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Table 3. Data descriptions

Variable Explanation
MQ1010 Mean of 6 Economic Effects
MQ2010 Mean of 3 Environmental Effects
MQ3010 Mean of 3 National Pro, Effects
M@4010 Mean of 3 Local Community Effects
MQ5010 Mean of 3 Government Effects
MQ6010 Mean of 3 Fisheries Cooperative Effects
MQ7010 Mean of 3 Acceptance Level
Q8011 Female = 0, Male = 1
Q8012 Age
oy [ e b s~ e 1
Q8017 Other = O, Fisherman =1
Salary (Million Won) Under 10 =1,
More than 10 — Under 25 = 2
Q8018 More Than 25 = Under 40 = 3
More Than 40 Under 55 = 4, More Than 55 = 5

Variable N Mean S.D. Min. Max
MQ1010 58 4.02 0.79 1 5
M@Q2010 58 3.29 0.96 1 5
M@Q3010 58 3.76 0.65 2.33 5
MQ4010 58 4,33 0.73 1 5
M@5010 58 3.46 0.88 1 5
M@Q6010 58 2.85 1,08 1 5
MQ7010 58 417 0.89 1 5
Q8011A 58 0.517 0.50 0 1
Q8012 57 61,68 10.80 40 85
Q8013 57 2.21 0.97 1 4
Q8017A 58 0.81 0.39 0 1
Q8018A 58 2.48 1.32 1 5
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Table 4. Data descriptions by village

Variable Maldo Myungdo | Bangchukdo | 3 Islands
MQ1010 4,40 3.7 4,00 4,02
MQ2010 2,91 3.50 3.39 3.29
MQ3010 3.60 3.94 3.72 3.76
MQ4010 4,20 4,35 4,40 4,33
MQ5010 3.08 3.66 3.56 3,46
MQ6010 2,14 2,91 3.28 2.83
MQ7010 4.41 3.75 4.34 4,17
Q8011A 0.50 0.52 0.52 0,517
Q8012 61,26 58.57 64.5 61,68
Q8013 2.60 2.36 1.82 2.21
Q8017A 0.75 0.78 0.86 0.81
Q8018A 3.12 2.31 2.17 2.48
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Table 5. Result of OLS regression

N Acceptance
Maldo Myungdo | Bangchukdo | 3 Islands
Intercept | 0,411 -0,475 -0,496 -0,317
MQI010 0.660" 0,914' 0.812° 0.842'
MQ2010 | —0.049 0,097 -0,221 -0,040
MQ3010 | -0.113 0.136 0.316 0,070
MQ4010 | 0,355' -0,025 0,268 0.220°
MQ5010 0.179 0,203 -0,080 0,049
MQ6010 | —0.185" | —0.236 0.079 -0,054
F 22.11' 10,55 438" 26.70'
Adj. B2 0,894 0,760 0,479 0,730
N 16 19 23 58
# ! means p €0.01, % means p < 0,05, % means p<0.1,
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Table 6. Result of OLS regression

Ve Acceptance
Maldo Myungdo | Bangchukdo | 3 Islands
Intercept | —0,344 2.914 1,601 0.377
MQIO10 | 0,929" 0.863' 0,466 0.862'
MQ2010 | 0,184 -0.115 -0,305 -0,039
MQ3010 | —0,475 0,500 0,568 0,043
MQ4010 | 0.294' -0.019 0.123 0.218
MQ5010 | 0,232 0,503 0.161 0,034
MQ6010 | -0.042 | -0.135 0,068 -0,041
Q8011A | —0,091 0,429 0,232 -0,007
Q8012 0,008 -0,062 -0,017 -0,008
Q8013 -0,028 | -0,237 -0,205 -0,013
Q8017A | —0.283 0,309 -0,352 -0,028
Q8018A | —0.033 | —0.368 0,060 -0,033
F 71.35' 14.20' 2.58° 1372
Adj. B2 0,982 0.889 0.441 0.714
N 16 19 23 58
% 1

means p € 0,01, ? means p < 0,05, ® means p ¢ 0.1,
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