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While the expansion of protected areas in accordance with Korea’s National Biodiversity Strategy

contributions to the conservation of biological diversity, it incurs economic losses and poses threats to the livelihoods
of local residents. Payment for ecosystem services (PES) compensates local residents for their economic damages in
a sustainable manner. To assess feasibility of PES, there is a need to estimate the general public’s benefits from
biodiversity conservation in protected areas. This study attempted to estimate visitors’ willingness to pay (WTP) for
biodiversity conservation in Mt. Jiri using the contingent valuation method (CVM). The WTP of respondents for the
expansion of protected areas to increase biodiversity conservation was estimated at 16,103 KRW per household per
year and this equates to a total of 316.8 billion KRW for all the households in Korea. The higher a respondent’s
age, education level and household income level, the more willing he or she is to pay for biodiversity conservation.
Likewise, respondents who are aware of Mt. Jiri’s designation as an Ecosystem and Landscape Conservation Area
are more willing to pay for biodiversity conservation. Moreover, the higher the importance placed on biodiversity
conservation policy, the higher the willingness to pay for biodiversity conservation. To enhance the feasibility of PES
schemes, it is necessary to improve the general public’s knowledge and awareness of biodiversity by providing
opportunities for education and more information on biodiversity and biodiversity policies.
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Figure 1. Concept of payment for ecosystem services (PES).

Note: Figure 1 was reconstructed based on Chun and Chun(2015).
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Table 1. Definition and value of independent variables.

Variable

Definition

Value

gender

Gender of respondent

1 if male, 0 if otherwise

age

Age of respondent

Age of respondent (over 20)

education

Education level of respondent

1 if respondent enrolled in or graduated from elementary
school,

2 if respondent enrolled in or graduated from middle school,

if respondent enrolled in or graduated from high school,

if respondent enrolled in or graduated from university,

if respondent enrolled in or graduated from graduate school

income

Average monthly income level of respondent’s
household

if under 1 million KRW,

if between 1 to 1.99 million KRW,
if between 2 to 2.99 million KRW,
if between 3 to 3.99 million KRW,
if between 4 to 4.99 million KRW,
if between 5.99 million KRW,
if between 6 to 6.99 million KRW,
if between 7 to 7.99 million KRW,
if between 8 to 8.99 million KRW,
10 if between 9 to 9.99 million KRW,
11 if more than 10 million KRW

O 01NN WN =W bW

0NN N W —
I~
]

urban

Characteristics of respondent’s residential area

1 if urban resident, otherwise 0

knowledge

Resident’s awareness of Mt. Jiri’s designation as
Ecosystem and Landscape Conservation Area

1 if respondent is aware of the fact that Mt. Jiri was designated
as Ecosystem and Landscape Conservation Area, 0 if
otherwise

satisfaction

Level of satisfaction of the respondent of the status
of biodiversity in the nation

if very dissatisfied,
if dissatisfied,

if neutral,

if satisfied,

if very satisfied

importance

Level of importance of the national biodiversity
policy perceived by respondent

if very not important,
if not important,

if neutral,

if important,

if very important

N W=k W —

visit

Frequency of respondent’s visit to the mountains

Number of visits to the mountains per year

ngo

Respondent’s membership in environmental NGOs

1 if respondent has had experience participating in
environmental NGOs, 0 if otherwise

F==Ke)

0 Ry ‘C
o WgHow getn &9 olsl3H)et wEstE &Y
olSH4R) Y Ao] $EOR LBt A54FE U Wt
e}

300~3997F (47T} 400 ~4999FA(54) Afolo] =

.

497342 UreRtt) mgs

Z e 8110 %9 SHANE AA ZAIA Gl A5

S Qs Ao® Uehgeh EAR the, 20174
2 alet A4 AT F WA UEE 50.11 %, 204 1)

AN

N

B AFE T A A FAAFE 413M=
Ebgon, 7ho-de] zFetEo] disty 3 dEdist &
o]3}el 7};1 H]E-2 62.83 %, YHF 7SS 440

[e)

=]

o

At —LJ fo =

= AL F 2R AFSHE AL g

5072 % Uskish ol 24l o188 22 o
CALE] - AAH BAL e A4 A 8 L)
Ik AR SoE BerE g

SHARS 68.29 %= AEAto] AEFUEAA o=

A A E o] QuH= AFAL A}JAo| olA| sl Qluty Suhs)
Aot SHARE] =7 Aevdgel diet R 51
HE Zof| Wit 303402 vehton, AEThRy B
Aol Qv W 421702 @ A FHrl=Ech
SHAEY AL FESISE AWt 16663 JEZ L]—]ﬂ—
Wi, SEREe] 1524 %= BAUA o) TdsAY &

fe BHel ek gushech

2. WTP 2% Ex

Table 30] AA|ZHHFZ StASo] 2 At AYErtef
A BA gt AEA} Q] JRE Helstgch
AAFH L] t7to] e FHRl H-ol= AEA} 9
3 SEshe WESE B e, we AAFA
deE AEYAE glokal Sgske Rt EobA|
FAE B

