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I Fiw

FFe 7Hde] AES AHEF BE ol uel dFsA] @a Mslshe vl
& o ArA % (non-linear budget constraints) 2] A3 $-2] F9o] HA| @A i}
7V dgFor A £xo 7HEAAdN 15 Yehvke L34S (block
rates) o|ck. S WY} £ ALolE W8 F(increasing block rates) A =7}
AHEE T e, oA HYH Fro] AMEEd] wEs 880 AMgEo] ol
o el gokdle 7HAAloIth. B FRAAF stollAe] dF AAT MBS A9
g AIZE B o] e FEH nhet REE] wFoll BlAE ok eke] g of 7}
4 4 It (Hausman, 1985, p.1256).

ol# g vl Y oA FHFLE FoEA gl 8 JK] =9 E BYUoTn
Jedl, ol& TULFHAE T4 AHEy gL g, WA 2u) @A
7VA (marginal price) Vol ¥H-g-8he=7t, oA B #7144 (average price; &M /A
B ol ¥hgshevte] EAloltt, SR Eet §eld svlalel 7Mgd) maw e
Azl Ale] |z SAZM )l whgsol & Aelnh T2u @A o7 ARRE
3 e FRILFAEE 1 Fej7t vl B8] Wiol, An|RiEo] Alg-gk o
2} H3lshe $HAI7FH & % B8] 4 (information cost) R10] AthE Q14817])& ofel &
o, A B[RS e3E 9ed HavhHdl wed 4 ke Aotk
(Nieswiadomy and Molina, 1991, p. 352). Opaluch (1982), Shin (1985),
Nisewiadomy and Molina (1991), Z<H} - Ae]&(2001) B2 7+ TFULBA L
ol M) Fre e Y £88 U og o] B e AFHEAH A (test)
< & Aotk EAAAE ¥y F719} A7) 28l3 834 % (increasing block rates
or decreasing block rates) ol @&l A#7} &S ¥AF7 Qoh

e o34 A ARAAAE =t U}t 7HFo] ARg-Ek] ule W
stk A¥Me dvt #Hi A5 (ordinary least square method)©] % X]o|
#e (bias) & oA 7FeAel Atk vt 7 EFsL m@sel dis B4
o2 EYHo|x] Fd7] Wiolth. aulA o] BAE AE] &l ot =
W 3 (instrumental variable method) ©] AMg-5o] T} (Dellner, Chicoine,

1) 7age] 74, 7 AHE-TRPE 880] AMER wa2e §A7120] g,



AL AR FE AT 4

and Ramamurthy, 1986: Nieswiadomy and Molina, 1989).

TE dHo e wdde] Y9 (source) 8] Tl B =27} it} diEoR
2P F /e ME OE 4938 7R o # & itk e aHF
AAES] MZzjelo|A] BAS= R #% (heterogeneous preference error, €) ©] 3L
g e dldR] B9 oY 9o HAraHE AR F831A] ReAY
(optimization error) A& T-5 I eA GAsh= @3} (measurement error) ©]Th
(7) (Burtlass and Hausman, 1978, p.1115). 83 Z&gie]l 23F9] 7130 o
A dury e o] F 7Y m@ddE FESh Aol & uivt glem,
dutd g FFHE A E Folth a2y FRaFARe] ARdME
o] F 7[A mggel o] wi$ Fad A F vy FHHLZ Lw|AT} Lw
FZH(block) & A& (Z4) 3F=Hl& heterogeneous preference error?te] Ga-& vl
Ax ¥FH £8%S AR vt optimization error E¥ measurement
error’t 93& vAthe Aol

