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Introduction

Wth increasing public awareness of the risks fromlandfill di sposa
sites, the siting of newlandfills has beconme not only technically
difficult but, in some cases, socially and politically infeasible. Wste
di sposal practices create external costs for nearby residents who are
affected by the associated risks fromlandfills. Exanples of such costs
i ncl ude ground and surface water contamnation, truck traffic, noi se, odor,
litter, as wel|l as other nommarket costs not borne by waste disposal firns
and producers of garbage. Froman economc perspective, external costs
result in an inefficient allocation of resources(too nuch wastes and
exposure). I n the absence of statutes and regul ations pertaining to
landfill disposal, the profit maxi mzing firmwould have little incentive
to reduce wastes or public exposure to a socially optinal |evel.

The question policynakers are now asking i s whether the benefits of
protecting the public fromthe risks of landfill disposal justify the costs
of such action. Past studies that have estinated the possibl e damages to
hunan heal th fromlandfill wastes provide only a partial analysis of the
total cost to society of landfill practices(Raucher, 1983; 1986). A
conpl ete anal ysi s shoul d i ncl ude nonhealth costs such as odor and litter
when estinating the costs of siting alandfill in close proximty to rural
residential areas.

The | andfill disposal issue has been at the forefront in Knox County,
Tennessee. 1 n 1987, the Knox Gounty Commissioners denied a permt request
by Browning Ferris, Inc. (BH), tobuildalandfill inthe Carter community
of East Knox County. The newlandfill siting probl emwas exacerbated by

the fact that the capacity of existing landfills serving Knox Gounty was
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expected to be depleted in the near future. Even though BFI's permit

request was deni ed, the courts may ul tinatel y deci de whet her the BF

application conforms to state and local landfill regul ations and should
thus be approved.
The demand for environmental quality is broadly based, although
monetary benefits are subject to strong i NCONE and SOCi oeconom ¢
constraints (Mitchell and Carson, 1985). Policymakers have been rel uct ant
to move from the gstatus quo toward incentive-compatible environmental
improvements without detailed information about the gainers or losers from 5
a policy change. Therefore, in determning the costs of an externality or
the benefits of yaste disposal firms internalizing these costs, it would
also be politically important 1O determine the relationship between the

SOCi 0BCONOM C characteristics of the ef fected popul ation and the level of

external costs.

The objective Of this study Was to investigate the relationship

between socioeconomic characteristics Of Carter community residents and the
level of external costs perceived Dy them if the BFl proposed | andfill were
to D€ approveq, The remainder Of this paper is organized as follows.
First, the theoretical basis for €stimating external costs of environnental
quality deterioration is discussed. Second, the contingent valuation
method is reviewed. Third, a regression nodel is specified relating the
costs of siting a 1andfill in the Carter COMMNity to the socioeconomic
characteristics Of residents. Fourth, data collection nethods are

described. Fifth, regression results are presented. Finally, policy

implications are drawn.




3
Theoretical Basis

The theoretically appropriate wel fare neasure for eval uati ng a change
in an environnental amenity is the H cksian conpensating surplus, a neasure
of wllingness to pay for the change in wel fare(Hehn and Randal |, 1983,
Randal | and stoll, 1983). The nodeling of this process is based on
microeconomic theory of utility maximzation(Varian, 1978).

The val ue that a person pl aces on an environmental anenity is
reflected in the person's utility function:

(1) v° - U%X, Q),
where U° is sone initial level of utility fromwhich a change in welfare is
measured, X is a vector of quantities of private goods, and Qis the |evel
of environnental quality with the landfill.

Assune initially that BFl has permssionto build alandfill in the
Carter community. Now consider the policy optionto restrict the landfill.
To val ue this change, one could | ook at the associated dual mnimzation
problemfor the utility function given in(J. The obj ective in the dual
istomnimze total expenditures needed to maintain a given | evel of
utility. This mninumlevel of expenditures can be obtai ned by solving the
fol | ow ng probl em

(2 Mnimze =pX subject to U° = U°(X, Q)
where P, is the price of private good i, % is the quantity of private good
i, Uis theinitial level of utility withthe landfill, and Q is the
|l evel of environnental quality without the landfill. The solutionto this
probl em defines a cost function g°;

(3) E° - E(B, Q', U9
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By duality, this mninumlevel of expenditures will also define the
consuner's postpolicy incone | evel (Varian, 1978). In this case,

(4) B3, Q, ) =W
where M is the consuner's inconme |level after the policy decisionto
restrict the landfill, holding Uat u°, and

(5) v =0y, M, Q)
which is the indirect utility function defined by the dual utility
maxi m zation probl em(Varian, 1978).

