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PREEEY —C AOMEEERE T AFB L LT, (KHEHGZE (contingent  valuation method,
CVM) 2Ebns, EEFHGEE, 7vr—FRExHC T, /RENETS /v 2
DR TOY—V 2§ 5 #iE OZHE R (Willingness to Pay, WTP) ZHEE T 5 FETH
%o DNONBIARICE VT, REEEY — ZAORBEHIEICE 5 2 £ TOUWIIIE %2 %
L, KDL Y +—%4T> 7o MEDLINE, EconLit, FE¥HRMzE4 AW THRESINAA
FOrge 148w (L5, TS 9 122V, 77— FRAEOHE, FENY T FICEhN
=W, THEBHEOEMIER, SRS 7 AOME, 240 - S, FHh
M - SRR, AT E R, JRERRfE, Ll ko 8 HE AMGEL /oo AFWIETIE, (DK
BRIy B UREERL T 5 TR WL D 5H, QNA T ADFAERL A 7 Kk L /-
TR, QFLUHIET—HRES N TV 52, FEEOTF A FEFERSN Ty, @FXTH
BIFIREISRTHI CH 5, GFMbBAZHLEELIERMET IR S h Ty, T en
DD b7k > 7o RAERHIIZEL, O« RS e R i, MoREHiFEZ/MTEL > %
BHEGHY =i D D A EE 2 BNAH, AIFITINT, AHFHIDF TR £ 72 % Ol 2558 7>
NZE PO TH B, % < ORBEEBREHEEITEHRHEE TG H S, AROERBEFEIRLS O

ICiEM b A 2 EBifE s 5,
Key words : {RAHFHivE, 0B EH
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RIS — VA OREGFHEIE, BASH L
HAEERSINET T N hrwEmbt L othd5C
ERERET D, BRORBER 175 LD
WCEH T b LR ST B 5E A T R R
124, BEH&IMESHT (cost minimization analy-
sis, CMA), BRI RS (cost effectiveness analy-
sis, CEA), RIS (cost utility analysis,
CUA), BER#EZ55 M7 (cost benefit analysis, CBA)
D4 EEION B,

CEA/CUA |38 Mz B lifE, 7 F L%
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* AR S S TSR I R B £ 5 o
FRESE ¢ T113-8655 HTHSSUR K AL 7-3-1
FR RS BRSO R g Ao 5 3%
REAKTF5E

e OfEFERCTERLT SV, — 5 CBAX
HBHEET DA LOWT BB ICE T 5 F
BTdh b, CBA L CEA/CUA LU L lEN VT
Ao TWh, CEA/CUA AR FICOWWT
DAFEZNHE (productive efficiency) (2B 5 ¥
FREETDIGRE R VOICKH L, CBAREH L
TN A LDECEAL (EEETfE) TRINSHI
&, BURREEITH %)% (allocative efficiency)
B4 28R E L5 2D B,

L LHE, FEERY— U 2AORF T OF
JitiL CEA/CUA THh %, CBA L, BREFFHFL
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MEnTw5Y, UL CBA OREEREY—
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LB IR OIS & 2 OHAE ISR 2 &
BT EMHERI SN S, Weinstein H DEEH I
LIFD X D 7eitab 8 d 59, [ # GRS O
g, Ay - AEOE %2 CTiHli§ 5 NER D
HRTHH, % OREREER, ZD LD 7%
EHIMTIC RS < %, HEETHD, FFmET
HY, FESHICEIZNEEZ TS,

LD O EOOMME, BEREOMEEZDDLDIC
W LM TH S, EROPETE L L TANE
A (human capital method )58 < B 7% 3 I 15
(revealed preference) HdbH, NWWEREL, K
PRI DS A AKITUE S FHl S 5 & - 7ot
Hafpnicnw, BRErkicil, ek
(wage-risk method)® , J£1T%E FH1E (travel cost
method )% |, [a] ¥ {7 B & ( averting behavior
method) W7 & 23 575, Wi d 20 FHF
FELDOTRENTD %,

