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Appendix B: Examining Attribute Non-attendance 

 

Some respondents may systematically ignore certain attributes when completing choice 

experiment tasks, a behavior known as attribute non-attendance (ANA). The interpretation of ANA 

requires careful consideration, as it may reflect either simplified decision heuristics or genuine 

preference indifference toward certain attributes (Heidenreich et al., 2018). To provide a more 

comprehensive understanding of choice behaviors in our experiments, we examine ANA using 

two complementary approaches.  

First, we employ a constrained latent class model following Hensher, Rose, and Greene 

(2005), Hensher, Collins, and Greene (2013), and Lew and Whitehead (2020). This approach 

explicitly incorporates ANA due to heuristic decision making by fixing attribute-specific utility 

coefficients at zero for some respondent classes. Specifically, we estimate a six-class LCA model, 

where five classes represent non-attendance to a specific attribute (carbon emission reduction, 

lease payments to landowners, energy savings on electricity bills, medium-quality farmland, and 

high-quality farmland) and one class represents full attendance. The results presented in Table B.1 

suggest substantial ANA patterns, with estimated probabilities of non-attendance of 21.9% for 

carbon emission reduction, 15.3% for lease payments to landowners, 21.9% for energy savings on 

electricity bills, and 33.7% for farmland quality. The probability of full attribute attendance is 

7.2%. It is important to note that these constrained zero coefficients may also capture true 

underlying preferences where respondents genuinely place no value on certain attributes in their 

decision-making process.  
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Second, we test whether ANA reflects genuine indifference toward certain attributes, as some 

participants appear relatively unconcerned about them, as suggested in Figure A.2. To assess this, 

we estimate interaction effects between project attributes and a dummy variable indicating whether 

respondents rated the corresponding attribute as “Not important” (=1 if not important) following 

the choice tasks. The results in Table B.2 show that respondents place statistically significantly 

lower values on carbon emission reduction, lease payments to landowners, and energy cost savings 

when they regarded these attributes as “Not important” for adopting utility-scale solar projects in 

their communities. Respondents who rated an attribute as unimportant may indeed assign little 

value to it, a pattern consistent with ANA arising from genuine indifference rather than heuristic 

decision making. Because we did not ask about the importance of farmland quality directly in the 

survey, we did not conduct a similar ANA assessment for the valuation of medium- and high-

quality farmland in Table B.2.   

Overall, these analyses suggest that some respondents do disregard attributes when 

completing the choice experiments. However, such behavior appears more consistent with genuine 

indifference than with the use of simplified heuristics. This finding reinforces our evidence of 

substantial preference heterogeneity across respondents, as revealed in our findings based on the 

RPL and LCA models.  
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Table B.1: Accounting for Attribute Non-attendance: Latent Class Model Results in Preference 

Space 

 Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 Class 5 Class 6 

Class share 21.9% 15.3% 21.9% 7.3% 26.4% 7.2% 

Carbon emission reduction 95% 0.0000† 0.4714* -0.6211*** -7.8140** 0.9713*** -0.1515 

 (0.0000) (0.2730) (0.1711) (3.7337) (0.1142) (0.5308) 

Lease payment to landowners 0.0866 0.0000† 0.0288 -2.3275** 0.2235*** -0.5918*** 

 (0.0892) (0.0000) (0.0575) (1.0939) (0.0394) (0.2154) 

Energy saving on electricity bill 0.1555** 0.0960*** 0.0000† 0.0785* 0.0177*** -0.0388 

 (0.0756) (0.0242) (0.0000) (0.0452) (0.0051) (0.0373) 

Medium quality farmland 1.4470 -1.1626** -1.2705*** 0.0000† -0.1413 1.8183** 

 (1.3032) (0.4563) (0.2426) (0.0000) (0.1019) (0.8608) 

High quality farmland 2.5716 -2.6565*** -3.7066*** 9.8112** 0.0000† 0.2483 
 (2.7634) (0.9867) (0.4608) (4.6798) (0.0000) (0.9548) 

Cluster membership:       

Constant 1.1047*** 0.7455 1.1091*** 0.0123 1.2927***  

 (0.3199) (0.4580) (0.3310) (0.4059) (0.3046)  

Log likelihood -2,558      

AIC 5175.640      

BIC 5389.008      

Certainty level  3 Yes      

Number of respondents 816      

Observations 9066      

Note: “†” indicates that the coefficient is constrained to zero to identify attribute non-attendance. Robust standard 

errors in parentheses, * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, ***   p < 0.01. 
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Table B.2: Accounting for Attribute Non-attendance: Random Parameter Logit Model Results in 

Preference Space 

Variable (1) 

Mean parameters  

Carbon emission reduction 95% 0.2824*** 

 (0.0902) 

Lease payment to landowners 0.0620** 

 (0.0287) 

Energy saving on electricity bill 0.0649*** 

 (0.0056) 

Medium quality farmland -0.2898*** 

 (0.0952) 

High quality farmland -1.3104*** 

 (0.1799) 

Carbon emission reduction 95% × ANA_Carbon -1.3184*** 

 (0.3318) 

Lease payment to landowners × ANA_Lease -0.3862*** 

 (0.0839) 

Energy saving on electricity bill × ANA_Energy -0.0885*** 

 (0.0308) 

Standard deviation parameters  

Carbon emission reduction 95% 1.3517*** 

 (0.1321) 

Lease payment to landowners -0.4070*** 

 (0.0455) 

Energy saving on electricity bill -0.0796*** 

 (0.0065) 

Medium quality farmland -0.6385*** 

 (0.2120) 

High quality farmland 2.1217*** 

 (0.2215) 

Log likelihood -2,632 

AIC 5290.369 

BIC 5382.805 

Certainty level  3 Yes 

Number of respondents 815 

Observations 9050 

Note: Variables ANA_Carbon, ANA_lease, and ANA_Energy are dummy variables indicating whether respondents 

rate carbon emission reduction, lease payments to landowners, and energy savings on electricity bills, respectively, 

as “Not important” (=1 if not important) for the adoption of utility-scale solar projects within their communities. 

Robust standard errors in parentheses, * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, ***   p < 0.01. 
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