
from the individual stated preference data; and Jis the parameter for marital power and is
a function of household and individual characteristics, s,.

The household decision data to be used are revealed preference data, while the
individual preference data to be used are stated preference data. The next chapter outlines

the theoretical and econometric foundations for these estimation procedures.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODS

Modelling Household and Individual Preferences

3.1 Introduction

The aim of this study is to examine household decisions for a shared good by
comparing the combined preferences of the household members to the individual
members’ stated preferences and to determine how the household power dynamics may
shape the individual preference structures into actual household decisions. To enable this
comparison, our empirical approach utilizes two different types of discrete choice data.
The first type of data represents the actual household decision, and the second type
represents the stated preferences of each partner. The theoretical foundations for
modelling discrete choice data are found in consumer demand and random utility
theory.'? Section 3.2 will review the theoretical foundations for this modelling approach,
and section 3.3 will describe in more detail the types of preference data collected for
analysis.
3.2 Theoretical Background

In a case in which individuals in a household are faced with choosing one
alternative (a recreational site) over other alternatives in their choice set, their choice can
result in corner solutions in the utility maximization problem. To deal with such cases, an
alternative approach is to use discrete choice theory, which is based on the theoretical
framework, a random utility model (RUM). The next two sections outline these

theoretical frameworks.

2 The modelling techniques employed in this study are drawn from the recreational and
environmental economics literature.
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3.2.1 Consumer Theory: A Discrete Choice Approach

Consumer theory models how individuals and households make consumption
decisions constrained by their level of income and time."? It is assumed that individuals’
preferences are consistent and transitive and that individuals are rational. Rationality
means that individuals choose the highest utility subject to their budget constraint.

Consumer theory suggests that individuals choose a consumption bundle:

X ={x,..x,} 3.1

where x, ... x, are quantities of goods and services. Let x; represent a recreational site. If
an individual chooses to return to the same site several times in a season, x; can be
modelled either as several independent trips or as the frequency with which the site is
visited by each individual. For the purpose of this research x; represents the choice to go
to a site, and each trip is treated independent of other trips. The utility function defines
the individual’s preference ordering, so that if an individual prefers site x; to site x;, then
Ulx,) is greater than or equal to Ufx;).

For any site i, let g; be the site characteristics associated with x,;. Consumers are

assumed to maximize utility subject to their budget constraint. This is written as follows:

Max U =(x,,...X;,q; Qs Z) s.t.ZPixl <Mandx;x; =0 (32)

where: x; is the goods/sites which are mutually exclusive, i = 1. . . n; g; is the vector of
site characteristics; and Z is the numeraire good. The condition xx;=0 suggests that the
recreational sites are mutually exclusive. This condition is the basis of discrete choice
theory (Ben-Akiva and Lerman 1985). According to discrete choice theory, demand for

each good would take on a value of 0 or 1 (1 if the site was visited and 0 if the site was

" Discrete choice theory and RUM framework are both appropriate methods to model either
household or individual consumption decisions. In this study both household and individual decisions will

be modelled. For the purpose of this discussion the term individual will be used, though the term household
could be substituted.
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not visited.) Stated another way, a camper cannot be at two sites at one time; hence if

x;=1, then x;=0. There are a number of factors that influence individuals’ choice, such as

the number of sites in the choice set and the attributes of each of the sites. In the

deterministic case, the utility that individuals receive by choosing site i from the choice

set n is represented as Uj,. Altemative i € C, is chosen when Up> Uja, for all j=, j €C,.
The conditional indirect utility function representing the attributes of the

altemnatives in the choice set is the foundation of discrete choice theory. Let V; be

Vin ‘_"(q,-,,»M“P;,.»sn) (3‘3)

where the indirect utilities are a function of the vector of site attributes, g;,, of the
alternative i as perceived by individual n, the portion of pooled household income, M, the
price of the good, p, and s,, a vector of characteristics of the individual, n, which can
include socioeconomic and power characteristics of the individuals that capture differing
tastes and other vanabilities that exist across the survey respondents.
3.2.2 Random Utility Model

Economists use demand and choice theories to derive the demand for and the
value of goods and services. In the RUM framework individuals make choices that will
bring them the greatest level of satisfaction subject to their constraints; most commonly,
time and income. Within this framework, attributes of the recreational sites enter into the
individual’s utility function. However, due to unobservable elements, the individual’s
choice may deviate from what the researcher expects to be the preferred site. These
variations in choices are explained by the introduction of a random element as a

component of the individual’s utility function; that is:

U, =V, +¢ (3.4

where U; is the unobservable, true utility of individual i; V; is the observable portion of

the utility; and & is the random component. According to the literature, there are four
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sources of the random component: tastes are not observed, unobserved attributes are not
included in the experiment, data have measurement errors, and models are misspecified
(Ben-Akiva and Lerman 1985). The presence of this random component allows the
analysis of an individual’s choices in a probabilistic framework. We can then model the
probability that the individual will choose the i-th recreational site from some set of sites,

in C,, which is expressed as follows:

Pr(i|C) = Pr(U, > U,] =Pr{(¥; +£) > (7, + &)L,V € C, (3.5

The observable, systematic component of utility, ¥, is that portion of the good’s
desirability that can be related to its attributes. Our ability to capture this relationship is
dependent on how well we identify, measure, and include the key factors that can
influence the choices being made. Once the attributes are identified, how these variables
combine to drive the systematic component of the utility function must be specified. The
formal relationship between explanatory variables and choice behaviour is specified in
the indirect utility function. The systematic component is expressed as a function of the

parameters and the explanatory variables as follows:

Pr(i[C,) =Pr{U, 2U;Vj e Ci # j] (3.6)
Pr(ilcn)zpr[(ﬂ'qi+€i)2(ﬂ'qj+5j)»'vjeCu"i¢j] (3.7
Pr(i|C,)=Pr[(fq,-Fq;)2(&+¢&);YjeC, iz j] (3.8

where Zis a vector of coefficients associated with g, a vector of explanatory variables.
Equation 3.8 could refer to the indirect utility function of a household or of an individual.
It suggests that the probability that an individual will choose good i from within the
choice set equals the probability that the combined systematic and error components of

good i/ are greater than the comparable components for all other competitive goods.
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The RUM framework is appealing for several reasons. First, this approach
examines the choice from a number of discrete sites or bundles of attributes. Second,
each site is a function of attributes and travel costs that can inform planners and policy
makers of the importance of various attributes and how changes in them influence site
choice. Third, from these models the analyst can calculate welfare measures that result
from changes to any of the attributes.

3.2.3 Welfare Measures for RUM

Welfare measures can be calculated by converting a change in utility, in response
to a change in the site attributes, into a monetary measure. There are three distinct
welfare measures: consumer surplus, compensating variation, and equivalent variation.
Consumer surplus is derived from Marshallian demand curves and is not consistent with
RUM welfare estimation because RUMs provide estimates of the parameters of the
conditional indirect utility functions. Hanneman (1982, 1984) outlined welfare measures
for the RUM framework using compensating or equivalent variation. Compensating
variation measures, for a given change in a site or level of attribute, the amount of money
that is needed to be given/removed to bring an individual or household back to its
original utility. On the other hand, equivalent variation measures the amount of money
required to ensure that the individual or household at the initial scenario is as well off at
the new utility level for a given change in the site. Differences between compensating
variation and equivalent variation are dependent on the individual or household’s income
elasticity and the magnitude of the surplus. However, the income effect is ignored in the
model used for this study, and as a result the compensating and equivalent variation
measures would be the same. Compensating variation is the welfare measure most
preferred in the environmental and recreational literatures (Freeman 1979; Braden and
Kolstad 1991; Adamowicz 1995).

In the discrete choice framework, a welfare measure can be calculated on a per-

trip basis, capturing the change in welfare for a given change in a site attribute.
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Hanneman’s (1982, 1984) formulation for the welfare measure accounts for the stochastic
nature of the discrete choice framework by using the expected value of the indirect utility
function. The compensating variation measure for a change in a site attribute at site i can

be specified as follows (Hanneman 1984):

C¥ =~ T exp0;)-n T e} 69

where the summation is over all the alternatives in the choice set and x is the marginal
utility of income. Multiplying by 1/x transforms the resulting change in utility to a
monetary measure of welfare. The term ¥’ represents the level of utility at the initial
state, and ¥} is the level of utility after a change has occurred. This change could result
from an increase in level of service, the removal of a service, or the closure of a site.
Because the indirect utility is a function of the site attributes, a change in one of the
attributes will result in changes in welfare for those who visit the site. It is the estimated
parameters of the indirect utility function that are used to calculate the welfare measures.
Hanneman (1982, 1984) demonstrated that the marginal utility of income, 4 is
equivalent to the coefficient of the travel cost parameter estimated in the random utility

model. Consider the indirect utility function

V.=pBM-TC,) +a(q) (3.10)
where  and fare estimated parameters, M is household income, T'C; is the travel cost to
site #, and q is a vector of site attributes. The marginal utility of income is derived by

partially differentiating the indirect utility function with respect to M, which ultimately is

the coefficient on travel cost:

N 1M = pu (3.11)

It is assumed that the marginal utility of income is constant across individuals and

households. Although restrictive, this assumption should not bias the results, given that
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expenditures for camping are not a large proportion of total household expenditures. In
addition, some differences in the marginal utility of income between different groups of
individuals can be captured in interaction terms created with the cost variable.

3.3 Discrete Choice Data

Two types of data were collected for this study. The first type of data describes
the actual household decisions and is termed revealed preference data; these data are
collected in the form of a camping trip log. The second type of data captures each
individual partner’s stated preferences and is termed stated preference data these are
collected in a choice experiment format. Both the trip log and the choice experiment data
are discrete choice data.

3.3.1 Revealed Preference Method

To elucidate preference structures, the revealed preference approach examines the
behavioural trail of the actual choices made by the household. For example, by
examining the choices made by campers in Saskatchewan, the preferred site attributes
can be determined. The household chooses one site from many sites in its choice set, C,,
with the probability of choosing that site being equal to the probability that their expected
utility associated with site / is greater than or equal to the level of utility attained by
choosing any alternative site in the choice set.

As noted earlier the conditional indirect utility function is a function of the site
attributes and household characteristics (see equation 3.3). The estimation of a RUM
model can yield information about which site characteristics influence site choices and
which socioeconomic factors play the most significant role in the decision-making
process.

The revealed preference method, however, is not always conducive to observing
the underlying behaviour of interest (Adamowicz et al. 1994a). That is, it is difficult at
times in the revealed preference approach to uncover which attributes of the preferred

sites were important to the visitors and why other sites were not preferred. The difficulty
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arises because this method suffers from collinearity among the attributes, and there may
be homogeneity among the responses. This means that the importance of a particular
attribute cannot always be untangled from all the other attributes. This is troublesome,
because the identification of preferences for a particular attribute in isolation is often
required in welfare and policy analysis.

A second problem is that this method cannot be used to examine new goods or
new attributes for existing goods. That s, it is difficult to examine potential changes in
the use of a campground site should a new attribute be considered for development or
should the environmental quality of the entire region decline in such a way that it
negatively affects the attributes of the site.

3.3.2 Stated Preference Method

An alternative method employed to investigate recreational choices is the stated
preference approach, and in this study the stated choice method (SCM) is used. This
method has evolved from the conjoint analysis method used in marketing research
(Hensher and Louviere 1983). The SCM approach is founded on behavioural theories that
inciude Lancastarian consumer theory (Lancaster 1966), decision-making theoryN
(Hammond 1955; Slovic and Lichtenstein 1971; Anderson 1970, 1981, 1982), and
random utility theory (Thurstone 1927; McFadden 1974; Manski 1977; Yellot 1977).
This flexible approach is used to collect preference data, generally as choices and
rankings, full and partial, from subjects in hypothetical settings. This method has the
respondent compare several alternatives, with each alternative consisting of varying
levels of attributes. These attributes are determined by decomposing a composite good
into its constituent attributes. The choice set of alternatives, which are bundles of

attributes, are commonly generated using an experimental design technique with the

" This work comes from the psychological literature on information processing and decision
making.
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objective of minimizing the number of combinations that must be presented to
respondents to enable statistical identification of the underlying preference function.
Given a set of attributes, each with several levels, design methods can be used to
structure choice sets. Respondents trade off the level of one attribute against the other
attributes, implicitly weighing and valuing the various attributes and their relative levels.
These trade-offs are the basis of the estimation of preferences for the alternatives. When
the multiple attributes are varied simultaneously, marginal rates of substitution among
attributes can be estimated.

The stated preference approach directly obtains an individual’s preference for a
good; in this case, a recreational site. This method is often used for a good for which
there is not an adequate behavioural trail, or the method may be used in conjunction with
revealed preference techniques (Adamowicz, Louviere, and Williams 1994). The survey
can take many forms and uses constructed hypothetical situations. The stated preference
method is often criticized because of the hypothetical nature of the questions and the fact
that the actual behaviour is not observed. However, the researchers who employ stated
preference methods felt that the benefits outweigh these concerns (Adamowicz et al.
1994a; Adamowicz et al. 1994b; Adamowicz et al. 1995).

The stated preference approach has several advantages. A particularly useful
aspect in the stated choice experimental design is the potential to untangle the preferences
for each site attribute. A second advantage is that the preference structures for each
fespondent can be captured. Thus, even if the decision under study is a bargained
household decision, there is the potential to reveal the individual preferences of each
partner from household preferences by comparing the actual household decision with the

individual preferences of each partner captured in the stated preference questions.
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CHAPTER 4
DATA COLLECTION AND SURVEY DESIGN
4.1 Introduction

In this chapter the survey development and data collection process are described.
In section 4.2 the development of the data collection instruments is described, as well as
how each type of data was handled for analysis. In section 4.3 the data collection process
and survey sample are outlined.

4.2 Data Collection Instruments

Two data collection tools were used in the study: in-person interviews, which
were used primarily as a screening tool, and a mail-out survey. The survey was designed
to collect data that allow for the examination of factors influencing household’s
recreation decisions and of trade-offs that decision makers are willing to make among
different attributes of camping locations.

The survey was divided into five sections. The first section asked individuals
questions about their previous camping experiences and their attitudes toward camping.
This section served as a warm-up to start the respondents thinking about camping and the
role that it plays in their lives. The second section consisted of a choice experiment that
examined the trade-offs that individuals made among different attributes associated with
hypothetical camping sites. The third section asked questions about the demographic
attributes of the respondents; specifically, it collected information on age, sex, education
level, employment level, and information about both camping and location of residence
as a child. The fourth section was composed of questions about division of household
responsibilities between the two partners, ideological beliefs about families and roles in
the family, financial management, individual contributions to household income, and the
level of household income. The third and fourth sections provided the data used in the
power structure analysis. The final section of the survey was the trip log that asked the

respondents to provide detailed information about their camping and noncamping
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holidays taken in the previous year. The next three sections of this chapter outline the
survey components instrumental in the analysis, their function in the analysis, and how
the data were coded.

4.2.1 Revealed Preference Component of Survey

From each household two types of trip logs were requested. The first asked that
holidays other than camping trips taken in the past year be recorded, and the second
asked that the camping trips taken be recorded. Each respondent from a household was
asked to complete either one or the other of the trip logs. Often the trip log for
noncamping holidays was not completed, and as a result an analysis of the possible trade-
offs among different types of holiday was not conducted.' For the camping trip log, the
respondents were asked to supply the approximate date of the trip, the duration, the
location, who chose the location, and the size of the camping party.

According to the trip logs, these respondents visited over 350 camping sites in
Saskatchewan, Alberta, and British Columbia. The geographical locations of the camping
sites were identified, and from this information 15 camping regions were created based
on geographical proximity to each other. Appendix A provides an illustration of these
regions, and Table 6.2 lists the regions and trips taken to each region. Using tourist
information (Alberta Hotel Association 1998; Tourism Saskatchewan 1999) the attributes
for each camping site were identified. These sites were further categorized by facility
levels. Two facility levels were used. The high-level facility was equivalent to the
definition of fully or well-serviced in the stated choice experiment, and a low-level
facility was equivalent to moderate or minimal. Definitions of the attributes are outlined
in Appendix B. In the final choice set, some regions had both levels of facilities, while

others had only one. Given that there are 15 camping regions and the possibility of more

* One possible explanation for this low completion rate of the noncamping trip log is that the

emphasis of the survey and in-person interview was on camping, and the relevance of the noncamping trips
may not be apparent.
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than one facility level in each region, the total choice set was 25. Once categorized into

geographical regions and facility levels, other attributes were identified, and a level was

chosen for each of the attributes based on the majority of the sites in the category (see

Table 4.1 and Appendix C).

Table 4.1: Attributes and Levels Used in Revealed Preference Models

Attributes Levels Description of discrete levels*
Distance from Continuous variable
residence
Fees's Continuous variable
Facilities Level 1 Minimal to moderate facilities
Level2  Well serviced to fully serviced facilities
Firewood Level 1  $5 per bundle
Level 2 Free
Trails Level 1 Yes
Level 2 No
ATV Level 1 Yes
Level 2 No
Beach Level 1 Yes
Level 2 No
Fishing Level 1 Yes
Level 2 No
Road quality Levell  Fully paved to campsite
Level 2 Portion of road is gravel to campsite

Note: “For detailed description of the variables see Appendix B.

4.2.2 Stated Choice Component of the Survey

Choice sets. One of the most difficult aspects of designing a choice experiment is

determining the set of site attributes which will represent a realistic set of factors that

influence the recreational decision, while at the same time accurately representing the

variations that exist in a real situation (Adamowicz et al. 1994). It is important to ensure

'® Fees represent the daily fees paid to the campground management.
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that the choice tasks are not too difficult or complex and that they are not too far from
reality (Carson et al. 1994).

The characteristics that influence a family’s decision to camp at one location over
another were identified from previous research efforts, including those of McFarlane,
Fisher, and Boxall (1999). The relevant levels of these characteristics were also
identified. These attributes were compared with the tourism literature from Saskatchewan
and Alberta (Alberta Hotel Association 1998; Tourism Saskatchewan 1999). The final
choice set included two different camping alternatives with the third alternative to stay at
home. The stay at home alternative did not include any attributes and is a realistic
alternative. This altemative allowed the respondents to *“choose not to choose” if the
attributes available to them in the two other choice alternatives were not desirable. The
inclusion of this alternative makes the choice decision more realistic and provides for a
better measure of the significance of the attributes included in the choice design (Carson
etal. 1994).