L LA D, BERSFHIETTE A 6 < 5 LEEo &
DI REEARIE, (RARGHMZ (contingent valu-
ation method, CVM) DB X o> TREBIZZ D
BHAER S H /2, CVM &1, HHERTSHT
B0 51 & Sl - U —E ZOREGEHITE %
FHE S 572010, T — g AWT, R
a7y U A O T TOY - U —
© A3 2 B E O E R (Willingness to
Pay, WTP) %BEBd 5, LWOFETHS, #
BrE OF AL (stated preference) & &L T
LEETH Y, BARRFAIKILL 7-BRmIC 2
DOTIEY LT /O —FThb, Txbb, M-
Y — U A Offfifill % FH A AN EIRT 9 5 O HE B
HTobEWOHEETHRERCRAFE L,
FEEE OEEORAEPHENEE LTS %,
VO ES THEEMNAE ZTTICHE ST 51,

BREGREEFIC 50 5 CVM O e,
CVM O & 13 19474 10§ TICRIBSI N TH
DWW, RPN FAT SN /- FEEFFEIL 19634 TH -
7219, CVM 32BN HDE 2 i O 5 28 & 75 -
72DIE, 1989FICT 5 ANIMCHRA L 72t X v/
H— VT — A5 | BRI Th 5, JuikiE
IZHEH L 72 BRIC & - TERRm 7 T B 2 4 - 72
4 BRSO BN 7% & OERERITHR 3 5 BRES R
FHIIZ, CVM BV BTz,

CVM 2 ERIERERE S0 BRI IO A S 1
72 DIE1980FRANIA T ad 5 7%, BRFE A ARG AN IS
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At 9 % DT 19904 REF-LIE TS %, Smith (T
BV VY 2=k NiE, JE peer-reviewed jour-
nal IZHGH S N7 REERFE SIS0 5 CVM i
DR ZHCHE, 19904E LARTIE 1147, 1991~
19964F- 12328, 1997~20014F1C1368%F & 7x > T
D, S HIZLRE D IR ICH 5,
Mo~ EPIC A S &, Fi48 Smith 1T &
HUE 2= khid, 2000 F Cotiifmd, kK
E 23408, HEEP25MH, AV x—T VB4R, H
FED I, TOMP &> T B,
FEEEREY — 20 CVM BF5R I3 /T B W
TREICERE SN, BEEOLVY 2 —fwL LT TIC
FfT SN TV AT~

TiE, AFICBT HREERY—E XD CVM
THoeid, 4 HWA A RPICE» TN SO0,
RKFge0 HIE, O nhFT oMtk s
CVM MED R BB LUBRABH L 2>, KI
BT AREERY —E A0 CVM %4 L E
=952 ¢, QRFHEROBRAEZFL /2
T, 5HOKIBICHT S CVM BFFE D & 7] fE
PIZOWTEBST LI L, O2 8 TH S,

I AFCHTIREEEYT —EXD CVM
2R (CRAY 2 SHRIRER

KILOMEEEHRE T — L 2>\, CVM & H
Wi WTP BRI & A BEISRFE 2 i L 72 I 355w
T, WL WIS E BITHE L 7o, FREE - B -
NELN DAY — 1 AR MIREICEE < 5 BFSE

RS L 72,
BE - 3CHk 7 — % X\ — A MEDLINE (Z 5\ C,
F—"7— T ‘contingent valuation’ ‘willingness to

pay’ ® AJJL 72 L 25, 19664F %> 520064F 4 A
HAEE TICT26fR AL v T L7, BRI 0HkT —
#N—A EconLit [ \WTC, EFHREKET + —IVF
% “All Text’ 252 L TF—"7—FIC ‘contin-
gent valuation” # AJJL, & 5T ‘Geographic
Descriptor’ IZEL T “]apany AL, Th
L% AND R L 728 T 5, 19604 LIRE20064F 4
HBUAE £ TIC29RARER S N7z, BB RICOW
C, Authors, Institution, Title, Source, Abstract @
TN TEFHEP OIS, FMEREHH L7222 5,
5 {2 E TR DA E N,

R RMEZER T — X XN — A" H\, F—
U — R MR, EHSE, XLER
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#H, 7 EFEH, contingent valuation, willingness
to pay] wADL T, FEMHIAMEF 21T -
2o 19834E72 520064 4 HHAEE TIZ13f (2O
5B ORI, 128 L) PR S
hiz,

