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An semi-parametric estimation of the economic value
using proportional hazard regression approach
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Oe 3 Sd 91%1‘& Hlzy 20 o] 0‘01 e AHls 2o AAo] FoF o2 FY
Lt 2H AT de 8RR dAHE FUR 4T F Jov,

89 Ao " F f:f} A7 =HA
Aol EAQRA G A Aulzd gig A6lRte] BAHE FAHSE A tiEdME Be A7
ZH Aol AMNHAJAL, A 714 ol AL EHE WHEL 2u|te] Ale) ylwtsle] HLHE
CVMelth. CVME &3 AqAMul2z s dA=E 2uxte 58 BAE 49 BHE N8
O] AL e} (Willingness To Pay)e] 33 EAlz A2 4 gloh

WTPS] 74 EAS] 27] AZHE &7 FFol| A 9] nonexistence goodsoll thak x| EojApel 3
ARk &, 7189 Aul2 @76 e A 4FE ¢, AFAH 29 A}golyg 873 72L&
#4e ¢ (¢ >NF L, BPELFFE V(g Xeg), (=01 YehdA. o, y& Au)
&ae &5, X= ARz 54& dedle 84, 6(6=0,1)F #27153A &L 2uA9 54
o FE A &Rk A, oldle] do] ©EE AP CF AEsuA ¥ Aot

V(qlay_ C;X;é] > V(qoaaneo m
kA, (1)l A 245 & economic compensating change W& thg9 A& wE3lE Hul Colt).

AV(VV,QI,QO,?J,X,S) = V(Ql,y_ C;)(ag)_ V(qo,y,X,S) =0
BAA 7HA Z& AU AEAAIFAE FAs e HEES IA F7AIVE Bol AH&H 3 vk A
HA - Hanemann (1984)0] 23] Atd &L x}o] =2 (utility difference model) = 4] g —g B
¥ & logistic, normal distribution® 7} 33 & FHF WTPE FRAsE Aoz 2 (1) 7dd). &,
WXe)E 9 A9 A dw, gest 2e 48 BEAU,
Pr(Yes)=P(V(d',y— CX,e,) = V(d,y, X))
=P(M X,e) > C)=Pr(AV=0)
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FA 2N E O X A7HL FALYRES A BT, Hl‘j’“z, %—E—’Fx—‘? BHAA A
h=3

A B, PHEY R 23 42

Dichotomous choice CV A H|o} & &3 WTPS] X & FAsl: thgst Wi 2o
AYsA A E43 U, U EFA U, SE5F dye] EX3tt. ol &
Fol| A A ¢rsl A} 3= recurrent dataol]) o 3t additive hazard regression model-& A -&-3}= v o) o 3
A Qrstizt g

1. 25% 4H (Parametric Method)

oM e Bl

7Hg EAD e WIP fisel ois) 488 22e 7hgste Uy 1
= @}

X+ linear probit 2 dojtt. &, 7|Q o oisf, W7t v 2

W(X;',epﬁ) = w(‘Xl,’IB)+8z :ﬁlx;+8z
o, & ~ M0,0%) 0] 3L, w(X,8) =B X013, C7F AEJM AN H bid valued 74 "yes"d] F&EL v
=3 2ol vgdn.

rlo Xl
rlllo \‘-\'~

oluf, WTP] AR H#3 ZAY median
A

2F
Aee A$E Jon, logarithmE 3} F Jed FAHE AA

2 =& dHH (Semi-Parametric Method)
WTPY| g 243 714 EX0 gk 73t restrictiono] QO E2, o] & $3}317] g thFe W
HEZ0] AAE 3 ¢l E3], Chend} Randall (1997)0] A3 244 ¥HH (SNP, Semi-Nonparametric
Method)o] 7}% o] AM&E 2 At A4 Woll the] g3 2L +2E 71438t o

I/V(X;‘aepﬂ) = exp[w(Xi,ﬁ)]ei = G(X;,ﬂ)é’
o}, G(X,8) = WTPE nonstochastic portiono] ™, g, = S E A & dedEolth old, bidat Gl
th 3] single bounded CV A& &3 Yes &&L 3 Zu.