Y[ N



Aejite] BETIeFd HAdol gt AlEoAF 4 A2k W As tiides 83
Table 2. Characteristics of respondents.
Survey Variable Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
gender 154 0.4935 0.5016 0 1
age 154 52.2013 10.1172 20 73
education 154 3.5325 0.7246 1 5
income 154 4.6169 2.5184 1 11
1™ urban 154 0.8052 0.3973 0 1
survey knowledge 154 0.8377 0.3700 0 1
satisfaction 154 3.0130 0.6048 1 5
importance 154 4.3961 0.7178 1 5
visit 154 22.3571 31.4677 1 240
ngo 154 0.2208 0.4161 0 1
gender 174 0.6322 0.4836 0 1
age 174 47.5460 11.7688 20 80
education 174 3.7586 0.6534 2 5
income 174 4.7184 2.4603 1 11
ond urban 174 0.8161 0.3885 0 1
survey knowledge 174 0.5460 0.4993 0 1
satisfaction 174 3.0517 0.7234 1 5
importance 174 4.0460 0.7512 2 5
visit 174 11.6207 19.4052 1 200
ngo 174 0.0920 0.2898 0 1
gender 328 0.5671 0.4962 0 1
age 328 49.7317 11.2509 20 80
education 328 3.6524 0.6959 1 5
income 328 4.6707 2.4845 1 11
Total urban 328 0.8110 0.3921 0 1
knowledge 328 0.6829 0.4660 0 1
satisfaction 328 3.0335 0.6696 1 5
importance 328 4.2104 0.7552 1 5
visit 328 16.6616 26.2932 1 240
ngo 328 0.1524 0.3600 0 1
Table 3. Distribution of responses for each bid amount.
Bid amount Sample B' is offered at the first B~ is offered at the first
B~ B' size yes no-yes no-no yes-yes yes-no no
1000 3000 36 15 3 1 10 3 4
2000 4000 31 6 5 2 9 5 4
3000 6000 29 9 3 2 9 5 1
4000 8000 28 9 2 3 7 5 2
6000 10000 34 8 1 7 6 7 5
8000 12000 33 9 4 5 6 2 7
10000 15000 30 10 1 6 6 2 5
14000 20000 38 11 1 6 6 3 11
18000 25000 37 5 4 10 6 3 9
20000 30000 32 7 1 8 7 1 8
Total 328 89 25 50 72 36 56
3. WTP &8 Zut 3 A4ttt
ABelAl olg 7] 45 AT BT gHAtel 23 AT| W2, ANFYo] H25E, o
E4S mE ned BRI AATAN Tejdt mg20] o] 24E, WRSFO| BIHE, 450 ¥245,
5% A= Table 42} Zth Table 404 = 7} 23 oA Alg]ito] A HHAR Aoz A e o] Qlrh= AMES
FHE ASE olg3to] WIPY Bagh UL o APo] QX A9, AETREY B Fo] Fasicky
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Table 4. Estimation result of probability function for respondents’ WTP for biodiversity conservation in Mt.Jiri.

Model 1 Model 2
Variable
coefficient® p-value coefficient p-value
BID -0.0001 ™ 0.000 -0.0000 ™ 0.000
gender -0.0596 0.774
age 0.0229™ 0.025
education 0.5299 " 0.002
income 0.1029* 0.030
urban -0.0330 0.897
knowledge 0.6938 ™ 0.001
satisfaction 0.2431 0.121
importance 0.7089 " 0.000
visit 0.0011 0.795
ngo -0.2792 0.331
cons -6.7179™" 0.000 0.8040 ™" 0.000
No. of observation 511 511
Log likelihood -297.5135 -340.8617
Pseudo R2 0.1460 0.0216
WIP,,..° 24144.00 26678.21
WIP, i 17935.85 18272.04
wIP b 16103.51 16040.60

truncated

“The significance levels are 10%, 5% and 1% respectively for the stars -, and

°Unit of WTP is KRW/household/year.

