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,LRT

45 54 ,
, 0.1
1676 58.0
1311(78.3%) 747 (44.6%)
357(21.3%) 910(54.3%)
7(0.4%) 4(0.2%)
1(0.1%) 15(0.9%)
494(29.5%) 76(4.5%)
106(6.3%) 468(27.9%)
234(14.0%) 107(6.4%)
24(1.4%) 132(7.9%)
6(0.4%) 14(0.8%)
9(0.9%) 6(0.4%)
5.1 CWM
WTP :
11 20
14)
WTP )
10 323 42 49 32 0 446
(72.4%) (9.4%) (11.0%) (7.2%) (0.0%) (100.0%)
20 243 55 79 29 0 406
(59.9%) (13.5%) (19.5%) (7.1%) (0.0%) (100.0%)
30 221 63 80 39 0 403
(54.8%) (15.6%) (19.9%) (9.7%) (0.0%) (100.0%)
50 205 105 77 34 0 421
(48.7%) (24.9%) (18.3%) (8.1%) (0.0%) (100.0%)
992 265 285 134 0 1676
(59.2%)  (15.8%) (17.0%) (8.0%) (0.0%)  (100.0%)
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. (Hanemann [1984] ,Hanemann & Kanninen [1996])

WTP

V(Q,Y;C)=W(Q,Y;C) +¢&

,Q Y ,C
LRT Q LRT
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Pr(Yes) = PrV(Q,Y-T;C) >V(Q,Y;C)]
= PIAW + 77> 0] =1- G, (~-AW)

, AW =W(Q",Y-T;C)-W(Q,Y;C) , G,

AW =a + C+ [, INT

indifferent T .
WTP

Coeff.
2.55882
-0.906545

LRT 0.458146

TRAM 0.663862

WALK -0.513121

AGE 0.184995

LIVE -0.759489

Log likelihood function
Number of observations
WTP_MEDI=16.8
WTP_MEAN=33.7

140
140

, 1.35

Std.Err.

0.524188
0.13056
0.162257
0.176024
0.163053
0.0505621
0.152297
-556.8249
1193

34,

12

9
n=gc —¢&
AW =
WTP
t-ratio P-value
4.88149 1.05286e-006
-6.94349 3.82538e-012
2.82359 0.0047489
3.77142 0.000162319
-3.14696 0.0016498
3.65877 0.000253432
-4.9869 6.13548e-007
1
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41 ), = .
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k 110 130 150 160 180

1 10 2 4 5 2 2 15
1 5 9 4 7 6 6 3 26
1 2 4 32 15 30 25 28 130
1 1 32 33 25 21 17 128

1 2 45 39 27 32 33 176

1 52 55 51 63 49 270

1 1 46 67 44 46 52 255

63 56 68 77 80 344

43 34 49 34 31 191

32 33 18 27 30 139

351 343 323 333 325 1675
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Q; ,LRT ,
,LRT .
1313 ,
7 1 7
hazard rate .
, 1029 s
Qli Q2i ’
, LRT
’ 2 ’
( )
Coeff. Std.Err. t-ratio P-value
0.9022235459 0.26694975 3.380 0.0007
-0.4062994641E-02 0.16626094E-02 -2.444 0.0145
BUS 0.2475359811 0.95547748E-01 2.591 0.0096
TRAM 0.8379260577 0.11718285 7.151 0.0000
AGE 0.1790710882 0.86755293E-01 2.064 0.0390
JR 0.4233613977 0.11602252 3.649 0.0003
LIVE -0.1919780387 0.85027322E-01 -2.258 0.0240
INCOME 0.3396379923E-03 0.13191275E-03 2.575 0.0100
2 ( )
Coeff Std.Err. t-ratio P-value
18.07623239 19.737423 0.916 0.3598
0.10791935 0.1164067 0.927 0.3539
COMMUTE 46.34117000 5.4684973 8.474 0.0000
CAR -22.37889769 5.5548683 -4.029 0.0001
BICYCLE 14.20988693 6.2395603 2.277 0.0228
GENDER 18.21866716 7.4920390 2.432 0.0150
SIGMA(1)  81.14071267 1.4402599 56.338 0.0000
Log likelihood function -6599.153
Data set 1313 Selected sample 1029
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