HHOETIBHDO 7NV TF AT AF L7z, X
RO 5B 121, AT &R U x5
EHETH -T2, TNHEBRAL 7o TSk
DB 3t 42 (Sl SCRR2 43 & K A EE L
TWhb7:0, bRl xds, FR—OH
R N—TICEBLFA—OF—~ (FELMBER Y
AT L) IZBI HWHFEN 3 M0 @5 o 1oy, K
REFEDP—MOBEE RN TERR L7280, @)
OWFFE L R L7z BN HTI R &7 - 7oK
IBIZ B % REER T — 1 AD CVM PFE 144
(AR, ARIHFZE) OBg CGEEH, HRE, xF
Gl HREBERY VA, HRER - GE
J&§) &% 1ITRT,

CVM BRI, 7vr—FrHEOHE, B&
O, YU FONE EZNITT] & i<
WTP OERIERIC & » T, HHIEOEZDH D»
RE{EASN b, RERFEFLODTTHE,
CVM WFFEICB 3 5 BARR 7 T A F 54 v, kK
ErEH A EREFERLEER (National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, NOAA) |2 & -
TIER SN TS (NOAAH A F 54 )8),
NOAA WA F 54 vk ZDFE EREBERY—
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ADCVMFFEIC S TIFH L LI TER W
B, WHENCEBEICRD S 5, Tl 12—
W EAE L LI, REBEEY -V XD
CVM PFFRIC 47 0 FHE T R E IRt E= H
LT UTO8HEARHT LI EETS ()T
VI —MREDIIE, @MY HITET R
E1EH, Q) WTP OERMIFA, @ CVM ICHRY
T84 T ADRIRE, 6)34Mk & EEME, ©)FHRT
fili & FRIREAMG, OFIMEISZIAE R, Ol
i, M~XETIE, L2 8HEA I >\ THApIgE
DRERE BN L D2, R PFFIC 1) % 43%5HHE
OWFHRILA R T 5, 7nds, RIBIFFEOMME %
£ 21TRT,

n 77— rAEDHE

CVM TR7 v 7 —FHEPER SN A720D,
T — P REICB T A — ki E N (YT
V7, BRERLE) TOonWTHokEE YL bk
N7 Bn,

— RIS, HERAESAROHERINSEEZD
NHB, A VA 2—7—- 347 A (inter-
viewer bias) RIEBHE/NA T A (compliance bias)
DFRENER SN %, FRFAEEIL—ARICEIER
WKL, HUOHER/NA 7 A (self-selection bias)
bEEIh b, AV Xx—%y FHAEEE, AV
R —% v N FIHE D EREERE R -> T\ 57
E OfRRHNEE A2 B 5%, 20014 % TIZFIfT

K1 AT BT B REERY — E AORAARHIT L

Ref. G, HEE FFT 2 & 75 B R Y — A EER NgERE)
25 Yasunaga et al., 2006 v (RS, WIERIRE OPisige) Ownk 795 (—fETHR)
26 Tamaki et al., 2004 sEHE RS 5,132 (jE%)
27 Tsuji et al., 2003 TG Y AT A 348 (FIFHF)
28 Kitajima, 1999 I LR 871 (—fETHEL)
30 Tamura et al., 1998 FEYSEIZ /T 5 TPl EfE 321 (—HETHER)
31 AH 5, 2004 TEMHE R 15 645 (FBE)

32 FEES, 2003 FEEHBEE Y AT A 794 (CFIF&)
33 it 5, 2002 HEERBEEY AT A 492 (FIH#HE)
34 RA S, 2002 BRANRT Y )5 kee 176 (FIH#)
35 HEH 5, 2002 B NRERIC 36D BRI E 463 (FIH#E)
36 A 5, 2001 A (8, Wi, Kb, 75, fd25A) 357 (—fTiiRY)
37 #, 2001 BAKE 188 (H#rk)
38 A+, 2000 A F o MEHFNC L AEIER O U 2 7 85K 204 (%)

39 5, 2000 OlE A 85 (BR4)
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EN/Z CVM BFIRUIRO 5 b, HER& R4
W, ERFEEN 23, WaEAEENI2E, 20O
O FEED298F, FHB6MTH > 7217, —
Ji, AR RIARD S b, HEREED 4 R, B
KREED 7R, FEENEED 2R, (VX —%
v FREESP IR TH -7, (F2)

IV REBEYS T ) FICETREER

PR G & B AREBER Y — A D BARY e
K, BB LU 27T AEREICON
T, HBRECTICHIL, BEAB ORI
7 Hx\v, = AOWEEER, —Y RICH
T LR TS 2 b WG, BFER
EEIEL SFHEd 5 S CERYy, <1
HREICBE A 1EHR GECRBA RIS QOL 2
FRRILY) 13, UFHY— AR L TeEER
BT 2T OB & I 2 EERERTH 5,