olg|¢ 8 2 HFUE e dio] v FEe] AolE PAAHLE 1
#H3 Fug e g 723 95734 (structural maximum likelihood procedure) ©]
ek o] Whie md WMo FEE B, T8 FA RN Ln| ALY AH]T
3 AE AAYE HF 8284 HFE T RHEG WY Bolt). whebA At
71AAAS A, F 7 FE AU 2ole AT, 4 7E 830 AFFHL
Z ¥iglshe A% oz 4871 o9/ HlslexE F2RAeE BME + sle
A o] At} (Herriges and King, 1994, p.421). 734 #9343 & Burtless and
Hausman (1978) ol 9l8] &8N, B3T3 33 AT, Herriges
and King (1994) ¥ Hewitt and Hannamen (1995) & o] ¥4 & ztz} %3 8.3 3l
Aol 74 A8 Aee 8 FAd A8

£ AN e 728 95U E o83l A &9 7§ AR 788 3
gzl gck AMEE ZrEe 19980l AlfE AEA] 7 dEANECIY. Ju
e £8E W FTlekn JlgdE ET7ela, §EA, AFEA, FAAF
A Boll o3t A 7} 9] AR E £ BAV HA AR e 3%
olt}, E{ UNE olv] #=& & -5 372 AAsn Utk w2y oA 71&
o] FEFY Y AHE Eydtn, FauPAE HFH oz NPT dart
sles, o1& falMe HEE A FaTE U AT FRE de A
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- AlEE dolekn B & Ao e FFE AT e o8I A
T8 714 % £F @¥4E TR & o8 71X el AR ZHEEAA
st 7 &SR vlAle 9] AolE BHIAC

2 a7 ALt 2ok ADENME A8 Aot e a2 f4d
BT it o] 82 ¥ 8T A5 ATrE FoE FALE FEHAn AMAEAAN
€ 3 AHEE 2z A 4EE ok AFEM AT ANVEA AAS
1, &L A VA P

I. JERE BOTolNS BE i - RE HE #IE
2 AolAe RS FARNNMN FFE F80 UG Gut 0|87 FHPEE

< BEstaa gor. 1A FReFaM e drR F AR 87 g 2o
€ # 3o

c:pk(x—xk_1)+ glpi(x,-—x,-,l)-i-FC, l.f xk_ISxSx,, (1)

A71M xe FAFE FRE, s A TG FATE (0 <pir)), 28
WA 73] FRE (AR, FCe B8 (18LE), 28I x,=0, xg=0o°
< oJn|gich

T &HF It x <xdx, % B SHIVHY AR ot 2o H
213 (nonlinear; piecewise-lincar) o|4tA|eke] Fejrt €t

b,,(x-xk_l)*i- gpi(xi—x;-1)+FC+GSY (2)

A7IA GE TE Mg A A&E vEii, Ye £5& ouj@t

2 @€ e 4 @3 2ol ¥AT F Un
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byt GSY~FC— (b= b, ®
o,
dy==FC~ Bi(pi—biss; @

& x}o)¥<= (difference variable) 2 A 2lsPH, AM|7F77F 3 kE AEFE 7399
ZH|ztel 2430 FAE 71E PSS A% Y+d,8M HF 2
ox 1 <2<x ) E A3 A7 ok

(P Y+d)E 71 0,8 25 Y+ d, o049 (¥9d) #2852 83d3} &
2% o8} ‘2% 48 ¥4 et 3Rk Hausman (1979) & 8|4 Y o4t A <foljA,
AA o4t AF FFo] FR RGN} Zo] BE ¥ (convex sets) Q1 7, THeF
ol EAM  FUAMEA  x o (xp, YHd (xS FZo] UEEGH,
x=x(p,, Y+d )7t #LT AZH7 Eoke AE FHIAHTAS O, =T
X1 $x(pp Y+d <2, 8 T 397 sl o= pAA FeX x(p,, ¥V
+dpzx2x(par, Y+de )8 BE3A €09, HE fddle »=x,48€ 5

AR RS @). W F2 23 sl eIiE AL thedt Be 4
o2 aokd 4 gk

x(pi, Y+da), if x,,_l(x(p;,. Y+du)ix,

x:
X b if x(pp Y+d)2x, 2x(pey, Y+des)