Thus, the expenditure ninimzation problemgiven in(2 enables
consuners to inplicitly solve for the mni numpostpolicy |evel of incone M
needed to naintain their initial utility level given the change in Q The
change in income required to nmaintain the consuner's initial |evel of
utility when Qchanges to Q can be defined as:

(6) V=11 - M,
where M® is the consuner's level of income with the landfill and ¥ is the
consuner's | evel of income wthout the landfill. Inthe Garter landfill

case, V,,represents the maxi numanount a resident would be willing to pay

to avoid the landfill. This anount can be viewed as the val ue a resi dent
pl aces on not having a landfill |ocated nearby or, alternatively, it can be
viewed as the external cost to a resident of having a landfill | ocated

nearby. At V, the resident would be indifferent to the landfill (Varian,

1978).

Conti ngent Val uati on Met hod

The costs incurred by Carter community residents can nost effectively

be estimated using the Contingent Val uation Met hod (GAV. I n CVM surveys,
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respondents are confronted with a wel | -defi ned hypot hetical situation(a
contingent narket); then they are asked to reveal their personal val uations
of changes in an unpriced good in the contingent mnarket.

The c¢vM has been the subj ect of considerable scrutiny since its
devel oprent by Davi s (1963). Much of the criticismof CVM focuses on
survey administration and desi gn probl ens (Cummings, et al ., 1984).
However, the nmost purported weakness is that it is generally not possible
to observe whet her peopl e woul d actually pay their stated anount for the
change i n environnental quality(Bishop, et al., 1984; Freenman, 1986). The
hypot heti cal nature of the CvMcoul d lead respondents to bid carel essly, or
strategically for their own perceived benefit, thereby generating
unreliable data. Bishop, et al. (1984), speculate that CVMsystematically
understates willingness to pay to avoid a change (WP and overstates
wi | lingness to accept conpensation for a change (WA). Wile there is no
doubt that designing and i npl enenting a meani ngful and unbi ased CVM sur vey
is a challenging task, Randal | (1983) argues that "contingent val uation
wor ks better than nost econom sts mght have expected.” Smth, et al.
(1985), point out that if careful procedures are followed to devel op the
questionnaire, to select the sanple, and to obtain the conpleted interview,
the respondents will be able to objectively value reductions in their risks

to hazar dous wast es.
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Regr essi on Mbdel Specification

A househol d's willingness to pay (external cost of the landfill to
that resident) is hypothesized to be a function of the househol d' s

soci oeconom ¢ characteristics and a randomerror term stated as:

(7) V,=f(NH, AGE,,sEX, INC , EDU, HOM, YI G, , DWS,, MFL,, POR) + e,

i = 1...n,
where i is a subscript representing an individual household, Vis annual
willingness to pay to avoid a landfill, NHis nunber in household, ACE is

age of respondent, SEX is sex of the respondent, INC is annual househol d
i ncome, EDU i s education of the respondent, HOMis ownershi p of property,
YIC is nunber of years of residence in the Carter community, DI is
dependence on a well or a spring as a drinking water source, MFL is niles
fromthe proposed landfill site, and PORis perception of risk fromthe
proposed | andfill.

The nunber of persons in a household(NH is expected to be
negatively related to WIP. This relationship is hypothesized because as
househol d si ze i ncreases, with househol d i ncone hel d constant, per capita
i ncome declines, thereby reducing the household's ability to pay. NH
coul d al so have a positive effect on WIP if additional individuals cause an
increase in the respondent's concern over the possible effects of having a
landfill nearby. The negative effects on WP of declining per capita
i ncome are expected to outwei gh the positive effects of increased concern
fromaddi ng nmore individuals to the househol d.

Age (AE) and sex (SEX of the respondent are included in the

equation to test the hypothesis that these denographic characteristics are
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inmportant in determning a respondent's WIP. Hypot heses about the relative
magni t udes of these variables are not specified a priori.

A househol d's income (INO is expected to be positively related to
WP. As househol d i ncore i ncreases, per capita i ncome increases (NH
constant), increasing a household s ability to pay to avoid having a
landfill nearby.