Whynes 5%, KIG28AWZ O WTP & B4
BB, EEOMIELIRHRIC L - TURShigk
TERBAHREZWRL T 5%, Greenberg H
i3, BEHEEIRA vV Z =XV Y g VIBEOD
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Fi11s

WTP %8R 51224720, g ERAEOMHR
IR L TWABY . Olsen and Donaldson (%, &
%K CHER260[M B AN Y A SR —IT kB
BEMEOMEI A CVM I L D IET AR, ~
Va7 2 — WA ARG & L TR S A
TS| TE B LD FEIFRET — % R
LTWw5B®),

W O OERIIZES, FENY ) FICED
NEFHREPITEL TS, EOLICL AU NYE
V75— gy (BEEIIHEE) © WTP lIlEICE
WL, YFEY -V AOFMICET ST —XIiT
IRINT, e AFERIC OV TR 5 S 850y
fEA 21T > TW D ORI BTV, Bk
DIZEBBEBANT Y )7/ #e D WTP HlIEIC
BWTE, BPARRRICET AT —XIdIRah
TWHHDD, B - BIEEIC OV TR,
BRASRCROBWA R & BehttIcB 4 55—
ZIPTRI NI o723, £z, BREBICL SR
AR (B -l - KW - 75 - #JL8A) O WTP
BIEIZB T, SVARZORAEHE 2RI N
TWAHLDD, FRMEICET AT — X3RN
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£R2 14T A AEB ORIk
Ref. E35, HMWEE TVr—FHE BRI INA T AFEO A REME 41 OFEEE
25 Yasunagaetal.,, 2006 VX —Fy ik PC PN A T A, HERE/NA T A PRIV 2 414
26  Tamaki et al., 2004  FpEHk PC HFNA T A, MG A T A L
27 Tsuji et al., 2003 [EE3ES BG WHMENA T A, BREENA T A PRI 24P
28  Kitajima, 1999 ISP SBDC ZHRNAT A =L
30  Thmura et al., 1998 &k BG BIHME S A T A, ¥R /XA T A sl
31 AR D, 2004 %k PC FFR/NA 7 A, HREEISA T A L
32 fFEED, 2003 [E37S DBDC  ZH/NA T A L
33 15, 2002 HEPPSeS pPC P/ S A T A, WREENA T A L
34 KA D, 2002 HaHE SBDC ZHRNAT A, VFULOERARE &L
35  BEH 5, 2002 E8PRr S PC HFH/SA T A, WRIESA T A, v HERIYZ4MHE
U OIEHRAR
36 EAfFTH, 2001 Rk OE implied value cues, #k#&/SA 7 Z,
VU A OEHRAE sl
37 #i, 2001 HaHE PC PR NA T A, WRIESA T A, vF Inl
U AL A
38 KA, 2000 [E237S BG WIHAME N A 7 A, HREgES A T A BRI 2 2414
39 #5, 2000 [E37S OE, BG ¥/ N4 7 A, ¥E#E/SA T A IR 22 2414

OE: open-ended method (H Hi[A1%1:), PC: payment cards (374471 — Fi#%), BG: bidding game (51D 7 — A,
SBDC: single bound dichotomous choice (—Ef& i #4R%), DBDC: double bound dichotomous choice ([

IBEIRE)
* RO Db, BEMEOBGE 2177 - 7o WH R I,

SRS S N THRRRIFI B ARG CTh 0, FIMRAYCHESE - FREERAGE 2 AE L 7B 78138,
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73?75’ i) 7LC36>0
V WTP QBRI

WTP OERIEAE LT, UFD 4 203D %,

H fml& % (open-ended method) {d, FFAli%}
R e HRBERT - ZICHL T, B
WL BEH S THEWTE AL LW HRICE] &
fiE, MEFCHRICSEZLAL TLH DL
TH 5

T4 71— F ik (payment cards) 1%, HE D%
BOBNK AR L, BEIEFICO L ORZTHRL
THHOHETD 5,

w07 — A (bidding game) (X, WREICH 5
SRR L, ZORATHD T LICER» K
Kt fodh, BIEEPBR EE 2 IBEITRIC
Fo@wefir, DOt EEZHETLIVERNS
Harl, TN eBEREREDRTHETDH %,

