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Abstract

The paper is to estimate the preservation value of East Coast wetlands using the double-bounded
dichotomous choice model of the contingent valuation method. For the reliability and the validity of CVM
a survey was conducted for 1,172 visitors and residents around the coast by personal interview method,
and respondents would be willing to pay for conserving and managing the East Coast wetlands at each bid

level,

ranging from 2,000~10,000 won per

annum and per

household. As

result, the yearly

willingness-to-pay is estimated to be 2,329 won and 6,138 won per household with covariates for median
and mean, respectively, and the annual aggregated preservation value for the East Coast wetlands is
estimated to be 40.4~106.4 billion won and the annual conservation value per ha 55~145 million won.

Key words : Preservation value, Contingent valuation method, East coast wetlands
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<Table 2> Definition and sample statistic of
variables
Variable Definition Mean S@@rd
Deviation
AGE Age of the respondent 40.99 15.62
Monthly income of the
RES INC | respondent 2,064 1,494
(unit: thousand won)
MARRIED | Dumm for mamiage | 76| 486
(married:1, single:0)
Education level of the
EDU respondent in  years | 13.35 3.301
(0~20)
HOUSE Householder: 1,
HOLDER | Family member:0 0.490 0.500
NO FAM | No. of family members | 3.532 1.209
SEX Male:1, female:0 0.601 0.492

U AgelAtele] g gHRE
SHAEY AR AR

i+ <Table 3>¢] A|A|=]o] QlT}.

<Table 3> Distribution of responses by bid amount

First Sample No. of respondents
bid(won) size YY YN NY NN
2,000 241 72 53 3 113
4,000 238 54 54 11 119
6,000 230 36 58 21 115
8,000 225 31 42 26 126
10,000 238 46 38 26 128
Total 1172 239 245 87 601
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<Table 5> Estimation results with covariates

. . . Variables Coefticients
consistent estimator)©] Ch(Amemiya, 1981). ©]ol w} Constant 20.1751(-1.6578)*
g HeFAWe ARRE FEASRe v Bid 0.1421(22.2453)**
<Table 4>$} 7t} RES_INC 0.0001(3.1978)***
AGE 0.008(2.4991)**
<Table 4> Estimation results for WTP MARRIED -0.1228(-1.9374)*
Without Covariates | With Covariates Number Of ob.servations 1,172.00
Items Median | Truncated | Median | Truncated Log likelihood -1,423.03
WTP WTP WTP WTP Wald statistic 578.6176
g -1429.886 -1423.033 (p-value) 0.000
-likelinoo Note: The value in ( ) indicates t-statistic, and * ,**, and
WTP *#% represent statistically significant at the 10%, 5%, 1%
(1,000won) 2.298 6.170 2.329 6.138 levels, respectively.
t-statistic 5.341 23.622 5.468 23.543
5t Ealo} ZuZo Ao 5t B4 ul=
Comprt 1114023, [5.682~|[14383.| [5.652~ Tk FREE ddeR @ waAke
menal | BU|671sl1s)) esss)  zwiel gl A FUw WPk 18109, U
bz| = 9] O ZA o] ITA: Is)
vald | ags20|  558.017|  29.901| 554,287 ® 8 WIPE 5995¢le2 F4Hglal, $¥d
—— o] QE AL FIYUWIPE 18149, duw
Note: All parameters estimated indicate statistically ~ ’ ’
significant at the 1 % level in t-statistic and Wald statistic. WTP= 5982902 FALUT a8 WEAE
% N i S WgoR @ BHANE Pl gt A
B X kU ar o RS 1
R 0%0 IR ARWithout o wrpi 26059, duEl Wi WIp:
. AA BT = =o} - - [ =
Covriatey) ) Bellowerall mean) EE FY - gaipeom $us, 3Pl AT BF T
: A o AT b
(medlan)WTP; 2.208%, =9%¥ °L(tmn°f‘tef FFIWTPE 2,7199), AwEl WIPE 6154902
e I A 9o = _ -
mean) = f(“ja“)“’j‘} 6170822 ij 2399 B FUSY WEAY 349
7. Fwgke] 9l i ~ %
HRa, yHFo] & H-$(With Covariates) % HERNZS wms B o 29y WIPE
Az Ll %0} : N
A oi;(ovejﬂ ]mi:n) B vo(medlan)WTj; 885~905¢ 2] zHo]E Hola glo] FAHOR
s % LI E]‘—:—ll:_.‘_ 7 Rl = = bz A
2,329, Hok¥ i (truncated mean) ;» oJgk Apol & YR Qlal, BHEWTPE 172~322
(mean)WTP+= 6,138 02 IO = F99) 9] zpo]= Holi 9lo] BEAHOE &3 2}
- FARHA FAE AT v YR o o]Z UEh|®| or=t}. o|g} o] Fwle] nHE}
15 - . . T
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<Table 6> Annual WTP for conserving East coast

Median Mean

WTP WTP WTP

WTP per household(won) 2,329 6,138
Annual conservation

oy 404 106.4
value(billion won)

Annual COH.SGI"VZIUOH value per 55 145
ha (million won/yr)

1. Annual conservation value=WTP per household
x No. household(17,339,422)

2. Annual conservation value per ha = annual

conservation value + wetland size(736 ha)
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