(5)

AZFENE faire a@gl g 227t Foisojol & Rolrt. UNiFHo=
AFYL F 79 ME TE €3 (source) & 72 Tk & 4 Uk e
Anja} 74Q1e] MFxtolofjA] WA= 1 &3 (heterogeneous preference error, &)
ol: T 3htE ddA] £ o e HAF/FE HAR SRR £}
A (optimization error) A& TSR A HAde 2 HFE (measurement error)
olth(7). FLFo Aol BES 7ol AT Lt FRA e o] F 7IA]9
aFEE FESRE Ro]  guirt glow], dut FhEE AR 2 Zelnh
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JE & AT e FRRFAE APANE o] T SN mage]
o oi¢ Fas A 5 ok

ut oz 2uAg Hse) Aolsk EAs] A $eirt 4B 2A% g
5 G 2(p,, V+dE BE H|R0l FYopl 88 4E gk gy &

2l x(py, Y+d )+ e #& FHE heterogeneous preference errorg 37181

CE D 3% 0o 2838t by

b
4

Y+d2’-

~
-,
-
~
-~
-~
.~

Y+ d ""'n
: Eg3usky

Q" 2> 3% 09 283Ut 2ty

b
i

Y+ d2 *

rE&Sds
Y+d,

-

.

Hpy, Y+dy) x) x(p, Y+d,) EaH)F
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v A E xpolE wkdalda). 2% 7%, heterogeneous preference errore
Xp1$x(pp Y+Hd ) +exy 2BIT x(py, YHdp+ezx 2x(piwy, Y+di) te
ojxie} gol 2zt Anuizte] HA AnjF A€ HAFd J¥FE vAA dch Y
optimization error$} measurement errory, A o3& 2T F 3R] Zj
o] 9o HA F37FE AT AN R3AY, BAAT AMAIRE e
FFAN LS olefo]r] W&ol 1 AN HHA e An|ate] AgSdi
HAo] Bt ¥ = A gFuside] 2FE F 2Ro] AEE W YA de LTIl
o} ol g mdge 4 Ajold| gt AL th 4 (6) & B ol & HE3] ¥
& 5 glth e 77 FFEE (normal distribution) 8 WHETIR 7HY5 1, @y
< Arisl 4] (5) & YAl 29 g3 2ol Erk

Kpw Yrd)tet+n if xp1<x(ps, Y+dp) +eln, ©
x= 6
Xt 7, if x(p,,, Y+d,,)+52x‘,2x(pk+1, Y+dﬁ+1)+€

covie, p=0, e~ MO0, 0.2, 7~M0, 0,%
var(e+ )= 0.2+ ¢3, cov(et+n e =0’

g,

corr(e+ n,6)=p=
7 e V a2+ 0,°

olgA 8 ZA IR wAYPe] Mo vNe T AolE BAHLE
22§ Aol 23 #9549 (structural maximum likelihood procedure) ©]
th o] WL wdy Yo FEE B, FULBARE oAl LmjA}t 2HlF
g AR HF i o] B Al R P oo webA At
VAAA L ME, F 30 55 gAY Eole A4S 4 7 880] A5AL
2 Wslsle 3¢ Sox 87t ogA WA g FRALE BN & e
3ol sk

AZEME 8 AR FAFF p,, Y+d S BElE Th33 2ol 73k,

1nx=1nx(t)/,, Y+d,,)=ao+a1lnpx+agln(Y+dk)+Za+£ (7)
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A7IN Ze ABAAREE, ossE 3 deiueiolth
aE u|7bre] Y Ay ok o] "k