T B R (dichotomous
choice, binary method, take-it-or-leave-it) %, %
REL N OPOY T 7 )—TIThH, KT
W—T IR HEHERRL, UESHTY -1
A% BT HEEOF A Yes/No JXA TR S ik
Thb, HEFHEDORAWHIEHEETEHICR LI VIR
MEZBELIERME VW2 B, —BebE IR
(single bound dichotomous choice) (%, X %37
HBoThlwsBunEdhrl WS ERMA 1 [E72
AT Do ZBebE i #IREE (double bound
dichotomous choice) T, 1 [\]HOEEALRITKE
L TR EEZ/FHITF2EAIC LD & V&8
T, RGEEZ-BCR LV EVESEH AR T
bo IBGEIRGETIE, B4 OEIEE O BN s
WIPEIZH O ric s nd, v 7V eko
WTP OfREM (FhRfE - SFHfE) & /35 A
FU v ZERBRIUNRT AT Y v Z7EIC L - ThaE
FHNCHEE T 54950,

RLRH VT — X727, Smith 1T X NIF19984F F
THAT S N72508MIC B0 5 WTP OB AL,
H B EZ LA 108, 280 — FEA 1R, B0
7 — DNEDMSHE, IBORIRIE M 68 T - 7%,

AT I\ T, B EBREIZEED 2 6,
TN — FIER 6/, B S —NED 4 fE,
BRED SR Ch -7z (EEDD), (FE2)

HEHEIZEEL, BEEICE > UTAHEAPKE W
723, MEVE - EHEIESREE LTV E WD

choice, discrete
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BB 5, T H—FE - B 75— LB, K)E
TihRB [AEDOFRMND Ll HIEHRICE 534
T Al BEU THEENNA T A OfEEHPD 5, —
IR L, RO AR & 3% TH 5,

NOAA /T4 F5 A4 v Tld, B ik
THEREL T A, LA L THEEIRER, ol
FIER & N TEH LS DYV IV EET S, FC
THGEIRE, B LA EBEOY T 7V —T
ICRRTHEUNBEDPDHH, TOBRICT /XL - Y
VIV T ETD CEPEBTHE S, B LIZX
BHHFE T, T 70— TN IRA DR D 28
BV, BNRREERR LIS T I —T DN
NN EBIEG D > 727201, /IS ARy
T BT BRI BEIR AN S o
7230

VI CVM [CHEWNBRINA 7 ADME

CVM T & %5 WTP I3 8% < O/NA T AT
IHINBBERENELTED, AT A&\nh»
ICavVEa—IVTELPDPRREOBERKE LR
T%, YTV VIR v —FREERFERICER
T BN T AOMIT, CVM IR/ T A
LT VFUARERIERICERT A3 7 A
PHEET S, InbIE, DFoLSiIcgEibTs
520)0

1. BIZEDOFERNY Lk DEHR (implied

value cues) (C&KD/INAM1 TR

Ry TV AOFICEEDF N2 LixhHE
PGS LA, WTIP XX OLBEICHE %
%, FTCICHERTRESINTVEY—EATH
L%, BRICEI2HCABSHE YT U 4O
PIZEOTLED &, BIEED WTP I3 ZD4H
IZ5R < 8% 517 %, Johannesson B, HIMLE
1BEEO WTP % HHEIZE T/ TR5 VT U
FICBTOECABS IR L/ 2 A, WTP
DFEHERF DL EME & 7 5722 & &R L
TW5A, FFEOBHRIIATBHIEICLAED LN
%o RSN BAARZOHCAMSEHL,000
IS LT, WTP O fEIL 1,000/, FfEI
1,455 & 7 - 7239, BOEOWFIETIE, 25 L7
INA T At B2 DIy T AL HDOER T
BRLIEWC ED—EL TV 5,

—75, BRERZDSDONEEDFEIRPD &
% [E# (implied value cues) 52 5 Z &D03H 5,
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Whynes 5%, 40— FEICBT 58/ NN T
A (range bias) OFHELEIEL 72, T H,
WTP (35275 & 7 3R O FARER & e B O[]
ICRESNTLED I, BED &SRO
DORPNPEBFICHE S5 2 559, —F, Fautrel
HOWFGETIE, HFANA T AFEO LN h -
7o B — Ak, ST A
(starting point bias) DEENH A &2, HE
DA TRENT WS, Thabh, FIHEN
WG IC WTP ORIEE b & < 752 %5597,

