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Abstract

Stated preference methods are the main tool for economic valuation of non-market goods and
services. However, empirical evidence demonstrates that respondents are often uncertain when
answering valuation questions. Respondent uncertainty is often considered as one of the main li-
mitations of stated preferences methods, which has received far less attention in Chinese academe.
Through a systematic review of the literature, this paper introduces the research achievement of
respondent uncertainty in stated preference studies from the angles of causes, measuring me-
thods and treatments. Finally, it points out the directions in future research.
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H P AT R SR AT 17 378 B 2 A ) B RO e I, P9 93 SO A = R (Willingnesss to Pay,
WTP) FIHERA I A 15 v e f0 7 A S B FROI I 7= o 75 SR (1) S BR [ 1] o B i 477 (Stated Preference, SP)
EVRIMETT R EE I TEZ —, BRZ VA E T B ER WA R AT M. S0
DA 5 (140 i BRI 45 1 B TAMMEL[ 2], 2 LA FE 25 AR5 {E 7% (Contingent Valuation, CV) &% 512567 (Choice
Experiment, CE). SZUFZ 405 B 52 15 5 15 [0 25 Al 8 I RE B AFAE R I AN i e M, I FL 2 e ma 6 {25 SR 1 vi
P[], PRI AR BRI f f2: A A — B2 B30 2 %0, E 20 e 70 EARES, Rt e
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3.1. MEME{EESRE(Numerical Certainty Scale, NCS)
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Table 1. Comparison of NCS method and PC method
= 1. NCS 3£#0 PC SARIXTEE

NCS 7% PC %
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McFadden (1973) [28] AN N\ f 10 I AN 7 14 5 N FE AR S RALAE SR, (i A~ A RH H
SE TR AAS T W (R BE ML 1R 22 T4 % . Hanemann (1984) [29Kix — 73 F T ARt 9 S Al Ae, Li A0
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Function Model, WLFM).
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L, XN TTEERR R AN 2 PR A (Symmetric Uncertainty Model, SUM). SUM ()54 4 34 4E T 7]
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(Random Valuation Model, RVM) [15]. & ¥ iH 2% 2 Fl 52 (CS)A X Art 2 8 K (B2 /NI, 5275 % 23 (Rl
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6) Wang %5(2007)tH I\ APKsv 9 35 6k P2 i 1 R BE A b A A A BV L Ll 7 Bt A S A A 8 A 7 L [20].
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B BAT s Al TH RO, K2 BRI SR AR SE 13X — M k(8] [9] [32]. S Champ 45(1997) [19]KH
NCS &3 Fll Samneliev 55(2006) [34]K FH 1) SUM L AR A i A s PEABE A 43 Sl £ 1 1 50%7F1 60%(1) EFWTP,
B T AT Al 2

AR, A TR B0 G B SR VPN 52 07 8 AN PR RS IE A8 . Loomis A1 Ekstrand (1998) [8]-
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T H A A TE AR TR J2 11— o R R B T LA E [21] [32]. PC I VR IEANH 2 P A AR RS WTP Pl A5 7R 1)
ARz B 5 28 [25] [32]
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SEEIUA BTSRRI E PRI A E A 2N, — SR SUER FUR IR IE V5 A E
PERERSFEAR WTP AlifE, (H2 & AR IEBR ) SHE S 10 IF A —E. A5 I WTP fhitt. WTP fi{EE
AR R0 = 5 PR IR 32 V5 AN g PEAR Y, 25 SRR WA BT 70 Hh 0 T RS IE AR Y () A R P i A7
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Table 2. Comparison of treatment method on respondent uncertainty
7= 2. MEEREARMAHE MR ERR

WLFM ASUM SUM RVM FM WTP [X &]
BT BT R BR R R BRI ARHR Eﬁjjﬁf”ﬁ L b 3
B ORBASMIE b RCOWK CE AR fictaesn 2 BEECD e
A 2o Sl TR ) Ak E ’ N N
B4 i bt Bl R 2 st SRR i
Lo WRGRRER RE0L-LME B MMM & ATWMAER . .. SEEEN
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