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Supplementary material S1 

Results of WTP-S model: The coefficients indicate the WTP estimates in KES (for 

example, respondents were willing to pay about 8 KES for artificial insemination services 

offered by the hub) 

Attributes Coefficients SE 

Price of AI (in ‘000 KES)1 -0.44*** 0.12 

Service offered by the hub  8.64*** 2.21 

Offered by private hub-affiliated providers 4.23*** 1.45 

No other additional service is offered -3.06*** 0.64 

≥1 repeats at shared cost - by both farmer and AI provider 11.82*** 1.46 

Local semen -30.35*** 2.71 

Sexed semen 5.76*** 1.99 

Check-off payment system 7.61*** 1.92 

Flexible payment (either cash or check-off) 5.82*** 2.17 

Constant: “opt-out” alternative -7.37*** 0.63 

Standard deviations of random parameters and their standard errors: 

Service offered by the hub 23.57*** 2.37 

Offered by private hub-affiliated providers 0.67 2.14 

No other additional service is offered 0.94 1.29 

≥1 repeats at shared cost - by both farmer and AI provider 19.77*** 2.01 

Local semen 17.54*** 2.63 

Sexed semen 30.47*** 2.56 

Check-off payment system 8.24*** 2.28 

Flexible payment (either cash or check-off) 15.93*** 2.42 

Scale parameter:   

Tau 1.84*** 0.16 

Model fit:   

Log likelihood function -1622.32 

Pseudo-R2 0.35 

Observations (panel of 301 respondents) 1806 

Replications for simulated probabilities (Halton draws) 500 

1
 In preference space form 
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