2. BIEENKECHBYDORIZZRRID&

(Z&BPNA4T R

REHIE LT, BEEE/SA 7 A (strategic bias)
BEHEN 5%, [BIEFHDEHSTE kR a2 E
S2ELT, BAOMEZHE K E /i3
HETHEXICELANA T ATH D, dHiixt 5
THHYT—E ALK L THEEPEBRCHA 5
wARMER R & &, BIAYIC &0 K\ WTP % 2
Y %o

HHEZEE - T — Rk - 5D 75— LT
%, BRIE/NA T ADTHEMESEE TS0,

L2 L B8R T, BREERRE IS0 5 C
NETOEEMFRICE T, I/ A 7 ZTRD
SN, FAETH L L TAEKITR AW T &
PRESNTV LY, EFREFTTL, NI BT
%\ DIpOEFEWTIE THRIE S A T ADIFAED R
TEIN TN 55659,

3. PFTVADBEEIXICELDINAT R

(scenario misspeciﬁcations) 20)

IEHFEN Ly T U A, FHE R OHIPH A IR 75
VI UF, NEYESHFRLEIC k- T,
FOBKAEEZIC EFEDORWI LICZLS
INAT ATHHo HEENY T VA ONEETE
5 LIC & THFNCERER L/ T AT
%

COMDINAT AW B PITRED 57— Al
BEH OV Y 2 —3m307 L 2N b 05| SR %
BER L /2R D IC 38T, 3L peer-reviewed jour-
nal [IZEB S N/BIZHFEL L P> 72, LALA
HpFoOFR T, THAWE) =7 —< & L%
ICRBWT, EDBEHRDODAKRLZOPHRINT
W WEIR B A, gEEREIT Y U A TRIRE N
7o IDAMR] %, HOWALDBAMD T &L adh
7B LR L 72D, DS VIERED D AR
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LA A=V LIOD, EP T, FHENGO
HAPBER CH Y, v U AEE I AT LS/
7 ADORREMAETE T E 78\

4. ZFOH
TIEBHRIEIC BV T, Yes/No RO BRI
BREFLIXILIE Yes EEIZL TLESHEHRPAD
D, TNEZTHENAT A (yes-saying blas) %
o ZBINAT A PRI H72012, RO K
IBFENMREIN TV 5, @’7&1’9%, lilé.:@ﬁg
R % 1) Yes, definitely, 2) Yes, probably, 3) I am
not sure, 4) No, probably, 5) No, definitely, @ 5
B¥REICERE L, 1) Yes, definitely. 7% 38 A 72 B
FDHK, Hi i%um%ﬁféﬁxﬁkiém
AFHFEOFICHE, LEL1. 254 DKL T
ADFFAE - TAEZ FREL 72 7E3 5 72, O
NHNA T ADFLEDOAREHEICOWTE R L T
Bamsld, 148 4 RIS & & FE o T B850,

VI 244 & ERRTE

—RRICZ 4 (validity) i, BFEETHWIC
TEE A PER R4 & OBRETEMICHIE L TW 52
IR, WL E %241 (construct validity), #&
HEJZ 41 (criterion validity) 7% & 23 %, B
BEeZ YL, SOICHERPYZ LY (theoretical
validity) & BURAYZ 4P, (convergent validity)
I bhns,

PRERIY22 4P 2 MiEE 3 5 1C1E,  PRERAY 7o fE O
B EEBEOT — X O—F e R T UE J 202,

% < ORI BT, MOS&MN—ER B
EITEEIEE WTP 3@\ C &
DRINTWDEY, Fiz, BEZBERAIDLEW
(EE WTP (3 <020, B - JERA & 0 HIE
THAHIETEWTPIREWC L LMICShTY
%65~67)0

CVM [CED K WTPHIE &, ZDfDOREAFD
B OB B, PORIYZ LM A REE T E 5,
FEEREH (rating scale), FEHEAYHE T (stan-
dard gamble), KjfEIfH5: (time trade off) &\
S 7R HEICBE 3 2 &, WTP OJIEHE & O
HIOMBI % 7R L 72 igs ik gaid 2 08~70),

CVM (Z 81T B ALHEZ 1 b 1L, (R Ry F-
U A DT CTHEPIN/ WTP (stated WTP) 73,
FOYF I PBFEIL 2B EDOEEED WTP
(actual WTP) %, FOREEMICKBL TH5