More educated(ED) respondents are hypot hesi zed to be willing to pay
nore than | ess educat ed respondents because it is nore |ikely that they
will be aware of and interested in the environmental inplications of
landfills.

Those respondents who own their homes(HMN are expected to be
willing to pay nore to avoid a landfill than renters. Honeowners woul d be
worse of f than renters if property val ues declined because of the landfill.
As a consequence, they mght be willing to pay nore to avoid the landfill
than renters, ceteris paribus.

WIlingness to pay is expected to be positively related to the nunber
of years(Y1Q a respondent has lived in the Carter conmunity. Those who
have lived there | onger woul d nore likely be involved in community affairs
and woul d be | ess nobile than those who have lived there for shorter
periods of tine.

(One consequence of having a landfill located in the Carter Conmunity
is the possible contamnation of drinking water originating fromwells and
springs. 1t is hypothesized that househol ds obtai ni ng drinki ng water from
welI's or springs (DM would be willing to pay nore to avoid the possibl e
contamnation of their drinking water supplies fromlandfill leachate than

t hose who receive water froma nunicipal source.
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The prospect of being adversely affected by a landfill di mnishes
wi th distance. Thus, MFL is expected to be negatively related to WP.
Final Iy, respondents were asked to rate their perceptions of risk
(PR, or level of concern over «the proposed | andfill, on a scal e of one to
five with one representing the greatest concern. Those respondents with
the greatest perception of risk were expected to be willing to pay nore

than those with | ess concern over the landfill's |ocation.

Data Col |l ection

The Carter popul ation was defined as enconpassi ng four Knox County
tax maps (nunbers 62, 63, 73, 74). An estinmated popul ation size of 800
househol ds was derived by review ng property records for the Carter
community i n the Knox County Tax Assessors (fice. The geographical size
of the area(the four tax naps) was approxi mately eight square mles
enconpassi ng the proposed Carter |landfill.

A sanpl e of 150 househol ds was randomy sel ected fromthe Carter
community. Since one objective of the survey was to obtai n househol d
wi | lingness to pay, the contingent nmarket in the questionnaire was
personal |y explained to the respondent with the request that the head of
househol d or both spouses jointly determne the Wwre value. As Smith, et
al. (1985), suggested, careful consideration was given to ensure that
respondents were able to understand and eval uate the hypot heti cal
environmental anenity in the contingent narket.

In an effort to mnimze starting point bias, the researcher el ected
to use an open-ended question rather than a bi dding procedure to elicit WP

values. To aid respondents i n understanding and rel ating to the contingent
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mar ket, they were gi ven payment cards as devel oped by Carson(1985). For
different | evels of income, respondents circled a value fromzero to a
predet erm ned nunber indicating their wllingness to pay to avoid a
landfill near their residence.

To mtigate the possibility of upward strategic bias, the wllingness
to pay neasure(WP) as opposed to the willingness to accept conpensation
nmeasure (WA was used to determne the external cost of the landfill to
Carter community residents. |t should be noted that the wTp value is a
conservative estimate of the external cost to Carter residents because of

possi bl e downwar d strategi c bi as.
Results

QO dinary | east squares was used to estimate the rel ati onshi p between
wTP and the hypot hesi zed expl anatory variabl es (equation 7). The results
are presented in Table 1. Al explanatory variabl es were 0,1 dumy
vari abl es, and the regression coefficients represent deviation fromthe
del eted category. For exanple, the nunber in household(NH variable
i ncl uded four 0,1 dummy variables: NIH1(one to tw), NH(three to
four), NNH3(five to six), and NNH4(nore than six). Dummy variables are
especi al |y appropriate when using a nodel with qualitative data such as
sex. Many of the hypot hesi zed expl anatory variables in the Carter landfill
case are cardinal variables. However, one nay use groupi ngs or categories
of a cardinal variable to define a qualitative variabl e (Johnston, 1984).
The categories of the cardinal variable represent separate 0,1 dummes. To
avoi d having perfect nulticollinearity, the | ast category for each

expl anatory variabl e was del eted fromthe regression equati on.
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Regressi on coefficients for the categories of an explanatory vari abl e
must be interpreted differently fromregression coefficients of continuous
variables. For instance, if NIH4 were the del eted category, the regression
coefficient for NNH2 woul d neasure the difference bet ween average WIP for a
three- to four-person househol d (NIH2) and average WIP for a household with
nmore than six persons (NIH4), holding all other soci oecononic
characteristics constant between the two househol ds. Testing the
significance of the coefficient of NIH2 is the same as testing the
hypot hesi s that average WTP is equal for househol ds in categories N H2 and
Nl H4(all other things constant). Ajoint Fstatistic is used to test
whet her all categories of the NHvariable taken together significantly
af f ect househol d WP(Table 2.

