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Abstract : In recent days, most of the lagoons in Korea have been lost on account of indiscreet
development and pollution. Thus, this stady measures the conservation value of the Songji lagoon, a
representative lagoon in Korea by using the contingent valuation (CV) method and specifies the non-use
value of Songji lagoon. The survey was carefully designed and implemented to meet a number of
recommendation rules suggested in the literature. The overall results show that the respondents well
accepted the contingent market and would be willing to pay a significant amount for the proposed program
to conserve Songji lagoon. Total Conservation value of Songji lagoon amounted to approximately 21.2
billion Korean won per year. Moreover, the non-use value of Songji lagoon amounted 15.7 billion Korean
won per year. The results of measuring the conservation value provide decision-makers with data
indispensable to devising a conservation and management policy.

Key words : 523 (Songji lagoon), RE7}X](conservation value), 2% 7}1X5% 9 (contingent
valuation method), }-2-2JA}l (willingness to pay)
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Now, we would like to know how much your household is willing to pay your
income tax for the conservation program of the Songji Lagoon. In consideration of

yowr h hold income and

please answer the next question sincerely.
Keep it in mind that any money which you spend on conserving the Songji Lagoon
can't be spent elsewhere and that the Songji Lagoon is one of the Lagoon in
Korea such as Hwajinpo and Yeongrang Lagoon. Any amount which you offer will
only be spent on preserving the Songji Lagoon, nothing else.

A. Would your household be willing to pay [Specified Amount] in higher income
tax each year for next five years for the conservation of the Songji Lagoon?

@ Yes @ No
Fig, 1. WTP question.
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Please record on the following table your most important and least important reasons
why you are willing to pay higher taxes for the Songji Lagoon. Then, how important
are your second, third, and last reasons relative to the 100 for the first ranked reason?

Fmportance

Rank Weight

Reasons

For the purpose of enjoying recreational activity
such as a sightseeing, boating, and fishing.

(For present use)

For the purpose of my potential using in the
future cven not for the present

(For your Future use)

Because, | am satisfied with the knowledge that
the Songji Lagoon is preserved even though 1
never expest 1o visit there.

(For just existence )

For the purpose of bequeathing the Songji
Lagoon to future generation

(For descendants' use)

Fig. 2. Weights table.
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Table 1. Distribution of responses by bid amount.

Bid Sample size “Yes” responses “No”
(Won) (person) (%) responses (%)
1,000 69 53(76.8) 16(23.2)
2,000 67 38(56.7) 29(43.3)
3,000 66 31(47.0) 35(53.0)
4,000 68 29(42.6) 39(57.4)
5,000 68 19(27.9) 49(72.1)
6,000 62 22(35.5) 40(64.5)
7,000 60 18(30.0) 42(70.0)
8,000 73 15(20.5) 58(79.5)
9,000 67 9(13.4) 58(86.6)
10,000 72 13(18.1) 59(81.9)
11,000 69 13(18.8) 56(81.2)
12,000 68 6(8.8) 62(91.2)
total 809 266 543
F32+

B dAdxe 9546 g8l 4 3)e Hulskske
BF o8 f2 33T A, ke FHATE 0.84687%
0.25912 JeRgth 4 23E Table 20 f8.2F3l%ict. ©]
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Wald SAFE 53 € & =0), FHd e F
BAF7E BF golghes AF7/ME 717138k} webA
B A7 3489 WTP7L 493 298 7HAcETe
7-]..9_ [« _/"; 9\11:]_

W, B A3 SEA 2 SR 7Y B4l wzl
32| BHE) g A EALEE) ojuFh @%k— =4
g yeotsly] SJsiA FEs 2 Ry S ﬂs}ﬁt}.

Table 2. Estimation resuits.

Variables Estimated coefficient®

0.8468

Constant (5.2046)**
- 0.2591

Bid (10.1920)%*

Number of observation 809

Log-likelihood —450.99
Wald-statistics® 157.19
(p-value) (0.000)

%he unit of bid is 1,000 won.

b¢-statistics are shown in parentheses after the coefficient estimates.
‘the hypothesis is that all the parameters are jointly zero and the
corresponding p-value is reported in the parentheses below the
statistic.

