Appendix A
The study design involved randomly assigning respondents to one of four treatment groups: 
1. Respondents received 6 choice tasks and were encouraged to answer on a desktop
2. Respondents received 12 choice tasks and were encouraged to answer on a desktop
3. Respondents received 6 choice tasks and were encouraged to answer on a smartphone
4. Respondents received 12 choice tasks and were encouraged to answer on a smartphone
While the comparison of our treatments is not the primary topic for the present paper, it is nonetheless important to show that our randomization worked as intended. From Table A1, we see that the subsamples are not significantly different on the variables gender, income and education; but that there is a significant difference in age. However, this difference is small and about 2 years on average. Using age bands, the difference disappears. This is not surprising given that we used a quota sampling strategy to ensure that our samples were representative with respect to the population. We do see that the samples are different on experience answering surveys. 
In Table A2, we show the results from an MNL model run on the complete data (excluding people answering on a tablet) with a complete set of relative scale parameters based on treatment group and device used during the choice tasks. Scales are estimated relative to the group that used their smartphone, received 12 choice tasks and were encouraged to answer on a smartphone. Overall, we find that the signs are as expected. People have positive preferences for increased forest cover and for land used for grazing; and that they prefer fewer species under threat compared to more species under threat. The tax parameter is negative and significant. These results hold for all models. A likelihood ratio test rejects the null hypotheses that the estimated parameters are jointly equal across the models run on the subsets of the data indicating that respondents have different preferences across these groups. However, we cannot readily attribute these differences to our treatments given that the samples are different on other observable characteristics, e.g. experience, which is the main topic of the paper. 
None of the relative scale parameters are significantly different from 1, which means that we fail to reject the null hypothesis of equal error variances between subgroups, or stated another way, that the choice process as seen from the perspective of the econometrician is neither more nor less random. This insignificance also allow us to pool the data for further estimation. This is the strategy employed throughout the paper, however, we always include relative scale parameters for the treatments.








Table A 1 - Comparison of treatment groups on select socio-demographic characteristics
	 
	6 CT - Treatment desktop
	12 CT - Treatment desktop
	6 CT - Treatment phone
	12 CT - Treatment phone
	Test statistic

	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Mean
	SD
	Mean
	SD
	Mean
	SD
	Mean
	SD
	 

	Male
	0.54
	 
	0.47
	 
	0.52
	 
	0.47
	 
	Chi sq. 3.8543, df=3

	Age
	52.20
	17.70
	54.70
	16.80
	49.40
	17.00
	51.80
	17.00
	Chi sq. 10.285, df = 3 **

	Income†
	  711 026 
	  332 003 
	  717 241 
	  338 096 
	  754 746 
	  361 301 
	  751 523 
	  344 265 
	Chi sq. 1.9969, df=3

	Education
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Chi sq. 1.8591, dff=3

	Basic Education
	0.05
	
	0.06
	
	0.02
	
	0.04
	
	 

	High School
	0.30
	
	0.29
	
	0.28
	
	0.33
	
	 

	University 3 years
	0.31
	
	0.31
	
	0.33
	
	0.27
	
	 

	University 4 years
	0.16
	
	0.20
	
	0.19
	
	0.18
	
	 

	University >4 years
	0.15
	
	0.11
	
	0.14
	
	0.13
	
	 

	Other
	0.04
	
	0.04
	
	0.04
	
	0.05
	
	 

	Surveys total‡
	150.00
	102.00
	157.00
	93.80
	144.00
	100.00
	143.00
	97.50
	Multiple comparisons of means using Tukey contrasts

	Surveys phone
	57.70
	79.20
	55.10
	77.20
	72.00
	79.10
	69.70
	77.90
	Multiple comparisons of means using Tukey contrasts

	Surveys desktop‡
	92.40
	92.60
	102.00
	88.50
	71.70
	83.30
	73.70
	84.40
	Multiple comparisons of means using Tukey contrasts

	N
	248.00
	 
	157.00
	 
	368.00
	 
	257.00
	 
	 