These regression coefficients enable one to predict the external cost
for a household, givenits inclusionin a particular category for each
variable. Interpretation of the these coefficients can be nost effectively
denmonstrated by three exanples. First, if the respondent fell into the
del eted categories for all variables, the expected WP val ue woul d be
$1,911. 20(the intercept). Second, if the respondent fell into the NIH1
category and the del eted category for all other variabl es, expected WP
woul d be $2, 059.93(the intercept plus the coefficient for NIH1). Finally,
suppose a respondent fell into the follow ng categories: NIHl, AGEl, a
mal e, INC1l, EDUl, a renter, YIC1, used district water, MFL1l, perceived no
risk, then the estimate of his willingness to pay($264.52) would be the
intercept plus the corresponding regression coefficients.

The specific interpretation of the regression coefficients and their

reliability as.predictors of external costs is detailed below It should
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be noted that the ceteris paribus assunption applies to the interpretation

of all regression coefficients, but to avoid redundancy it is not
explicitly stated below Al so, caution shoul d be used when interpreting
these WIP val ues. They do not indicate that Carter commnity residents
woul d want to pay or that they should pay to avoid the siting of a landfill
intheir comunity. They can be interpreted as estimates of |osses in

wel fare (costs) by residents if the landfill were located in their

communi ty.

Nunber in Househol d(NH

Ajoint Fstatistic of 5.03 for NH(Table 2) indicates that
househol d si ze expl ains a portion of a household's WIP to avoid alandfill.
Those househol ds in the Carter commnity with three to four menbers were
willing to pay nore than househol ds with nore than six menbers. This is
the expected result given that per capita i ncome decreases as househol d
size increases. The larger coefficient for NH2 than for NIH1 probably
refl ects the increased concern respondents had as chil dren were introduced
into their household. This finding mght be explai ned by the near
proximty of the | ocal high school and recreation area to the proposed
landfill site. In fact, during the interviews, nany respondents with
chil dren expressed this concern as their primary reason for opposing the
BFl proposed site. The statistical nonsignificance of the coefficient for
N H3 suggests that, if children were present as accounted for by NIH2,
additional children did not increase a househol d's WP enough to of f set
decreases in WIP resul ti ng from correspondi ng decreases in per capita

i ncone.
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Age of Respondent (AX)

The joint F-statistic for AGE as shown in Tabl e 2 suggests that the
respondent’s age i s significant in explaining household wi |l lingness to pay.
The age variable was divided into five categories with the del eted category
bei ng those respondents over 65 years of age. Heads of househol d who were
45 years and under were willing to pay considerably less than those heads
of househol d who were over 65 years of age. The coefficient for AGE4 (56-
65 years of age) was significantly larger than the coefficients for the
other categories. This may be due to the fact that those famlies
typi cal |y had hi gh school age children who were perceived to be at risk

fromthe landfill.

Sex of Respondent (SEX)

Fromthe results presented in Table 1, it appears that sex of the

respondent was not a significant factor in detern ning househol d WP.

Househol d | ncone (1 NQ

Al coefficients for income were negative as expected, and they were
all significant at the . Ol | evel except INC4, which was not significant.
The estimated coefficients'indicatethat WP was not appreci ably different
anong househol ds wi th incones between zero and $29,999. Sinilarly, WP was
not significantly different for households W th i ncomes of $30, 000 or nore.
However, results indicate that wTp was about $1, 000 | ess for househol ds in
the | ower income group than for those in the higher income group. The
joint F-statistic of 7.20 for INC indicates that income was hi ghly

significant in explaining household wi | lingness to pay.

L
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Educati on of Respondent (E)

The j oi nt F-val ue of 10.8 for educationis significant at the .01
| evel , suggesting that the | evel of education strongly influenced a
respondent's WP. As expected, all education variabl es had negative signs
inrelation to the del eted durmy variabl e of EDUA(some graduate
education). Although the regression coefficients indicate that coll ege
graduates were willing to pay relatively nmore than noncol | ege graduat es,
there was no difference i n WIP among respondents with [ ess than a col | ege

degr ee.

