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ABSTRACT : As a rise in national income has resulted in the growth in tourism demand, many studies on developing and

managing tourism resources were publicized. In this context, this study was conducted to analyze the demand and willingness to

pay(WTP) using contingent valuation method for agricultural experience of Daegu Urban Agriculture Park and to suggest a proper

participation fee. The survey targeting Daegu citizens was performed, and we obtained 346 valid samples. We carried out the logistic

analysis and figured out that sex, age, education and alienation areca for urban agriculture affected to probability of agricultural

experience participation. As the result of estimating willingness to pay(WTP), the measured range with this samples was from 6,052

to 16,436won. Finally, we also attained 25,000won as the proper participation fee which enables maximum revenue by conducting

the scenario analysis. These findings are important in setting up the construction plan and pricing the appropriate participation fee for

Daegu Urban Agriculture Park.

Key words : Agricultural Experience, Contingent Valuation Method, Daegu Urban Agriculture Park, Willingness to Pay(WTP)
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Table 1. Type of Urban Agriculture

Category 6Description Example?
A type of wurban agriculture using railing,

H rooftop, inside and outside of the buildings

ouse type

such as houses and apartments or using land
near the building

Neighborhood type

A type of urban agriculture using land located
near apartment houses

Downtown type

A type of urban agriculture using rooftop,
inside and outside of the skyscrapers in
downtown or using land near the skyscrapers

Farm/park type

A type of urban agriculture using public urban
agriculture  farm(articlel4),  private  urban
agriculture farm(article17) and urban
park(article2)

School education
type

A type of urban agriculture using land and
building of school for education and experience

% Source : Jang et al.(2013) Study on Overall Development of Urban Agriculture in Daegu Metropolitan city.
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Table 2. Survey Design

working on?

@D Yes = Question2 @ No

tourism, Daegu Urban Agriculture Park?

We, Deagu city, are tasking on a project of constructing Urban Agriculture Park to offer a public place
for your agricultural experience in the city. Urban agriculture park is composed of two types.

- First type of urban agriculture park suggests various experiences in farming and rural life.

- Second type is allotting the lands for hobby farms and weekend farms.

1. Are you willing to pay 1,000won® for agriculture experience of urban agriculture park which Daegu is

— Please answer question 2 if you choose D for question 1.

2. Are you willing to fill in your home address for a billing paper after participating in experiential

@D Yes @ No
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Table 3. Analysis on Basic statistics
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Category Mean Standard deviation
Presenting price 26,931 33,938
Sex" 1.465 0.500
Age? 2.621 1.123
Number of household members” 3.581 0.872
Education level? 2.500 0.686
Incom level” 3.085 0.934
Urban agriculture alienation area® 8.133 3.813

1) Sex: 1=male, 2=female
2) Age: 1=20s, 2=30s, 3=40s, 4=50s, 5=60s, 6=over 70s

3) Number of household members: 1=1, 2=2, 3=3, 4=4, S=over 5

4) Education level: 1=milddle school, 2=high school, 3=university, 4=graduate school

5) Income level: 1=less than 1.5 million won, 2=1.5~3.0million won, 3=3.0~4.5million won,
4=4.5~6.0million won, 5=6.0~7.5million won, 6=over 7.5million won

6) Urban agriculture alienation area: 1=none, 2=0~6.6m’, 3=9~15nr, 4=18~30m’, 5=over 30m’
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Table 4. Estimation Results of Logistic Model
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Category Coefficient Standardized coefficient Coefficient Standardized coefficient
Constant term 2951 489 -
(1.1373) (1.256)
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Likelihood Ratio 137.03%** 89.736***
R-Square 0.3301 0.2326

N: 346

Inside of () is standard error of estimate

**%: Statistically significant at 1% significance level
* o Statistically significant at 5% significance level
* ¢ Statistically significant at 10% significance level
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Table 5. Estimation Results of Marginal Willingness to Pay
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Figure 1. Tendency of visiting probability
according to rise of participation fee
(Unit: won)
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(Unit : won)
— - — -
First stage Mean WTP 10,792 17,470 23,786
question Truncated mean of WTP 10,925 17,421 23445
Second stage Mean WTP 6,052 11,589 16,436
question Truncated mean of WTP 6,260 11,492 15,880

Table 6. Maximum revenue of Daegu Urban Agriculture Park

Prospective revenue
Participation fee(won) Participation probability Number of visitors (person)*

(1,000won)
5,000 0.385 965,744 4,828,719
10,000 0.328 822,221 8,222,215
15,000 0.276 690,465 10,356,973
20,000 0.229 572,640 11,452,790
25,000 0.187 469,718 11,742,942
30,000 0.152 381,642 11,449,259
40,000 0.098 246,235 9,849,380
50,000 0.062 155,356 7,767,796
70,000 0.024 59,484 4,163,851
100,000 0.005 13,522 1,352,197

* 1 Using 2,505,644 on the Population of Daegu Metropolitan, 2012.
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