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The Preferences of Trieste Inhabitants for the Re-use of the Old Port:
A Conjoint Choice Experiment

Summary

In many developed countries, abandoned (derelict or underused) industrial areas often
occupy important parts of the cities. This raises issues about the possibilities of reusing
these areas as well as on the conservation of industrial heritage they often entail.
Conjoint Analysis (CA) can shed light on these issues as it can elicit the preferences of
inhabitants for different scenarios of reuse. So far, only a limited number of applications
of CA have been made on this topic. In this article, we present the results of a CA
experiment on the reuse of a large, mainly abandoned, port area in Trieste (ltaly)
featuring buildings with some historical and industrial heritage value. Three hundred
computer assisted interviews have been made on a representative sample of Trieste
inhabitants, eliciting their preferences for different reuse hypotheses and building
conservation scenarios. The survey explores two original topics: the impact of the time
horizon of the payment (single or decennial special purpose tax) and the consideration
of various mixes of future uses. The collected data have been processed using latent
class and mixed logit models to explore heterogeneity among interviewees' preferences.
Our findings show that, while preferences clearly emerge in favor of tourism and leisure
oriented uses, preferences in terms of conservation and the impact of cost are much
more difficult to measure. This difficulty persists even when specified or non specified
heterogeneity is taken into account, although Mixed Logit estimate provides more
convincing results.
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Introduction

In many developed countries, derelict areas occupy relevant parts of the cities. The existence of
these areas raise issues regarding their future use. Moreover a number of these areas host buildings
with some historical value, at least as testimonies of industrial history. In this context, policy
makers and planners may need some instruments in order to know the preferences of inhabitants
regarding the future of these areas. A common instrument to investigate preferences of individuals
for yet unexisting situations that has been developed in the area in psychometrics and is commonly
used in economics is Conjoint Analysis. This instrument has generated a number of applications in
areas ranging from transport economics to the valuation of environmental externalities or the
demand for cultural goods. An ongoing stream of research is using these techniques to "assign a
value" to conservation of heritage (Pierce and al. 2002). However, only a very limited number of
applications regard the preferences of inhabitants for the future of urban areas. Strictly speaking we
are not aware of the applications of this technique to the future use of an urban area with
consideration to the conservation of existing buildings.

The present article aims at filling this gap. The chosen field of application is the Old Harbour
of Trieste (North-East Italy) a 700.000 square meters (173 acres) area that is presently unused,
except for scarce port activities. This area hosts warehouses and industrial buildings constructed at
the end of XIX™ century, that have some heritage value and are currently protected under Italian
regulation.

In this context, this paper aims at investigating the preferences of Trieste's inhabitants for the
future of the Old Harbour regarding uses and conservation. The method used is based on Choice
Based Conjoint Analysis. Our research differs from available results on different points.

1. We explicitly concentrate on functions and functions mixes, while most of the available
results consider merely conservation. This also allows use to investigate the possible
complementarities and/ or incompatibilities between different functions.

2. We deal with an heritage that has an "intermediate” value, while most of the previous
researches (Pearce et al.,, 2002, pp. 262-264) concentrate on construction with
outstanding value.

3. We explicitly deal with different levels of preservation, giving the possibility to the
users to express preferences for the conservation of 0, 25 and 50 % of the buildings.
This makes it possible to detect non lineraties in the value assigned to the heritage.

4. We make use of single scale valuation regarding future uses and conservation, together
with Conjoint Analysis questions so as to be able to compare the outcomes of both
types of surveys.

5. We investigate with special care the impact of the time scale for the payment (single
year tax or decennial tax). Attention on the “periodicity of the elicited WTP" was listed
by Pearce et al (2002, p. 265) as one of the major topics of future research for the
valuation of heritage.

The article is structured in the five sections. Following this introduction (section 1), section 2
presents the context of Trieste Old Harbour, section 3 presents the data collection and descriptive
results about the sample, section 4 provides the results of the Conjoint Choice experiment, Section 5
draws the conclusion of the research and indicates the possibilities for future developments.



Trieste Old Harbour

In this section, we provide a brief overview on the history of Trieste Old Port and subsequently
investigate the possible future of the area.

From new harbour to Old Harbour

The harbour was built during years 1867-1883, when the city of Trieste was under the Austrian
authority, based on the project of the French engineers Paulin Talabot and Hilarion Pascal.
However, it is only after 1887 that the warehouses and technical/servicing buildings were built to
substitute shelters and give the harbour a more definite form. In the 1920's, when the harbour had
found its final configuration, it held about 37 warehouses and 20 service buildings, among which
some of peculiar architectural interest as the hydrodynamic station (that was using water pressure to
movement goods), the warehouse number 26, and the custom belt surrounding the harbour. Due to
the fast growing traffic of the beginning of the 20™ century, and due to the intrinsic limitation of the
Old Harbour (in particular the shallow banks) a decision was taken to expand the harbour facilities
of Trieste through the construction of a new harbour in the easternmost part of the city (distant 4 km
from Old Harbour). The work started in 1901. Twenty years after its completion, what was until
then the "new harbour™ becomes the "Old Harbour", as it is still now.

Fi%ure 1 - Snapshot of buildings of Trieste Old Harbour
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In the subsequent years, the Old Harbour will have a declining activity and will be the object of
numerous urban projects. Table 1 provides an overview of the main projects developed for the area,
including an unsuccessful candidature of Trieste for the International Exhibition of 2008. None of
these will be even partially undertaken. The port area is nowadays mainly unused, except for a few
specialized freight activities (like a terminal for the export of living cattle, some stocking in the
warehouses, and some administrative functions related to the maritime activity like the port
authority).



Table 1 — 35 years of unrealized projects in the Old Port, an overview

1974 Guido Canella's project based on Park, Exhibition centre, parking.

1988 - 91  Project Polis: urban neighbourhood with offices
Project Bonifica: Two marinas and offices with a tunnel connecting with the
new Harbour

1990 Synthesis between Polis and Bonifica projects
Special planning scheme focused on traffic issues

1995 Project Tergeste Pier 1l : Marinas, shops and parks.

1997 Association Trieste Futura: Masterplan for the restoration of Old Harbour
(arch. Sola Morales)

2000 Port authority project for the update of old harbour masterplan (arch S.
Boeri), the project is blocked by the veto of the ministry of cultural goods.

2006 A new masterplan (engineering Systematica and NormanFoster And

partners) is proposed. It is compatible with the listing of different buildings
and mixes a large variety of functions.