A7 E QJETE] BHS 9 A=A &
Eo| ¢ =4 vegch A3H(Youn and Jang, 1994;
Han et al., 2000; Lee, 2002; Yeo and Jang, 2007; Han,
2008; Yoo and Kim, 2008; Kwon et al., 2013; Lim et al.,
2015)2} upRZFA| & o] Ato A Al FHo] ESaE
ABelATt 9 sho] A et ol A
o] 2E FXE AEHIAHerRE =i &
|o] HA Hge ATz WAst= 7|3 8|8t
oA 7] wZolw, BP0 E T ANE Atk ®
3l o] ¥3Lof A= Youn and Jang(1994), Han et al.(2000)
o A7zt go| Age] EL4s ARl 9L
50| =7 YElIL, Youn and Jang(1994), Han(2008),
Kwon et al.(2013)2] A+ZA1te} o] w{pFo] o
5 AL AE gEol =4 YEbkTh o't A
= d¥o] ¥ AKPFE0] 275 &50] ¥ Ui
oz guEn, 324 doAr 250 245 A&
OJA7E & BHEo] = YEbTh ol arlAEo] A
SHE &5 Yol A skt Au|so] gk ol RE 2
As}7] wj&o]H, Han et al.(2000), Yeo and Jang(2007),
Han(2008), Kwon et al.(2013)9] A+Axute} @ Zho]
Tk, gk, Aejato] AE AT A 02 A GE o 9]

£ ARLE Aol Q1A 9o ABTherd Bl 4

[
Yo| Fastha AAULE AL} S o]

sk

A YeEhd AL Han et al.(2000), Lee(2002), Yeo and
Jang(2007), Han(2008)2] A7+ZAxe} At} o= 7%
Al 3HE A Q14 3 94 Fof 4 ZsHY =7t
37 AR AF o FABARA FFE F7] Wi
© 2 FEH(Kim, 2014).

Table 5oA= FHE 73 WTPE f-2uhet XA
7Htel & 7HA 2 gdiskaict olu, SERe] Aol A
EOAfe] R vtk 7HAE 7P BEl1e] 24 E
I olgatglon, A it WE7HEe] WTPZE A 7t
9 WTPHT It F=HEUS 7HFeids alefsto]
WTPZL FollAl 7H8 B2l Ao Babgkel 16,1039
< o833tk o] 2 Sim et al.(2013)0] M=t it
o2 2AE A A FHFHY] BEZFRQ] 19,1069
Hop e Zog yshylth o] dA-toi= AEiAIA M
& SN B7F S XA A, & A 24tke] e
thekg RAZMAR shgstar A EdR ARG ] gy
AuE| 25 dAste] 7R E A4t eng it =
Z7HEY A et 2o g serEch
WTP= A5 - AL =24 2] %](61,8249/
2 7R =R 9(50,436 9/ 71E4),
TR o] A 2]2](40,560 /7)) BA
ZhA| Eoh WA =5 vl AlFE A 891,763/
7HEE), Aol ERI(1,817 /7 ), tha=H15(2,346

S31.0]0O
Sl
3

oo o
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Table 5. Total biodiversity conservation value in Mt.Jiri.

WT{:}’{“\’){}/““‘] No. of households Total value
( in 2017 (KRW/year)
household/year)

16,103 19,673,875 316,818,442,801

H7HHE) 5o BAZAEG A A E UK Yeo and
Bang, 2007; Yeo and Jang, 2007; Yoo and Kim, 2008;
Kwon et al., 2013; Kwon et al., 2014; Lim et al., 2015).
w19 24 7Jutsto] Laitet WA sl &
ek A P4k BT Y] & HAZEAE AZE oF 3,168
o Yoz 2Rw

Ministry of Environment(2017b)+= 2017 7|& G5A|A]
AHE Sl 799 o, AHFHEAA S B SHEA

Tel 98 769 9, oPIFAE BT U Tl 9l
1539 9, FUFN D AAFY Aol 9589 U el
SAre Eqltelon, olagt ulg-e el WEA
o] g w|golztal & 4= itk o]Qlo| %= Ministry of
Environment(2017a)= A=29] S3otA5Eof ot 52+
E 937 20149 1099 €, 2015 9] 1072 ¢, 2016
ol 10991 ] @itcia Wiisislon, ol o
2 A Aske] BT S BAshs Ago] o 7
wAp Hlgolea 8 4 9 xlwu Sl A4
sl wlge mEw Aeidt FYelel wel vgol
20179 7|2 oF 1439 2o ‘j‘o}l: Aow ®mE Tt
(Korea National Park Service, 2018a). 3t 13|29 A
A 54 D ofol 3s)E 7Tk 744 stell Al
L opEE| o8t wxlE o ol7k oF 1819 Yo
2 245 rhPark, 2016). 2, A2)4t A FA B v]
£ 14391 3t Fo PR 5k 539 181
et % 3240] Qe At BT HHL 9l
o Baw 2agiel wgeleh g 4 ek of Aol
e ATl & BAskAL 3,1680] Pow
Aelo} WExe] A o AAA He)E wAEhD
A9 welsh) 919 PESE AlFE 4 9l 7454
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