Inxp,, Y+d\)+e+s i Inxp, Y+d,)+ellnx,
Inx,+ 2, if mx(p,,Ytd)+eznxpse,, Y+dy)+e

Inx={Inx(p,, Y+d)+e+2, i Inx, {Inx(p,, Y+d)+elnx, (8
Inx,+n  if nx(p,, Y+d)+exinx,2(py, Y+d,uy)+e

lnx(pKv Y+dK)+5+77, if 1nxK-1(lnx(1)1+K. Y+dK)+E

ol FHE ¥ =< (ikelihood function) & THe-a} go] AR

Inx,— Inx(p,, Y+d,)

L =f—oo f(c+,,_;)(lnx-—lnx(P1, Y+d1).€)d€

Inx;~ Inx(p,, Y+d3)
f fao{lnx—Inx,, )de

Inx,~Inx(p,,Y+d,)

Inx— Inx(py, Y+d.)
flnx.-.- Inx(p+ y+d‘)f(5+ rollnx—Inx(ps, Y+d), e)de
Inx,= Inx(pre). Y+duy)
f Faofllnx—1Inx,, e)de )

Inx,— Inx(p,, Y+d,)

oo

F o oo pean Crna(inr=Inx(p k, Y+d ), de

714 A v D=4 (density function) & 2w} g,

olA #--FA (Maximum Likelihood Estimation Method) & A}g-3le] ¥R Q&
Bloll Mol £3& FHE 4 Ut
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n. z&

AZFEAL 9% ARE A7) ¢al $2E 19989 1094, MEAl 7H-8 dides
she AEE AAEgTh o] /e AR WY Aolh HEL B @2 A
BE 9492 AT AR, 4 1Y A5, AFAE, Y dadx, dEFY
R 5ol AHAAA e FHRACE PG FrE ARREE 47 g8, AR
Zol| thEk F 3 71Fo] ol gl A9 AHF AR TS FAo) AME-sTh
$ele B 7 2 N A AR F /R EHE R Ale] ARE
Aol AMg-EtQT) weby olmted e FEFUY] FEALE 9% TEAET
Age BN ALk

FES ARUAo] ® 7 e 2407, AEE B8 fEle 19979 49
He] 19989 8¥7HRI 9] AR F AIEE 9 F AU, o] FIHFA AAE ARE
3 (pooling) 8l FAo] AHg3I¥ct F B A& v 710700]th )

E 1D B4713 B2ke] Mg 44E 8FAAE Jetd Aol & De 3
& 93 W] FoE el AHolth, (X DL 7 g 72 BAEE FAF
Aoltk, FAd glo] $ale A4 8439 AT 838 AT LFAHAE AHE
e, e LEE AFE AMRol wel 85-& A Esof 317] wEoidh.
NEge] Afde 7 713 e A g wet gge] v e /M ¥
T SHREIIRS(95=100) & AHE-Et] AFssigch

RESIDENTS¥SE AFAL 471 8 Aule| vlAE 9%E Hetslr] 98 23
Mgrolt), QI7te] 718 AEE Y957 Slsi e ARPEE AR Fe] EanvL g
Holt}, weld AFAe F7} FINESFE B £a0t It o438 4 Stk
CONYRE 7H+ 289 1% dxrt 8 489 v 43S £43517] sia) L3
Wolt), 2 o AEY AEYSFE, Ho 583 ENE frdhe A& 4A

2 MgAe Ae dtdeoz £xaF 4Hg 71ge @ 2ot

3 FHRCR, A28 F 445 Fv B2H YdA¢ e Fes A ARE r|dtt

4) 2407F7-8 poolingdte] 710702 pooling samplec] & olfi& 7HE 2 FUY 49 sample
S WA sty AEAN dAEd sample® 5 F3ol AHE-81%17] welch. HARRZ}E A1H
3 B2 0|2 balanced HA] ¥& HEAE pooling HATH BF77e 287t dHHo=
Wo| olggogM HAY 4 glE BAZ U 4 gk o 719 sampled] 7t g F-E
3~4A0] AFHe] A7) WE) (82%) & EAle gvkn AAgr).
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2 dujg 2580 59 92 vAna A4E < 3tk DETOWN ®¥FE
GEFHYI o8 FEFH £ ANFF Aol & ¥HElr] $ja] LPE Hpolth oy
Ed 22 3FFH Ao FEAIEY &AMl it e 4 7 e @5
AF72 AHEFol 7158 Ze] ohet FF AB7I 2 AFFol 718dn. mEbA
9= (59 Ao AHEF ARt ENUNYLR 1 e & A7 Bede,