Prospect for the future of Old Harbour

The current situation of the area appears to many observers as unsatisfactory because the port
area has major assets. First, it is very close to the heart of the city (less than one km from the virtual
centre of the city and adjacent to Trieste central station). Second, it is a very large area (700.000
m?2). This is a valuable resource because, although Trieste economy is relatively stagnating, the city
is one whose building space is scarce due to its geographical situation (the city is built on a tiny
land strand, between a plateau and the seashore).

The legal situation of the port is also peculiar : it is a free custom area in virtue of a post war
agreement, known as the London memorandum, a situation latter recognised by European Union
Treatise. This may explain the difficulties that emerged in the realisation of past projects. Recently,
the regulatory framework of the Old Harbour has undergone important changes through
deliberations of the port authority and the local administrations, that issued new building and land
use regulation for the area. This change will authorize a number of non strictly maritime activities
in the area (in a first stage: education, shops, offices).

In this new context a number of questions arises. These questions relate to the function mix
that the area will host. Functions that such a terrain can host are numerous, to name a few: industry,
shops, education, public services (hospital, schools, etc), offices, marinas, hotels and restaurant etc;
not to mention the expansion of port activity that is advocated by part of the business community.
Given the size of the area, it would be unreasonable to concentrate on one single use for the Old
Harbour and it is more sensible to think in terms of function mix, referring at least to one main use
and one complementary use.

Eventually the future of the area raises issues about the conservation of existing buildings.
These buildings may not be outstanding, especially in a city that can count on a very rich built
heritage, it is however a legacy of the past port history of the city. This heritage is submitted to legal
protection: a majority of the buildings is protected by a restrictive regulations (Marin, 2003).



Data collection

In this section we present the questionnaire. We also provide information on the data collection
process. Eventually we present descriptive data of the questionnaire.

The questionnaire

A full list of the interview questions is provided in appendix. The questionnaire consists of
three parts. The first part is introductory: it contains questions that allow to check that the
interviewee meets the target population (people living in the Trieste Province), how much they
know of the Old Harbour (did they already go there ? are they capable of precisely indicating its
location in the city, etc...), closed question (would they prefer the Old Harbour to become a
pedestrian area ?) as well as ratings of possible future uses of the port.

A second section consists in the conjoint analysis experiment itself. Each interviewee had to
answer to eight conjoint choice questions. These questions are as illustrated on Figure 2. Two
"project” alternatives are presented, together with one "status quo™ alternative defined as "make no
intervention and leave the Old Harbour as it is". The project alternative are defined by four
attributes: two attributes describing the reuse of the port (main use and complementary use), one
describing conservation versus reconstruction, one reflecting the cost of the program. More in
details, the attributes were:

e Main use, as well of complementary use could be among the followings : Port,
Industrial, Shops, Offices, Housing, Hotels and restaurants, Marinas, Parking, Public
services (school, civic centre).

e Conservation and restoration of existing buildings : 0 (full reconstruction), 25 % (only
buildings with high heritage value), 50 % (same as previous + buildings of intermediate
heritage value).

e Cost for taxpayers (25, 50, 100, 150 €). This attribute expresses the cost of a future
scenario for the reuse of Old Harbour. It is based on the assumption that the cost would
incur through a special scope local tax. This extra cost is expressed in two different
ways: single payment or the annual amount of a decennial tax. This flexibility, as will
be detailed latter in the paper, permits to control for the effect of payment horizon on
the results of the choice experiment. Half of the sample answered the questionnaire with
the 10 years payment and half of the sample answered the questionnaire with the single
payment.



Figure 2 - Conjoint choice interview screenshot (translation to English, questionnaire with 10
years payment)

Which alternative would you

Conservation

Cost (taxes)

Main use

Complementar
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Figure 2 illustrates the screen that was presented to the interviewees during the conjoint choice
section of the questionnaire.

A third section contains a set of supplementary descriptive questions regarding the socio
economic characteristics of the interviewee (personal net income, age, education, etc).

Data collection

The data collection took place from 20 may to 28 July 2007. The target population was defined
as the inhabitants of Trieste Province'. The survey method was based on quota sampling. Four
characteristics have been selected to define the quota: age, sex, area of habitation and level of
education. The target of the quotas are presented in Table 2. These targets were respected in the
data collection with a deviation smaller than 1 %.

! Unlike other Provinces in Italy, Trieste Province is chiefly consisting (87% of the population) in the capital town
Trieste, while the 13 % of the Province's inhabitants live in the 5 other municipalities of the Province. Trieste is the
smallest Province of Italy, it extends on a tiny seashore strand 15 km (CHECK) long and 3-5 kilometres wide. For the
purpose of our study it was found more reasonable to investigate preferences of all the province inhabitants, rather than
artificially restricting to the municipality of Trieste.



Table 2 - Questionnaire target quotas (%, reproduced + 1 % in the collected data)

Age:
18-24 6,1
24-34 15,9
35-44 16,6
45-54 15,6
55-64 16,8
65-74 14,2
>74 14,8
Gender:
Male 46,2
Female 53,8
Location:
Neighbourhoods close to the port 29,9
Other neighbourhood of Trieste municipality 57,3
Other municipalities in the Province 12,8
Educational level:
University degree 6,9
Secondary school 30,8
Primary school (final) 30,3
Primary school (intermediate) 27,4
No diploma 4,6
Results

The descriptive data collected in the survey indicate, first, a good level of familiarity of
interviewees with the harbour. It turned out that 94 % of the interviewees know the location of the
Old Harbour, although 25 % were knowing its location but could not give a clear description of its
extension?. 58 % of the interviewees already entered the area of the port, mainly for professional or
entertainment purposes®, 42 % (out of 58%) entered the area at several occasions. Interestingly, we
asked people what they thought was the current use of the Old Harbour, and it turned out that 82 %
of the interviewees declared it was not used, 7 % said it was used for port activities, and 10 % for
parking. While the latest answer derives from a confusion (there is a large parking building at the
hedge of the area, but not within the area) the two other answers should be considered as consistent
with the current situation of the area.