Honeowner shi p (MN)

Contrary to expectations, the regression coefficient for HOMwas not
significantly different fromzero, suggesting that homeowners nay not be
willing to pay nore than tenants to avoid having a landfill in the Carter

communi ty.

Years in Community(YPOQ

The only dummy vari abl e representing years of residence in the Carter
communi ty whi ch was significant was YIQ(one to five years). Its
unexpect ed positive coefficient indicates that househol ds whi ch have
resided in the community fromone to five years would be willing to pay
$156. 92 nore per year than those residents who had lived in the community
for nmore than 15 years (the del eted dummy variable). This result may occur
because newer residents are typically famlies with school age chil dren who

have noved into recently built subdivisions. Their higher WP may refl ect
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concern over the proposal to locate the landfill near community recreation

facilities and the hi gh school .

Drinki ng Wt er Sour ce(D/9

The regression coefficient for DS was negati ve as expect ed.
However, this regression coefficient is not statistically significant, so
one cannot concl ude' that DAS expl ai ns househol d wi | i ngness to pay in the

Carter comunity.

Mles fromLandfill (MFL)

The range for househol d di stance fromthe proposed | andfill was
bet ween zero and four mles. Two dummy vari abl es (MFL2 and MFL3) were
significant and, contrary to expectations, had negative coefficients,
i ndi cating that households withina two- to three-mle radius of the
proposed landfill were willing to pay | ess than those | ocated three to four
mles away. Even though MFL1 had a positive coefficient as expected, its
t-val ue indi cates that a household | ocated within one mle of the landfill
woul d not be willing to pay significantly nore than those residing between
three and four mles fromthe proposed site. These regressionresults can
possi bly be expl ained by the fact that the newer subdi visions were | ocated
inthe three- to four-mle range. Again, these residents were very
concerned about their children's exposure to risks fromthe landfill. This
findi ng suggests the possibility that distance fromthe proposed | andfill

site is less of a concern than perceived risks to school aged chil dren.
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Perception of R sk(R®R

Respondent s were asked to rate their perceptions of risk, or |evel of
concern over the proposed landfill, on a scale of one to five with one
representing the greatest concern. & ghty-five percent of the respondents
chose.-"one," the highest |evel of concern, and were willing to pay $226. 16
nore than the renai ning 15 percent who chose "five," the | owest |evel of
perceived risk fromthe landfill. The t-statistic of -5.62in Table 1
indicates that perceived risk is a highly significant explanatory variabl e

for WP.
Goncl usi on

Resul ts indicate tha€ i ncome, education, and a respondent’s Stated
perception of risk are the three nost inportant factors explaining a
household’s W llingness to pay to avoid a landfill in the Carter community.
Estimated coefficients for these variables are highly significant and | arge
in magnitude relative to other variables included in the analysis. n the
ot her hand, source of drinking water, homeownershi p, and sex of the
respondent are not significant factors i n explai ni ng househol d WP.

Four variables(NH AGE YIC and ML) were also deternined to be
significant in explaining WIP. However, certain anonalies existed in their
paraneter estinmates. |n each case, these deviations from expectations
mght be attributed to the concern of respondents for the wel fare of their
children, given that the proposed landfill site is close to community
recreation facilities and the high school. Including a direct neasure of
the influence of children by accounting for their nunbers and ages m ght

have allowed a nore accurate estinate of the influence of children on
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househol d wrp. Therefore, the coefficients for NH AGE, YIC and M-L

shoul d be interpreted cautiously.

Policy Inplications

Regar dl ess of what other options nmay be included in a conprehensi ve
wast e managenent plan, there is no doubt that a new landfill nust
eventual |y be sited in Knox County. Even with a nassive recycling program
there woul d be wastes for which land disposal is necessary. Wiat then does
this study suggest about strategies for siting landfills?

If mnimzing overall costs were the only objective, one m ght
conclude that landfills should be sited i n areas where the popul ati on has
| oner than average incone and education | evel s. However, equity
consi derations would likely Iimt acknow edgenent of such a strategy, at
| east explicitly or officially. In fact, proposal s have been nade by sone
| egislators to require waste disposal facilities in all four quadrants of
Knox County, which woul d require sone distributionof the associ ated
external costs anmong geogr aphi ¢ areas and i ncore cl asses.