Attributes and levels. The number of attributes and their respective levels were
limited because the difficulty of the task and the number of respondents required to
conduct statistical analysis increases as the number of attributes and levels are increased.
The attributes included in the final design were distance (a cost variable was calculated
based on distance to the site), type of facilities, fees, whether or not firewood was free,
the availability of activities, and road quality. Each attribute is presented in discrete levels
that provide a way of measuring how changes in these levels influence a household’s

decision. The attributes and their respective levels are described in Table 4.2."

7 One small difficulty arose for a few respondents in completing this section. These respondents
noted that if they were at the site for a week, then they would want a different level of service than if they
were there for a weekend. The focus of this research is the family camping holiday (3 days or greater).
Unfortunately, it was not clearly stipulated in the directions whether the individuals were to consider this as
a camping holiday and not a weekend camping trip. For the majority of the respondents this point was not a
concern, but in future research a more clearly delineated good would eliminate this confusion.
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Table 4.2: Attributes and Levels Used in Choice Experiment

Ly el oot escription 'of discrete]é\'ir’éls' =
-f’ "m"tﬂiﬂ t

A5 BV QYR "“\“""!LM

Dlstance

Level 1 100 km
Level 2 300 km
Level 3 500 km
Level 4 700 km
Facilities Level 1 Minimal facilities
Level 2 Moderate facilities
Level 3 Well serviced facilities
Level 4 Fully serviced facilities
Fees Level 1 $7
Level 2 $14
Level 3 $21
Level 4 $28
Firewood Level 1 $5 per bundle
Level 2 Free
Trails Level 1 Yes
Level 2 No
ATV Level 1 Yes
Level 2 No
Beach Level 1 Yes
Level 2 No
Fishing Level 1 Yes
Level 2 No
Road quality Level 1 Fully paved to campsite
Level 2 Last 25 km gravel

Note: *For detailed description of the variables see Appendix B.

Statistical design. The choice experiment uses a statistical design that combines

the attributes and their respective levels in such a way that the attributes are orthogonal to

each other; that is, there is no correlation between the attributes. The statistical design is

based on two alternatives since the stay-at-home alternative is consistent across all

questions. Each of the two alternatives had nine attributes: three attributes with four

levels and six attributes with two levels. The entire factorial sample consists of (3* x 6%) x

(3* x 6%) x 2. Selecting an orthogonal main effects design from the larger factorial can

reduce the required sample size. In this design the smallest main effects design consisted

of 32 alternatives that were blocked into four versions with eight tasks in each. All the
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attributes are orthogonal. However, the blocking variable is not completely orthogonal
but is optimized (Hiltz 1999).

An equal number of each of the four versions of the survey was mailed out.'®
Each household received two different versions of the choice experiment to help mitigate
collusion in the answering process. The returned surveys included a fairly equal

proportion of each of the four versions (see Table 4.3).

Table 4.3: Proportion of Choice Experiments

It SN e s

Ve R SR L R T SR SRR S
- Version *“:Proportion of total *> Number returned :
: ik IRl S apme s AL, e T e e s !

1 26.5 206
2 24.5 190
3 24.5 190
4 24.5 191

100 777

All of the site attribute data for stated and revealed preference models were
effects coded"? for statistical analysis except fees and cost, which were combined,
creating a continuous monetary variable. The travel cost variable was constructed from
the distance and household income information corresponding to the respondent. The
travel cost variable consists of a cost for the distance travelled (a mileage cost times the
distance from home to the site) and a time cost (1/3 the wage per hour times the number
of hours travelled). Fees for the campground were then added to the travel cost to create a

total cost variable for the analysis.

'* Section 4.3 discusses interview and mail-out procedures.

¥ For a description and discussion of effects coding, refer to Louviere (1988) and Adamowicz
ctal. (1994a).
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4.2.3 Demographic and Attitudinal Components

The demographic and attitudinal data were collected in four sections of the
survey. The first section explored the individual’s camping experience and attitude
towards camping. The purpose of this set of questions was to determine how much
influence an individual’s past experience and attitudes have in the household holiday
decision. The questions on camping experience used a 5-point Likert scale, in which 1
equals strong agreement to the statement and 5 equals strong disagreement, to measure
the attitudes and preferences for camping.

The second section requested personal demographic information including sex, in
which province the respondent grew up, whether they had camped as a child, age, level of
education, and employment. These data were used to construct several of the variables
required for the determination of the influence of household and individual factors on
household recreational decisions.

The third section collected information on perceptions of how tasks are divided up
in the participants’ households. Information was also collected on their attitudes to their
and their spouses’ role in the household. In order to obtain information on the division of
responsibility for household tasks and decisions, the respondents were asked to indicate
whether they or their spouse were primarily responsible for the particular task or whether
responsibility was shared. For the ideological statements, the respondents were asked to
indicate whether they agreed or disagreed with the statements using the 5-point Likert
scale. These responses were used in an attempt to categorize the respondents’ beliefs
about their and their respective spouses’ roles in the household.

The division of labour and ideology variables were coded, according to the gender
of the respondent, into three types of households based on how questions about activities
or ideologies were answered. The three types of households are termed traditional,
egalitarian, and nontraditional. A statement such as “My role should be the primary

breadwinner of the household™ for men who strongly agreed would be coded to represent
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a more traditional household, while strongly disagreeing was taken to be a more
nontraditional household. The statement would be coded in the opposite direction for
female respondents. Nontraditional responses were coded 1, more egalitarian responses
were coded 3, and traditional households were coded S.

New variables then were created by summing the responses from both the male
and the female of the same household. These new variables described how traditional or
nontraditional the households were. When summing the respondents’ codes, if the
household was a traditional household and both respondents perceived the household in
the same way, the assigned score was 10. If the partners perceived their relationship to be
more egalitarian, the assigned score was 6; while for a nontraditional household the score
would be 2. If partners did not agree, the scores would range between 2 and 10. However,
this was not a frequent occurrence. The aggregated household variables are used in the
statistical analysis.

In addition, alternative variable formulations were examined. Factor analysis and
reliability tests were conducted to determine whether indices could be created by
combining responses to some of the ideological and division of labour statements that
would categorize the household as nontraditional, egalitarian, or traditional. These results
indicated that the questions could be combined to create one composite index. However,
with a composite index, it is difficult to determine whether ideology or household tasks
had more influence on the household preference structures and weighting. Unfortunately,
smaller groupings of the questions did not have sufficiently significant reliability tests to
warrant the creation of indices. As a result, indices were not employed; and each question
from the division of labour, ideology, and financial management sections of the survey
was examined to determine whether it could provide insight into the weighting of the
preference structures.

The last section focussed on who managed the household finances, details

regarding each partner’s contribution to the household income, and the total level of
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household income. The categories used in the survey were based on previous work
conducted by Pahl (1995) and Dobblesteen (1996). These were recoded to identify
households as having a shared, female, or male-dominant financial management system.
All these data are used in exploring the power dimensions in the household.
4.2.4 Pretesting

Once the initial set of attributes was identified for the choice experiment,
discussions were held with Saskatchewan Environment Resource Management personnel.
Comments from these discussions were incorporated into the final set of attributes. In
addition, more than 20 interviews were conducted with individuals who had camped
several times during the past few years. During these interviews, campers were asked
whether there were any other attributes that better described the camping sites they had
visited recently. They were also asked to comment on the length and content of the
survey. After these comments were incorporated into the survey, on-site pilot interviews
were conducted. During these pilot interviews the respondents were asked to complete
the entire survey on site. These pretests and pilot interviews helped determine the
willingness of people to be interviewed, to answer all of the sections of the survey, and to
determine the length of time it took to complete the survey.
4.3 Survey Sample

Data collection occurred in two stages. The first stage took place during the
summer of 1999, at which time in-person interviews were conducted with families who
were camping in the Meadow Lake Provincial Campgrounds in Northwest
Saskatchewan.?® The sample is purposive; that is, interviews were conducted on-site at

the Meadow Lake Provincial Park campgrounds with the interviewers approaching all

? This park is on the souther fringe of the boreal forest and offers 20 different campgrounds,
with each campground offering a different set of services to the visitors ranging from “no trace” to full-
service camping (Tourism Saskatchewan 1999). The fact that there is a range of camping services in this
provincial park allowed the researcher access to campers who have different types of preferences fora
range of camping facilities and activities.
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camping sites that were occupied by family groupings. Because the study focuses on
household decision making, only potential family groupings were approached for an
initial short interview. The interview was used to screen respondents to determine
whether the camping group was actually a household. This was done by asking them
basic questions about their camping experience and a few demographic facts. If the group
was a family, the household partners were asked if they would be willing to participate in
the second stage of the study, a mail survey. A copy of the interview guide and one
version of the survey are included in Appendix D.

For households to participate in the second part of the study, the partners had to
agree that each would complete their survey independently.?' The completion of the
surveys by each partner is a critical component of the data collection, because these
surveys enable a comparison between the individual preferences of each partner to the
actual household decisions.

The mail-out procedure involved three steps (Dillman 1978). Approximately a
week after the interview, the set of surveys with a covering letter explaining the project
was mailed out to the address obtained on the consent form. If the surveys were not
returned within two to three weeks of the first mail out, a reminder post card was sent. If
there was no response within four weeks of the first mail-out, a second set of surveys
with a second covering letter was sent. To encourage households to return their surveys, a
draw was conducted awarding a gift certificate and camping passes for Meadow Lake
Provincial Park to two households.

In total 543 in-person interviews were conducted, with only 10 individuals
refusing to take part in the interview process (see Table 4.4). Of the 543 interviews, 24

participants refused to take part in the mail survey, and 26 interviews did not meet the

2! An additional reason to collect responses from both partners is that there is growing literature on
household decision making that demonstrates that there are often large discrepancies in their responses, so
that relying on one partner could result in biased results (Blumberg and Coleman 1989).
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sampling criteria. Interviewees did not meet the sampling criteria for the mail-out survey
if they resided outside of Canada or if the household was a single-headed household. In
the end 493 households received the mail-out surveys. The response rate for the mail-out
survey was 80.1%; 395 households returned their surveys. Some 777 of the possible 790
surveys (two surveys per household) were useable. There are several reasons for having
less than a full sample. First, both surveys were not always returned or completed
adequately. Second, in a few instances it appeared that the same individual had
completed both surveys. These surveys were identified as having the same handwriting
on both surveys?? and were excluded from the gender and bargaining analysis. All the
completed surveys were useable for the stated preference analysis. However, for the
bargaining analysis, the sample was smaller at 356 households.

Table 4.4: Response Rates for In-Person Interviews and Mail-Out Surveys

Campsites Refuseil Npart of H“Househﬂd Household i
contacted interview - returi’ sample * contacted returned

In-person 553 10 24 26 493

interviews

Mail-out 493 98 395

surveys

Response 80.1%

rate

"395 "356 77 390 387

72.2% 78.8%

2 When asking both partners to complete their surveys independently, there is always a concern
about whether both individuals will actually take the time to complete the survey or whether one person
will complete both surveys. One check for this is to have the response for at least one section of the
questionnaire to be handwritten. This allows the analyst a system for validation. In this survey there were
two trip logs to be completed, one for camping and one for other holidays. This provided the handwriting
sample.
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CHAPTERSS
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS
OF POWER VARIABLES

5.1 Introduction

Presented in this chapter are the descriptive statistics, as well as a bivariate
analysis of the variables outlined the theory of gender balance (Blumberg and Coleman
1989) and the couple’s perception of how responsibility is divided between them for four
household decisions. This method of analysis is commonly employed in sociological
literature. The bivariate analysis is presented for the purpose of comparison to the results
obtained in the multivariate bargaining analysis reported in Chapter 6.
5.2 Descriptive Statistics

Before proceeding to the analysis of the power variables, it is of interest to
examine some basic demographic characteristics of the individuals in our sample. The
distribution of home provinces of the respondents in the sample (see Table 5.1) differs
somewhat from the visitation figures for the Meadow Lake Provincial Park for the
summer of 1999. The sample was purposive and included families camping mid-week in
Meadow Lake Provincial Park. The sample includes only families from Canada, and the
majority of the respondents are from Alberta and Saskatchewan. The households in the
“other” category are in British Columbia, Manitoba, Ontario, or the Northwest
Territories. It appears that our sample relies more heavily on families from Alberta and
has undersampled families from Saskatchewan. The discrepancy may exist due to the fact
that our sample includes only weekday campers, while the Meadow Lake Provincial Park
visitation statistics include all campers. Because of this discrepancy, it is difficult to
ascertain whether our sample is typical for long-term stays. Weekend trips were not
included in the sample because the good being examined is a family vacation, which is
assumed to last longer than three days, and therefore the family should be on site at some

point during the week.
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Table 5.1: Provinces in Which Meadow Lake Park Visitors Reside

Saskatchewan 30.8 425
Other Provinces 1.4 1.8
Out of Canada 0 0.7
Unknown 2.8 0.2

100 99.6

Source: "Saskatchewan Environment and Resource Management 1999.
Note: Expressed in percentages.

The basic descriptive statistics for the sampled households and individual
sociodemographic variables of the respondents are presented in Appendix E. The
households range in size from two adults to a family of eight. To meet the sampling
criteria of study, the households contain at least two adults. The average household size
was 3.7, with an average of 1.6 children. The average income for the responding
households is $67,754 per annum, which is slightly higher than the median income of
$65,000. However, these income data were collected in categories, resulting in two
problems. First, the amount is only a rough estimate of the household’s income; and
second, since the highest category is greater than $100,000, this truncation results in an
underestimation of the average.

The average age for both men and women respondents is slightly over 40, with
the men being slightly older than the women. The education levels for women range from
no school at all to postgraduate education (approximately 20 years of schooling). The
education for men ranges from grade school to postgraduate work. The average level of
education for the women and the men is slightly higher than 13 years, indicating that the

average respondent has completed at least high school plus approximately one more year
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of education. The respondents were experienced campers, with the men having slightly
more camping experience than women, 21.5 and 20.4 years, respectively.

5.3 Preliminary Analysis

One aspect of power in a household has been associated with who has control over a
decision-making process (Blumberg and Coleman 1989; Blumenstein and Schwartz
1991). Respondents were asked for their perception of how decision-making
responsibility is distributed between the couple (see Table 5.2). Data were collected for
four different types of decisions. Two of the questions related to subdecisions made when
planning a holiday: location and timing. Two purchasing decisions were included: the
purchase of a large family item, a new vehicle; and the purchase of a speciality item, new
camping equipment. Both of the partners rated the four questions based on who they
thought had primary responsibility for the decision. Responses were coded 1 if it was the
wife’s responsibility, 3 if it was shared, and 5 if it was the husband’s responsibility.
Responses from both partners were summed, with the ratings ranging from 2, indicating a
wife-dominant decision, to 10 for a husband-dominant decision. A rating of 6 suggests

that the decision is shared.?

Table 5.2: Mean Household Rating of Decision-Making

Statements
.Decision 525 ol ol - Mean S -
T IEREERINED Lo SENERY(a369) TS A
Hohday locatlon 6.04
(n=351) (0.67)
Holiday timing 6.22
(n=301) (1.41)
New vehicle 7.35
(n=264) (1.73)
New camping equipment 6.50
(n=279) (1.46)

Note: - Standard deviation in parenthesis.
- Coding: 2 is wife-dominant, 6 is shared, 10 is husband-dominant.

B A rating of 6 could also be achieved if person 1 chooses 1 and the other person chooses 5.
However, the discordance between two responses was seldom that large and on average was 2.
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Similar to these results, earlier travel and tourism research indicated that the
household members perceive the holiday decisions to be a shared decision (Davis 1976;
Jenkins 1978; Filiatrault and Ritchie 1980; Fodness 1991). Both purchasing decisions
tend to lean more to being a husband-dominant decision. This also accords with earlier
research which stated that the final decision about large expenditures, such as a new
vehicle, tended to be more husband-dominated (Bonfield 1978).

It is difficult to determine from these averages how many partners agreed on the
decision-making responsibility. Table 5.3 provides some information regarding
tendencies to agree or disagree in four household decision areas. The results indicate that
obtaining agreement on who is primarily responsible for these types of decisions differs
depending on the type of decision and becomes more difficult as the magnitude of the
expenditure increases. All of these decisions were predominantly shared. Clearly these
households consider the family holiday to be a joint decision, supporting the theoretical
framework posited in the previous chapter in which cooperative bargaining models are
the appropriate framework to examine the final allocation of shared household goods.?*
For the more periodic and substantial expenditures, such as the purchase of a new
vehicle, these results indicate that, though predominantly shared, the husband is more
likely to make the final decision. However, this result may not hold for other large
expenditures, such as remodelling the kitchen. The type as well as the magnitude of the

decision will affect who has the most influence on the final decision.

% In the trip log a question was asked about who decided the location of the trip. The majority of
the trip locations, 65%, were decided by both partners. (See Appendix F.)
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Table 5.3: Proportion of Households in Which Both Partners Agreed Upon the
Decision-Making Framework

AT - o gl

& Husband- »

DI N
iy Decxsn?g__.:; i

Holiday location

(n=351)

Holiday timing 81.57 2.7 73.2 5.7
(n=301)

New vehicle 71.54 0.3 48.0 233
(n=264)

New camping equipment 75.61 22 66.7 6.8
(n=279)

Note: Expressed in percentages.

The next sections examine the relationships between the perceived delineation of
decision-making responsibilities and the sociodemographic variables, division of tasks,
and ideological variables that have been identified in the literature to be potential
explanators of household decision-making power. Each section begins with a brief
description of one variable, followed by analysis of the variable for each of the four
questions that dealt with the division of decision-making responsibility in the household.
The mean of the rating for each question is calculated across different categorizations of
the variable under study. In order to interpret whether these variables have a significant
relationship with the decision-making questions, a comparison of means was conducted.
5.3.1 Income

The level of income that individuals contribute to the household can affect their
relative influence on household decisions (Blumberg and Coleman 1989; Blumenstein
and Schwartz 1991). Blumberg and Coleman postulated that both the level of absolute
income of the woman and the earning ratio of the wife to her husband can have an

influence on the wife’s overall economic power. For the purpose of comparison, the
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absolute level of income has been categorized into three levels and the frequency with
which the husband or wife falls into the categories is presented in Table 5.4. This
comparison illustrates that men, for the most part, have a higher level of income and as a

result contribute more financially to the household.