The second information provided by the interview indicates a concern that, the future of the
area should not only be dictated by a functionality but also by urban quality. First, interviewees
advocate a balance between the construction of new roads to access the area and the need to
preserve the interior of the area from too much road and traffic: while 55 % of the interviewees
declare "very important” or "rather important” the “creation of roads to connect the area with the
main road network", 88 % of them declare that they would prefer an area mainly pedestrian rather
than the "construction of roads within the old port area”. Interviewees exhibit also a preference for
the conservation of existing buildings : keeping "buildings with high or intermediate heritage value,
half of the existing buildings” would be favoured by 46 % of the sample ; an alternative, more
modest protection (preserving "only buildings with high heritage value, 25 % of existing buildings")
would be supported by 45 % of the population. This means that 91 % of the sample is in a favour of

2 This situation typically occurs considering the fact that the Old Harbour is adjacent to the city central area, but
that the remaining part of the Old Harbour is less visible, as it is inaccessible laying between the rail tracks and the sea
shore. Thus, a number of Trieste inhabitants know where the old port is, but have no clear idea of the extension of the
area.

® The area is occasionally hosting recreational and cultural events.



the preservation of 25 % or more of the buildings ; and, conversely, only 9 % of the population is in
favour of a complete reconstruction of the area.

Eventually we asked people to rate the different future possible uses of the area. As illustrated
on Table 3, the main features emerging from these data is that there are clear preferences for uses
linked with leisure and tourism (Marina is ranking first, Hotels and restaurant is ranking second)
and services for the public (ranking third). On the contrary, there is a reject of industrial and port
activities (both ranking as the two least preferred activities).

Table 3 - Rating of possible future uses of the Old Harbour area

Port Production | Shops Parking Housing Offices Services for | Hotels and | Marina

the public restaurant
Mean 3,8 3,7 41 4.4 5,2 54 58 6,2 75
Median 3,0 4,0 4,0 50 50 6,0 6,0 7,0 8,0
Variance 9,2 58 58 4,8 6,2 6,7 73 6,7 35

Note : question was phrased as "important for the future of Old Harbour”, 1 means not important, 10 means very
important.

These results give indication on the preferences of Trieste inhabitants for the future of the port
area. However, one limitation of such results is that they give no indication on the trade-offs
between competing objectives, and in particular they give no monetary measure to the benefits of
the various possible interventions in the area. To overcome these limitations we make use of the
conjoint choice data whose results are presented hereafter.

Conjoint choice experiment results

The conjoint choice data have been analysed using different models. We first present the
results of a basic multinomial Logit. The model is

Py = -5

>e

j=1

(1)

where P(i) is the probability of choosing alternative i, and V; is the deterministic component of
the indirect utility of alternative i, and :
U, =Vitg= X+ ¢ 2)
where Uj is the indirect utility of alternative i, B is a vector of coefficient, and X; is a vector of
attributes. X; is made of the following attributes :

e Annual tax : amount of annual taxation (= 0 for the interviews with 10 year taxation);

e Total 10 years tax = 10 x annual tax, (= 0 for interviews with single year taxation);

e RestCons25 : a spline variable that takes the value O if the alternative has no
conservation, and the value 25 if the scenario implies restoration and conservation of
the most valuable 25 % among existing buildings;

e RestCons50 : 0 if the alternative has no conservation, 50 if the alternative implies
restoration and conservation of 50 % of the buildings. Note that using such a
codification for RestCons25 and RestCons50, the corresponding coefficients can be
directly compared as they express the utility of one percent of restoration;

e 8 variables that code the Main Use of the area. Namely: port, production, shops, offices,
housing, hotels and restaurant, marinas, parking, public services (hospital, schools, etc).



These variables are coded using effect coding® rather than the more usual dummy
codification;

e 8 variables that code the complementary use (same list as main use, included with effect
coding);

e Status quo : a dummy variable that is 1 for the alternative described as "make no
intervention and leave Old Harbour in its current situation” and O for other alternatives.

Table 4 - Model estimates for MNL (both questionnaires and single questionnaire)
Model number Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Model type MNL MNL MNL
Sample Half sample Full sample

One year tax 10 years tax (One year +10
years)
n obs (choices) 1200 1200 2400
rho? 0.232 0.172 0.196
LogL.ikelihood -1091 -1013 -2120
B Signif. B Signif B Signif
Total cost (euro) (1 year) | -0.00039 - -| -0.00049
(10 years) - -| -0.00014 -0.00011
Restoration- R-Cons25 % | -0.0011 -0.0041 -0.0021
Conservation R-Cons50 % -0.0019 0.0007 -0.0005
Port -0.64 - -0.98 - -0.80 -
Production -0.77 | *** -1.22 | *** -0.97 | ***
M Shops -0.28 | ** -0.46 | ** -0.35 | ***
A Offices 0.28 | ** 0.49 | ** 0.37 | ***
| Housing -0.11 0.01 -0.04
N Hotels and rest 0.43 | *** 1.14 | *** 0.76 | ***
Marinas 1.71 | *** 1.93 | *** 1.79 | ***
Parking -1.26 | *** -1.57 | *** -1.41 | ***
USES Services 0.64 | *** 0.66 | *** 0.65 | ***
C Port -0.66 - -0.97 - -0.79 -
@] Production -0.55 | *** -0.42 | *** -0.49 | ***
M Shops -0.06 -0.07 -0.06
P Offices 0.23 | * 0.27|* 0.24 | **
L Housing -0.23 | * 0.00 | * -0.10
E Hotels and rest -0.06 0.10 0.01
M Marinas 0.90 | *** 0.81 | *** 0.84 | ***
E Parking 0.09 -0.13 -0.01
N Services 0.33 | *** 0.41 | *** 0.36 | ***
Status quo -0.55 | *** -0.56 | *** -0.54 | ***
Significance *** at 1 % probability, ** at 5 %, * at 10 %.
"-" = Non available.

Table 4 presents the results of a simple MNL model. Model 1 is calibrated on the 150
questionnaires with one year payment, Model 2 is calibrated on the 150 questionnaires with 10
years payment. Model 3 is calibrated on all 300 interviews.

The general pattern exhibited by models 1 to 3 is striking. They indicate very clear preferences
in favour of leisure or tourism oriented uses and a strong opposition to productive uses (industrial

* Effect coding has the advantage of making the coefficients of theses attributes independent of the value chosen as
the "base variable". Moreover, it offers the advantage of making it possible to compute the coefficient attribute of this
baseline, as minus the sum of the other coefficients.



and port) as well as parking. This is conform to answers given through Likert scales.
Complementary uses exhibit the same kind of preferences except that "hotels and restaurants™ and
"parking" are not significant. Results also indicate that the present situation of the port is disliked by
the interviewees. Recall that these estimates have been made using the Effect Coding of the uses'
attribute, instead of the more usual dummy coding. For this reason, each coefficient of the variables
that are included in this form can be interpreted independently of the choice made for the (omitted)
base variable.