& D AR 4 s 23

713k ~ 10 / 1997
28 ("/m)
A7 .
\ BrE L S
{m’/month)
0<~ 10 0 0 0
10<~ 15 180 0 180
7HAA
15 <~ 20 180 60 240
20 <~ 30 220 60 280
30 <~ 40 460 165 625
40 <~ 50 540 165 705
50 + 770 330 1100
Azg 4 60
713t 11 /1997 ~ 8 / 1998
28/ m)
A s
Herd y4E s ¢
(m'/month)
0<~ 10 190 0 190
15 <~ 20 240 60 300
20 <~ 30 270 60 330
30 <~ 40 460 165 625
40 <~ 50 540 165 705
50 + 770 330 1100
gel 4 650

F: a (~ b'e athe 33 bEcke AAY Zrke AE v
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& 2) g ¥

W 39l
WATER 9 3FE A (m)
INCOME 4 71 %9 (10,000¢)
FC 9 71283 (%)
RESIDENTS AZ2} ()
CONYR (REY] A&dx)-1900
DETOWN o, AFz hfe GEFEQ AE 1
(B 3 dsEY A
B ki EFHUA gk Hdgk
WATER 22,02113 8. 73708 5.5 60
INCOME 207.0178 67.78116 67.32031 471, 24216
FC 1163. 001 411,907 1007. 69 3371. 89
RESIDENTS 3.77042 0. 78561 2 7
CONYR 88.47183 7. 06797 70 97
DETOWN 0.17746 0. 38233 0 1

TEFYY AMgEo] dEFEH ] ARFHTE YR og attia o4E 4 Ut
EF A ge] S dH o2 giREe] GEFY AdAte 18] 4FE Uy AHS
& g17] WEe BEFY &fe] AFTHEY AFE ARl Athn o 4% ¢
3Acl. DETOWN W& ol2j xlojEd g Aot

e & O E 5HE BESXEY B AT £¥e AREYY A B
AHEERE JERR Flojth. &AM 7RPE BEE EY 10 <~ 20 79 20 <~
30 7ol 7P e BSAE AFE US03%) & ¥ T oW HFeE 30
<~ 40 TN 6670 #EA7L EAEE € F Uk ASEXE PO E AEF
£ B9 Avtd o g AFo] FUHETE B AM#] Flele AEE BAFae
o} 9T 2005 € o] M e &5 FHER & Aol Holn A ¥ ¢
F Utk ol &5 B AMEF dFE X BeY v dod 9% A7)
€ AdAHeE 3X Y€ 7 AT A3 e Amolth
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E 4 EAMNEBTUE B2

AREZH(m/month) sample

0<{~ 10 30
10 (~ 20 325
20 {~ 30 265
30 {~ 40 66
40 {~ 50 13

50 + 11

A 710

(B 6 25F2Y YT & M8™

25 (10,0009) B & AH-2(m'/month)
~100 16. 64

100 <~ 200 20.91

200 <~ 300 23.14

300 <~ 400 23.08
400 + 25.58

V. A% 24 A3

(# 6)& F427E Yebd Rolth. AFA ¢ DETOWN® S F3ArE
dadtiz FHH 9 BIE HoFm dn FAFHCE fodtt. 4£E3 o]
(difference) W] ol e FHAE ¥ #EE EAFa 3 FAHSE
oJFE HAFth 7 g FHATE JAHE () 9 F3 & BAFm gl
i FAALZE #93lt). heterogeneous preference error$} optimization error
o] EFHAY] FHXE(0,, 0,) FAAHLE T AHE YeRla Yt Y

