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Abstract: The paper took the ecological forests of Guangzhou City as a typical example through question—
naire and investigation and CVM and multivariate statistics method analyzed residents” willingness to com-
pensate for the ecological forest and the influencing factors. The results are: a big gap existed in terms of the
residents willingness to compensate for the ecological forest of Guangzhou City the E( WTP) =27.79 yuan/
( mouth ¢ family) the median is 4. 13 the average value of sample is 19. 82. The residents willingness to
compensate for the ecological forest are conditioned by factors including age sex educational status occupa—
tion household income and so on. Among them household register occupation environment awareness and
their satisfaction about the environmental reality are the most important influencing factors.
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-2 Cox & Snell R’ Nagelkerke R
1 554.220( a) 0.041 0.058
2 539.701( b) 0.069 0.099
3 507. 696( c) 0.129 0.185
4 499.337( ¢) 0.144 0.207

a: Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameter estimates changed by less than 0.001 b: Estimation ter—

minated at iteration number 5 because parameter estimates changed by less than 0. 001; c: Estimation terminated at iteration num—

ber 20 because maximum iterations has been reached; Final solution cannot be found.

4
95.0%
Wald P

H 0.720 0.256 7.919 1 0. 005 2.054 1.244 3.392
7 16.587 7 0.020
Z, 0.738 1.209 0.372 1 0.542 2.091 0. 196 22.337
Z, 1.344 1.261 1.137 1 0.286 3.836 0.324 45.419
7, 1.184 1.222 0.939 1 0.333 3.268 0.298 35.857
7, 21.285 9426. 880 0.000 1 0.998 1753 204 0.000

764.712

7 0.225 1.284 0.031 1 0.861 1.252 0.101 15.497

6 1.926 1.278 2.272 1 0.132 6. 864 0.561 84.038
Z, 3.370 1.627 4.288 1 0.038 29. 066 1.198 705. 435
G 18.957 3 0.000
G, -0.077 0.663 0.014 1 0.907 0.925 0.252 3.39%4
G, 0.356 0.677 0.276 1 0.599 1.427 0.378 5.385
G; -1.114 0.702 2.519 1 0.112 0.328 0.083 1.299
M 19. 898 3 0.000
M, -2.097 0.851 6.072 1 0.014 0.123 0.023 0.651
M, -1.153 0.826 1.949 1 0.163 0.316 0.063 1.593
M, -0.643 0.838 0.589 1 0.443 0.525 0.102 2.717

0.907 1.531 0.351 1 0.553 2.478
a 1 : Gb 2 t M e 3 27 d 4 : He
CVM WTP N
( o
) N
Logistic °
)

N N

~

Cox



<48 - ( ) 10

5
) P
Stepl G —-287.038 19. 857 3 0. 000
Step2 G —280.095 20. 490 3 0. 000
M -277.110 14.518 3 0.002
Step3 Z -269. 851 32.005 7 0. 000
G -263.501 19.306 3 0. 000
M —-263.358 19.019 3 0. 000
Step4 H —253. 848 8.359 1 0.004
A -265.233 31.129 7 0. 000
G —259.293 19.249 3 0. 000
M —-260. 046 20.756 3 0. 000
SPSS : MEnter: [ 1 M
: (@Forward: Condition— 0 ’
al: M, = {1 M,
: @Forward: LR: 0
. { M, = [ : : 4
@Forward: Wald:  Wald 0 ) 0

: (®Backward: Conditional:

m =log —2— =0.907 +0.720H +0. 738Z, +

1-p
; @Backward: LR: P
1.3447, +1. 1847, +21. 2857, +0. 2257 +1. 9267,

. (DBack-
+3.370Z, -0.077G, +0.356G, —1. 114G, -2.097M,
ward: Wald: Wald
—-1.153M, - 0. 643M,
) R __exp(m)
Forward: LR: 4 =1+ exp( m) °
3 4, .
5 o
0.720
P .
0.05 4 o
H o Z,
1 o
H = o 7
{0 G, G
7 Z, =
1 p 1 p o G, °
{0 o {0 T {0
VA ! VA ! Z .
b {0 T [0 o {0 :
1 N
refl o



1 : 49

4.13 ; ;
19. 82, ;
5~50 o

5 19.83%; 5 ~10 46.36%; 11 ; N

~30 14.29%; 31 ~50 9.62%; 50 o
9.9%

1 . J. 2002( 6) :43 -46.
2 Hicks J R. The rehabilitation of consumer’ s surplus J . Review of Economics Studies 1941 8: 108 —116.
3 Hicks J R. The four consumers’ surplus J . Review of Economics Studies 1943 11:31 —41.
4 . (CVM) J. 2000 14(3):19 -22.
5 . “ "( WTA) M . : 2008.
6 :CVM D . : 2008.
7 I 2005 26(2):6 -10.
8 Amigues ] P Boulat off C Desigues B et al. The benefits and costs of riparian analysis habitat preservation: A willingness

to accept/willingness to pay using contingent valuation approach ] . Ecological Economics 2002 43:17 -31.
9 . —
I 2002 17(3) :420 -425.
10 . J. 2002 22(6) : 885 —893.
11 . CVM I 2005 25(6) : 1391 - 1396.
12 Loomis J B. Evironmeut valuation techniques in water resource decision-making J . Journal of Water Resources Planning
and Management 2000( 12) : 339 —344.
13 Arrow K J Solow R Leamer E et al. Report of the NOAA panel on contingent valuation J . Federal Register 1993 58:
4601 -4614.
14 Gyldmark M Gwendolyn M C. Demand for health care in Denmark: Results of a national sample survey using contingent

valuation J . Social Science & Medicine 2001 53:1023 - 1036.