Another relevant result is that neither cost nor the share of restored buildings are significant in
the estimates. As far as cost is concerned, this is hardly consistent with economic theory. As far as
conservation is concerned, this is not consistent with answers given by interviewees to previous
answers of the questionnaire. This motivated a more in depth examination of the data based on the
idea that the reasons behind these results had to be found in heterogeneity of preferences among the
interviewees. This hypothesis relies on a set of evidences collected in the literature on heritage
preservation and cultural goods. For instance, Garrod and Willis' valuation of maximum
Willingness to Pay for visiting the Durham cathedral indicates that individual willingness to pay of
the interviewees varies a lot (1999, p. 46). A number of researches also found that individuals
preferences could be grouped into clusters. A way to identify these clusters is to make use of Latent
Class where the segmentation of the population in different clusters is made together with the model
estimation. Applications of Latent Class to heritage goods include the visits to Dutch museums
(Boter et alii, 2004), the preservation of marble monuments (Morey and Rossmann, 2003), choice
of recreational parks (Boxall and Adamowicz, 2002), the visits made to urban parks (Kemperman
and Timmermans, 2006, Kemperman et alii, 2005). These latest found that the decomposition of the
demand into four groups noticeably improves the quality of the model. Other methods to deal with
heterogeneity rely on Mixed Logit which relax the hypothesis of fixed coefficients among the
population in favour of a continuous distribution.

In the next paragraphs we propose to implement various instruments to explore the
heterogeneity among interviewees in order to check for the existence of preferences for
conservations and aversion to costs.

A priori segmentation based on interviewees' characteristics

A preliminary approach is to make use of a priori segmentation. Different segmented models
have been estimated based on characteristics of the interviewees (sex, age, education, location,
professional status, ...).

Table 5 - Segment with payement or conservation significant (10%o)

Attribute | Value Segment B P critic | Number | Number of
of obs. |interviewees
Conservation | 50 % No diploma -0.0188 0.07 112 14
18-24 years 0.0117 0.07 144 18
Student 0.0146 0.04 112 14
Taxes 10 years Female -0.0003 0.01 1280 160
Habitation = close to the| -0.0003 0.02 728 91
harbour
Secondary school diploma | -0.0003 0.03 752 94
Age =55 - 64 years -0.0004 0.06 416 52
1 year Retired -0.0029 0.09 664 83

Note : estimations have been made based on specification of model 3, poling observations of one year tax and ten years
taxes interviews.



Table 5 indicates that only a few among the segments of the population have a significant
coefficient (at the 10 % confidence level) for the conservations or cost attributes. Conservation at
25 % is never found to be significant, while conservation at the 50 % level is found to be
significantly praised mainly among young interviewees (18-24 years old and students) and is
significantly disliked among interviewees with low educational level.

One year tax is found significant only for retired people, while 10 years tax has a significant
and negative coefficient for Female, people living in the area close to the harbour, people whose
educational level is secondary school diploma and people whose age is between 55 and 64 years.

These results indicate that a priori segmentation may not suffice to represent heterogeneity
among the interviewees. This motivated to investigate whether latent class model would not be
superior in that it relaxes the hypothesis of deterministic clustering that is underlying in a priori
segmentation.

Latent class estimate

The latent model expresses the probability of choosing alternative i, as the product of two
probabilities: the probability of belonging to class ¢ and the probability of choosing alternative i if
individual belongs to class ¢. Formally:

P() =Y P(ilc)P(c) =Y —P%z) _exp(AX,) -
c=1 c=1 > eXp(§C Zz ) Zexp(ﬂc X])

where &, are the class membership model coefficients, z are the characteristics of the
individuals that are relevant for the classification among classes, . are the class specific
coefficients and X are the attributes of alternative j. The latent class approach is based on a discrete
distribution of the vector coefficient.

Different latent class models have been estimated based on our data. The choice has been to
estimate separated models for the each version of the questionnaire. This choice is based on the
conjecture that the existence of two different versions of the questionnaire in one single latent class
model could bring to serious flaws in the clustering of the population because the version of the
guestionnaire would already structure the data set.



Table 6 - Latent class estimates (2 classes, One year tax)

Model number Model 4
Model type Latent Class
Sample One Year Tax
n obs (choices) 1200
rho? 0.23
LogL.ikelihood -1011.7
| Class 1 Class 2
B Signif B Signif
Total cost (euro) (1 year) -0.0068 | *** 0.0009
(10 years) - - - -
Restoration- R-Cons25 % 0.0070 -0.0042
conservation R-Cons50 % 0.0048 -0.0040 | **
Port 1131 - -1.16 | -
Production 1.06 | *** -1.43 | ***
M Shops 1.69 | *** -0.76 | ***
A Offices 0.92 | *** 0.27 | ***
| Housing -1.84 | *** 0.22 | **
N Hotels and rest -1.81 | *** 0.92 | ***
Marinas 1.90 | *** 2.04 | ***
Parking =217 | *** -1.17 | ***
USES Services -0.88 | *** 1.07 | ***
C Port 0.83] - -1.13 ] -
(@] Production 0.31 -0.85 | ***
M Shops 0.07 -0.15
P Offices 0.40 0.30 | ***
L Housing -1.20 | *** 0.01
E Hotels and rest -1.18 | *** 0.28 | **
M Marinas 1.35 | *** 0.90 | ***
E Parking -0.69 | ** 0.10
N Services 0.10 0.53 | ***
Status quo -1.18 | *** -0.37 | ***

The general conclusion that emerged from these results, is that only a few among the estimates
were feasible (due to convergence issues) and it was noticeably difficult to obtain estimates for
more than two categories. Table 6 presents the results of a Latent Class model (2 classes) estimated
on the questionnaire with one year tax. This models include a set of class membership coefficients
(personal income; zone of habitation — whether close to or far from the port, coded as an ordered
variable; education; age). This model exhibit a significant coefficient for cost in the first class and
for conservation (50%) in the second class. Interestingly, a larger number of coefficients for the use
attributes are significant in both class, compared with the specification without segmentation
(model 3), like for instance the coefficient for housing. However, the validity of these results is
limited considering that class membership model has no significant coefficient.

This observation may indicate that latent class is not the appropriate tool to represent
heterogeneity in our observations. This may be due to the assumption about discontinuities of
coefficient values that is inherent to the latent class approach. This motivated to estimate mixed
logit models where the distribution of individual coefficients is assumed to be continuous.



