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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to construct a model, named as multiple-hurdle
with decision process, which will be able to analyze data collected from a
decision process with an obvious discrete choice and final continuous
amount displaying. The model will extend to include not only real zero
willingness to pay but also protest zero responses. The model is then
applied to a set of data collected through double-bounded dichotomous
choice with open-ended follow-up contingent valuation method for the
benefit evaluation of Kengting National Park in Taiwan.

The results have shown that model of multiple-hurdle with decision process
not only has better fit than OLS, standard Tobit, and double-hurdle model
but also has precise interpretation for the characteristics of protest responses
at different stage of decision process. The mean willingness to pay for the
natural resource of the site, estimated from multiple-hurdle with decision
process, is 346 NT dollars per year for each household. And its
corresponding 95% confidence interval of mean willingness to pay for the
benefit is thus also more reliable than those computed from OLS, standard
Tobit, and double-hurdle mode.
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Green2 20.05 31.00 29.97 207.69 **  394.75 **  367.26 **  373.46**
(94.45) (95.61) (103.61) (79.46) (110.91) (122.23) (120.59)
...... 859.21 ** 856.05 ** e 108473 **  1,060.87 **  1,061.72**
(27.73) (21.25) (36.89) (24.07) (23.67)
-4,083.71 -3,980.85 -3,980.44 -6,040.94  -4,270.06 -4,260.34 - -4,256.57
X ( ) 65.60(12) 65.79(12) 699.84(16) 75.57(12) = 88.91(12)  395.48(18)  403.01(23)

10%

5%