Pr(yes) = P(G(X,B)e; = C) =Pr(e, = G(;iﬁ))
1A
Y

Chen¥} Randalle 54 % 29 714& 23A7]7] J3lA, mlA9 &40 G(- )k AC- )l sl &
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F FAZFE AT &, v E8EZ QA BEQ G A= Fourier Flexible Form(FFF)g AM&31%]
o, 3573 FEQ Ad A E Gallante} Nychka (1987)8] R 473 2R F L Al L5440).

3 H| 25X dtH (Nonparametric Method)

TEFDSA WIP Wel £ 24L A3 W22 Tumbulle] FH3F0] 713 wel AHEE 3 9
o Turnbulle] 4 ZF& w20 Alge] ZAE F1 Uth F, Fp& WIP B¢ We RE 3

e o, bidgt by ol i3t "Yes"o| FEL thS3 )
Pr(Yes)= Pr(WTP >bk)

1—-Fylb,)

T, & bid gt byoll 3l S2e & A, N YesZ 58 Aolgtn a4d, Fulb,) =N,/ T, 9 2
o] FA T} o] & EE bid kol s} A-&A7]H WTPS] %Eﬁr}—?% — é% T A v EFE Uy
9 G2 AN F A& bidgte] AR <3 Ho) bidgte] AGe = o] o] $), WIPS] meano] L}
mediano] A &3 UF9] lower bound7t FthE Zwo] Q)

4 25X W || (Proportional Hazard Model)

M

Dichotomous choice CV A H|o] & F3] d& g+ EA bidgtd] s AEYAIE B gAolong,
ol Ax FAYEIAE (current status data)2 75 5 ot FANEAEE EX B2 A)F Ol A
54 d4o BHIYEE ¢ & gemz, A HHE AN AEIH
(GA=1C= W), x(- )2 Jedrh old, A=10", 3T Yesgl S (WIP7L AN g g
) oli, A=00°]" Nogl A% (WIP7} AAE gt &Syo|t)

HAALHAREE A2 E A G E (interval censored data)e] E43F 4924 e A1y} A §E
At 53], JiAde] &2l 71%3t7] W&o covariate®] #ZEo] 715 3led, W(tlX)2 hazard function-&
AtX)Er &), Bld 998 =¥ (proportional hazard model)2] 714 2 ojmo] Weo] AR HEF4
(Survival Function)2 ©}2&-3 2t}

AHX) = X, (t)exp(8,X(t))
S(8.) = [, )7

oldl, A(tlX)=Pr(t < W< t+dtlX)/Pr(W>tlX), SHX)=Pr(W>tiX)olt}. &, A (t)= WTP
XA Ao Fo] A AR baseline hazard functiono] 31, f,= AW W4 X(¢)9) JFHL 1}
= "R s AA Lot A8 A} 3tE estimator: covariatee] 3B L A9 E baseline
survival g4 So(t)zexp(‘ft/\o(u)dU)Q} BeliL, ol& B3 53 d¥Es g X(t)dAe e
0

@Y 71dgs 78 4 ok

AR R FALHE 2 FoA4 A W Ags o] gt olE
V—i‘” RS ARSI Q7] gE), RS- EFH o] 7H ol 2ol

S Ao} gt B T A& Huang (1996)s A4 A A3k 23] profile likelihood 1} %—%

E} E«V‘%‘MW% T WTP-°4 —’?‘—2* Al Bid Value7} ?%3}71] WTPE ZA}S}7] 0134—?- i, L¢‘<'ﬂ

°o]8 & ° FAHoE 7&dd oL} 2l £ 4, log maximum likelihood function&
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logL = ZYJ,ZI(Wi > C,)Pr(yes)+ AW, < C)(1—Pr(yes))
= EA{[SO (t)]exp(ﬂw) +(1-A)1 _S(r)(t)exp(ﬁz)]}

9} 201, optimization 7} bid valueE o] Al baseline hazard function 5 (t)& T& Fol, o] & B3}
BE A 38E procedurez A F ).

n. 248 88 ¢ 2

vl 98 239 & 78S ¢otiy] 3ty due RS AR ZAdFE AT
e WANYIEE BHEE RY% MYEY, 2AY gkl 24849 28e AR,
sample sizex= 10078, 2007}, 3007} oA ©3to] W83t o, 1000 2] iterationS 3 I T}.