Mixed Logit

Mixed logit model relaxes the hypothesis of discrete distribution that is inherent to the latent
class estimation in favour of a continuous distribution of each coefficient. The coefficients g, are
assumed to be distributed, independently of € and X with a distribution f(4/6)where 6 are the
parameters of the distribution in the population, e.g. the mean and covariance. Such a specification
is useful to capture variation in preferences among shippers. Several distribution can be assumed:
typically, normal, lognormal, triangular, uniform, etc.. Instead, the error term ¢_. is assumed to be
independently and identically distributed (iid) extreme value type I.

If the researcher observed £, then the choice probability would be a standard logit. That is the

probability conditional on S, is

nit

(4)

Lni (ﬂn) — Jexp(ﬁn)l(ni)
Zexp(ﬂn an)

However, the researcher does not know g.. The unconditional choice probability is therefore
the integral of L (4,) over all possible variables of S,

Py = [La(B)T(B10)dB. (5)

A Mixed Logit probability is the integral of standard logit probabilities over a density of
parameters, or, in other terms, a weighted average of the logit formula evaluated at different values
of £, with the weights given by the density function f (5| 9).

Table 7 presents the estimates of a mixed logit model. This models assumes a triangular
distribution for the cost coefficients. This is conform to the a priori expectation that cost coefficient
is bound to be always negative. The conservation coefficients were assumed to be normally
distributed, a solution that is usually invoked when there are no contrary evidence.

Results indicated on Table 7 indicate that the fitting of the model is improved compared with
models without heterogeneity. It also appears that one cost coefficient (ten year taxes) and one
conservation coefficient (25 %) are significant at the 10 % confidence level. Moreover the sign of
the costs coefficient is coherent with expectations while the sign of the coefficient associated with
the 25 % conservation is negative, which indicates a dislike for conservation. The standard
deviation of the normal distribution of both conservation coefficients is significant, which indicates
the existence of dispersion of the "tastes" of the population for conservation. Based on the mean and
the estimated standard deviation of the coefficient for conservation, one can estimate that the 54 %
(cons 25) and 53 % (cons 50) of the density of the conservation coefficients is negative.

Table 7 — Mixed logit estimation
Table 7.a — Standard deviation of

Attribute Distribution c Sign.
(1 year) Triang 0.00059
(10 years) Triang 0.00031 | *
R-Cons25 % Normal 0.0555 | ***
R-Cons50 % Normal 0.0237 | ***




Table 7.b — Coefficient estimate

Model number Model 5
Model type Mixed Logit
Sample Full sample
One year + 10 year
n obs (choices) 2400
rho? 0.1887
LogL.ikelihood -2424.4
B Signif
Total cost (euro) (1 year) -0.00030
(10 years) -0.00016 | *
Restoration- R-Cons25 % -0.0066 | *
conservation R-Cons50 % -0.0018
Port -0.96 -
Production -1.19 | ***
M Shops -0.42 | ***
A Offices 0.45 | ***
| Housing -0.11
N Hotels and rest 0.85 | ***
Marinas 2.23 | ***
Parking -1.60 | ***
USES Services 0.75 | ***
C Port -1.03 -
(@) Production -0.61 | ***
M Shops -0.17
P Offices 0.26 | **
L Housing -0.06
E Hotels and rest 0.02
M Marinas 1.08 | ***
E Parking 0.11
N Services 0.39 | ***
Status quo -0.53 | ***

Note : model estimation takes into account the repeated
observation nature of the data (panel).

Model with use interactions

Eventually, we tested the existence of interactions among the different uses. The reason for
these other estimates is both to investigate potential complementarities among uses and to check
whether the existence of these complementarities may be an alternative potential reason for some
deficiencies of the MNL models. In other words, other than heterogeneity, does the existence of
interactions between the use explain why cost and conservation coefficients are not significant in
various models that were estimated? Table 9 provides the estimates of uses' interactions
coefficients where each use interaction variable is defined as the product of two dummy variables
(for instance the attribute representing the mix Port (main) + Shops (complementary) takes the
value one when these two uses use are proposed in the considered alternative and the value zero for
other uses. The mix Shops + Production is chosen as an (arbitrary) baseline for the estimation.



Table 8 - Coefficient of the cost and conservation coefficients (model with uses' interaction)

B Critical probability
1 year tax -0.00034 0.64
10 years tax -0.00012 0.09
R-Cons25 % -0.00139 0.62
R-Cons50 % -0.00025 0.85

Table 9 - Coefficient of the use mixes (model with uses’ interaction)

Main use | Port. Prod. Shops Offices Housing Hotels Marinas Parking Public
and rest Services
Compl.
Port. - -10.00 - -] 081 * ]0.29 1.17 ** 212 ***|  -1.09 0.92 **
Prod. | 0.72 - -1 096 ** 0.71 0.83 * 1.24 *** 240 ***| -0.84 1.43 ***
Shops| 0.85 * | 0.55 - -| 146 ***]0.73 1.73 *** 3.16 ***| -0.44 1.67 ***
Offices | 0.84 * | 0.25 1.03 ** - -11.65 ***| 1.96 *** 3.60 *** 0.07 2.22 ***
Housing | 0.38 -0.03 0.61 1.94 *** - -| 220 *** 297 *** 0.12 1.71 ***
Hotels and -
rest | 0.04 -0.19 136 ***| 173 ***|1.26 *** - - 2.89 *** 0.27 1.87 ***
Marinas | 0.93 **| 144 ***| 194 ***| 263 ***|226 ***| 281 *** - - 0.93 ** 249 ***
Parking | 0.47 0.63 0.92 ** 1.66 ***|1.15 ** 1.96 *** 3.09 *** - 2.69 ***
Services | 0.92 * | 0.01 091 * 2.31 *** [ 145 ***| 2090 *** 3.58 *** 0.14 -

Legend : significant * at 10 %, ** at 5 %, *** at 1 %.

Remark : the model are estimated based on a dummy codification of mix uses. For instance the configuration where main use is Productive and
secondary use is Port is coded by an attribute that takes value 1, when the proposed alternative has theses uses, and 0 in the other situations. The use
mix (main use = shops and complimentary use = port) is taken as the (arbitrary) baseline.