***' - 1% level, '**' - 5% level, '*' - 10% level, all standard errors are robust
†Variable elicited using 16 categories. Reporting the average of the midpoint means.
‡Not significantly different between 6 and 12 tasks when encouraged to answer on a phone


Table A 2 - Comparison of MNL models run on the pooled data and our treatment groups
	 
	Pooled
	6 CT - Treatment desktop
	12 CT - Treatment desktop
	6 CT - Treatment phone
	12 CT - Treatment phone

	Utility function
	Est.
	Std. Err
	 
	Est.
	Std. Err
	 
	Est.
	Std. Err
	 
	Est.
	Std. Err
	 
	Est.
	Std. Err
	 

	Tax
	-0.451
	0.059
	***
	-0.610
	0.112
	***
	-0.537
	0.113
	***
	-0.537
	0.100
	***
	-0.501
	0.123
	***

	25% of area covered by spruce
	0.455
	0.067
	***
	0.443
	0.111
	***
	0.468
	0.123
	***
	0.471
	0.106
	***
	0.710
	0.127
	***

	50% of area covered by spruce
	0.439
	0.069
	***
	0.447
	0.124
	***
	0.458
	0.137
	***
	0.551
	0.126
	***
	0.593
	0.119
	***

	25% of area used for grazing
	0.974
	0.120
	***
	1.057
	0.152
	***
	1.268
	0.165
	***
	1.035
	0.179
	***
	1.253
	0.174
	***

	50% of area used for grazing
	1.132
	0.140
	***
	1.281
	0.161
	***
	1.442
	0.188
	***
	1.231
	0.195
	***
	1.433
	0.180
	***

	150 fewer species under threat
	0.213
	0.040
	***
	0.227
	0.092
	**
	0.228
	0.077
	***
	0.261
	0.077
	***
	0.280
	0.073
	***

	150 more species under threat
	-0.344
	0.050
	***
	-0.312
	0.093
	***
	-0.473
	0.088
	***
	-0.324
	0.084
	***
	-0.482
	0.097
	***

	Status quo
	0.417
	0.107
	***
	0.035
	0.222
	
	0.501
	0.243
	**
	0.488
	0.179
	***
	0.766
	0.197
	***

	Relative scale parameters
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Used desktop - 6 CT - treatment desktop
	1.292
	0.205
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Used phone - 6 CT - treatment desktop
	1.005
	0.226
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Used desktop - 12 CT - treatment desktop
	1.239
	0.211
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Used phone - 12 CT - treatment desktop
	1.201
	0.278
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Used desktop - 6 CT - treatment phone
	1.053
	0.192
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Used phone - 6 CT - treatment phone
	0.955
	0.153
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Used desktop - 12 CT - treatment phone
	1.237
	0.236
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Used phone - 12 CT - treatment phone 
	1.000
	(fixed
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Used desktop
	 
	
	 
	1.000
	(fixed)
	
	1.000
	(fixed)
	
	1.000
	(fixed)
	
	1.000
	(fixed)
	 

	Used phone
	 
	 
	 
	0.814
	0.185
	 
	0.995
	0.249
	 
	0.894
	0.170
	 
	0.826
	0.159
	 

	Model statistics
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	LL
	-8145.687
	 
	 
	-1338.410
	 
	 
	-1691.602
	 
	 
	-2177.273
	 
	 
	-2921.926
	 
	 

	Adj. R sq.
	0.077
	
	 
	0.092
	
	
	0.092
	
	
	0.060
	
	
	0.074
	
	 

	BIC
	16462.280
	
	 
	2741.691
	
	
	3450.171
	
	
	4423.471
	
	
	5915.542
	
	 

	N
	8052
	
	 
	1350
	
	
	1704
	
	
	2118
	
	
	2880
	
	 

	K
	15
	 
	 
	9
	 
	 
	9
	 
	 
	9
	 
	 
	9
	 
	 


***' - 1% level, '**' - 5% level, '*' - 10% level, all standard errors are robust
Tests on scale is against 1
Excluding respondents answering on a tablet