Table 5.4: Frequency of Men and Women in the Absolute Level
of Income Categories

S SRR £ NSy T

- Income level . = - “:,’.W;)fnéif‘*{’i
0-35000 813
35001-75000 17.6
75001 + 1.1

100

Note: Expressed in percentages.

Blumberg and Coleman (1989) suggested that it is the absolute income level of
the wife that will be a factor that shapes the power dynamics in a household.
Unfortunately, there are so few women in the higher income category in this sample that
an analysis of the four questions across the women’s absolute income level is not
appropriate. However, an examination of whether the husband’s absolute level of income
influences the decision-making structure in the household was conducted. To examine the
influence that the absolute level of income that an individual contributes has on the four
household decisions, the means are calculated across four categories of the husband’s
absolute income. The absolute level of the husband’s income is a significant variable only
for the decision of timing of the vacation (see Table 5.5). The result is particularly strong
between households in which the husband has a mid to high level of income. This result
is consistent with the notion that as the level of the husband’s income increases, his

available vacation time has a stronger influence on the timing of the family vacation.
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Table 5.5: Mean Household Rating of Decision-Making Statements Across
Categories of Husband’s Absolute Level of Income

!  Zagof income l§‘1‘.g:l‘cvel

Holiday location 6.00 6.02 6.19 1278 280—_
(.65) (.72) (.80)

Holiday timing 6.16 6.14* 6.74* 3.956 020
(1.49) (1.38) (1.47)

New vehicle 7.08 7.39 7.52 1.235 292
(1.80) (W20 (1.69)

New camping 6.24 6.58 6.67 1.898 152

equipment
(1.57) (1.42) (1.29)

Note: - Standard deviation is in parenthesis.
- Coding: 2 is wife-dominant, 6 is shared, 10 is husband-dominant.
- One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe’s multiple range tests employed to compare means.
All tests conducted at an alpha level of 0.05.
* Means with the same superscript are significantly different from each other.

The related variable, relative contribution of income, has also been identified as
an important factor in an individual’s ability to influence a decision. The frequency of the
relative income contributions of men and women is presented in Table 5.6. While the
majority of the women contribute income to the households, the men contribute a

substantially higher relative amount.
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Table 5.6: Proportion of Individuals in Each Relative Income Category by Gender

1-10% 15.1 1.7
11-25% 16.1 3.1
26-50% 40.7 16.4
51-75% 9.5 329
76-90% 25 20.6
91-100% 2.1 25
100 100

Note: Expressed in percentages.

To examine the influence of the relative income that an individual contributes has
on the four household decisions, means are calculated across four catégories of the
woman'’s relative income contribution. The choice about where to go on vacation does
not vary across the different levels of relative income, and the responsibility for the
decision is shared (see Table 5.7). Decisions about the timing of the vacation and the
large expenditures are influenced by the level of relative income of the wife. In the
households in which the woman makes 25% or more of the household income, she has
substantially more input into the timing of the vacation, to the point at which this
becomes a wife-dominated decision in households in which she contributes 50% or more
of the income. Wives who eam more than half the household income also have more
influence in the purchasing of a new vehicle, bringing the responsibility for the final
decision closer to a shared decision. These results suggest that women who contribute
relatively more income to the household than their husbands have more influence on this
large expenditure than women who contribute comparatively less income to the
household. Both the absolute and the relative level of income play a role in the amount of
influence each partner may have on some decisions made in the household, and the level

of influence varies depending on the type of decision to be made.
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Table 5.7: Mean Household Rating of Decision-Making Statements Across
Categories of Wives’ Relative Income

Hohday location 6.15 5.98 6 6 L. 815 144
(0.73) (0.59) (1.02) " (0)

Holiday timing 6.62* 6.04" 5.92 52 6.07 .000
(1.55) (1.24) (1.50) (1.79)

New vehicle 7.78 72° 6.5° 64 5932 .00l
(1.69) (1.74) (1.22) (1.67)

New camping 658 645 6.5 68 304 822

equipment
(1.40) (1.53) (1.22) (1.10)

Note: - Standard deviation is in parenthesis.
- Coding: 2 is wife-dominant, 6 is shared, 10 is husband-dominant.
- One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe’s multiple range tests employed to compare means.
All tests conducted at an alpha level of 0.05.

*» Means with the same superscript are significantly different from each other.
- The sample size is smaller in this table because not all respondents completed the relative income question.

5.3.2 Employment

A related sociodemographic variable is the pattern of employment within the
household. In this sample women and men have substantially different employment
patterns (see Table 5.8). The majority of men are employed full time, while less than half
of the women are employed full time.

Rather than examine individual employment patterns as a way of understanding
the potential impacts of employment levels on the decision-making structure, it is more
important to examine the decisions across the different types of household employment
arrangements that exist in households. Only households in which at least one partner was
working full time, comprising 88.1% of the entire sample, are included in the analysis.
These households are either categorized as breadwinner, co-provider, dual earners or
nontraditional (see Table 5.9). In the breadwinner households the husband works full

time or seasonally, while his partner is not employed. In the co-provider category the
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Table 5.8: Employment Level of Respondents by Gender

A f,f& [_4,» -r“"A— -\5"'1—.— "k--"-l~. e e
.Q&‘:..Employmeﬁ’t]evel &

Stay at home
Part time
Seasonal
Full time
Student
Unemployed
Retired
Other

Note: Expressed in percentages.

husband holds a full-time position and his wife has a part-time or seasonal position. In the
dual earner households, both partners are employed full time. In the nontraditional
households the women have full-time jobs and their husbands work part time, stay at
home, or are retired. The remainder of the sample is predominantly made up of retired
couples, with a few couples who are working part time, attending school, or staying at
home. These employment patterns are reflective of the present trends for families across

Canada in which an increasing number of women are entering paid employment (Cheal

1993).

Table 5.9: Employment Patterns for Households in Which at Least One
Partner Is Employed Full Time

. Employment patterli 2 *x%g %55 4 o roport
Breadwinner 92 26.6
Co-provider 105 30.3
Dual earner households 137 39.6
Non-traditional 12 3.5

346 100
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The means for the ratings of the responsibility for different decisions across the
household employment patterns indicate a trend for some decisions to be more husband-
dominant in the breadwinner and co-provider households, while in the nontraditional
structure, decisions tended to be more egalitarian (see Table 5.10). The question that
exhibits a range on either side of the shared rating is the timing of the holiday. This result
may reflect the fact that in the breadwinner household, the holiday would have to be
planned around the husband’s work schedule, while in the nontraditional arrangement it
is the wife’s work schedule that would need to be considered. The holiday location is a
shared decision across all household types. In contrast, choosing a new vehicle is a more

male-dominated decision even in households which are more egalitarian in other respects.

Table 5.10: Mean Household Rating of Decision-Making Statements Across
Household Employment Patterns

RS SN - Co-%'" Dual i+ &Non- 1
“Decision”™*”" Breadwinner . ‘provider ~earner i traditional ::

o (@=92) T (o=104) = @=137)° F@=7)
Holiday 6.17 6.02 6.0 5.56
location (0.72) ©.71) (0.60) (0.33)
Holiday 6.71%° 6.46%¢ 593 511% 834 000
timing (1.55) (1.53) (1.10) (1.45)
New vehicle 7.80 7.33 7.16 6.67 2.924 034

(1.74) (1.69) (1.72) (1.73)

New 6.49 6.60 6.51 5.78 834 476
camping (1.53) (139) (1.6) (0.67)

equipment

Note: - Standard deviation is in parenthesis.
- Coding: 2 is wife-dominant, 6 is shared, 10 is husband-dominant.
- One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe’s multiple range tests employed to compare means.
All tests conducted at an alpha level of 0.05.
554 Means with the same superscript are significantly different from each other.
- The sample size is smaller in this table because includes housebold in which at least one partner
is employed full time.
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Some of the differences regarding who is responsible for making decisions are
significant across the different employment strategies (see Table 5.10). The means for the
decision regarding the timing of the holiday are statistically significant across several
different comparisons. Employment patterns should be considered an important factor
when analyzing the influence that partners have on decisions made in the household.
5.3.3 Financial Management System

Respondents were asked to indicate who was responsible for managing household
finances. These responses are categorized into four basic groups. In the first, the
household income is pooled and both members are responsible for the management of
finances. In the second and third categories, income is essentially pooled, with the
responsibility for managing the finances falling on either the husband or the wife. In
addition, each partner has access to a small amount of personal spending money for his or
her own use. In the final category, income is not shared between the partners. In most
instances it is the expenditures that are divided, and each partner has his or her own
responsibilities.

In a majority of the households, 83.3%, both respondents identified the same
financial management strategy.? The frequency of the types of systems utilized is
outlined in Table 5.11. These results indicate that the majority of the households use a
shared management system, with both partners having full access to the total household

income.

* This analysis includes only the households where there was agreement with respect to the
financial management system. No further analysis has been conducted on the households in which the
responses do not agree (16.7% of the sample).
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Table 5.11: Frequency of the Financial Management Systems

LM 2 A R oot B "g*‘ﬂ ‘vc“w»'s . ’ roei‘w -‘&W"’v BT
> vFgaggnalmanag nﬂlxen‘gw« é‘ ‘3(’“ ’" 53 ';““54;%*' S
Shared 260 79.0
Female-managed 34 10.3
Male-managed 18 5.5
Separate 17 5.2

329 100

Examination of the financial systems across women’s level of employment
provides interesting insights (see Table 5.12). Over 80% of the households in which the
wife stays at home or works part time/seasonally have a joint financial management
system. This is at least 10% lower for the households in which the wife works full time or
is retired. In these household types there is a trend toward separate finances and wife-
managed systems. Interestingly, the highest proportion of independent financial
management occurs in the retired households. This may be a result of the fact that in
retired households many of the shared goods, such as a house and vehicle, will be paid
for decreasing the impetus for shared finances. These figures certainly support the
argument that in households in which women provide a substantial portion of the
household income through paid employment, they have more control over finances and

expenditures.

Table 5.12: Financial Management Systems by Wives’ Level of Employment

*'ﬁi’-‘izs)"'w%f@-xs) ..:1

Jomt 719 722
Separate finances 2.1 9.4 16.7
Female-managed 6.2 14.8 11.1
Male-managed 5.1 32 0
100 100 100

Note: Expressed in percentages.
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It is not clear from these results whether having responsibility for the finances implies
that the individual is responsible just for paying the bills or also has relatively more
influence over larger financial expenditures. When examining the mean ratings for the
four decisions, it appears that in households in which the wife manages the finances, she
has more say in expenditure decisions (see Table 5.13). In households in which the
husband manages the finances, women have substantially less input into large
expenditures, such as in the purchase of a vehicle. According to Anova tests, these means
are significantly different from each other for all four questions. When comparing the
means, it is apparent that when the husband is primarily responsible for the management
of the household finances, there is a substantially different decision-making power
structure than in households in which financial management is female-dominated or more
equally shared (see Table 5.13). This suggests that when women play a role in the
household financial management, they have more economic agency than in households in

which the husband dominates this task.

Table 5.13: Mean Household Rating of Decision-Making Statements Across
Financial Management Systems

o o e .~ Anova .. S
Decision - d -Separate ~ F. Sig level .
ST T A S
Holiday location 6.0 4426 005
©0)
Holiday timing 5.88° 4.287 006
(L15)
New vehicle 1.75 2.384 069
@91
New camping 6.88 3.713 012
equipment

(2.07) (1.41) (1.59) (1.63)

Note: - Standard deviation is in parenthesis.
- Coding: 2 is wife-dominant, 6 is shared, 10 is husband-dominant.
- One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe’s multiple range tests employed to compare means.
All tests conducted at an alpha level of 0.05.
s« Means with the same superscript are significantly different from each other.
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5.3.4 Division of Household Tasks

Given the trend of women working outside the home, it has been posited that this
translates into an increased level of power in household decision making. One area of
investigation has been whether this leads to a redistribution of household tasks
(Blumenstein and Schwartz 1991). In a traditional marriage with the husband as the
breadwinner, the wife stays at home and is often responsible for the housecleaning,
laundry, child rearing, and meal preparation. In an egalitarian household in which the
wife works full time, these tasks may be divided between the two partners. In this study,
data were collected on household cleaning and meal preparation. The responses to these
two questions are summed to provide an indication of how a portion of the household
tasks are divided and whether the division of these household tasks reflects an egalitarian,
traditional, or nontraditional arrangement (see Table 5.14). The results indicate that in the
breadwinner and co-provider households the women perform the majority of the
household work. In the dual earner arrangement, while women are still primarily
responsible for the housework, the men contribute more than in the traditional
employment arrangement. In households in which the wife is the primary breadwinner
women still, on average, are primarily responsible for these tasks. However, the
distribution of these tasks is more equitable. On average, even in households in which the
woman is the primary breadwinner, she still has more responsibility than her partner
toward these household tasks. Overall, the differences in the means across the
employment patterns of the household are significant inasmuch as women are still
primarily responsible for performing the household tasks. However, in the dual earner or
nontraditional households, these tasks are more likely to be shared than they are in the

breadwinner and co-provider households.
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Table S.14: Mean Household Rating of Who is Primarily Responsible for
Household Work Across Categories of Employment Patterns

e ,;,,W»%‘ TR
VT
S ANOVA

Stovider iohal OF St oSTIEVEL
Rating of 18.73% 18.12*  16.69** 14.67¢ 11.338  .0000
household tasks  (232) (299 (3.49) (3.61)

Note: - Standard deviation is in parenthesis.
- Coding : Male primarily responsible=4; responsibilities are shared=12; female primarily
responsible=20.
- One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe’s multiple range tests employed to compare means.
All tests conducted at an alpha level of 0.05
+»+¢ Means with the same superscripts are significantly different from each other.

In order to determine whether the division of household tasks is an indicator of
different decision-making structures in the household, a comparison of the mean ratings
for the four questions was conducted across the three household types. The results
reported in Table 15.5 indicate that households with a more egalitarian division of
household tasks also have a more egalitarian decision-making structure, with a tendency
towards the wife having greater influence in three of the four decisions. Statistically, in a
household that has a more egalitarian division of household tasks, the woman has more
influence in major household expenditures, as reflected in the difference between
egalitarian and traditional households. In a household in which housework follows a
more traditional pattern, men have substantially more influence over the final decision in
the purchasing of a new vehicle.

This result suggests that division of household tasks may be a good indicator of
decision-making power for decision to purchase a new vehicle. The trend of the means
does not reflect the expected pattern. It was expected that women would have more

influence in a non-traditional arrangement than the others; however, women have the
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most influence in the decision-making process for three of the four decisions in an

egalitarian household.

Table §5.15: Mean Household Rating of Decision-Making Statements Across
Categories of Division of Responsibility for Household Tasks

- S -..

151

gahtanan *tradmonal;_,'iﬁj-s‘tat 5D

7 Decision " -~ ,Slg"level
Holiday 6.06 5.97 6.0 501 66
location
(0.74) (0.25) 0)
Holiday timing 6.29 5.94 6.0 1.734 178
(147) (1.13) )]
New vehicle 7.50° 6.70" 7.0 5.861 .003
(1.78) (1.40) (1.33)
New camping 6.54 6.41 6.0 676 509
equipment
(1.55) (1.03) 0

Note: - Standard deviation is in parenthesis.
- Coding: 2 is wife-dominant, 6 is shared, 10 is husband-dominant.
- One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe’s multiple range tests employed to compare means.
All tests conducted at an alpha level of 0.05.
4 Means with the same superscript are significantly different from each other.
- Non-traditional in this setting indicates that the husband tends to be primarily responsible for the
household cleaning and meal preparation.

5.3.5 Size of Family
There has been contradictory evidence about whether the decision-making
influence of each individual is affected by whether the household has children or not
(Filiatrault and Ritchie 1980; Fodness 1992). In this sample the number of children in a
household ranges from no children to six (see Table 5.16).
Table 5.16: Number of Children in the Households

Nnmber o?cﬁ&ren ,{ﬁ‘regnency' ‘roortlon
No children 105 28.5
1-2 children 182 49.3
3 or more children 82 22.2
(n=369) 100.0
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In order to determine whether having children in the household affects the level of
influence, an examination of the mean ratings across the three categories of household
size was conducted (see Table 5.17). The mean ratings are significantly different for the
holiday location decision and the decision to purchase a new vehicle. The results do not
provide clear insight into the effect that having children has on the wife’s influence in the
decision-making process (see Table 5.17). In households with only one to two children,
women have slightly more than equal responsibility for holiday locations than either
women with no children or those with more than three children. This pattemn is repeated
for both expenditure decisions as well. One explanation for the existence of this pattern is
that the distribution of children may be confounded with other variables such as
employment patterns and relative income. For example, in households that have children,
women begin to have more say in certain decisions, particularly those that affect the

children, such as a vacation or a new vehicle.

Table 5.17: Mean Household Rating of Decision-Making Statements Across
Categories of Number of Children in the Household

No - 1-2 .- 3'ormore _ Anova
. Decision - children . children  children” F-stat Siglevel

Holiday location 6.08 5.97* 6.17° 2.780 .063
(.55) (.68) (.78)

Holiday timing 6.17 6.22 6.29 .170 .843
(1.50) (1.42) (1.26)

New vehicle 7.66*° 7.2 7.29 2.426 .090
(1.81) (1.65) (1.76)

New camping equipment 6.55 6.44 6.59 392 697
(1.13) (1.61) (1.49)

Note: - Standard deviation is in parenthesis.
- Coding: 2 is wife-dominant, 6 is shared, 10 is husband-dominant.
- One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe’s multiple range tests employed to compare means.
All tests conducted at an alpha level of 0.05.
1< Means with the same superscript are significantly different from each other.
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When the number of children in the household is fewer than three, the women are
more likely to be in a dual eamner situation, in which they have more influence in several
decisions (see Tables 5.10 and 5.18). However, as the number of children increases, the
employment pattern is more likely to be co-provider or breadwinner, in which women

have less influence.