The conclusion emerging from Table 8 and Table 9 are twofold. First, they indicate that, when
interactions between uses are taken into account, the only coefficient for cost and conservation that
is significant is the coefficient for the 10 years taxes, this is slightly more satisfactory than in the
base model (model 3), but does not solve all the problems linked with the lack of significance of
these coefficients. Second, regarding the interactions between the uses, the main pattern emerging
from Table 9 is that the main uses that are significant in the other model estimates are still
significant when combined with another use. Marinas still exhibit the highest coefficients, whatever
complimentary use is proposed. Hotels and restaurant also rank high. This happens even in
circumstances where the complementary use is disliked like, for instance, when Port and Production
are proposed as complement to Marinas or Hotels and restaurant. The most appreciate use mix is
Marinas + Offices, the most disliked use (with at least 10 % significance) is Office + Port. One can
also note that some uses are significant only in certain combinations; this is for example for the
main use as parking that is significant (at the 10 % probability) only with marinas as a
complimentary use.

Conclusions

In this article we have used choice based conjoint analysis to explore the preferences of Trieste
inhabitants for the future of the Old Harbour area. Thanks to a first set of questions, we found that
Trieste inhabitants have a knowledge of the Old Harbour that seem sufficient to consider their
preferences as meaningful. Second, when asked about the future of the port, interviewees declare to
be in favour of conservation of existing buildings and pedestrian area. They also exhibit clear
preferences in favour of the introduction of marinas, hotels and restaurants and public services, and
against port or productive activity. These results, obtained through the use of conventional poll
techniques are completed with conjoint analysis questions that are more novel in the area of urban
studies.

The conjoint analysis experiment confirmed preferences of the inhabitants regarding the uses.
However it failed to measure a significant influence of cost and conservation on the preferences
expressed by the interviewees. This observation persisted even when considering segmentations,



except for a very limited number of segments (mainly cost for women, conservation for youngest
and most educated interviewed). Other modelling techniques, that are more capable of dealing with
preferences’ heterogeneity have been implemented on our data set. Latent class models proved to be
relatively inefficient to fit the data. Mixed logit, provided a better result, where one cost coefficient
and one conservation coefficient proved significant. This latest model indicated the existence of
considerable heterogeneity among the data.

The evidence of our research on the adequacy of conjoint choice techniques to shed light on the
reuse of derelict area are not fully conclusive: while preferences regarding the uses clearly appear,
the effect of cost only appears in the mixed logit specification, and the preference for conservation
scarcely appears.
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Appendix : questionnaire

The University of Trieste is making a study on the future of Old Harbour,

(...)

1. First of all, we would like to ask you a few general questions
2. Are you resident in Trieste (city and Province) ? Y/N

3. or do you leave (incl. temporarily) in Trieste anyway ? Y/N.

4. In which commune are you leaving ?
(list)

5. In which neighbourhood (only for people leaving in Trieste city) ?
(list...)

6. Since how long do you leave in Trieste (years)?

7. Can you describe us, in a few words, where is located the Old Harbour ?

(Based on the description provided, the interviewer classifies the interviewee in one of the three
categories)

1 —answer is correct.

2 — answer is partly correct

3 — answer is wrong

8. Did you already enter the Old Harbour ?
1 — never

2 — yes, once

3 —yes, more than once

9. In which occasion(s) 2......cccceevvvvvevvenene.

10. What would you say is the main use of Old Harbour today (one single answer)

(list ... 9 uses + unused)

11. We will now ask you a few questions about the future of Old Harbour. We will specifically ask
you to think about various possible use of the Old Harbour.

12. How would you assess these potential reuse of the Old Harbour ?

Please, give a rate from 1 (not important) to 10 (very important).

(list of 9 uses)

We will now ask you which future use of the Old Harbour seems the most prioritary to you. In other
words, which uses should be implemented first ?

13. Rank the following uses by order of priority
(list of 9 uses)



14. In the prospect of a reuse of Old Harbour, could you indicate us which of these two possibilities
would you prefer.
1 — Make the area prevalently pedestrian.
2 — Create streets inside the area.

15. In the prospect of reusing Old Harbour, how much do you think the creation of new roads for
connecting Old Harbour with main road infrastructure is important ?
1 — very important
2 — quite important
3 — not very important
4 — not important at all

16. As far as existing buildings of the area are concerned, how far should they be protected ?
1 — only buildings with high heritage value (25 % of the buildings)
2 — buildings with high and intermediate heritage value (50% of the buildings)
3 —none. The whole area should be reconstructed.

CBC section :

In this section, we would like to ask you about your preferences for various scenarios for the future
of the Old Harbour. Three different possibilities for the reuse of Old Harbour will be presented to
you. The first two are defined by a set of attributes. The third one corresponds to the current state of
Old Harbour. We would ask you, each time to indicate what is your preferred alternative.

17. eight choices set are presented to the interviewees.

18. In the choice sets that we have just presented you, do you remember how was proposed to
finance the reuse of Old Harbour (up to 3 answers).
1 — one year tax
2 — 10 year tax
3 — permanent tax
4 — 2 years tax
5 — none among these 4,

We now would like to make a few questions about you

19. Education
1 — University degree
2 — Secondary school diploma
3 — Primary school (final)
4 — Primary school (intermediate)
5 — No diploma



20. Are you ?
1 - self employed
2 —employee (public sector)
3 — employee (private sector)
4 — Retired
5 — Student
6 — looking for a job

21. What is your profession ? ..........cccooviieiieiiiiiiiiiieiieeaas

22. Can you indicate your age?

1-from 18 to 24
2 —from 25 to 34
3 -from 35to 44
4 — from 45 to 54
5 —from 55 to 64
6 - from 65 to 74
7-over74

23. In which interval is your income (personal, after taxes, per year, euro) ?
0 —non income
1- < 7.500 euro
2 — from 7.500 to 10.000
3 - from 10.000 to 15.000
4 - from 15.000 to 25.000
5 — from 25.000 to 40.000
6 — from 40.000 to 75.000
7 - >75.000

(If answer to question 23 is 0)
24. In which interval are the revenues of your household (after taxes, year) ?
0 —no income,
1-<7.500 euro
2 —from 7.500 to 10.000
3 —from 10.000 to 15.000
4 — from 15.000 to 25.000
5 —from 25.000 to 40.000
6 — from 40.000 to 75.000
7 - > 75.000

(if answer to question 23 is >0)
25. What percentage of the total household revenue does your personal revenue represent ?



