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Abstract

The goal of the paper is to develop a contingent valuation method (CVM) for
valuing reductions in food risk associated with bacterial pathogens and pesticide
residuals. Values will be elicited using willingness to pay (WTP). WTP is based on
economic theory of the consumer, and measures rates of substitution between money
and health risk. It will be estimated using contingent valuation method, in which
respondents are presented with a hypothetical good (e.g., the opportunity to reduce the
probability of suffering a specified food-borne illness) and questioned about the
amount of money they would trade in exchange for the good. WTP values are
obtained for various reductions in food risks with differing baseline probability,
duration and severity of symptoms, and magnitude of risk reduction. Estimated value
of illness per care ranges between US 1900 to US 16000. From the policy
standpoint it is essential to be able to establish appropriate values for the health
outcomes in order assess the policy importance and the extent of the individual loss
that has occurred. Understanding the benefit value will aso further enable

policymakersto identify the rationality of decision making.
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Buzby, Ready, and
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logWTR =Z G+ X,y +u, 1

Z, 1 3 7
X log(family income) (Age)
(Married) (College)
(Taiwanese) (Family) (Pork Daily) (Seafood
Daily) (Chronic) (Doctor)
(Wash Hand)
gL = Zlog{d{logwmn ;Zi,[a’—xiy} _ cl{IogVVTF?L ;Zi B-X, y} b2
()
1
1
(YY) 10 84.56 100 45.34
2
1 (Risk)
(Severity) 1 (Durationl) 3 (Duration2)
7 (Telephone)
(Seafood)
2 Risk  Severity Risk Durationl Risk  Duration2
Severity  Durationl Severity  Duration2 3
(2 log(dinner expenditure)

log(family income)



4 3
Seafood Daily Pork Daily Age Taiwanese Family Member Married College
Degree Chronic Doctor Wash Hand 4)

(First Question Dummy)

3 (Risk)
(Severity) t
Durationl Q)
4 Duration2
1 3 7
1 7 055 142

Risk*Durationl Risk*Duration2 Severity* Duration2

log(dinner expenditure)
log(family income)
0.2 Hammitt
and Liu(2004) 0.61
(Taiwanese) (Chronic)
(Doctor)
-0.229

0.46

2 WTP



12 3 1,330
16,847 3 1 1,034 16,455

1,157 15,966 3



1
(WTPintervalsin Parentheses)

Questionnaire Version NN NY YN YY SampleSizes

The First Question:

(1) First Bid, NT$10 2.68 1.34 1141 8456 149
(0,5) (5, 10) (10, 20) (20, +)

(2) First Bid, NT$40 9.52 8.16 17.01 65.31 147
(O, 20) (20, 40) (40, 60) (60, +)

(3) First Bid, NT$100 15.53 13.04 26.08 4534 161
(0, 60) (60, 100) (100, 150) (150, +)

The Second Question:

(1) First Bid, NT$10 2.67 1.33 933 86.67 150
(0, 5) (5, 10) (10, 20) (20, +)

(2) First Bid, NT$40 10.27 8.22 1575 65.75 146
(0, 20) (20, 40) (40, 60) (60, +)

(3) First Bid, NT$ 100 16.56 17.79 2270 4294 163
(O, 60) (60, 100) (100, 150) (150, +)

Note: The exchange rateis 1US$ = 34.95 NT$
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2:

Independent Variables @ 2 (©)) 4 5

Intercept 3.689  3.452 0.035 -0.076  -0.089
(32.881) (28.354) (0.000) (0.100) (0.100)

Risk 0204 0463 0417 0.457 0.457
(2.731) (2.988) (2.728) (2.915) (2.917)

Severity 0406  0.905 0.833  0.793 0.793
(5.073) (4.742) (4.447) (4.165) (4.165)

Durationl -0.400 -0.133 -0.08 -0.093 -0.091
(3.236) (0.819) (0.548) (0.592) (0.583)

Duration2 0551 0.750 0.740 0.711 1.423
(11.792) (11.539) (11.600) (11.019) (11.028)

Telephone -0.185 -0.18 -0.188 -0.181 -0.182
(2494) (2526) (2.602) (2.476) (2.480)

Seafood -0.008  0.001 0.013  0.008 0.021
(0.100) (0.001) (0.200) (0.100) (0.283)

Risk* Severity 0.209 0.251 0.364 0.365
(1.158) (1.435) (2.020) (2.025)

Risk* Durationl -0483 -0411 -0429 -0430
(2.131) (1.860) (1.942) (1.949)

Risk* Duration2 -0.203 -0191 -0197 -0.394
(2.154) (2.066) (2.086) (2.088)

Severity* Durationl -0.332 -0430 -0412 -0.415
(1.257) (1.658) (1.578) (1.591)

Severity* Duration2 -0427 -0415 -0.376 -0.753
(3.881) (3.852) (3.423) (3.425)

Log(dinner expenditure) 0.162 0.133 0.133
(2247 (1.712) (1.703)

Log(family income) 0.235 0.209 0.209
(4.624) (3.676) (3.673)

Seafood Daily 0.029 0.029
(0.374) (0.374)

Pork Daily -0.091  -0.091
(1.145) (1.153)

Age 0.008 0.008
(1.261) (1.265)

Taiwanese -0.284  -0.284

(2.263)  (2.267)
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Independent Variables (D) 2 (©)) 4 5
Family memers 0.018 0.018
(0.656)  (0.656)
Married 0.069 0.070
(0.583) (0.592)
College Degree 0.150 0.150
(1.208) (1.208)
Chronic -0.229 -0.229
(3.094) (3.097)
Doctor 0.466 0.465
(2943) (2.939)
Wash Hand -0.057  -0.058
(0.812) (0.819)
First Question Dummy 0.030
(0.387)
g

0.778 0.759 0.730 0.714 0.714

Log Likelihood -721.581 -710.051 -690.071 -676.827 -676.749
WTP median (NT$) 74.667 77425 79.026 81545 81541
WTPstandard error (NT$) 52.615 50.467 54.103 59.422  59.442

t
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&)

Risk Severity Dutationl Duration2 1 2 3 4 5
0 0 0 0 6,470 4,819 5,015 5,375 3,194
0 0 1 0 4,337 4,219 4,602 4,898 2,916
0 0 0 1 11,225 10,203 10,511 10,944 13,254
0 1 0 0 9,710 11,913 11,536 11,879 7,059
0 1 0 1 16,847 16,455 15,966 16,606 13,795
1 0 0 0 1,984 1,914 1,902 2,122 1,261
1 0 0 1 3,441 3,308 3,294 3,548 3,529
1 1 0 0 2,977 5,832 5,625 6,750 4,015
1 1 0 1 5,165 6,575 6,431 7,748 5,291

risk=1 8/10,000 =0  2/10,000 severity=1 =0 duration1=1 3

duration2=1 7
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