Table 5.18: Mean Number of Children Across Household Employment
Patterns

T Y i @) R L D) .F-stat TSig 1e§e1
Mean number 2.04 2.23% 1.90* 2.00 5.037 002

of children (-78) (-59) (:63) (71)

Note: - Standard deviation is in parenthesis.
- One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe’s multiple range tests employed to compare means.
All tests conducted at an alpha level of 0.05
* Means with the same superscripts are significantly different from each other.

5.3.6 Ideology

Blumenstein and Schwartz (1991) found that an individual’s or household’s
ideology about the role of the husband as the provider was critical in understanding the
effect of income on the division of household tasks. This ideology variable is the final
variable to be considered in association with the structure of decision-making power. In a
traditional household the individuals believe that it is the role of the husband to be
breadwinner and the role of the wife to look after the household and to raise the children.
This scenario illustrates the “provider” ideology. The “anti-provider” ideology represents
households in which the husband is not seen as the primary breadwinner, and this
responsibility is shared. Because it is not necessarily the case that the employment
patterns will be in line with the household ideology, a separate analysis was conducted.

An example of this situation may occur in a household that exhibits the employment
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pattern of a traditional household, but in fact holds an anti-provider ideology. An
example is where the mother may be at home raising their young children but fully plans
to return to her career in a few years. In this sample nearly half the households hold the

ideology of the provider, while the others do not (see Table 5.19).

Table 5.19: Frequency of Households Choosing Ideologies

Anti provider 179

In the examination of these two ideologies across the four decisions, the anti-
provider ideology leans slightly more towards an egalitarian household decision-making
structure as compared to the provider ideology (see Table 5.20). The difference between
the two ideologies is significant only for the question of vacation timing at the 10% level,
and none of the other decisions are significantly different.

5.3.7 Summary

All of the variables examined related to sociodemographics, divisions of task, and
ideology variables had a significant relationship with at least one of the four questions
examined. The decision most often significantly affected by the power variables was the
decision about when to take a holiday, followed by the decision to purchase a new
vehicle. Interestingly, the decision of where to go camping, the decision which is the
subject of further multivariate analysis, was significantly related only to who managed
the finances, number of children in the household, and employment patterns. Clearly, the
division of financial management responsibility was closely related to the level of
influence that an individual has on the decisions made in the household, as there were

significant relationships with all four decisions.
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Table 5.20: Mean Household Rating of Decision-Making Statements Across
Two Ideological Categories

o {"Vkat:.
1.922 167

Holiday timing 6.09 6.38 3.637 057
(1.43) (1.39)

New vehicle 7.20 7.49 2471 117
(1.71) (1.72)

New camping equipment 6.45 6.55 356 551
(1.33) (1.60)

Note: - Standard deviation is in parenthesis.
- Coding: 2 is wife-dominant, 6 is shared, 10 is husband-dominant.
- One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe’s multiple range tests employed to compare means.
All tests conducted at an alpha level of 0.05.

This analysis, though it provides us with some potentially useful insights, has
limitations. The first limitation is that the data concerning responsibility for decision
making employs a rating scale. Rating scales are fraught with difficulties. The primary
difficulty is that individuals can systematically respond high or low, thereby making
comparability of the results difficult. The second is that bivariate analysis cannot
determine whether one variable has a stronger significant relationship than another. A
further difficulty is that this analysis does not address the issue of discordance between
the two respondents. It may be that there are some individuals who view their role and
their spouses’ in the decision-making process differently. These differences are ignored
in this analysis. A fourth difficulty is that this type of analysis does not address the way
that the partners arrived at the decisions. There is no way to determine what the process

of decision making is in these households. In addition, there were no data collected about
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the influence that children may have on any of these decisions. Analysis that provides
some of the context around the decision-making process would be highly beneficial to
our understanding. A final difficulty is that the rating data are based on the partners’
perceptions of the decision-making process, which may not reflect the true process.

This assessment provides us with information regarding the significant
relationships between power bases and power outcomes, as well as illustrating how
responsibility is divided for the four decision areas. However, while these bivariate
results provide us with a sense of the general relationships between the two variables,
they do not indicate what the direction of influence each power variabie has on the four
decisions. In addition, each result is independent of the other results; consequently, these
comparisons do not capture the relationships between the power variables themselves and
how they as a group influence these decisions. The relationship between the decision of
where to camp and the power variables will be further examined in the multivariate

analysis discussed in section 6.4.2.
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CHAPTER 6
EMPIRICAL RESULTS

6.1 Introduction

Estimation was conducted at three conceptual levels: household, individual, and
bargained. Section 6.2 describes the analysis of the household decision for a shared
household good using the revealed preference data. Section 6.3 describes the analysis of
the individual preferences for the same shared household good using the stated preference
data. Section 6.4 describes the bargaining analysis, which incorporates the results from
the household and individual analysis. In section 6.5 a summary of the results is
presented.
6.2 Revealed Preference Results

The traditional approach to valuing environmental or recreational attributes using
revealed preference data treats the household as a single maximizing unit. This assumes
that the conditional indirect utility function for a site is a function of the site attributes
and the characteristics of the household. The objective of such analysis is to determine
which site attributes are significant in defining the actual household choice and which
household characteristics indirectly influence this decision.
6.2.1 Descriptive Statistics for Trips

The revealed preference modelling is based on the camping trip logs completed
by the respondents. While not all households completed the trip logs, at least one data
point for each household was collected as they were interviewed on site.2® This may
result in the average number of trips taken last year to be an underestimate, at 4.16 trips.

For this study the good being analyzed is the family’s camping holiday, and therefore all

% This, however, introduces on-site sampling issues discussed later in section 6.2.2.
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interviews were conducted on weekdays, primarily mid-week days.”’ To ensure that only
camping holidays were included, all trips in the analysis were of three nights or longer.

The average length of trip from this subset of the data is 8.1 days (see Table 6.1).

Table 6.1: Descriptive Statistics for Type and Number of Trips Taken

Annually
(n=392 Households with 1052 Trips)

BT T .\.' ‘: A T . 4
Len of tnp 8.1 (days) 110 3
Distance 320.5 (km) 1920 1
Number of trips per year 4.16 11 1

In total, these 395 households recorded 1,214 trips, visiting over 350 locations in
Alberta, Saskatchewan, and British Columbia. From these trip data a set of 15 camping
regions was identified, with 10 of these regions having two levels of facilities (see
discussion in Chapter 4). In essence, the sites have been prestratified and have been
modelled in a non-nested framework.?® In Table 6.2 the number of trips to each
region/facility level over three days in length is recorded.

6.2.2 Revealed Preference Data Issues

The sample of revealed preference data has two characteristics that pose problems
for revealed preference discrete choice modelling: site-based sampling and the size of the
choice set. The first difficulty is a function of on-site sampling. There is an

overrepresentation of the interview sites in the sample. In this sample almost 60% of the

%7 The assumption is that the site attributes preferred will vary depending on whether it is a
weekend camping trip or a camping vacation. That is, a weekend camping trip is a different “good” than a
family camping vacation.

 This problem could have also been modeled either in a non-nested approach with unstratified
data or in 2 nested approach.
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Table 6.2: Number of Trips of Three Days or More by Region

Meadow Lake Provincial Park High 532 50.6
Northeast Saskatchewan Low 7 0.7
Northeast Saskatchewan High 11 1.0
East Central Saskatchewan Low 3 0.3
East Central Saskatchewan High 7 0.7
West Central Saskatchewan High 20 1.9
Southern Saskatchewan High 14 1.3
Northern Alberta Low 8 0.8
Northern Alberta High 21 2.0
Alberta heartland Low 19 1.8
Alberta heartland High 55 5.2
Northeast Alberta heartland Low 32 3.0
Northeast Alberta heartland High 42 4.0
Northwest Alberta heartland Low 7 0.7
Northwest Alberta heartland High 18 1.7
Southwest section of Northern Alberta heartland Low 26 25
Southwest section of Northern Alberta heartland High 4 04
Southern Alberta Low 7 0.7
Southern Alberta High 23 2.2
Northwest Saskatchewan Low 8 0.8
Northwest Saskatchewan High 29 2.8
Southern British Columbia High 33 3.1
Southern Mountain Parks High 26 25
Northern Mountain Parks High 20 1.9
Total number of trips taken 1052 100

(n=392 households)

camping trips are to Meadow Lake Provincial Park, 8% are to less-developed
campgrounds, and 51% are to well-serviced sites. This poses problems because the
estimated parameters will be biased and inefficient (Ben-Akiva and Lerman 1985). A
possible solution is to estimate the model with a j-1 set of alternative specific constants
(ASCs), which will yield “asymptotically efficient estimates for choice-based samples of
all the parameters except the constants” (Ben-Akiva and Lerman 1985). ASCs have been

included in the estimates presented below.
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The second problem is that the choice set is large. A common solution is to
aggregate sites, but the cost of aggregation is “the loss of estimation accuracy” (Parsons
and Needelman 1992; Herriges et al. 1999). Estimation of a model with aggregated sites
in a random utility framework assumes that the choice set is based on the grouping of
sites that have similar “elemental attributes.” For this analysis the sites were aggregated
based on two primary attributes: distance and facility level (see Chapter 4 for further
discussion). Dealing with the associated estimation issues, however, is beyond the scope
of this study. %

6.2.3 Estimation Results of the Revealed Preference Model

The primary purpose of this modelling exercise is to understand what campsite
attributes attract families to any particular campground based on the decisions these
households made during one season. A second purpose of these modelling exercises is to
determine which household characteristics influence their camping decisions. This is
achieved through the use of an array of interaction terms. The interaction terms represent
household level variables rather than individual level variables, including household-level
sociodemographic variables and variables derived from the ideological and division of
household tasks questions. For definitions and descriptions of the coding of these
variables, see Table 6.3. Each of the variables listed in the table was interacted with the
site attribute variables, and models with these interaction terms were estimated. The
models reported here include only the interaction terms that were significant. In addition,
estimates with a full set of ASCs, (i-1), were attempted; however, the model was not
estimable. As a result, a subset of ASCs was identified, and these provided the best

results.

® For an in-depth discussion of the issue refer to Feather (1994), Parsons and Needelman (1992),
and Ben-Akiva and Lerman (1985).
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Table 6.3 Definition of Variables Used for Interaction Terms
in the Revealed Preference Models

. ~:,,Vanabl€s' éj_

Sdcm-de =

2wy e I S e ;

Retired =1if male retu'ed
=0 otherwise

Education = 1 if education level of respondent male is greater than female
= ( otherwise

Relative income = 1 if male relative contribution greater than 75%
= 0 otherwise

Children® = 1 if number of children in household is greater than 1
=0 otherwise

High income = 1 if household income level is greater than $75,000
= (0 otherwise

Female at home =1 if female respondent stays at home full time
=0 otherwise

Age = 1 if male respondent is older than female respondent
= 0 otherwise

Male income Male absolute level ot’ income

Division of househald tasks" ;.;"j ,;-"f O -,‘ e - TR A

a-ﬁnal decxsmn over Codmg ranges from 2-10

holiday location - 2 indicates non-traditional household, wife dominated decision
-10 indicates traditional household, husband dominated decision

b-....holiday timing Same as above

c-....new vehicle Same as above

purchase

d-...new camping Same as above

equipment

g- prepares main meal ~ Coding ranges from 2-10
2 indicates non-traditional household, husband prepares meal
10 indicates traditional household, wife prepares meal

h-responsible for Same as above

housework

Fdom = 1 if wife manages finances
= 0 otherwise

(table continues)

% QOnly the number of children under the age of 18 was collected. In future research more detailed
information about the number and ages of children should be collected. This would allow for more in-depth
stage of life analysis and its affects on preference structures.

3! Excluded from this section are the questions relating to child care as many people did not

complete this section if there were not children in their household at the time. Further analysis could be

conducted of this smaller sub-sample with the acknowledgment of this more homogeneous group could be
conducted at a later date.
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> K Variables * . LX3E s Demmiton SRS 5
Mdom =1if husband manages finances

=() othermse
e 2 oo . =
‘Ideologzcal vgnables s

3
R -2 4 <,

Partner’s career more Coding ranges from 2-10

important than own 2 indicates non-traditional household, wife’s career more important
than husband’s
10 indicates traditional household husband’s career is more important
than wife’s.

Primary role as Coding ranges from 2-10

breadwinner 2 indicates non-traditional household, wife is primary breadwinner

10 indicates traditional household husband is primary breadwinner.

In the estimation of the revealed preference model, the variable indicating
whether or not fishing was available at the campground was not included because it was
collinear with the variable indicating the availability of a beach. Two revealed preference
models were estimated; the first includes only sociodemographic interaction terms, and
the second includes a broader range of interaction terms (see Table 6.4). In the first
model only four of the seven camping site attributes are significant, and all have the
expected signs: cost, beach, facilities and firewood.

Significant interaction terms are created with males’ relative income, number of
children, and retired male partner variables. The interaction term of relative financial
contribution of men to the total household income and availability of beaches is negative.
If the male partner makes more than 75% of the household income, the availability of a
beach is less important for the recreation choice. Two interaction terms are derived with
the presence of children. In households with more than one child, fully serviced
campgrounds are more important to the household; as well, the household is more
sensitive to the cost of the trip. The last significant interaction term is with the male
partner being retired combined with the attribute of having free firewood available. In

this model the availability of free firewood is not as critical for retired couples.
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Table 6.4: Results of the Multinomial Logit Revealed Preference Models
With Sociodemographic, Division of Labour, and Ideological Variables

o = aModel 1 58 S5 Model 2 S
' 09
(-9.789) (-4.486)
Beach 0.819** 0.684**
(4.852) (4.647)
Facilities 0.431** 0.714
(4.549) (1.650)
Wood 1.002** 1.508**
(13.801) (6.655)
ATV -0.195 -0.175
(-0.893) (-0.797)
Trails 0.063 0.989%*
(0.443) (2.053)
Road 0.081 -0.427
(1.074) (1.879)
Relative income * Beach -0.282
(-1.946)
Child * Fac 0.310** 0.295**
(2.831) (2.666)
Child *(Cost + fees ) -0.088** -0.077**
(-2.423) (-2.117)
Retired *Wood -0.437** -0.466**
(-2.662) (2.858)
Fdom * Cost -0.156**
(-2.086)
Location * Facilities -0.168**
(-2.279)
Timing * Road 0.080**
(2.338)
Equipment *Fac 0.115**
(2.749))
Equipment * Wood -0.0723**
(-2.272)
Career * Trails -0.132**
(-2.15)
Career * Cost <0.012**
(-2.129)
Northeast Saskatchewan -2.401** -2.433**
(high level facility) (-3.813) (-3.861)
East Central Saskatchewan -2.552** -2.54]1**
(low level facility) (-6.179) (-6.153)
Northemn Alberta 2.221** -2.228**
(high level facility) (-7.808) (-7.811)
(table continues)
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£ ey TR

-;A.,‘tt_nbutes 2

g ”"3’:%‘ AR AT ek S TRl e
Northwest Alberta heartland 2. 938"‘"‘ -2. 971""
(high level facility) (-9.815) (-9.916)
SW of Northern Alberta heartland -1.959** -1.971**
(high level facility) (-3.785) (-3.806)
Northwest Saskatchewan -2.20** -2.209**
(high level facility) (-8.882) (-8.900)
Mountain Parks 1.015%* 1.099**

_(high level facility) (2.788) (3.006)
Log likelihood function -1588.88 -1573.95
Adjusted R? 289 295
(n=695)

Note: - T-statistics are in parenthesis.
** is .01 significance level.
* is .05 significance level.

In the second model there are seven additional interaction terms, while the
relative income term drops out. In households in which the wife is primarily responsible
for financial management, the decision about where to go camping is more sensitive to
the cost of the trip. There are four variables that reflect the individuals’ perceptions of
their household decision-making structure with respect to camping and camping
equipment purchases. In households in which respondents perceive the husband as having
the responsibility for choosing the camping location, the actual site chosen is more likely
to have moderate to minimal facilities. In households in which the husband has primary
responsibility for deciding the timing of the holiday, having a paved road to the
campground is less important. When husbands are more likely to have the final say over
the purchase of camping equipment, the household is more likely to choose campgrounds
with higher-level facilities, and the availability of free firewood is less important.
Households that reflect the ideology that the husband’s career is more important than the

wife’s are more sensitive to the costs of the trip and less likely to choose campgrounds

with trails.
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6.2.4 Welfare Measures for Revealed Preference Model

Welfare measures can be interpreted as the household’s willingness to pay per trip
per household for a given change in an attribute level. The sign of the welfare measure
indicates a loss if negative, and a gain if positive. Sample simulations are based on
representative households from Saskatoon and Edmonton and are derived using the
coefficients reported in Table 6.5. The attribute changes simulated are for Meadow Lake
Provincial Park, the site at which the data were collected.

The welfare gain for the addition of ATV trails ranges from $6 to $7.50. The
welfare measure for the loss of Meadow Lake Provincial Park ranges from $103 for a
household from Saskatoon to $120 for Edmontonians. The loss of free firewood also
results in a substantial loss of welfare, ranging from $34 to $41. This welfare measure is
high, which may be a consequence of two factors. The first factor is that the variable for
the availability of free firewood may be correlated with other variables in the model. The
second factor is that the choice of camping sites for the respondents may be a protest vote

against campgrounds that have begun to charge for firewood.

Table 6.5: Mean Welfare Measures for a Representative Individual for Changes in
Attributes or the Loss of Meadow Lake Provincial Park ($/household)

- Pay for - . Allow for - ~Loss of Méadow Lake /.
Location firewood - ATV :. - & - Provincial Park
Saskatoon -34.43 6.86 -103.87
Edmonton -40.53 7.37 -120.21

6.3 Stated Preference Results
In many traditional environmental valuation exercises, the gender of the
respondent is seldom taken into account. When it is considered, gender is often included

in the individual utility function as a shift variable. The underlying assumption is that the
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preference structure of the respondent represents the household structure as defined in the
common preference model or that the differences in preferences can be captured in a
dummy variable. The objective of this section is to explore whether preferences actually
differ between men and women, as well as to investigate which personal characteristics
affect their site choices. This was accomplished by modelling the individual preference
data (the stated preference data) for both male and female. These results in turn indicate
whether a common preference model or a bargaining model is the most appropriate
framework in which to examine family vacation decisions.

