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Farmers’ willingness and influencing factors on purchasing wildlife accident

insurance in national parks: A case study of Giant Panda National Park, China
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Abstract; Human and wildlife conflict (HWC) is serious in the national park. Wildlife accident insurance is an important
measure to alleviate the conflict. Taking the communities around the Giant Panda National Park as an example, this study
analyzes the impact of the national park and risk preference on farmers’ willingness to purchase wildlife accident insurance,
and discusses the mediating effect of conflict level and institutional trust. The results show that the establishment of national
parks significantly increases farmers’ willingness to purchase wildlife accident insurance, and farmers’ risk preference has a
negative and significant impact on insurance purchase intention. Conflict level and institutional trust are important mediating
variables. Both conflict level and institutional trust have a positive and significant impact on farmers’ insurance purchase

intention. The establishment of national parks significantly increases the severity of HWC, and then has a positive impact on
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insurance purchase intention. In addition, the establishment of national parks significantly reduces the institutional trust,
which has a negative impact on the willingness to purchase insurance. The farmers’ risk preference has a positive and
significant impact on the severity of HWC, and then has a positive impact on insurance purchase intention. Farmers’ risk
preference has no significant impact on institutional trust. Based on the above, this study proposes to absorb social capital
and broaden the source of funds for wildlife accident insurance, carry out community co-management, redemption,
easement compensation and other measures to enhance community trust, and establish a wildlife accident insurance

mechanism based on farmers’ independent protection behavior.

Key Words: national park; risk preference; wildlife accident; insurance; purchase willingness
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Table 1 Socio-economic characteristics of the sample households

J@ 4 Attribute 732 Classification HHEL Frequency HEE Proportion/ %
IRER T 3 691 84.2
Householder gender © 130 15.8
F AR <40 % 82 10.0
Householder age 41—50 % 220 26.8
51—60 % 278 33.9
61—75 % 199 24.2
>75 % 42 5.1
FEHF XHE 65 7.9
Householder education /N 402 49.0
L 283 34.5
i K& 59 7.2
KR LT 12 1.5
F WS CF 749 91.2
Householder marriage G 72 8.8
FKEEAFWA <2JiJt 192 23.4
Annual family income 2—5J7JC 311 37.9
5—10 JiJt 228 27.8
10—20 Ji 7t 69 8.4
>20 JiJt 21 2.6
FEERE b AR <0.5 hm? 560 68.2
Family farmland area 0.5—1 hm? 217 26.4
1—2 hm? 39 4.8
>2 hm? 5 0.6
R BE MR b TR <1 hm? 450 54.8
Family forestland area 1—5 hm? 195 23.8
5—10 hm? 82 10.0
10—20 hm? 71 8.6
>20 hm? 23 2.8
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Table 2 Variable setting and interpretation

s i 2 5] Ao AR bk SR
Variable category Variable Variable definition and evaluation
DA% T 3K 75 I BB AR 2% , SR 75 S8 R W S BT 2L S R RAE IR 2 1= ,0=75
Dependent variable PR W BRI A B AR SO R & (OT)
oty HAS EPINT| 1=F N ,0=F@4+
Core independent variable TRV P 1—10 43BN AE 3 R H R 23R % B 5
A As N PR S WX IR 5 A I SURTE I (1—5 28 R R R 2 B e
Mediator variable eSS Eib=9)
T EEAEAT BUNE GUSAEREE (1—5 A3 FR e W A EER R EE)
P A Fr R 1=%,0=%
Control Variable FEARRS BRI A ()
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Fr R 1= B, 2=— 8, 3 =52 BEPN 4 = T RPN
JRE= 1= 245, 0=HAh
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Table 3 Household wildlife accident losses and willingness to participate in insurance