CCMP
CCMP
KTHC
KTHC
SIEV
CCMP
ETA
IEM
IEM

CCMP
KTHC

KTHC

NRM

NRM

CCMP

KTHC

KTHC
CCMP

PRCG

CTN

CTN

CTN
CTN

CTN
CTN
CTN

CTN
CTN
CTN

CTN
CTN
CTN

CTN

1.2008
2.2008
3.2008
4.2008
5.2008
6.2008
7.2008
8.2008
9.2008

10.2008
11.2008

12.2008

13.2008

14.2008

15.2008

16.2008

17.2008
18.2008

19.2008

20.2008

21.2008

22.2008
23.2008

24.2008
25.2008
26.2008

27.2008
28.2008
29.2008

30.2008
31.2008
32.2008

33.2008

NOTE DI LAVORO DELLA FONDAZIONE ENI ENRICO MATTEI
Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei Working Paper Series

Our Note di Lavoro are available on the Internet at the following addresses:
http://www.feem.it/Feem/Pub/Publications/WPapers/default.htm
http://www.ssrn.com/link/feem.html
http://www.repec.org
http://agecon.lib.umn.edu
http://www.bepress.com/feem/

NOTE DI LAVORO PUBLISHED IN 2008
Valentina Bosetti, Carlo Carraro and Emanuele Massetti: Banking Permits: Economic Efficiency and
Distributional Effects
Ruslana Palatnik and Mordechai Shechter: Can Climate Change Mitigation Policy Benefit the Israeli Economy?
A Computable General Equilibrium Analysis
Lorenzo Casaburi, Valeria Gattai and G. Alfredo Minerva: Firms’_International Status and Heterogeneity in
Performance: Evidence From Italy
Fabio Sabatini: Does Social Capital Mitigate Precariousness?
Wisdom Akpalu: On the Economics of Rational Self-Medication
Carlo Carraro and Alessandra Sgobbi: Climate Change Impacts and Adaptation Strategies In Italy. An
Economic Assessment
Elodie Rouviére and Raphaél Soubeyran: Collective Reputation, Entry and Minimum Quality Standard
Cristina Cattaneo, Matteo Manera and Elisa Scarpa: Industrial Coal Demand in China: A Provincial Analysis
Massimiliano Serati, Matteo Manera and Michele Plotegher: Econometric Models for Electricity Prices: A
Critical Survey
Bob van der Zwaan and Reyer Gerlagh: The Economics of Geological CO, Storage and Leakage
Maria Francesca Cracolici and Teodora Erika Uberti: Geographical Distribution of Crime in Italian Provinces:
A Spatial Econometric Analysis
Victor Ginsburgh, Shlomo Weber and Sheila Weyers: Economics of Literary Translation. A Simple Theory and
Evidence
Carlo Giupponi, Jaroslav Mysiak and Alessandra Sgobbi: Participatory Modelling and Decision Support for
Natural Resources Management in Climate Change Research
Yaella Depietri and Carlo Giupponi: Science-Policy Communication for Improved Water Resources
Management: Contributions of the Nostrum-DSS Project
Valentina Bosetti, Alexander Golub, Anil Markandya, Emanuele Massetti and Massimo Tavoni: Abatement Cost
Uncertainty and Policy Instrument Selection under a Stringent Climate Policy. A Dynamic Analysis
Francesco D’Amuri, Gianmarco I.P. Ottaviano and Giovanni Peri: The Labor Market Impact of Immigration in
Western Germany in the 1990°s
Jean Gabszewicz, Victor Ginsburgh and Shlomo Weber: Bilingualism and Communicative Benefits
Benno Torgler, Maria A.GarciaValifias and Alison Macintyre: Differences in Preferences Towards the
Environment: The Impact of a Gender, Age and Parental Effect
Gian Luigi Albano and Berardino Cesi: Past Performance Evaluation in Repeated Procurement: A Simple Model
of Handicapping
Pedro Pintassilgo, Michael Finus, Marko Lindroos and Gordon Munro (Ixxxiv): Stability and Success of
Regional Fisheries Management Organizations
Hubert Kempf and Leopold von Thadden (Ixxxiv): On Policy Interactions Among Nations: When Do
Cooperation and Commitment Matter?
Markus Kinateder (Ixxxiv): Repeated Games Played in a Network
Taiji Furusawa and Hideo Konishi (Ixxxiv): Contributing or Free-Riding? A Theory of Endogenous Lobby
Formation
Paolo Pin, Silvio Franz and Matteo Marsili (Ixxxiv): Opportunity and Choice in Social Networks
Vasileios Zikos (Ixxxiv): R&D Collaboration Networks in Mixed Oligopoly
Hans-Peter Weikard and Rob Dellink (Ixxxiv): Sticks and Carrots for the Design of International Climate
Agreements with Renegotiations
Jingang Zhao (Ixxxiv): The Maximal Payoff and Coalition Formation in Coalitional Games
Giacomo Pasini, Paolo Pin and Simon Weidenholzer (Ixxxiv): A Network Model of Price Dispersion
Ana Mauleon, Vincent Vannetelbosch and Wouter Vergote (Ixxxiv): Von Neumann-Morgenstern Farsightedly
Stable Sets in Two-Sided Matching
Rahmi Ilkili¢ (Ixxxiv): Network of Commons
Marco J. van der Leij and I. Sebastian Buhai (Ixxxiv): A Social Network Analysis of Occupational Segregation
Billand Pascal, Frachisse David and Massard Nadine (Ixxxiv): The Sixth Framework Program as an Affiliation
Network: Representation and Analysis
Michéle Breton, Lucia Sbragia and Georges Zaccour (Ixxxiv): Dynamic Models for International Environmental

Agreements




PRCG
IEM
PRCG
ETA
CCMP
PRCG
KTHC
CTN
NRM
SIEV
KTHC

CTN
ETA

ETA

KTHC

PRCG

CCMP

KTHC
KTHC

ETA

KTHC
PRCG
KTHC

ETA
CCMP

NRM
SIEV
CTN
CTN
SIEV
SIEV
KTHC
NRM

CCMP
CCMP

CCMP

CCMP

SIEV

ETA
CCMP

SIEV

34.2008
35.2008
36.2008
37.2008
38.2008
39.2008
40.2008
41.2008
42.2008
43.2008
44.2008

45.2008
46.2008

47.2008

48.2008

49.2008

50.2008

51.2008
52.2008

53.2008
54.2008
55.2008
56.2008

57.2008
58.2008

59.2008
60.2008
61.2008
62.2008
63.2008
64.2008
65.2008
66.2008

67.2008
68.2008

69.2008

70.2008

71.2008

72.2008
73.2008

74.2008

Carmine Guerriero: The Political Economy of Incentive Regulation: Theory and Evidence from US States