Each summer families decided where to go camping based on several factors.
These factors include such things as how far they were willing to travel, the type of
facilities they wanted, and the type of activities the site had to offer. The site attributes
were weighed against each other in light of the individuals’ characteristics, such as their
employment level, relative income, household income, and the presence of children in the
household. The stated preference results examined here are derived from the choice
experiment in which the choice set included two sites or the choice not to go camping.
6.3.1 Testing the Preference Structures

The results of three stated preference models are reported in Table 6.6. All the
attributes are significant in the male and the combined* data sets, while two site

attributes, access for ATV and paved roads, are not significant in the female model.

32 In the combined data set, estimation data from both the male and female data set were used.
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Table 6.6: Results of the Stated Preference Models for the Male, Female, and
Combined Data Sets

02732+

(-18.239) (-14.892) (-15.174)
Facility 0.2306%* 0.1530%* 0.3282%*
(9.90) (4.672) (9.358)
Wood 0.2120%* 0.1977%* 0.2478%*
(9.085) (5.920) (6.943)
Trails 0.2336** 0.2481%* 0.2445%*
(10.028) (7.608) (7.559)
Beach 0.5766** 0.5446%* 0.6581%*
(20.423) (15.917) (18.565)
ATV 0.0512* 0.1027** 0.005
(2.315) (3.108) (0.156)
Fish 0.4036%* 0.4693** 0.3787%*
(15.461) (13.944) (10.928)
Road 0.0641%* 0.1070%* 0.0357
(3.076) (3.383) (0.662)
No camping -0.9821** -1.0305%* -1.0321%*
(-16.452) (-13.449) (13.039)
Scale 0.0822
(1.549)
Log likelihood -4643.26 -2349.62 227721

Note: - T-statistics are in parentheses.
** is .01 significance level.
* is .05 significance level.
McFadden (1973) has shown that the choice probabilities take the following form:
€Xp /I(VJ)/gceXP/J(V,‘), (6.1)
where L is a scale parameter. The scale factor is inversely related to the variance and

cannot be estimated independently of the utility parameters because of confounding

%3 The total number of choice tasks completed differs between the two samples because not all
choice tasks were completed in some of the surveys.
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effects. As a result the scale parameter is ordinarily normalized to 1. However, when
multiple data sets, such as the male and female data, are pooled, the ratio of the scale
factors can be isolated to facilitate the comparison of the parameters (Swait and Louviere
1993). This is done by normalizing one scale parameter to unity and letting the scale
parameter for the second data set vary in the estimation process outlined in Swait and
Louviere (1993) and Adamowicz et al. (1994, 1997). This method recognizes that in the
estimation of one data set the p is not identifiable, but that in estimations involving
multiple data sets their ratio(s) can be identified (u;/p;). This procedure allows us to
determine whether the parameters differ due to the fact that one data set is “noisier” than
the other or whether the parameters actually differ after taking the scale factor into
account.

Using the likelihood ratio test described in Swait and Louviere (1993), the
hypothesis that the parameter estimates for the men and women are equal is rejected (see
Table 6.7). This result suggests that the parameters for the male and female samples of
this choice task have underlying models with different parameters, implying that the
preferences of the two groups differ systematically. Given that the scale parameter does
not equal 1, it can be concluded that it is not adequate to interview only one individual
from the household and assume that the household preferences have been captured. This
result indicates that a bargaining model is a more appropriate framework than the

common preference model to examine this type of household decision.

Table 6.7 Test of Equality of Male and Female Preference Structures
Based on Stated Preference Estimations

" Log Likelihood =% . = i immgmrgrs

Pooled data -4643.26
Male data -2349.62
Female data 227721
LRI y2(10 df)* 32.86

Note: *Critical value for 10 df at 95% is x* 18.31
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6.3.2 Determinants of the Gendered Preference Structures

Given that the preference structures for camping site attributes differ between
men and women, further analysis was conducted to examine whether these gendered
structures are influenced by different sociodemographic variables. Because
sociodemographic data are constant for each individual, interaction terms were created to
enable estimation (see Table 6.8 for a description of the interaction variables). Interaction
terms were based on individual characteristics: age, education level, level of relative
contribution to the household income, and employment levels. Two interaction terms

were at the household level: number of children and household income.

Table 6.8: Definition of Interaction Terms in Stated Preference Models

SN T gt

" * Variables S A e ‘Definition 5750 L
Retired =] if respondent is retired
=0 otherwise
Education = 1 if education level of respondent is greater than high school
=0 otherwise
Relative income =1 if relative level of income contribution to the household is
greater than 75%
=0 otherwise
Children =1 if number of children in household is greater than 1
=0 otherwise
High income =1 if household income level is greater than $75,00
=0 otherwise
Employment level =1 if respondent is employed full time
=0 otherwise
Age =] if respondent is older than 55 years
=0 otherwise

The results indicate that all the attribute variables had the expected signs in both
models. However, there are some differences between the two data sets that are
noteworthy (see Table 6.9). Similar to the results from the revealed preference

estimation, two site attribute variables in the female model are not significant: the
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availability of trails for ATV’s and the road quality. In contrast, in the male results both
of these variables are significant at the 1% level. In addition, the magnitude of the
parameters is fairly similar between the two models with the exception of the level of
facilities and access to a beach. In the female model the marginal rate of substitution® for
the level of facilities is double that of the male model. For women, having access to better
facilities is more important than it is for men. The same is true for having access to the
beach; women have a marginal rate of substitution that is one and a quarter times larger
than that of men.

Interestingly, there are some similarities in the roles of the sociodemographic
variables that drive these preference structures. The presence of more than one child
increases the desirability of having access to a beach for both partners; however, the
magnitude of the marginal rate of substitutions is larger for males compared to females.
The level of household income interacted with the cost of the trip is also a determining
factor for both men and women. The effect is positive, indicating that as the level of
household income increases, the cost of the trip becomes a less important factor. A third
sociodemographic factor common between both models is that full-time employment
affects the preference structures. However, the attributes that interact significantly with
full-time employment are not the same in the two models. Women employed full time
find fishing to be a less attractive holiday site attribute. Road quality is a less important
attribute when the men are employed full time. The relative financial contribution to
household income is an important factor in the female model only. If the wife’s level of
financial contribution to the household income is 75% or more, the cost of the trip has

less of a negative impact on her utility.

* The parameter estimates are actually uB, where p is the scale and B is the true parameter (Swait
and Louviere, 1993). To be able to discuss the parameters without the confounding effect of the scale,
marginal rates (Bi/B$) are used.
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Table 6.9: Results of the Stated Preference Models for the Male and Female Data

Sets with Socio-demographic Interaction Terms

Travel cost fees

0331%*

~.0.297%*

(-14.916) (-14.162)
Facility 0.341** 0.152%*
(9.626) (4.590)
Wood 0.254** 0.198**
(7.332) (5.953)
Trails 0.249*%* 0.248%*
(7.682) (7.592)
Beach 0.537** 0.376**
(9.223) (6.840)
ATV 0.003 0.098**
(0.078) (2.918)
Fish 0.448** 0.461**
(9.966) (13.683)
Road 0.036 0.298**
(1.088) (3.204)
Constant -1.07** -1.06**
(-13.211) (-13.705)
Number of Children * beach 0.201** 0.261**
(2.768) (3.775)
0.074** 0.047*
High income * (cost+fees) (3.171) (2.087)
Relative income * (cost + 0.099*
fees) (1.963)
Employed * fish -0.156*
(-2.212)
Employed *road -0.209*
(-2.105)
Log Likelihood -2251.94 -2350.75
Adjusted R 177 .149
Note: - T-statistics are in parentheses.
** is .01 significance level.
* is .0S significance level
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6.3.3 Welfare Measures for Stated Preference Models

In this context welfare measures can be interpreted as an individual’s willingness
to pay per trip per person for a given change in an attribute level or the loss of a camping
site. For these calculations the stated preference coefficients for the male and female
models including the interaction terms are used. This combination of coefficients and
data allows a comparison of the welfare measures derived from the two different
preference structures combined with data from the actual household decisions. The
attribute changes simulated are for the Meadow Lake Provincial Park. For the simulations
a representative male and female from two communities, Edmonton and Saskatoon, are
used.

The welfare measures are illustrated in Table 6.10. These results reveal that
women from the two communities respond in the same direction as the men do to all four
of the changes, though there is a variation in the magnitude of these welfare changes. The
only positive change was associated with the addition of access to ATV trails in the park.
Men experience a positive welfare increase of $8 to $9 per trip, while the women do not
receive any welfare benefits or losses, because this attribute is not significant in the
female model. The magnitude of the welfare gain for the men is similar to that estimated
with the revealed preference results. The loss of fishing was more significant than the
loss of the free firewood. The decrease in welfare associated with the loss of fishing in
the Park ranged from $22 to $27. Again the Saskatoon households experienced a larger
loss than the Edmonton households, and Saskatchewan males experienced the highest
losses. Both men and women respond to the loss of free firewood, with a decrease in
welfare ranging from $13 to $15 per individual per trip. The welfare loss associated with
the loss of firewood is greater for the women in both communities. Loss of the Meadow
Lake Provincial Park altogether results in the largest welfare losses, with Saskatchewan
experiencing the greatest losses. The welfare losses range from $39 to $47 per individual

per trip. The magnitude of the revealed preference results for the loss of firewood and the
8s
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loss of Meadow Lake Provincial Park when calculated per household per trip is
approximately three times greater. These figures suggest that Saskatchewan campers
value Meadow Lake Provincial Park more than Edmonton campers do. The differences in
values may be attributed to the fact that there are fewer camping alternatives in
Saskatchewan and the distance to these alternatives is greater for Saskatoon residents
than for Edmonton residents to travel. However, the opposite results occur in the revealed
preference model in which Edmonton campers experience greater losses than the

Saskatoon campers do.

Table 6.10: Mean Welfare Measures for a Representative Individual
per Trip for Changes in Attributes or the Loss of
Meadow Lake Provincial Park ( $/Individual)

‘zwi“? WESEGIRS -‘“'.-_‘ R T o
BRI A it y for ’Allow for {~"Meadow ),;
‘Respondent ;- rewoo; La’ke Park’:
Saskatoon SE O g <o il VA . 4!(* - “T"i
Men -26.68 -14.25 9 19 -45.54

(2.37) (2.50) (3.45) (3.59)
Women -22.56 -15.02 0 -39.32
(2.25) (2.13) (3.16)
Difference of 12.62 2.34 3.45 13.03
Means (t-stat)
Edmonton R L S e e e
Men -24.55 -13.17 8.51 -41.94
(2.35) (2.53) (3.22) (3.66)
Women -22.40 -14.91 0 -38.95
(2.29) (2.34) (3.22)
Difference of 6.56 5.04 3.22 6.12
Means (t-stat)
Note: Standard errors are in parenthesis.
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To determine whether there are significant differences between the welfare
measures of men and those of women, a difference of means test was conducted, and the
results are summarized in Table 6.10.% This test indicates that women and men
experience statistically different welfare changes when the attributes of their camping
locations change. In addition, the relationship of the differences between genders is not
the same for the two locations; the magnitude of the differences, for the most part, is
greater in the Saskatchewan comparisons. The differences between the men and women’s
welfare measures are greater in the Saskatoon simulations for three of the four attributes.
In the Saskatchewan comparisons the largest difference is for the loss of Meadow Lake
Provincial Park. In contrast, the largest difference in welfare measures for the Albertans
is the loss of fishing. In both instances women and men experience a substantial
reduction in welfare as a result of Meadow Lake Provincial Park’s closing.

6.4 The Bargaining Model

The results in the previous section support the hypothesis that women and men
have different preference structures for this shared household good. The model outlined
in section 2.6 posits that household decisions for shared household goods are outcomes of
two or more people in a cooperative bargaining framework. Each individual enters the
bargaining framework knowing their own preference structure, g4, and asserting their
influence over the decision according to the existing power balance of the household, &.
There are two objectives of this section of the thesis. The first is to examine the
household preference, ¥, as a combination of the preference structures of the individual
bargaining partners, V. In this formulation the individual preferences are weighted by

the power variable of the household, &:

* The means for each welfare change were calculated by using a sample of 100 means. These 100
means were each calculated from 100 random draws using Hanneman’s (1982) definition of a welfare
change.
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Vi =6,(sP W, +(L+ 8, (s, (6.2)

where 0<&;<1 and s, are the characteristics of the individual and the household that
influence the power structure. Estimating a value for & tests whether this shared good is a
bargained good. The second objective is to examine which household and personal
characteristics and which personal ideologies captured in & may influence the balance of
power in household decision making. The roles of the variables described in Blumberg
and Coleman’s (1989) theory of gender balance are empirically tested to determine
whether they influence the household decision about where to camp.
6.4.1 Estimation Procedure

In the estimation of &, the household preferences are represented by the indirect
utility function that is derived from the revealed preference data and the individual

preference structures for each partner that are derived from the stated preference data.

Vep =0" Qpe )+ (1-8" ) (ke BE) 6.3)

The dependent variable, V*zp, is not observed; however, the actual household decision
about which park was chosen is observable. Thus, the parameter, J, is estimated as the
value that provides the best fit between the utility, grp/sp, and the actual choice (see
Chapter 4, Table 4.3 for results). The g is a matrix of attributes of the actual sites
reported in the trip logs, and #™ is the vectors of coefficients from the two gendered
stated preference models. The coefficients reflect the two different preference structures
of the two partners. Different sets of factors captured in the interaction terms reflect each
gender’s preference structure.

A grid search method is used to determine estimates of & for each household.*® In

the procedure estimates of Jare derived that calibrate the two sets of preferences to best

* Initially, using a maximum likelihood approach, an attempt was made to estimate the power
variable, 8, and 8 as a function of household characteristics using the stated preference coefficients and the
revealed preference data. In order to limit 5h to be within 0 and 1, Sh was specified as follows:
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predict the actual choice vector. The estimation procedure uses a likelihood function to
estimate the J'that provides the highest probability of predicting the actual choice. In this
procedure the likelihood function is specified as follows:

N

(=Y Sr@BB" "’ -y e’ )4

a=l (eC,

A-8XAI" g - Y o e” ") 6.4)

Estimates of J'are calculated for each individual household. The value for J'starts at
.0001 and with each iteration Jincreases by 0.0001 up to the value of 0.9999. From these
calculations the Swith the highest associated likelihood function is identified for each
household. This value represents the weight placed on each of the preference structures
when comparing the individual partners’ preferences to the actual household decisions.
The values of d for each household are then used as the dependent variable in the next
stage of estimation.

The second stage of the estimation procedure examines what household

characteristics, sz, may explain these estimates of power.
Or = f(s4) (6.5)

The household characteristics to be examined are drawn from the sociological literature
on household power and from the intrahousehold allocation literature. Equation 6.6 is a
traditional logit model estimated using proportions as the dependent variable. This is

structured as a two-alternative multinomial logit model with the data on the household

e*
S =
* (l+e")

where s is the household characteristics and y is the parameters. Many different formulations of the power
function were attempted; however, standard errors were never obtained due to the fact that the likelihood
function appeared to be very flat.
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variables associated with the first alternative and zeros associated with the second

alternative. The multinomial logit is expressed as:

€=i ZCYa(ﬂqb.—an,ec,e""‘) 69

where Y typically equals 1 if the individual k chooses site i, and otherwise it equals 0.
However, in the proportional logit Y is € (0,1). The proportional logit model
accommodates for this by allowing the dependent variable to range from 0 to 1 on the
condition that the proportional values sumto 1.
6.4.2 Estimation Results

The distribution of the estimates for 8 obtained from the grid search is shown in
Table 6.11. As the value of b nears 1, the men’s preferences better reflect the household
decisions; and as the value of & nears 0, the women's preferences better reflect the
household decisions. It appears that this recreational decision is not necessarily a
compromised decision for most households since 95% of the households’ revealed
preference structure are similar to only one partner’s preference structure. In fact, the
majority of the households’ preference structures more closely reflect the women'’s
preferences than the men’s. For approximately 5% of the households this decision seems
to be a compromise between both partners because their holiday choices do not clearly

reflect either the husband’s or the wife’s preferences.

Table 6.11: Distribution of Weighting Parameter 3

w_'__";:

o P o .7 -
R N e

R \«?vim‘ﬂw"‘ s S

Female preferences 0=3

dominant

Bargained 0>5>1 13 51
preference structure

Male preferences 1= 42 16.5
dominant

Total 255 100
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This distribution indicates that decisions regarding family camping trips may not
be negotiated or that one individual has more influence in the final outcome than his or
her respective partner. This result contradicts the responses obtained when the
respondents were asked directly who is responsible for deciding the location and timing
of their camping trips. They indicated that these decisions are for the most part shared
(see Chapter 5). However, when we examine the distribution of the 8 variable, these
findings are not substantiated.