5 AAAZE Aol wet & £o3Fe] Aolrt A€ HelnR ol medhs A tupisrE B
Hel] getedol Prie A& A%t fele A viv] A5 & A8 WP s F
£ XEE BME AU 22u FE A, v qg AS 37 {281
YT OE Ae FAE X AN Rl = ANRA gk adA $ele Ad o
ASE FEARM AsfsiAct. SRRt AolA AT CinHSFE e Y ol9el, Al



T mEHRIAM BE o 5

& 6 F¥En

We FRAE t $AF
Constant 8.5989 2.6388
In(Y + d) 0. 2339 2, 6017
In(p) -1. 2967 -2, 0251
RESIDENTS 0.1524 3.5746
CONYR -0, 0023 -0. 6580
DETOWN 0, 4717 3. 6432
O 0,3474 3. 3085
Gy 0.2935 10, 1376

Log likelihood -285. 1240

FREIAE B4 7HEo] i 8 ©¥YL -1. 296700k 28y o] g2 ©A
Z7AY Fagge F3X o Boivt. /M Ex 459 A A HF F89
WA EE F4317] 918]A Hewitt and Hanneman (1995) oA A|AJE Wi& o}
ok WA 2719 ZHEEAAAM Y 8 g Feta, teeg 7 7 (3
ML 1% AT AZE 7HA AN 8 7IdgE 78 o, F &
Alele] WglE&E Fahe Relth 8 7dgE T3k 4L oea 2

oo xx(p,, Y+d)
E=x(1>1)f0 fo 7% e* frule* ) fu(n*)de* dy*

o  axifx(py, Y+dy)
* * * * *
+x1f0 fx./x(»hw«d.)” feler)fp(n=)de dy

o axxpy Y+dy)
+ae0 [, [ ntet felet M m(n*)den dpr (10

o axdx(par, YHdi)
* * * * *
a0 f, [ peay 1 fe(e* ) p(n*)dendy

AR 3§E el #4E EeldA ke T the YHEE Ao AxdA £48
e A% €98 Aot 2 o2 HM & =i @47 &S BT
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+x(pK)f0 fxx/x(pk. Y+dx)m e*feex)f pu(y*)des dye

n* =exp(y) and e* =expl(e)

7* ~LMO, ¢%,) and e+ ~LN(0,0%,)

A5 @849 Aoz vhiriA e R FET. duRT €2 2RI
(sample mean) o4 9] @G g 7HAVHAY L -0.8160]3 L5RHAHL 0.148
ol Usith. M7 &5 @A BF 24F £fse ¥y Eo A2 4 T
itk ASEHA gho] vl Z olfre A, (R DA B s} o] &5
B AR nAe gEEe] 217t a8 ARe 7] jEY T opal EX,
A7 A o2 £50] Wslge] wlgt AEY FHd fle AFAy, AHdE, @5F
o i 52 AAHESFZ FU1sld 34 E 7] Wil ofriMe] asuEyd 3
ZIggdolgta Bole ol¥7] WEelZE stk

zk 3 @AM FYF 1% BVl Adhe Vb £FEE AolE Eu F2
ded, oA & o JERith E D 250] ¥ /7t 2 7R
o ol 714 Wslel] WizeE He F3 Qe ol R URt FAlo| Bl FiEe 2
otk F, L2 (¥d) &5 7He A WA AFE HlEo] AA AFAA A
e HlFo] iAoz 7] (W) WEelth EF olHE e U v
FEE 8F e B A5 s B e R g2 FEE FHHeE &
AeHE HAFa Sl

E 7 AP 1% F7MAM9 &}

A5(10, 0009) FR¥BE (%)