9 60,61)

(ceteris paribus) y
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wERY 5, Stated WTP 7} actual WTP % | in vitro fertilization) Z%f4 % WTP %, 43

[ %5 C & a{RAE/N 4 7 A (hypothetical bias) &
\1\571'\73)0

B (reliability) &i%, WEICET 5 EE
it —BHEORE, bbb ERLORIEIC L
> THBROBEBREIEONDE N ED D EET,
NOAA A FF5A4/iF, BEETAFDE%
HEBEL T\ 5, CVM IR S EEH A E RO %

IE, BEMEISETAE8RICESNTWS, Lo
L&#%,%<@@%M 7, REEEREY —E A
12X % CVM DML TR/ L T 487479,
Onwujekwe H 1%, ¥F U 7 FE&HEELICH T 5
WTPIZD\WT, #7025l T WTP #5R D
FHBS R AL130.72-0.86 & 7 1, PP & 615 18 M
(inter-rater reliability) 23@\C & & FEGE L 727,
Hamelsky H{Z L hid, —@&E % b1 TR B
BIRO WTP % 2 [ DR LAIEL /2 & 25,
FEROMHBIREIL0.71-0.77 7D, CVM OF#
EE MM (test-retest reliability) 3@\ C & HE
AL NI, RIBIFIE T, LEBIBFEY, #E
@%ME/ZTAM,%uwﬁﬁI%,%4ﬁV
HREREAPYICI VT, Aiff§ & WTP OB#IC DWW
TOMGRMIZLENTEH I TS, LaLl, i
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X 52276)
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WTP X 0 & & < flifEf i L7z,

735, AHHFZEIC I\ THHBHI S8 B 4 HGE
L7 Blid 4D - 72,

X I ERfffE

CEA/CUA OHLAICL T, BEHFEY—EAD
T AL E L TEHEICE T 500, AFFILR
X QOL &35 7% & O FEAfE (health value) 7217
T %, Donaldson and Shackley (%, Z 5 L 7=
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RELEFE Y — 2D CVM B2 D F R @82 1
BWC, ARTHRA L7 XD 7% O S8R
SNBGEAERNONTE L, REERY—E 20D
CVMIFERICOWT, S$hBERNLEERLLD
58, CVM TR 24D % <1, NAT AD
FIREICBIE L TW5, Y7 u V7, SaHE,
ARy 5V A, BEEROEER T, WHEkR
DB AR T D> T LIk, AT AD
FErFIMETEL EEZ BN TS, LAL,
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bo XVET T T 4 —RRHRHIC UL, FETE
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EE2 LD,
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CONTINGENT VALUATION FOR HEALTH CARE SERVICES
REVIEW OF DOMESTIC STUDIES AND OUTLINE OF FOREIGN INVESTIGATIONS

Hideo YASUNAGA*, Hiroo IDE*, Tomoaki IMAMURA*, and Kazuhiko OHE*

Key words : contingent valuation method, willingness to pay

Contingent valuation method (CVM) can be applied to measure benefits of healthcare services.
It is a technique for estimating subjects’ willingness to pay (WTP) for a service under the scenario describ-
ing a virtual market with a questionnaire. In the present research, we outlined foreign studies and reviewed
domestic studies on healthcare contingent valuation. A total of 14 papers from domestic literature (five En-
glish and nine Japanese articles) identified with mechanical search engines were verified for the following
eight items: the method of the questionnaire; the information included in the virtual scenario; the question
form for the willingness to pay; bias problems specific to CVM; validity/reliability, ex post/ex ante valuation,
altruistic WTP, and non-health value. The following conclusions were drawn from the domestic studies:
(1) several studies were short of sufficient information regarding the virtual scenario; (2) no research
proved the existence of bias and the ways of coping with it; (3) tests for reliability were not carried out,
although some kind of validity was verified; (4) all involved ex post user based evaluation,; (5) neither
altruistic WTP nor non-health value was examined.

Taken the advantages of CVM into consideration, it should become a useful tool, complementing
other economic evaluation techniques. Since its application has just begun in Japan, more emphasis needs
to be given to practical issues so that healthcare workers will utilize CVM in a way that domestic studies in

health economics will be activated.

* Department of Planning, Information and Management, University of Tokyo Hospital