The second stage of the estimation procedure investigates what household
characteristics may provide insight into understanding the determinants of these decision
structures. These determinants of the power structure are drawn from sociological and
intrahousehold allocation theories. Based on the resource theory posited by Blood and
Wolfe (1960) and the gender theory presented by Blumberg and Coleman (1989),
variables that measure the relative and absolute levels of employment, education, and
income are examined. According to Pahl (1999, 1983) and Dobblesteen (1996), how
households organize their finances can also inform us about the power dynamics existent
in household decision making. Variables identifying which households have wife- or
husband-dominated financial management strategies are created and examined.
Blumenstein and Schwartz (1991) suggested that the resource theory is an insufficient
explanator of how power is distributed in a household and that an understanding of the
household’s ideology, that is, who they believe the primary breadwinner should be in
their household, also needs to be taken into account. The effect of income on decision-
making power varies depending on whether the household is ideologically traditional,
with the husband having authority, or whether the household rejects the husband’s

authority. The variables used in the estimation are defined in Table 6.12 below.
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Table 6.12: Definition of Variables Used in the Bargaining Model

t°Soczo—demograp7uc L

Retired —1 1f male respondent is retxred
=0 otherwise
Education = 1 if education level of respondent male is greater than female
=0 otherwise
Male’s relative income  Continuous variable
Male income Continuous variable
High income =1 if household income level is greater than $75,000
=0 otherwise
Children®’ =1 if number of children in household is greater than 1
=0 otherwise
Female at home =1 if female respondent is stays at home full time
=0 otherwise
Female full-time =] if female respondent is employed full time
employment =0 otherwise
Age =1 if male respondent is older than female respondent
=0 other\mse
DWISIOII thousehOId tas’m’{ R Lﬁf.‘- 5‘.’,-—'I .‘\x. T i '.:;.'_ L. l ‘ f;"«-‘:.."-:.‘ . .;..: ’ .o *‘::;. -~:
a-Final decision over Coding ranges from 2- 10
holiday location - 2 indicates non-traditional household, wife dominated decision
-10 indicates traditional household, husband dominated decision
b-....holiday timing Same as above
c-....new vehicle
purchase Same as above
d-...new camping Same as above
equipment

g- Prepares main meal Coding ranges from 2-10
2 indicates non-traditional household, husband prepares meal
10 indicates traditional household, wife prepares meal

h- Responsible for Same as above
housework
Fdom = 1 if wife manages finances
=( otherwise
Mdom =1 if husband manages finances
= ( otherwise (table continues)

37 Only the number of children under the age of 18 was collected. It would have been beneficial to
collect the number in age categories (0-6 years, 6-12 and 12-18 years). This would allow for more in-depth
stage-of-life analysis and its affects on preference structures.

3 Excluded from this section are the questions relating to child care, because many people did not

complete this section if there were no children in their household at the time. Further analysis could be
conducted at a later date of this smaller subsample with the acknowledgment of this more homogeneous

group.
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T VATIADIES - s :

'Ideolo“é’zc%l vanables e & 5

Partner’s career more Codmg ranges from 2-10

important than own 2 indicates non-traditional household, wife’s career more important
than husband’s
10 indicates traditional household husband’s career is more important
than wife’s.

Primary role as Coding ranges from 2-10

breadwinner 2 indicates non-traditional household, wife is primary breadwinner

10 indicates traditional household husband is primary breadwinner.

Only the significant variables are included in the models reported in Table 6.13.
There are several variables that were not significant that are worth noting.
Sociodemographic variables such as the number of children in the household and the
relative age of the two partners have been identified to be potentially influential variables.
In fact, in most of the travel and leisure research, the number and age of the children were
noted as increasing the females’ relative input into the decision (Fodness 1992). Division
of labour and areas of decision making have been cited as potential indicators of the
household power structure (Blumenstein and Schwartz 1991; Pahl 1995; Dobblesteen
1996). For this shared household good neither the division of household tasks nor the
structure of household financial management are significant indicators of the weighting
function. The fact that these variables are not significant in this decision structure
suggests that having influence, or the perception of influence, in decisions in other areas
of the household, such as managing the finances, does not always translate into influence
in other dimensions of household management.

The significant variables included in the two models are the household’s ideology
of who the breadwinner in the household should be and who is responsible for deciding
where the family would go on vacation. The “breadwinner” variable is negative and of
the same magnitude in both models. This result indicates that the more traditional the
household is, the more likely the holiday location is to reflect the preference structure of

the wife. The “vacation decision maker” variable is positive and of the same magnitude
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in both models. The variable is coded such that the larger value indicates a more
traditional household in which the husband makes the decision and a lower value if the
wife makes the decisions. In the households in which the men make the decision the
weighting nears 1, indicating that the camping site choices more closely reflect the
husband’s preference structure. This result confirms the reliability of the responses and
the preference structures.

The two models differ in how income is defined. The first model includes the
husband’s absolute level of income and the second includes the relative contributions of
income to the household by each partner. Both variables are strongly significant in
separate models, but neither is significant if modelled together due to collinearity. Both
of these income variables have negative coefficients of approximately the same
magnitude, indicating that as the income of the husband increases, it is more likely that
the location of the holiday will reflect the wife’s preferences. In turn, this suggests that
the wives of men with higher incomes have more influence over the planning of the
holiday camping trips. A quadratic term for the husband’s income is estimated but found
to be not significant.

A second difference between the models is that in the first, relative education
level is included; and in the second, a variable indicating that the wife stayed at home full
time is included. In the first model the relative education level was positive, indicating
that in households in which the husbands have a higher level of education than their
wives, the attributes of the camping choice are more likely to reflect the husbands’
preferences. In the second model the variable indicating that the wife is at home full time
is positive. This suggests that in these households the holiday location chosen more

closely reflects the husband’s preferences.
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Table 6.13: Household and Power Structure Determinants of the Weight 5 (n=255)*°

(-1.494) (-0.662)
Husband’s absolute -0.0173**
level of income (-2.821)
Male is breadwinner -0.3377** -0.3393**
(-2.382) (-2.362)
Relative education 0.70267*
levels (1.888)
Responsible of holiday 0.6476** 0.6022**
location (2.902) (2.737)
Relative income level -0.0139**
(-2.602)
Wife stays at home 0.795*
(1.873)
Log likelihood function -110.33 -111.21
Adj. R? 363 358

Note: - T-statistics are in parenthesis.
** is .01 significance level.
* is .0S significance level.

6.5 Summary

It is interesting to note that some of the same factors that drive these stated

preference and revealed preference models also influence the bargaining estimations. The

factors that are common to all three models are the income variables and employment

levels (fully employed or retired). While the presence of children is significant in

revealed and stated preference models, they are not significant in the bargaining model.

In addition, in the revealed and stated preference models, the site attributes most

commonly significant when combined with these sociodemographic variables are cost,

level of facilities, the availability of a beach, and access to free firewood. Only in the

% The sample size is 255 households. The division of labor and ideology sections as well as level
of household income were not always completed fully. This results in a smaller sample size for these

estimations.
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revealed preference and bargaining models are a broader set of variables considered:
division of household responsibilities and ideological variables. Division of household
responsibilities and decisions is significant in the revealed preference models but not in
the bargaining models, while ideological variables are significant in both. The results in
the revealed preference, stated preference, and bargaining models are mixed in that each
model identifies different, but overlapping, sets of “marital power” variables as the
determinants of the household decision or preference structure. Although these results are
mixed, there is still substantial evidence to suggest that research on household decisions
needs to take into account the different preference structures of individuals and their

relative level of power in the decision-making structure.
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CHAPTER 7
DISCUSSION

7.1 Introduction

Economic modelling of decisions made by groups is a complex problem, whether
it is a small group such as a household or a large group such as a corporation. Typically,
decisions made by a group have been theoretically and empirically modelled as if there
were one decision maker or as if the decision reflects the desires of all the individuals
within the group. What is often neglected in these models is that the individuals involved
in the decision process have their own set of preferences, and the preferences may differ
significantly between individuals. The resulting decision then may be a compromise
between these preferences based on the power or influence of each individual within the
group. Acknowledging this, a class of intrahousehold allocation models has been
developed which recognizes that there are at least two partners in a household who
bargain over decisions. While research in this area recognizes theoretically that both
partners have input into the decisions, these works have not been able to examine the
factors within the decision-making process because empirical research has typically
relied on revealed preference data. Here an attempt has been made to address this by
examining jointly individual preferences and household decisions. The first section of
this chapter is an overview of findings and how they relate to the literature. The second
section explains the limitations encountered in the study.
7.2 Overview of the Findings

This examination of the different preferences of household decision makers
begins to reveal the relationships between gender, elements of power, and household
decisions. Three major findings arise from the empirical results. The first is that the
preferences for recreational campground characteristics differ between men and women.

Second, a2 number of the power variables do influence decision making. Last, the results
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of the bargaining model are, in part, contradictory to the hypothesis that shared household
goods are a compromised outcome of a cooperative bargaining structure.
7.2.1 Preference Structures

The testing of the gendered stated preference models indicate that the preferences
of women and men do differ. The differences occur in attribute coefficients, in interaction
terms that influenced their choices, and the magnitude of the welfare measures. The men
prefer camping sites with access to ATV trails and good quality roads, and the women
prefer campgrounds with a beach area and a higher level of facilities and services. The
difference in preferences is further supported by the fact that some of the interaction
terms differed between the two gendered models.

Traditionally, resource and environmental economists have used the common
preference model that assumes that male and female preference structures are identical.
The results here support the growing recognition that the common preference model may
not be the most appropriate model for environmental valuation (Smith and van Houvten
1999). Given these differences, it can be concluded that when conducting analysis on
intrahousehold allocation, a bargaining model that includes individual preferences should
be used. The preferences of both decision makers should be considered in a joint analysis.
If the collection of partner data is not feasible, at the very least, samples for analysis on
environmental or recreational issues should have equal representation of both men and
women to ensure that gendered preference structures are captured.

7.2.2 Elements of Power

The second finding revealed that the elements of power play an instrumental role
in household decision making. They include absolute and relative income, financial
management strategies, employment levels, education levels, ideology, size of family,
and division of household labour.

Income. Blumberg and Coleman (1989) theorized that the absolute and relative

level of income that the wife eams are two major components of her overall economic
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power in the household, and these affect the “power outcomes” such as household
decisions.® Both variables play significant roles in the analysis presented earlier. The
results from the bivariate analysis indirectly support Blumberg and Coleman’s theory in
that the higher a husband’s absolute income was, the less influence the wife had on the
household decisions made. Interestingly though, the bargaining model exhibited the
opposite result. In this case the higher the husband’s income, the less his preferences
resembled the household decision outcome.

The wife’s relative income is the second component of her overall economic
power. The bivariate analysis supports Blumberg and Coleman’s theory in that as the
woman’s relative income increases, her influence over decisions increases. The
bargaining model results, once again, are contrary to the sociological theory and indicate
that the higher the men’s relative income (and the lower the wife’s relative income) the
less influence he has on decision outcomes. While both the bargaining analysis results are
contrary to sociological theories on marital power, they are consistent with the economic
theory of opportunity cost of time. This theory states that individuals apply their efforts to
activities for which they earn the highest return. This suggests that the individual who has
the highest earning potential in a household would apply his or her effort to earning
income, while the partner who has a lower income potential may be responsible for more
of the household decisions. This would occur as the opportunity cost of the second
individual to allocate time to household decisions is lower than the higher earning
individual.

Financial management. Access to household income is a potentially important
source of power in the decision-making process and the third component of the wife’s

overall economic power (Pahl 1989, 1995; Blumberg and Coleman 1991; Cheal 1993;

“ Blumberg and Coleman’s (1989) theory has been derived from a number of influential works on
marital power (Blumstein and Schwartz 1983; Huber and Spitze 1983; Hood 1983; Biood and Wolfe 1960).
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Dobblesteen 1996). Access is often aligned with how a household manages its finances,
and analysis of financial management strategies may provide an important indication of
the partners’ respective influence into different types of household decisions. Similar to
the findings of Cheal (1993) and Pahl (1989), the financial management strategy for the
majority of the households in this sample is a shared strategy, and in households in which
there were dual earners, the trend was towards income pooling with a more flexible
sharing system. Results from the bivariate analysis and the revealed preference models
are similar to those of Dobblesteen (1996) in that they indicate that financial management
is an important indicator of influence in the decision-making process. However, the level
of influence exerted by either partner differs depending on which financial management
strategy is employed and on the type of decision being made. Cheal (1993) supported this
further with his findings that women who “make substantial monetary contribution to the
maintenance of the household are more likely to negotiate reciprocal control over income
and joint ownership of property presumably because of their greater bargaining power”
(p.209). Similar to the results found here, Dobblesteen (1996) and Cheal (1993)
concluded that who has access and who controls the resources are important defining
factors of decision-making power in the household.

In contrast, a number of household financial management variables were included
in the initial bargaining analysis estimations, and none of these variables were significant.
Therefore, these results suggest that although the financial management variable may
influence household decisions at some level, it did not play a significant role in the
bargaining of the camping site choice decision.

Employment. A related power variable not explicitly identified in the theory of
gender balance (Blumberg and Coleman 1989) is the level of employment of the wife.
Blumstein and Schwartz (1989) found that the level of employment of the wife influences
the power outcomes in the form of division of household tasks. The bivariate and

bargaining analysis results support the sociological literature. The bivariate analysis

100

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



indicates that women who work full time have more influence in the household decisions,
while in the bargaining analysis women who stay at home have less influence in the
camping site choice decision.

Education. While the relative level of education between partners is not often
considered in the marital power literature, there are two potential ways in which it can
affect bargaining power. Education increases both knowledge and self-esteem, leading to
an increase in bargaining effectiveness. Thus the level of education can potentially
change the power base or threat point by leading to a higher income. Education can also
change the power process by providing individuals with the knowledge and self-
confidence to better represent their own preferences. This notion is supported further in
the bargaining analysis, which finds that if men have a higher level of education than
their wives, their preferences are more closely reflected in the household preferences for
a camping site.

Ideology. Blumberg and Coleman (1989) pointed out that the overall economic
power an individual possesses in a relationship is altered by a number of factors at the
individual, relationship, and societal levels. They termed these modifications the power
process. One factor that modifies the overall economic power of the individual household
member is the ideological belief that individual holds about roles within the household
(Blumberg and Coleman 1989). Blumstein and Schwartz (1991) found that the
ideological beliefs of the household affected how responsibility for the household tasks
was divided between the husband and wife. Their results indicated that in households
whose members hold an anti-provider ideology, husbands perform more household tasks
than do their counterparts in more traditional households. However, their wives still
perform significantly more tasks than they do. Examination of the anti-provider ideology
in the bivariate analysis provides only marginally significant results in support of marital
power theory. On the other hand, the bargaining analysis results indicate that the more the
household tends towards the provider ideology, the less likely the husband’s preferences
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are reflected in the camping site decision. Once again the bargaining analysis results
contradict marital power theory.

Size of family. A factor not addressed in Blumberg and Coleman (1989) which
has been identified in the marketing tourism literature is the effect of the presence of
children in the household on household decisions (Jenkins 1978; Filiatrault and Ritchie
1980; Assar and Bobinski 1991; Fodness 1992). These researchers found conflicting
results. In one study husbands in families had more influence than did husbands in couple
relationships (Filiatrault and Ritchie 1980), while in another study women with children
were found to have more influence in certain vacation subdecisions. The results presented
here illustrate that the presence of children in the household does influence the decisions
made and the preferences for different site attributes. The results from the bivariate
analysis indicate that in households with one to two children, women had more say than
in households with no children or more than two children. In both the revealed and the
stated preference models, the presence of children affected the household or individual’s
sensitivity to different site attributes such as cost and facilities, and it made beaches more
attractive. Understandably, household decisions are more sensitive to travel costs because
this cost variable is derived from the distance to the site because there is a disutility
associated with driving long distances with young children. The more children in a
family, the less willing the parents might be to drive a substantially longer distance to
reach their destination.

Division of household tasks and decisions. How household tasks are organized
between the two partners and who has more influence in household decisions are affected
by each individual’s bargaining power. Women who contribute to the total household
income through employment outside of the household are gaining some measure of
systematic power, as reflected in the growing trend of men contributing to household
tasks (Blumstein and Schwartz 1991). However, as Blumstein and Schwartz’s results also

indicate, an equitable distribution of household tasks still does not exist in the majority of
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these households. Blumberg and Coleman (1989) suggested that there are a myriad of
complex intervening reasons that an increase in female contribution to income may not
translate into a more equitable division of household labour.

From the results of the bivariate analysis in households in which the two
household tasks are evenly shared, the household decisions tended to follow a more
egalitarian structure. The tendency varied from what would be expected because in
households in which either the husband or the wife had primary responsibility for the two
household tasks, the household decisions tended to be more husband dominant. However,
the division of household task variables are not significant in either the revealed
preference or the bargaining models. What are significant in the revealed preference
models are interaction terms derived from variables for the other household decisions.
These interaction terms provide indirect evidence that there is a significant relationship
between how the responsibility for other decisions is divided between the partners and
the camping site choice.

7.2.3 Bargaining Analysis

The last finding is that the bargaining analysis indicates that the choice of a
camping location, in the majority of the households, is not necessarily a compromised
bargaining decision. This result is somewhat contrary to the data collected in other
sections of the survey that indicated the responsibility for vacation decisions was shared
between the two partners. The marketing and consumer behaviour literature suggested
that there is a trend for more household decisions to be made jointly if there is a good that
will be used by everyone, as in a vacation (Engel, Blackwell, and Miniard 1993). The
empirical findings in earlier intrahousehold allocation literature suggested that shared
household goods are an outcome of a cooperative bargaining framework in which the
preferences of each partner influence the decision. However, the results from the
bargaining analysis suggest that the household preference structure, for the majority of

the households, more closely reflect the wife’s preferences. There is only a small
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proportion of households with an outcome that reflects either the husband’s preferences
or a combination of both.

One possible explanation for these results is that there may be a hierarchical
structure of decision making for both shared and private household goods. At the top
level of the hierarchy all of the decisions may be considered and discussed, including
vacations. Partners may bargain over responsibility for different types of decisions in the
household, or the trade-off may occur between camping vacations and other types of
trips. For example, one partner may agree to travel to a particular camping site if the
other partner agrees to visit the in-laws on another trip. In this case the trade-off occurs at
a decision level well above the choice of camping location. The choice to go camping is a
bargained decision, although the choice of the actual camping location may not be
bargained.