Irene Valsecchi: Learning from Experts

P. A. Ferrari and S. Salini: Measuring Service Quality: The Opinion of Europeans about Utilities

Michele Moretto and Gianpaolo Rossini: Vertical Integration and Operational Flexibility

William K. Jaeger and Van Kolpin: The Environmental Kuznets Curve from Multiple Perspectives

Benno Torgler and Bin Dong: Corruption and Political Interest: Empirical Evidence at the Micro Level

Laura Onofri, Paulo A.L.D. Nunes, Jasone Cenoz and Durk Gorter: Language Diversity in Urban Landscapes:
An econometric study

Michel Le Breton, Valery Makarov, Alexei Savvateev and Shlomo Weber (IXxxiv): Multiple Membership and
Federal Sructures

Gideon Kruseman and Lorenzo Pellegrini: Institutions and Forest Management: A Case Study from Swat,
Pakistan

Pietro Caratti and Ludovico Ferraguto: Analysing Regional Sustainability Through a Systemic Approach: The
Lombardy Case Study

Barbara Del Corpo, Ugo Gasparino, Elena Bellini and William Malizia: Effects of Tourism Upon the Economy
of Small and Medium-Sized European Cities. Cultural Tourists and “The Others”

Dinko Dimitrov and Emiliya Lazarova: Coalitional Matchings

Joan Canton, Maia David and Bernard Sinclair-Desgagné: Environmental Regulation and Horizontal Mergers
in the Eco-industry

Stéphane Hallegatte: A Proposal for a New Prescriptive Discounting Scheme: The Intergenerational Discount
Rate

Angelo Antoci, Paolo Russu and Elisa Ticci: Structural Change, Environment and Well-being: Interactions
Between Production and Consumption Choices of the Rich and the Poor in Developing Countries

Gian Luigi Albano, Federico Dini Roberto Zampino and Marta Fana: The Determinants of Suppliers’
Performance in E-Procurement: Evidence from the Italian Government’s E-Procurement Platform

Inmaculada Martinez-Zarzoso: The Impact of Urbanization on CO2 Emissions: Evidence from Developing
Countries

Michele Moretto and Sergio Vergalli: Managing Migration through Quotas: an Option-theory Perspective

Ugo Gasparino, Elena Bellini, Barbara Del Corpo and William Malizia: Measuring the Impact of Tourism
Upon Urban Economies: A Review of Literature

Reyer Gerlagh, Snorre Kverndokk and Knut Einar Rosendahl: Linking Environmental and Innovation Policy
Oguzhan C. Dincer and Burak Gunalp: Corruption, Income Inequality, and Poverty in the United States
Carmine Guerriero: Accountability in Government and Regulatory Policies: Theory and Evidence

Tanmoyee Banerjee (Chatterjee) and Nilanjana Mitra: Export, Assembly-line FDI or FDI with the Possibility of
Technology Diffusion: Optimal Entry Mode for Multinationals

Xavier Pautrel. Environmental Policy, Education and Growth: A Reappraisal when Lifetime Is Finite

Natalia Zugravu, Katrin Millock and Gérard Duchene: The Factors Behind CO2 Emission Reduction in
Transition Economies

Benno Torgler, Maria A.Garcia-Valifias and Alison Macintyre: Justifiability of Littering: An Empirical
Investigation

Paolo Rosato, Anna Alberini, Valentina Zanatta and Margaretha Breil: Redeveloping Derelict and Underused
Historic City Areas: Evidence from a Survey of Real Estate Developers

Ricardo Nieva: Networks with Group Counterproposals

Michael Finus and Dirk T.G. Riibbelke: Coalition Formation and the Ancillary Benefits of Climate Policy
Elisabetta Strazzera, Elisabetta Cerchi and Silvia Ferrini: A Choice Modelling Approach for Assessment of Use
and Quasi-Option Values in Urban Planning for Areas of Environmental Interest

Paolo Rosato, Lucia Rotaris, Margaretha Breil and Valentina Zanatta: Do We Care about Built Cultural
Heritage? The Empirical Evidence Based on the Veneto House Market

Luca Petruzzellis and Antonia Rosa Guerrieri: Does Network Matter in International Expansion? Evidence from
Italian SMEs

Sheila M. Olmstead and Robert N. Stavins: Comparing Price and Non-price Approaches to Urban Water
Conservation

Robert N. Stavins: Addressing Climate Change with a Comprehensive U.S. Cap-and-Trade System

Geolffrey J. Blanford, Richard G. Richels and Thomas F. Rutherford: Impact of Revised CO, Growth Projections
for China on Global Stabilization Goals

Valentina Bosetti, Carlo Carraro, Alessandra Sgobbi and Massimo Tavoni: Delayed Action and Uncertain
Targets. How Much Will Climate Policy Cost?

Valentina Bosetti, Carlo Carraro and Massimo Tavoni: Delayed Participation of Developing Countries to
Climate Agreements: Should Action in the EU and US be Postponed?

Massimiliano Mazzanti, Anna Montini and Francesco Nicolli: Embedding Landfill Diversion in_Economic,
Geographical and Policy Settings Panel based evidence from Italy

Reyer Gerlagh and Matti Liski: Strategic Resource Dependence

Sonia Ben Kheder and Natalia Zugravu: The Pollution Haven Hypothesis: A Geographic Economy Model in a
Comparative Study

Jéréme Massiani and Paolo Rosato. The Preferences of Trieste Inhabitants for the Re-use of the Old Port: A
Conjoint Choice Experiment




(Ixxxiv) This paper was presented at the 13th Coalition Theory Network Workshop organised by the
Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei (FEEM), held in Venice, Italy on 24-25 January 2008.

2008 SERIES
CCMP Climate Change Modelling and Policy (Editor: Carlo Carraro)
SIEV Sustainability Indicators and Environmental Valuation (Editor: Anil Markandya)
NRM Natural Resources Management (Editor: Carlo Giupponi)
KTHC Knowledge, Technology, Human Capital (Editor: Gianmarco Ottaviano)
IEM International Energy Markets (Editor: Matteo Manera)
CSRM Corporate Social Responsibility and Sustainable Management (Editor: Giulio Sapelli)
PRCG Privatisation Regulation Corporate Governance (Editor: Bernardo Bortolotti)
ETA Economic Theory and Applications (Editor: Carlo Carraro)
CTN Coalition Theory Network