JSEEN EPINTIA EEPGNGEN
AR Total Inside national park Outside national park 2% 50
Variable ¥E bR ¥l bRt ¥iE PRt Difference
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
A R Willingness to pay 0.375 0.484 0.419 0.494 0.315 0.465 0.002
AT 4% Payment/ I 23.8 68.4 29.1 78.4 16.6 51.1 0.010
LAEYHLIK Crop loss/ T 1406 3360 1695 3802 1014 2603 0.004

SR H Tobit AU E— 25 I A4 7 B A= Sl e ORI B R S AN i p s i DR 3R, 45 R ANBERY 2 s, T
Il KA A TE 1% R # MK L B 1 A P B A sl 2 s (R SR ST A i, DU P ORI S R S AT
AL R X AT REE f TR B A R D, AT DUBCRO 3 7R s R e R IR
dHER I R AP R RS W K R AR AN s 2 AR RAE 109% 5 35 Pk P _E X GRS SAN 4 ™ A W 2
SN, P R A B BRI, ORES SRR S A B S B SR B I BRAE 5% 535 VE AT X O I B RS A
SRR AR AE ) SRR, SRE R T BB B SO A ORI 4 A

R4 BEIERQER PR TR R LSRR 54T

Table 4 Analysis on the impact of national park and risk preference on insurance purchase intention

sk A0 1 Model 1 i 2 Model 2
Variable E 4 FrifEiR 2 BN PrifEiR 2
Coefficient SE Coefficient SE
[E % /> [l National park 0.315* 0.170 15.2%% 5.239
KU 1F Risk preference -0.048 " 0.028 -1.056 0.847
F1 F 5] Householder gender 0.436 " 0.223 -0.271 6.576
J1 FEAERE Householder age -0.003 0.008 -0.061 0.240
F1 3 B % Householder nation 0.820 *** 0.281 13.104 7.676
J1 F 4@ Householder health 0.244 *** 0.100 5.572" 3.058
JA EUFIH Householder marriage 0.225 0.292 6.243 8.676
2R TH Whether village cadres 0.482" 0.257 0.256 7.994
AT T Migrant worker -0.044 0.088 1.436 2.722
578177 ABX Labor force 0.180*** 0.078 2.276 2.418
B Z B Highest education 0.001 0.024 0.133 0.721
JEAEHLYER =5 )% Home altitude 0.000 0.000 -0.009 0.010
FIFE T #0685 Distance to market 0.024 *** 0.009 0.022 0.286
FEEMHLHT AL Family forestland area 0.015 0.009 -0.175 0.213
HF LB AL Number of farmland 0.097 *** 0.041 -1.031 1.280
FIEHFHL AN Family farmland area 0.535* 0.276 21.6*** 8.687
WHO Constant -3.208*** 0.823 -5.036 23.792
FEASEL Observations 821 821
Chi-square 90.1 26.5
Prob>chi2 0.000 0.050
Pseudo R2 0.083 0.003

# Fe/8 P<0.1; % * F/R8 P<0.05; * # = F/R P<0.01
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Table 5 Analysis on the mediating effect of conflict level and institutional trust

FEIEL 1 Model 1 HE 2 Model 2 B 3 Model 3 B 4 Model4
24t Variable FHChRAEIR ) RBhRER ) FHL bR %) FHChRHER )
Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE)
oS RE 0.248*** 7.650 ***
Conflict level (0.077) (2.178)
il B {5 0.423*** 6.410***
Institutional trust (0.086) (2.386)
[EP YN 0.186*** -0.305 """ 0.410*** 15.721 ***
National park (0.083) (0.076) (0.175) (5.244)
TR i 4 0.052*** -0.004 -0.063 *** -1.430"
Risk preference (0.013) (0.012) (0.029) (0.845)
275 B Control variable Pl il ) Eeil
FEAHE Observations 821 821 821 821

# Fe/N P<0.1; # * F/R P<0.05; *« = = F/n P<0.01

3 it 54R

31 it
N5 B B b S AR ME 5T AT R, EE G R B2 B T FidE it , vl Sl S B A s e s s B A B
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