~100 - 0.915

100 {~ 150 - 0.923
150 {~ 200 - 0.872
200 {~ 250 - 0,805
250 <~ 300 - 0.779
300 {~ 400 ~ 0. 784
400 + - 0.689
EE AH - 0. 833
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(B8 HEB AR T 71 lyAle 23t

&5 FRUEE (%) TRNHE (%)
(10,000 ) | 20w o1 7ol @AM 1% 37D | (25m' o3 7o #A7M 1% $7D
~100 -0. 265 -0,078
100 <~ 150 -0. 348 -0. 117
150 <~ 200 -0. 440 -0.177
200 <~ 250 -0. 493 -0, 223
250 <~ 300 -0. 490 -0.228
300 <~ 400 -0. 513 -0.243
400 + -0. 501 -0.275
& AA -0. 457 -0, 198

o g g A 7] 7H A oF ANE EAME) f8 ¥ 20
ol 7te] (8A) 7HETRE 1% AFATIE A9t U 25meld 7Y THAREE
1% QA7 A7t w80 vl FHE B48 B3tk B A & 8
o Yelith. FHE W F 3% BEF § T8 Fhgo] 450 FURINEM F
7bhe BEE HaFa gt ol A%l ¥E&FE Sk AHERe] Ere HE
12E odE Aneta & 4 Aok 23V HA E s (EE AN) 9 Hae
BE 774 NHAE 1% A4 ASEcks ui$ Ak & 5 Qo oRAe A
A FEO oF 29% FEE] 7lputo]l A 25molde] BE AwlEta, o 50% HEe]
7F7 9 20m' o]3le] & AH|FHE BAFa 7] dieltt. & & AE 7
A3 71 A5 FE 45 /e R 9ol v ol AR, A
33 e 7HE Aol 4a¥E ¢+ Utk



8 fEEEHE As0d A2z
V. ZE

2 AFoMe vy oA 48 5o shikl TR g zslolAe] 7HE &
e 78F T2 HPFPUE ol 88l B8 F2E J5Ee
F8gdXe 8 23 FPEE wdge] dHo] nX s G Aol PAH2
2 22§ 2l & A8 AR AR 19979 5E] 1998'd Atol9] A
A 7HE 4 B4R FeARCT AF 4 2E BY, M €A -0.816,
A5 B2 0. 483 =Y & BoFa gk, & & FHEA) 7189 $Y§ v
€ 37t 898 B9, 450 W 7t & 7FEY o 71 Wisl] vz
£ B9 F3 3t

o2 §& AN 709 71 e oraTE E4H B 4 A
E E 8 hgo] &5 A 7kl BgE RS vk a8y
A4 B so¥e] i AdAcR fit Avn & 5 . & 5L AT 731
A5 7H ded @ &5 JHre] FEE €9olE & e WYl s, A&
B3 ¥ 7H Qo] BaEE ¢ F Utk

olg| AHE FY ABE o|8dl] AT A - AelA-(2001) & AF}s} w)
@FRe Aol asdit AEoA AFsiiRel, AW - e & (00D & FHLF
A =stol| A 2M7FE7E @AZE O] wkgdhert ob A Favkg e whgslerE A
o2 AT Ao, AR A, A AFE Aol TAFEG 3
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Demand Analysis of Nonlinear Budget Constraints :
The Case of Residential Water Demand in Seoul

Yeonbae Kim* + Tai-Yoo Kim**

Abstract

In this paper, we analyze consumer response under increasing block rates(one of
cases when non-linear budget sets occur) using microeconomic data set for water
consumption in the city of Seoul. To estimate the demand under increasing block
rates, we use the structural maximum likelthood estimation method, which
simultaneously considers the determination of the segment of the piecewise linear
budget constraint and usage decision in each segment. The estimated price and
income elasticities are -0.816 and 0.148, respectively. The results also show that
the lower income households are more responsive to price change than higher
income households.

Key Words: non-linear budget constraints, structural maximum likelihood estimation,
water demand
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