A second possibility is that even though the responsibility for a vacation decision
is considered to be a joint decision, research has demonstrated that in actuality the
process is divided into several functional subdecisions. In terms of a decision structure
for vacations, the first level of decision may be what type of holiday the family will take
in any given year.*' Considerations at this level may include cost, time of year, and
vacation time available. If the decision was made to go on a summer holiday, the next
decision may be whether or not to go camping. Other subdecisions include duration,
activities, the distance the family is willing to travel, and level of facilities. Within shared
decision making, partners may bargain about the details of the holiday. Some of these
may be joint decisions, some may be autonomic decisions, while others may be

specialized decision areas (Jenkins 1978; Filiatrault and Ritchie 1980; Nichols and

‘““Mman attempt to understand the decision-making process involved in determining family
vacations, information was collected about all types of trips the family took in the year. Unfortunately, not
enough households provided the information to be able to understand whether there were trade-offs being
made between holiday types.
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Snepenger 1988; Fodness 1992). At any level of the decision hierarchy, a decision may
shift from being a shared decision to being an autonomic decision. Thus while the
decision to take a camping vacation may be a joint one, the logistical decisions may
switch to one individual’s responsibility. There are two possible explanations for this
switch. The first is that the partner with the lower opportunity cost of time will be
responsible for the decision. This explanation follows the current trend to move towards
an autonomic decision structure for more mundane and less risky decisions (Engel,
Blackwell, and Miniard 1993). On the other hand, the choice of location and camping site
may be a specialized decision because one partner has invested substantial time collecting
information about the various options available. The results of the bargaining model
suggest that the women in this sample are predominantly responsible for the location
choice. Unfortunately, there are not adequate data to determine whether either
explanation is appropriate. These results are contrary to marketing and tourism literature
which stated that many of the subdecisions are made jointly (Jenkins 1978; Nichols and
Snepenger 1988; Fodness 1992) or that if they are not joint decisions, then they are
dominated by the husband (Filiatrault and Ritchie 1980).

Implicit in the above discussion is that for the individuals who make the decision,
their preferences are directly reflected in the final household decision. However, this may
not be the case. There could be two other possible explanations. First, if the decision
makers are altruists, they will take into account what their partners’ preferences are and
may choose camping sites that would please their partners rather than themselves. A
second possibility is that the bargaining analysis may indicate only who has the most
influence in this particular decision. The decision may be shared or even made by the
partner whose preferences are not reflected in the decision. In order to be able to untangle
who is making the decision and whether the decision maker’s preferences are truly
reflected in the decision, more detailed information is needed about the decision-making

structure in the household.
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A third possibility may be a direct result of the inherent problems associated with
revealed preference data. These data are aggregated, which results in the characteristics
of individual sites not being accurately represented. This ultimately results in inefficient
and/or biased estimates. An additional factor that could lead to misrepresenting results is
that the characteristics for the sites are determined by referring to tourism information
published by provincial government departments. This information may not accurately
represent the respondents’ perception of the sites they visited or their activities at these
sites.*? As a result preferences derived from the revealed preference model may
inaccurately represent the household’s vacation preferences. One example in this study is
evident for the ATV attribute. In the stated preference models male respondents preferred
access to ATV trails at the campground, while for females the attribute was not
significant. The preference structure for the men captured in the stated preference results
represents a good that is not common in either Alberta or Saskatchewan® and as a result
occurs infrequently in the revealed preference data. Consequently, the ATV variable is
not significant in the revealed preference model. The lack of significance of the ATV

variable is supported by research conducted in the Foothills Model Forest.** McFarlane,

“? The majority of the campgrounds in Alberta and Saskatchewan do not have access to ATV trails
at the site and were coded as such. This, however, does not preclude that the campers may have used the
campground and hauled their ATV to a neighboring piece of Crown Land where ATV use is permitted.
This situation is not captured in the trip log data. In addition those households who indicated that they
camped randomly, where ATV use is prevalent, were all excluded from the sample. The final result is that

ATVs may have been used on their camping trips, but these activities are not incorporated into the revealed
preference data.

“® This type of site was more available in Alberta prior to the mid 1990s when the recreational
areas were shifted from the Alberta Forest Service jurisdiction to fall now under the Alberta Parks Act. The
roadways in parks are under the jurisdiction of the Off Highway and Highway Traffic Act, which prohibits
the use of off highway vehicles (OHV or ATVs) on any roads or highways. Because parks are protected,
areas activities are limited. Trails for ATV use have not been developed in these protected areas due to
adverse environmental impact and liability issues (Bowes, 2000). The trail systems are usually on Crown
Land under the responsibility of the Alberta Forest Service. In a few recreational areas that border on
Crown land, staging areas have been developed nearby. In Saskatchewan the Parks Act (1986) and
Regulation (1991) prohibit the use of ATV in provincial park sites and specify that they may be used only
in designated areas which are outside provincial park boundaries.

“ The foothills model forest is located on the eastern slopes of the Rocky Mountains in Alberta.
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Fisher, and Boxall (1999) found that 3% of the respondents camping in the provincial
parks and 7% of the respondents camping in the provincial recreational areas indicated
that they used ATVs while camping, compared to 54% of random campers.** Campers’
use of AT Vs reported in McFarlane, Fisher, and Boxall’s study (1999) may be
underreported because use of ATVs is illegal in provincial parks and recreational areas
and as a result may not reveal the households’ actual preferences.

Lack of accuracy of the results derived from the revealed preference data suggests
that the results of the bargaining analysis may result in a misleading conclusion. As a
result, these decisions may actually be more of a shared decision than the analysis in
Chapter 6 indicates.

These results have particular implications for welfare measures. As Quiggin
(1999) pointed out, if the decision is made in the household, then the household is the
appropriate unit of measure. The difficulty arises in attempting to arrive at a household
welfare measure. These results suggest that it is not sufficient to survey only one member
of a household and then generalize from that response to the household.

It is evident from this study that theoretical frameworks and empirical research of
group decision making need to consider all members of the decision-making process and
where the decision fits in the hierarchy of decision-making structure. Individuals have
different preference structures that they bring to the decision process. In conjunction with
their preferences, they each have different power bases which they use to influence the
decision process. In some instances, dependent on the good, the structure of the power
dynamics of the household and the importance of the decision to members will influence
the decisions being made. Quiggin (1999) and Smith and van Houvten (1999) have

recognized that the neoclassical model of the household is not an appropriate framework

** Random camping refers to camping on public lands where there are no facilities, no fees, and no
close proximity to communities. Campers must be self-sufficient because there are no supplies such as
firewood, drinking water, and fuel (McFarlane, Fisher and Boxall, 1999).
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to analyze decisions made in the household. The empirical findings in this study suggest
that examining a single decision in isolation without gaining some insight into the
household decision-making structure, as a whole, will limit the researcher’s ability to
fully interpret the results. Household decision-making structures are complex, and as a
result, models that integrate elements of cooperative and noncooperative household
bargaining models will be better able to explain the relationships between different levels
of household decisions and interpret the results more fully.

The comparison between the revealed preference data and stated preference data
indicates that stated preference data are a more useful tool when analyzing household
decisions. This method begins to untangle the individual preferences from the household
preferences and allows for the examination of factors that influence the two individual
sets of preferences towards the final household decision. One benefit of using a choice
experiment framework is that it is difficult to answer strategically when answering the
questions. In contrast, individuals’ perceptions over the division of responsibility for
decisions about shared goods may be influenced by the fact that they are reluctant to
admit or deny authority over their partner (Turk and Bell 1972; Dobblesteen 1996). Each
type of data has its inherent difficulties: perception data can be biased, revealed
preference data have confounding effects due to its collinear nature, and stated preference
data are based on hypothetical situations and do not always reflect actual decisions. In
order to be able to understand household decision making, researchers need to conduct a
number of different empirical investigations to cross validate their results. As well, a
qualitative approach is warranted to begin to analyze the actual decision-making process
in detail and to provide context to the results found in the multivariate analysis.

7.3 Caveats

There are several types of limitations of the study. They exist in the data

collection process, in the type of survey instrument used, and the estimation procedures.

The data collection process presented a number of difficulties. The first issue arose with
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respect to collecting household and individual data from both partners. Identifying
families appropriate for the sample was simply achieved through the in-person screening
interviews; however, ensuring that individuals completed their surveys independent of
their spouses was more difficult. In order for the empirical analysis to be valid,
independent completion of the surveys was an imperative, but this could not be ensured.

A second caveat is that the data were collected on site. The sample is missing
those people who chose not to camp at Meadow Lake Park or chose not to camp at all.
Consequently, these results cannot be generalized to represent the entire population. This
is because there is inadequate information on people do not camp at Meadow Lake
Provincial Park and on those who bargained over camping and other holidays and chose
not to camp. A larger sample that captures a better cross section of the population is
needed to fully understand holiday vacation decisions.

Third, several issues arise from the use of a choice experiment. First, because it is
a complex instrument, a portion of the surveys was not completed fully. Second, because
these types of instruments can include hypothetical settings, if they are not carefully
constructed, they can lack realism and as a result will not collect the information they
were intended to collect. Every attempt was made in the design of these choice
experiments to represent the available attributes of existing sites. One possible omission
was made in the attribute types; a landscape attribute was not included. This was a result
of the need to keep the number of attributes to a minimum.

A fourth difficulty was a result of trying to keep the survey a reasonable length.
This affected the level of detail in the data in two areas. First, data on only the number of
children and whether they fell into two age categories were collected. It would have been
more useful to have the actual age of each child to allow for a better understanding of the
effect of children on the decision outcome. Second, a more detailed list of the division of

household responsibilities and questions about how decisions are made in the household,

109

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



particularly with respect to holiday and camping decisions, would have aided in the final
interpretation of the results.

A fifth difficulty arose with the use of Likert scales. These were used for the
questions on ideology and division of household responsibilities. There are problems with
using Likert scales because of the possibility that some of the respondents might
systematically rate the statements low, while others may rate them high. This problem is
also affected by the size of the rating scale. These factors make it difficult to compare
these data. The second problem with the Likert scales is that these variables have been
categorized ordinally, while the other continuous variables in the model have been
categorized cardinally. These ratings are only rough approximations that indicate the
direction toward the household tends, ranging from traditional to nontraditional
arrangements, and as such are used only as a rough proxy.

The final three caveats deal with estimation. The first deals with the estimation
procedure. Due to the apparent shape of the likelihood function for the weighting
parameter, it was impossible to conduct the estimation via maximum likelihood. In future
studies, a situation should be chosen for which there is 2 more extensive range of actual
goods that reflect both the preferences of women and men and for which the partners are
more likely to actively bargain over.

A further caveat deals with the estimation of the revealed preference data.
Typically, trip log data result in large choice sets that are difficult to estimate. The
solution is the aggregation of the data, but this comes with an associated cost in the loss
of estimation accuracy (Parsons and Needelman 1992; Herriges et al. 1999).

Finally, this estimation procedure does not address the issue of dynamics.
Household decision making is a dynamic process that involves tradeoffs between partners
for different decisions. For example, if one partner gets his or her way in one decision,
the next decision may be the responsibility of the other partner. Or a decision on an issue

may be important to one individual at one point in time, but over time the importance of
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the decision lessens, and the other partner then becomes responsible for this issue. As
well, decision responsibility often changes as children enter the household. Responsibility
for decisions may evolve as the level of employment and commitment of the partners
changes in the household or as the family moves through its life cycle. These dynamics

are not captured in the research reported here.
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CHAPTER 8
CONCLUSIONS

The goal of this research has been to address household decision making by
combining experimental and revealed preference methods. This study develops an
empirical method for examining each partner’s preferences in the context of a household
decision and examines how elements of marital power influence the household decision
structure. Within the bargaining situations each individual has preferences regarding what
he or she would like out of the decision. Each person also brings to the bargaining
process a certain level of power or influence. The bargaining process consists of the
players bringing forth their own preferences and trying to arrive at a solution. The
underlying assumption of this process is that the outcome will most closely reflect the
preferences of the individual who holds the most bargaining power or influence.
According to marital power theory, bargaining power in a household arises from the
individuals’ income contributions, their access to the income, and their ideological
beliefs, all of which are reflected in the household decisions and division of tasks.

Earlier examinations of group or household decision making have relied on
revealed preference data. Data employed were often detailed household expenditure
patterns, or respondents’ perceptions of who makes the decision were employed, and
these studies examine decisions about the goods in isolation from other decisions. What
is not clear when researchers rely on revealed preference data is who actually has made
the decision or who has had the most influence on the decision. These earlier methods fail
to untangle the complexity of the decision process, because they were not able to uncover
the influence or the bargaining power of each individual within the process. One of the
major contributions of this research is to develop a method that brings together individual
preference data and revealed household preference data to examine a shared household
decision. This method compared individual and household preference structures,

identifying whose preferences were best reflected in the household decision.
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What became evident during the analysis is that household decision structures go
beyond a single decision at any one time and that there is a system for decision making in
each household. These systems of decisions will require the integration of cooperative
and noncooperative elements of household bargaining models, incorporating elements of
dynamics and more in-depth data collection to begin to unravel the complexity of this
system.

A second contribution of this research is its demonstration that bivariate analysis
is not able to provide information on the relationships between the independent variables.
In order to understand the complexity of the household decision process, a method of
analysis that captures the relationships between the determinants is necessary. The
bivanate analysis is useful in identifying which relationships are potentially worth
exploring in 2 multivariate framework. The revealed preference model provides indirect
information on how household and personal factors affect the household preferences. In
the gendered stated preference models, it becomes apparent that though there are some
similarities in the interaction terms between the two models, there are some differences in
the indirect factors that relate to the formation of individual’s preferences. It is not until
the weighting variable is analyzed in the bargaining analysis that we begin to understand
what factors directly affect the power structure in household decisions for shared goods
and who has more influence on the decision outcome.

A perspective not adequately examined here is how the actual decision-making
process takes place, whether a hierarchy of household decision making exists, and at
what levels of the decision hierarchy bargaining actually takes place. There are a number
of other approaches that could be used to investigate the hierarchical decision structure.
For example, one approach may be to utilize hierarchical models developed in the
marketing literature (Shively, Allenby and Koln 2000). Another approach could be more
in-depth interviews or focus groups may be useful in beginning to understand the

decision process and what types of questions need to be addressed in future surveys. For
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example, a small subsample of campers could have been interviewed in more depth about
their decision-making process and household organization. The qualitative data could be
used in designing modelling exercises that would provide a better contextual
understanding of the decision process and how the power processes modify the power
bases.

A third contribution of this study is that it suggests that results from perception
data regarding who makes the decision may differ drastically from who actually has the
most influence on a decision. Travel and leisure research have typically relied on
perception data regarding who made the decisions to identify their potential target
audience for possible advertisement campaigns (Jenkins 1978). The results presented
here indicate that the perception of who makes the decision, in this case a shared
decision, is markedly different from whose preferences most accurately reflect the
household decision. These results suggest that perception data should not be used in
isolation because the analysis may provide misleading results.

Future Research

This study raises the possibility of further research in many areas: first, the
development of a richer household bargaining model that would take into account the
complex system of household decisions. This system may involve a hierarchy of
decisions with trade-offs between partners occurring at many different levels. These
trade-offs or compromises may occur between decisions regarding different types of
goods and/or performance of responsibilities. As well, some of these decisions will be
joint decisions, while others are the responsibility of one partner or the other. There could
be several reasons for a shift from joint decisions to specialized decisions, such as
different opportunity costs of time or the assymetry of information. To be able to fully
model a system of household decision making, one would need to understand more about

the hierarchy of decisions and the potential shift points.
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One initial step may be to examine several different types of goods which would
begin to provide an insight into whether power structures and decision structures vary
from good to good. A broader range of data collected on power processes and power
outcomes, as well as the psychosocial data, would increase our understanding of
household decision making. At this time it is not clear whether the power processes that
are important in one type of decision will play an important role in another decision. In
addition, another important element to understand is whether different strategies of
income allocation vary for different types of goods. Another step may be to examine how
household decisions are also made about the division of household tasks. This research
could focus on the production of a household public good, such as division of household
tasks or caring for children or the infirmed. This investigation could use time-use data as
well as stated preference data.

The accumulation of this empirical evidence would gradually provide information
about the relationship of decisions regarding different types of goods. It could reveal to
researchers whether different theoretical frameworks are required to model different
types of decisions. To fully develop a hierarchical model for a system of household
decisions the relationship between these decisions must be understood. In-depth
qualitative studies need to be conducted into how households make decisions, what their
decision-making style is, and whether these change for different types of decisions. This
type of information will better inform modellers regarding the overall hierarchy of
decisions that exist in households. Ideally, dynamics would be incorporated into this
hierarchical model.

An additional dimension that would be interesting to investigate is the role that
children play in influencing decisions made within the household. In some households
children have a direct voice into the decision-making process, while in other households
children may have an indirect influence because decisions will be made to accommodate

or please them. Another dimension that would be useful to understand is whether the
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length of time a couple is together changes the individual preference structures. That is,
do the preferences of partners become more similar over time, and is this a function of
whether the couple has a happy and successful marriage? Finally, models should not
ignore the role that social institutions play in creating the location of power and
inequality in the household.

Decision making in households is a complex process, and to adequately model it
will require substantial theoretical development and empirical research. This research
study provided a glimpse inside the “black box,” but substantially more research is

needed to fully open it up.
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Please familiarize yourself with the terms listed below before answering the questions in Section B.

Tupe of Camping and Recreation Facilities Available:

APPENDIX B
GLOSSARY OF TERMS

| Pit . | Fire pits,., | Garbage { Flush Showers Laundry | Playground | Tennis Groceries .|, Educational ,:) Bascball
-."| toilets | picnic- ..} pick up, . toilets,’ * | and dump facililics and boat court, boat * | and h..,(ni -and ey {diamond, 3
- ut. | -tables, . %1 and >sy!.] electrical- - | stations launch * | rentalsand | supplies’; recmtionah Iminiature;
3 "+ | garbagexi ,cluning. hookups: |- . . . aquatic .t -»., nvnilable,‘- tf" iBolf, water
", .| cans;and: | toilets ;¢ | and gravel N ‘ progums, ‘i g y,% &w {slides and N
R IS v-(;{-:: waters:, fia | ’y 1| tent pads ] ‘. . n;t‘} m h‘!,ﬂi' "\;'amde
Fealures [ e mm 195 FAS R AR LR 20 : : M ‘ . e
Minimal 4
facilities
Moderate J 4 7 7
facilitles
Well e J 7 V4 v e 7/
serviced
Fully 4 4 4 4 4 v 4 v 4 "4 "4 J
serviced
Eirewood:

$5/bundle: Firewaod is supplied at a cost of $5.00 for a 2 cubic foot bundle,

Free:

Jrails: Developed trails exist for cycling, and hiking.
Fishing: Lakes are stocked with fish.
AIVs (all terrain velicles): Arcas designated for ATV use near campground,

Beaches: There is a beach and swimming area within walking distance of your campsite,
; The fee per campsite per night.