* ** indicates significance at the 5% and 1% levels, respectively.

W& ATARETe 9 B

Aol w2t wEApel e FAr] v2rh g £ AL

FFE BEUF R A

oldf, gHA & FHA Mo 54E
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§458 AMgslglen, Zh W] FAA ol F 712
%7%1 S Table 391 AAEAT. 2dTFe 3 239
4 aﬂ% Table 4] 3"46}%4 ﬂJéEI W2 Wald
iﬂl g B3 & & ARl FoAFE 1%014 FAHL
lfﬂ Ao eyttt £, 74 HEEe] A

= E—r FI5E s%elM BAECR fod 22 U
el $X & B3 g ABAEELS $A200 ]
3 ARl 0] Y&FE, WEAPC] AEFE, 7THES
o] ¥&FE, AKFE] REFE AXE A2 E U

w9

Table 3. Description of variables.

Standard

Mean deviation

Variables Definitions

Dummy for knowledge
of the Songji lagoon
(1 =know;

0 = don’t know)
Dummy for visitation
of the Songji lagoon
(1 =yes; 0 =no)
Monthly household
total income after tax

deductions
(unit : 10,000 won)

EDUCATION  Year of education

KNOW 47.2% -

VISIT 7.4% -

INCOME 314.80 105.83

13.97 240

Table 4. Estimation results of the WTP model with cova-

riates.,

Variables® Estimated coefficients®
Constant 1.1455 (2.1307)*
BID® 0.2669 (10.2468)**
KNOW 0.5127 (2.9452)**
VISIT 0.6284 (2.0077)*
INCOME 0.0016 (2.0123)*
EDUCATION —0.0761 (-2.1432)*
Number of observation 809
Log—hkchhood —439.67
Wald-statistics® 166.15
(p-value) (0.000)

®the variables are defined in Table 3.

Bthe unit of bid is 1,000 won.

°f-statistics are shown in parentheses after the coefficient estimates.
dthe hypothesis is that all the parameters are jointly zero and the
corresponding p-value is reported in the parentheses below the
statistic.

* ** indicates significance at the 5% and 1% levels, respectively.
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Table 5. WTP estimates.

Mean WTP (unit : won)
C (-0 <WTP< )
WTP (won per year) 3,268
Standard error® 0.3846 (8.4980)**

95% confidence interval
CT(O<WTP<wx)
WTP (won per year)
Standard error®

95% confidence interval

[2,552-3,853]

4,646
0.2312 (20.0927)**
[4,290-5,077]

-statistics are shown in parentheses.

* ** indicates significance at the 1% level.

95% confidence intervals are calculated by the use of the Monte Carlo
simulation technique with 5,000 replications (see Krinsky and Robb
1986).

&ty 34
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Table 6. Classification of the value.

Non-use value

Total Non-use
WTP (annual) Use value vah:les Option Existence  Bequest
value value value
flf;it‘,"‘ifjg"‘d 3,268 815 2,453 905 801 747
c’ Annual total®
(mean WTP) (unit: 2 hundred million won) 212.49 52.99 156.5 58.82 52.11 48.57
b
sz:f‘: ;3;‘:;;6 4 million won) 924.19 230.48 693.71 255.81 226.65 211.25
fj;;‘_"\‘;f;‘;dd 4,646 1,159 3,487 1,286 1,139 1,062
c Annual total®
(truncated mean " . 302.09 75.34 226.75 83.62 74.09 69.05
WTP) (unit: a hundred million won)
b
Present value 131389  327.66 986.23 363.68 32222 300.33

(unit: a hundred million won)

The number of households in Seoul and the metropolitan areas was 6,502,119 according to the 2000 Census of population in Korea.

e present value estimates assume 7.5% discount rate and S years.
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