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1. Introduction

Although the nature plays an important role for our social activities, the conservation of the
nature is not enough in many cases. A reason why we cannot sufficiently conserve the nature is
presumed that the conservation of the nature and the economic growth do not show the positive
correlation. For the tourism whose attractions are the nature, taking the appropriate balance between the
conservation of the nature and the development leads to economic growth. Also, we presume a reason
that the worth of the nature has not been evaluated by the economic theory. Thus, several methods have
been proposed for evaluating the worth of the nature as money. Although they gave a big paradigm
shift for the trade-off between the conservation of nature and the economic growth in terms of
representing the worth of the nature as money, there exists criticism for representing the worth of the
nature by money and for bias in the results.

In this thesis, we explore the possibilities to reduce the effects of the tourists on the nature by
using the land-use classification based on the principle of Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROC) and
the economic burden from the tourists in order to simultaneous pursuit of the conservation of the nature
and the tourism. We propose a novel principle for the definition of the eco-tourism. In our definition of
the eco-tourism, there are several levels of eco-tourism depending on the effects for the nature. Figure 1
shows the concept of our definition of the eco-tourism. We define the deep eco-tourism as the
eco-tourism that requires very strict administration. Also, we define the light eco-tourism as the
eco-tourism that everyone can join. In the analysis of our survey data for the tourists in IRIOMOTE
Island, we divide the tourists into four groups by their action patterns and estimate the willingness to
pay for the conservation of the nature. We also discuss the estimated the willingness to pay for the

conservation to use as an admission charge by combining the usage of land.

Deep ecotourism Limitation of the altendance Island called “Galapagos of the East” by its

Strict administration for tourism

particular nature. In IRIOMOTE Island, there are
various tourisms for the nature. The main
industrials are agriculture and tourism, but the

economic conditions are not good, for example

i . : Easy to join
|_I hl‘ eCOtOUriSm A Development of the nature R .
¥ - the bases for life such as the landfills and the

Figure 1: Our concept for eco-tourism. sewerage facilities are not enough. Since over
four hundreds thousand tourists visit to
2 Our Research Zone IRIOMOTE Island, the adverse effects of the

Our research zone is IRIOMOTE tourists on the nature are pointed out.



3. Methods

In May 2005, we distributed the questionnaires to the tourists who visit IRIOMOTE Island
and recovered by surface mail. The recovery percentage of our survey is 15.4%. We used 520
questionnaires for statistics analysis without missing entries. In the questionnaires we ask how many times
to visit the island, what kind of your visit (group tour or independent tour, day trip or lodgment), what
did you do in the island, where did you go in the island, how satisfy for the nature in the island, did you
join to the tour with guide or not, how much did you pay in the island, how much did you pay while all
your trip and personal attributes (sex, age, address, income). The form to ask WTP is that put a
payment to a vote if foundation is established for the conservation of the nature at the IRIOMOTE
Island.
4. Results and Discussion

Tourists are categorized by their actions into four groups and each group WTP for the
conservation of the nature are estimated (Table 1). We use probit analysis in the random utility model.
In the results, each group WTP has significant differences by statistics analysis. Next step, we explored
the best ways to use WTP as a practical matter with combining the usage of land by tourist types (Table 2).
In the result, we zone at the IRIOMOTE Island from the tourists usage of land and by using as an
admission charge as the difference in price of WTP, we show a compatibility between conservation of
nature and tourism at IRIOMOTE Island.
Table 1: Each group WTP and times. ¥ is each group WTP. % is the times out of all times in the each group.

times First Second Third Fourth

Tourist type ¥1,721 ¥1,687 ¥1,492 Total(person)

Deep eco-tour type 116 35 9 14 174
WTP = ¥2,106 67% 20% 5% 8%

Light eco-tour type 90 33 8 17 148
WTP = ¥1,473 61% 22% 5% 11%

Masses tour type 115 21 2 5 143
WTP = ¥1,613 80% 15% 1% 3%

Sea orientation type 45 15 14 30 104
WTP = ¥1,399 43% 14% 13% 29%

Table 2: an ideal usage of land and an admission charge as the difference in price of WTP

Admission  Restricted Number
Zone Characteristic . .
charge admission of tourists
@ Life zone Settlement — - —
@  Tourism zone Construction of road, belvedere 100yen — Many
@ Conservation zone Minimum of influence for the nature 500yen enforcement Few
@ Keep out zone Conservation as the truly wild — enforcement —