Distances; This is the distance from your home to the campground,

Firewood is supplicd and the cost is included in the camping fee,
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APPENDIX C

AGGREGATED REGIONS BASED ON TRIP LOG DATA WITH THEIR ASSOCIATED ATTRIBUTE LEVELS

Site ,; g |. .Site Locaﬁon or e ]:‘f.'ﬁ iNo.of ;. | Location used for Facllltlcs Waod .5, 'l‘ralls .zATV,. .Flshlngg Road Beach
nnmbe:‘ Regloi 7 trips taken distance J'r;, ( -‘5 % W ' 3 E’;fﬁ% iy
swvapriiiile | Bt 0 1 ‘. ' &W vl A measurement ' "‘T‘ : 'k’ ot -.a & "m i Tl e
1 Meadow Lake * 84 Meadow Lake Low Free No Yes Yes
Provincial Park Provincial Park
2 Meadow Lake 543 . Meadow Lake High Free Yes No Yes Yes
Provincial Park Provincial Park
3 Northeast 11 Candle Lake Low Free No No Yes No
Saskatchewan site
4 Northeast 12 Candle Lake High Free Yes Yes | Yes Gravel to | Yes
Saskatchewan site
5 East Central 4 Naicam Low Free Yes No Yes Gravel to | No
Saskatchewan site
6 East Central 14 Naicam High Free Yes No Yes Gravelto | Yes
Saskatchewan site
7 West Central 28 Raddison High Free Yes No Yes Gravel to | Yes
Saskatchewan site
9 Southemn 26 Regina High Free Yes No Yes Gravel to | Yes
Saskatchewan site
10 Northern Alberta 11 Valleyview Low Pay for | Yes No Yes Gravel to | Yes
site
1} Northern Alberta 25 Valleyview High Free Yes No Yes Paved Yes
Road
12 Alberta heartland 27 Weltaskiwin Low Pay far | No No Yes Paved No
roads
13 Alberta heartland 79 Wetaskiwin High Pay for | Yes No Yes Paved Yes
roads
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Site. ..+1+| Site Lacationor; . +.| No, of Location used for .Facllltle?; "Wood e p dFIsh(ngh :Road'(,:. ~| Beach
er -] Ri sprdd ol e SR o i gl a3 ] i e A [ 4] LV S S A
ey e R e e | e vement_*[ - e SRR B
14 Northeast Alberta 40 Glendon Low Pay for Yes Gravel Yes
heartland roads
15 Northeast Alberta 60 Glendon High Pay for | Yes No Yes Gravel Yes
heartland roads
16 Northwest Alberta 8 Whitecourt Low Pay for | Yes Yes | Yes Gravel Yes
Heartland roads
17 Northwest Alberta 24 Whitecourt High Free Yes No Yes Gravel Yes
heartland roads
18 Southwest section of | 35 Rocky Mountain Low Pay for | Yes No Yes Gravel Yes
Northemn Alberta House roads
heartland
19 Southwest sectionof | 9 Rocky Mountain | High Pay for | Yes No Yes Gravel Yes
Northern Alberta House roads
heartland
20 Southern Alberta 8 Vauxhaul Low Pay for | Yes No Yes Paved Yes
roads
2] Southemn Alberta 30 Vauxhaul High Pay for | Yes No Yes Paved Yes
roads
22 Northwest 12 Town of Meadow | Low Free No No Yes Gravel No
Saskatchewan Lake . roads
23 Northwest 40 Town of Meadow | High Free Yes No Yes Gravel Yes
Saskatchewan Lake roads
25 Southemn British 34 Kelowna High Free Yes No Yes Paved Yes
Columbia roads
26 Southern Mountain 30 Banff High Pay for | Yes No No Paved No
Parks roads
27 Northern Mountain 20 Jasper High Pay for | Yes No No Paved No
Parks . roads
Total number of trips | 1214
taken




APPENDIX D
MEADOW LAKE PROVINCIAL PARK SURVEY 1999

Campground: Interviewer:

Date: Time: Camp Site

Number:

Hello, my name is and I am working on a research project at the
University of Alberta.

Have you already been interviewed by anyone this summer about your recreational
activities in Meadow Lake Provincial Park? (If yes, thank them and leave. If no,
continue.)

We are doing a study of recreational use and choices in Meadow Lake Provincial Park.
Your responses will provide the Park Administration with valuable information that
will be used in future plans. Could I have about 10 minutes of your time to ask you some
questions about camping? (If no, thank them and leave).

All the information that you provide is confidential. You do not have to answer
questions if they make you uncomfortable.

INTERVIEW BEGINS HERE:

1. Have you ever been to this campground together before?
0. No (go to question 2)
1. Yes
When was the first time you camped in Meadow lake Provincial Park?

How many times have you both visited this campground together in the past?

2. How many times do you expect to camp in Meadow Lake Provincial Park this year?

times
Comments:
3. On this trip how many nights will you stay at this campground? - nights
4. Are you on summer holidays? (Summer holiday involves taking time off work.)
0.No
1. Yes

5. Is this the campground you originally intended to camp at?
0.No Where did you intend to camp?
1. Yes
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6. Have you or will you camp or stay at other locations during this trip?
0. No
1. Yes Do you know where?

7. In total, how many people are in your camping party?
Over 18
Under 18

8. Does your camping party consist of (choose more than one if necessary):
1. immediate family/household
2. extended family
3. family and friends
4. Other:

9.1 am going to read a list of activities and I'd like you to tell me whether your camping
party will do any of these activities while staying at this campsite. Just say “yes” or
“no” as I read them. (Circle the number.)

1. fishing 8. watching other wildlife
2. canoeing/ paddleboating 9. walking or day hikes

3. boating/personal watercraft 10. backpacking (overnight)
4. swimming 11. mountain biking

5. quadding/dirt biking/ATVing 12. sightseeing (driving)

6. birdwatching (using binoculars  13. attending educational programs
to identify birds). 14. other:

7. relaxing and visiting

10. Which ONE of these activities will your camping party participate in the most while
you are here?

(Only ask 11-17 if the respondent is potentially part of the sample.)

11. Has your camping party visited Meadow Lake Provincial Park in the fall or winter?
0. No (go to question 13)
1. Yes In the: 1. Fall 2. Winter or 3. Both?

12. What activities does your camping party participate in (in Meadow Lake Provincial
Park) during the fall or winter? (Circle the number.)

1. fishing 9. camping

2. hiking 10. boating or personal water craft
3. backcountry camping 11. hunting

4. mountain biking 12. cross-country skiing

5. sightseeing 13. snowmobiling

6. birdwatching 14. quadding/dirt biking/ATVing
7. canoeing 15. other:

8. watching wildlife
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13. Which province or country does your family/household live in? (Circle the number.)
1. British Columbia 8. Nova Scotia

2. Alberta 9. Prince Edward Island
3. Saskatchewan 10. Newfoundland
4. Manitoba 11. Yukon Territories

5. Ontario 12. Northwest Territories
6. Quebec 13. Nunavut

7. New Brunswick  14. Other:

Which village, town, city or community do you live in?

14. How long have you lived there? years (months )

15. Including yourself, how many people currently live in your household?
people

16. How many of these people are under 18 years old? people

17. What type of camping equipment do you own? (circle all that apply)

1. tent 4, trailer 7. other:
2.RV 5. truck camper
3. van 6. tent trailer

18. Has your camping party see any wildlife while camping in Meadow Lake Provincial
Park?
0. No (go to question 19)
1. Yes

19. Is wildlife watching an important factor in choosing this Park?
0.No
1. Yes

20. Do you feel that there are enough campsites serviced with electricity in the Meadow
Lake Provincial Park?
0.No
1. Yes
21.Respondentis: 0. Man. 1. Woman. 2. Both

(Only if the respondent and family/partner are on summer holidays do you ask them if
they are willing to participate in the mail survey.)

We are wondering if you would be willing to participate in the second part of this
study?
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(Hand the respondent the information sheet.)

In the second part of our study we are mailing surveys to selected participants of this
study, which will take about half an hour of your and your partner’s time. We are
interested in understanding what you and your partner like and do not like about
your camping experiences. These surveys will provide us with more information on
your family/ household’s outdoor recreation choices. If you agree to participate, we will
send two surveys to your house, one for you and your partner to complete. Each survey
will have different questions and it is very important that each individual completes
their survey on their own. Because only a small number of people will be asked to
participate it is important that both surveys are returned to us.
Data from the surveys will be kept confidential and will not be made available to anyone
other than the researchers. A summary of the results will be passed on to the Park
Administration for future planning purposes. When you return your completed surveys
your names will be entered into a prize draw. The prizes include weekend camping
pass for Meadow Lake Provincial Park and a $??? gift certificate from Canadian Tire.
Would both you and your partner be willing to participate in the second part of our
study?

0. No

1. Yes (Record names, address and ID number on information and record sheet).

1.D. Number

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME!

Respondent’s comments:

Interviewers comments:
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Meadow Lake Provincial Park Camping Survey

Two different susveys have been provided, snd we necd each pariner fo complete thelr own
survey. It s very impoitant that we collect ml’omulion tboul what each person likes and dislikes
about their camping expx and how houschold holiday are chasen.

Please answer all of the questions by circli hecking or writing in the space provided. However, if
there are sny questions you dao not wish (o amwu. leave them blank and move (0 the next question,

All information peovided is suictly CONFIDENTIAL. Only 3 sumniary of the resulis will be
published and provided 10 the Provaial Paik Admimistiation.

Reminder: Early bird draw for surveys rerumed by September {, 1999 and
final draw for all surveys rerumed by Seplember 30, 1999.
A chance to win with each survey retumed.

Participant A

UNIVERSITY OF ALRERTA

D of Rural E
s 5 General Servaces nunldlny
University of Albena

Edmonton, AB T6G 2E1
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A. YOUR CAMPING EXPERIENCE

In this study we are aying 1o und d how imp ping is to you. Please answer the following
questions about your camping experiences.

1. How many years has it been :imBou stanted camping? (Check (/) onlv one)
o |

Qi 1105years 61020 years
0: 61010 years 0 21 10 25 years
Qs 11 1018 years O More than 25 years
2. Listed below are sevenl on what camping may mean to you, Please indicate how you feel about
these by checking the box that bess reflects your level of agr with each
(Check (/) onlv one bov in each row.)
Statement Strongly | Agree | Indifferens | Disagree | Strongly
Agree Disagree
a.  Camping is one of the mosi enjoyable ‘bc—‘ O O, 8} d»
—_things I do.
b.  Camping offcrs me relanation when =) Q: O =} [w))
___life’s problems build up,
c. Camping is nothing morc than a place 1o =} Q: Q. Q. Q,
stav while | do other thines.
d. | find a lot of my lifc is organized around | 03, Q; Q, a. Q,
¢ Most of my fiiends like camping. Q. Q; (=)} Q. Q,
{.  1like to camp several times each Q. Q: Qs Q. O,
summer.

P I s 2L
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Veniem 3. Task 7

Features Campsite A Campsiie B Siay hoe
Type of camping srea Well Serviced Facilities | Moaderate Facilites
Firewood $5/bundle Fiee
Tnails No Yes
| ATV No Yes
Fishing Yes No
osd it Paved Paved
Reaches Yes Yes
Camging fees $7 (1]
Distance fiom home 700 km 700 km
Which of the sbave camping options
would choose? {Check only one.) [a]] 02 [a}]
Versien 3, Yosk §
Features Campsite A Campsite B Stay home
Type of camping sica Fully Serviced Modesates Facilities
| Facilities
Firewood $3/ bundle 33/ bundle
Teails No No
ATV Yes No
Fishing Yes No
li Paved Paved
Besches No No
Camping fees 7 $14
Distance fiom home 300 km ! 500 km
Which of the abave camping oplions
would you choose? (Check only one.) o]} o2 a3

C. ABOUTYOU

In this section, we would like to ask a few questions about you fo see if your background influences your

camping choices.
1. Sex: O3 Male Q; Femals

2. In which province did you spend your childhood?

Q. British Cotumbia O Ontarie Oh Prince Eaward Istand
Q: Alberts O Quebec Qe Newfoundiand
O Saskatchewan O New Brunswick O Yukon Territory
O Manltoba Qs Nova Scotla Qi Nerthwest Terrilories
OuOiher;

;.- ¢

3. Did you grow up in an urban of a rural seiting?

Q) Rural area - living on an acreage or farm.

Q, Small town (population of under 10,000 ~ ¢.g. Mcadow Lake town or Vegreville)
O Mid-stze town (population between 10,000 and 50,000 - ¢.g. North Bstiicford or Grande Praisic)

Q. Urban area (poputation aver 50,000 - e.g. Saskatoon or Red Deer)

4. Did you camp as a child? Qi No 0 ves
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C. ABOUTYOU CON'T

5. Did you camp in Meadow Lake Provincial Park as a child? Qi No O: Ves

6. Which age group do you belong t0?

Q1838 02638 0 3645
Q; 46-88 Q. s6-65 [a T

7. Da you belong 10 » hunting, fishing, conservation, envi X
iation (¢.g. Ducks Unlimited, Canadian Wildlife Fed: »? Qive O Yes

8. Which is the highest level of education that you have completed? (Chect (V') anly one)

Qs Some university
O Undergradusie university degree

0 Never sitended school
O Grade schosl (grades 1 to 6)

Q) Junler high schoot O Some graduate study
O High scheol graduate O Post graduste university degree

O Technical school

9. Are you employed?

Q, part-time Qirutaime O stay at home
Q) seasonal Qs stud Q. ployed
Q17 ather, please specify;

I, bird: hing, or natural history

LR 14

D. ABOUT YOUR HOUSEHOLD

Househald jonal choices may be influcnced by how houschald tasks and (i are organized. The
foll 3 q are designed 10 collect some of this inf ion. Please ber that all answers ate
CONFIDENTIAL and 1hat you do not have 10 snswer all the quesiions.

1. Please indicaie if the following arcas are primarily your own er your pariner’s responsibility, or are
equally shared. If the questions do not apply now, pleasc respond with what you think would happen if they
dud apply. (Check (/') only one box in cach row.)

Statements Pelimarily your | Responsibility | Primarily your
aun thared partners’
responsibitlty | b you & ponsibility
your pariner

s. In your houschold, who usually decides the [a ) 6; O,
holiday location?

b, Who usually decides when to take household =) (=]} 0,
holulays?

c.  Who would have the final say oves which Q, O Q,
type of new vehicle to puschase?

d. Who usually has the final say over whethicr Q, Q, Q,

___new camping equipmen! is purchased?

e, Whausually siays home 1o look afler your O, (=7 Q.
childsen if they wese ill?

. Who provides the primary caie (o your Q. U O,
childsen?

g8 Who usually prepares the main meal each [w ]} [ ) Q,
day in yous househald?

h.  Who is primasily responsible fos the Q. Q. Q,
housewoik?
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TRIP LOG OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD CAMPING TRIPS

luurymglo undauml what penple like and dJislike about camping locations it is useful in know their past
Please lete 3 trip g of ihe camping (rips that you and your partner went on

bgaha Qver the past year mcludmg any halidays with your dependent children, vacation and weekend

trips, if applicable.

This informatlon Is very impartant. Please try your best (o complete this sectfon. Should you need

mare than the space provided yau can reeand the trips an a separate sheet, if you want.

RO Example:
Dates L fon of | Who declided this | Duruntion of | Accnnmusdation Main Mode/sof | Number
trip locatlan? trip actlvity transport of
Campers |
May 1997 Meadow |"MyportnerandL | 5 days Tenr Fishing Car ]
Lake
Sept. 1997 Jasper My partner 4 davs RV Hiking RV 2
June 1998 Alasia Myself 8 davs RV Sightseeing RV 5
.
YOUR HOUSEHOLD'S CAMPING TRIP LOG
Nates Locatinn ol | \Wha decided this | Dueatian | Accanunadatian Main Mauefsal | Numher
teip incation? of trip activity transport of
- Camners
140

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



‘uoissiwiad noyum payqiyosd uononpoudas seyund “seumo Jybukdoo ayj jo uoissiwuad yum paonpoJday

vl

If you have any addinonal conunents aboul the questi ire and/or ping Lake Provincial
Park please use ihe space helow. Your name will not be associated wal these comments when they are

pubhished as pan of any repon.

Thank you for taking the tiine to complete this survey.

Please return both completed surveys in the enclosed postage paid envelope.

Reminder; Early bird draw for surveys remamed by September 1, 1999 and
Ninal draw for sll surveys rerumed by September 30, 1999,
A chance 10 win with each survey rerumed.

Nonna Dosman Dy, Vie Adamowicz
Rescarch Associate Professor

Phone: (780) 492-3610 Phone; (780) 492-460)
E-ma: ddosmaniaihenaca Emai:yi il



APPENDIX E
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Household Specific Descriptive Statistics

.Variables i<~ =%:Mean *2:Median <-Std Deviation ¥Minimum =~ MaxXimum i

Adults 2.2 2.0 0.50 2 )

Children 1.6 2.0 1.19 0 5

Household size 3.8 4.0 1.23 2 8

Income level 67 754 65000 23 344 5000 105000

Individual Specific Descriptive Statistics

Variables ;- L 'Female ST e e "Male' BT e
- Mean ~~Mediai 3sm ~Max . Min <Mean ~Median‘ $Std 5 -Max “EMin |

Age 41.7 40.5 108 700 215 448 40.5 10. 700 21.5

6

Education 133 14.0 22 20 0 133 14.0 2.6 20 6

level

Camping 204 23.0 79 270 30 2150 27 75 270 3.0

experience
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APPENDIX F
DECISION-MAKER FOR TRIP LOCATION BASED ON TRIP LOG

(N=1052 TRIPS)
- .- Decision maker ¢ = “s s dE 0 i e Proportion 5 L o~

Husband 5.8
Wife 3.8
Both 65.0
Friends 2.7
With other family 73
Non-response 15.3

100
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