Fi ndi ngs have inportant inplications for the potential use of
incentives in strategies to site landfills or other waste di sposal
facilities(Park, 1986). First, they suggest sone idea of an appropriate
or reasonabl e | evel of conpensationto residents inthe vicinity of a
landfill, and howthe | evel mght vary dependi ng on soci oeconom c and ot her
factors. Such a conpensation strategy coul d be argued not only on equity
grounds, but al so on efficiency grounds, given the costs of protest,
negot i ati on, and del ay whi ch coul d concei vabl y be avoi ded. The fi ndi ngs

al so provide insight into what types of mtigation techni ques mght or
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m ght not be effective in gaining acceptance of a landfill site. The |ack
of significance of the honeownershi p and drinki ng water source vari abl es
suggests that mtigation techni ques designed to protect property val ues and
drinki ng wat er supplies nmay not be effective. |f community-wi de attitude
toward the landfill as a threat to community "sovereignty" or "reputation”
is the key factor, gaining acceptance of a site by use of mtigation

techni ques may be quite difficult.
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Table 1. Odinary Least-Square Estinates of the WIIingness to Pay
Function to Avoid a Landfill in the Carter Community, Knox
County, Tennessee

Expl anat ory Cat egory Regression t-Statistic

Vari abl e® Definition Coef fi ci ent 114 4. f.

Number in Household (NIH)
NIH1 one to two 148. 73 1.59
N H2 three to four 193. 19¢ 2.05
N H3 five to six 29.21 0. 27
NIH4® greater than six

Age of Respondent (AGE)
AGEl | ess than 35 -71.59 -1.33
ACE2 36 to 45 -143.12° -2.82
ACGE3 46 to 55 4.61 0.08
ACGE4 56 to 65 87.14° 1.76
AGE5® greater than 65

Sex of Res~ondent (SEX)
SEX1 fenal e 16.54 0.47
SEX2° mal e

Househol d | ncone (INC)
INC1 | ess than $10,000 -1,126.30" -6.06
I NC2 $10,000to $19,999 -1, 059.50" -5.74
[ NC3 $20, 000 to $29,999 -1,001.50° -5.55
| NCA $30, 000 to $49, 999 -5.09 -0.01
INC5® $50, 000 and over

Educat i on of Res~ondent (EDU)
EDUL | ess than high -796. 03° -4.90

school graduate

EDUR hi gh school graduate -733.39" -4.63
EDU3 somne col | ege -817. 27" -5.43
EDUA col | ege graduate -432. 80" -2.91
EDU5® sone graduate school

Homeownershi HOM
HOM1 homeowner -97.74 -1.32
HOM2° renter

Years in Community (YIC)
YICl | ess than one year -38. 45 -0.51
Yl Q2 one to five years 156. 92" 3.47
Yl C3 six to 15 years -18. 46 -0. 52
YIC4® 15 years or nore
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Tabl e 1. (continued)

Explanatory Cat egory Regression t-Statistic
Vari abl e Definition Coefficient 114 4.f.
Drinki ng WAt er _Sour ce (DWS)
DWS1 district water -27. 88 -0.73
DWS2° wel | or spring water
Mles fromlandfill (MFL)
MFL1 adj acent to one 43. 17 0.81
MFL2 one to two -143. 72¢ -2.31
MFL3 two to three -68.88° -1.79
MFL4P three or nore

Perception of R sk (POR)

POR1 l ow ri sk -226.16° -5.61
POR2® hi gh ri sk
I nt er cept 1,911.20° 12.27
R? g 0.8751
F-value 39.96
Nunber of observati ons 140

*All expl anatory variables are 0,1 dumny variables. They take the
val ue of one if the respondent falls in the correspondi ng category and zero
ot herwi se.

®To avoi d perfect collinearity, one dunmy variable is del eted from
the regression for each soci oeconom c characteristic. The coefficients for
the remai ning dummy variable's estimate the difference i n WIP from
respondents in the del eted category, other things constant.

"Significant at the 10 percent |evel.

YSignificant at the 5 percent |evel.

"Significant at the 1 percent |evel.
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Table 2. Joint F-Tests for Explanatory Variable Goups in the WIIingness
to Pay Function of the Carter Community, Knox County, Tennessee

Variabl e Name E-Test
N H 5.03%%
ACE 6.10%*
EDU 10.78%*
I NC 7.20%%
YIC 5.41%%
ML 3. 4%

**Significant at the .OLl |evel.

*Significant at the .05 |evel.
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