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Fig. 1 A satellite image of Gulangyu and division of analysis zone
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Tab.1 Attributes and levels used in the SP survey
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Tab. 2 Results of the discrete choice model
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Tab.3 Comparison of actual and expected prices of three scenic spots in Gulangyu
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Fig. 3 Comparison of tourist expectation and actual behavior
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Tab. 4 Comparison of probabilities of choosing core, unpopular, and free scenic spots
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The Preference Analysis for Tourist Choice of Scenic Spot: A Stated Preference Approach

LI Yuan', XIE Jiacheng', YANG Linchuan®
(1. School of Architecture and Civil Engineering, Xiamen University, Xiamen 361000, China,
2. Faculty of Architecture, the University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong 999077, China)

Abstract: Tourist choice behavior of scenic spot is the key element in tourist travel decision-making
process and its analysis inevitably needs empirical data of tourists. Stated preference (SP) methods
acquire data by “just asking” consumers about choices, perceptions, tastes, attitudes, satisfaction,
loyalty, etc. The methods can offer much broader data on structure of consumer preferences than those
acquired using revealed preference (RP) ones and therefore have been widely employed in marketing
and policy analysis. However, empirical studies which apply the SP technique to analyze, describe, or
forecast tourist choice behavior of scenic spot in the context of Asia regions remain sorely insufficient.
In the light of this, we conducted an SP questionnaire survey in September 2015 at Dongdu
International Terminal, of which the respondents are set as the tourists who have ever finished the travel
on Gulangyu, a popular and well-known tourist destination which has recently been included in the
World Heritage List. Notably, this segment of tourists is thought to have a much better awareness and
understanding of characteristics and circumstances of the destination. In this study, we interviewed 192
tourists regarding their travel choices in a few hypothetical games that were designed to mimic market
experiences. Based on the SP data collected (N=1,421), a discrete choice model is adopted to identify
factors that affect the tourist choice of scenic spot. Finally, based on the modeling results, a few
suggestions on tourism development are provided, such as enhancing the interaction between tourists
and scenic spots and increasing the channels of information provision. The main findings of this paper
include: 1) tourist choice of scenic spot is affected by many factors, including entrance fee, congestion
level, and attraction category; 2) the most popular attraction category of Gulangyu is musical culture,
followed by natural scenery, architecture, and historical anecdotes; 3) the willing- to- pay values for
musical culture, natural scenery, architecture, and historical anecdote scenic spots are 34, 30, 25 and 15
Yuan in RMB, respectively; 4) the willing-to-pay value for one-unit reduction in congestion is 38 Yuan;
and 5) entrance prices of most scenic spots are higher than tourists’ expectations, and thus a striking
difference between tourists’ expectation and the status quo can be identified. A few research limitations
are discussed finally, such as the exclusion of socio-economic characteristics (e.g., age and gender),
sample selection bias, and limited consideration of other factors affecting optimization strategies of
attraction. We believe that the proposed modeling, findings, and discussions provide the basis for policy
instruments, and they can act as a valuable reference to rationalized design and management of tourist
destinations.

Keywords: stated preference; discrete choice model; preference; entrance fee; tourism environment

evaluation; tourist behavior; Gulangyu; China
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