A WA 29 7HHE WIP #3271 28 7HE A2 7HAsH, ojff 20 Xo| g =21% 7| A
&2 E(MX)=1/exp(X)o]t}.

A#X)=1-exp(B-X), X~ U(,V12) )
W 238 93 HE9 Bid valuex H o] 181 AFE T A random numberE Y APA|H o] & 0.1
A0 o]AEAZF, o] WO gt vludth EoAdd AFde S H Zr) X §ige) g

WTP We| A% 7|43 F(WX)=exp(— X)olth. o] 7Igtel log& F3tH ©]= log-linear =&
A DX g F23tA; oluf, X FFQ V3 A WIPRS =12 A$E 0176921, B=2¢
= 0.13533509] ).

<> 2Ly : (¥ E¥

= R # of Sample : 10070 | # of Sample : 30070 | # of Sample : 20074
x| 4
g3 WP FE True=0.176921 True=0.176921 True=0.135335
s . 0.3552469 0.3642866 0.4132959
Linear Probit (0.0718488) (0.0424749) (0.0535591)
N . 0.1884694 0.1816768 02139172
Log-Linear Probit (0.0494847) (0.0286639) (0.0390141)
Proportional Hazard 0.1265858 0.1300272 0.1029658
(Not Corrected) (0.0433148) (0.0261266) (0.0311253)
Proportional Hazard 0.2453574 0.2407118 0.2655370
(Corrected) (0.0803934) (0.0459445) (0.0718397)

9ol EE R, True Valued] 713 24 stE 9HH 8L Log-Linear Modele]t}. Proportional Hazard
Model & ¢k7he] Bias7} ¢} A4, Sampleo] & 42 %04 7l B4< Holx ¢lth Linear Probit 2§
& 7B A A o] Bol ¢go}l ul g Biasvt & ¢ F Ut

T A 2y AL W X7} linearel A 92 A AT o, AR X wE 7HAge
E(W|X)=100+2X0]t}. u}etA, §F WTP <& 1000]t},

WTP=200+2- X+e, X~ U(—30,30), e~ U-5+v3,5v3) (3)

Bid Valuex 1000) 4] 2807+ 20 2+ A 0.2 AES Ao 71ASPAoH, ol HTFQ 2008 FALR
] 124 Bid ValueE M elg o] A2 <l linear sampleo]t}. T A Bid Value 298 100,110, 120,
130, 140, 250, 260, 270, 280, 2902 T3ttt o] FA-L %ZEd YA O 2 bid value7} YA HFY
2008 &3t &= Feolth
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<E> RAY : (3) ¥ 2F (True Value = 200)

B2 WIP 8 | # of Sample : 1007 | # of Sample : 2007 | ¥ Of Sample 1007
. . 199.6699938 199.8383394 191.2103261
Linear Probit (4.7892130) (3.0643187) (08.3554352)
. . 200.1544508 200.0000518 196.9352402
Log-Linear Probit (4.7487566) (3.1560332) (22.8025296)
Proportional Hazard 164.1945609 168.1555481 169.8515870
(Not Corrected) (9.5810544) (8.2666306) (6.4814428)
Proportional Hazard 2082850272 205276 2063317429
(Corrected) (49.5385539) (33.9264937) (28.6155716)

Linear 7} 3t el 2 (3)e] 2y uist HF WIPE A¥RH, Linear Probit & Log-Linear
Probit? o]-¢- ¥ & performanceE Ho]3 girh. PHY 4 E = 9%7}4 A7t AATE BT gho] 200
omg 2 Bisz HolXE @AW, EFEA BAHUN AYE T & A

£ 2t WIPS $42 918} vlal 919 29S 7PsHAT CVMANE Be A% BE WP
2830, A4 9} covaraited] thalA AT WA S M= A7 2o} parametricst 714 )l
ME FL FHAEARE Rolx vk 23, WTPZF A3 ¥ 49} nonlineardt Fej 2 &R 7359 7]
&9 lineardt 2971 £4 ¥ ZAXE BY F AvE 7R nd 98 28S 34340
4G ¥ 5 YEo] 4% WIPS Was A5YHY F9 loglinear probite] 7H¢ F&
performanceE X 2.0, oA tHZE linear probitd bias7} w9 &8 & 4 ¢Jth. linear BEje XA
719 2k linear probit, log-linear probit, PH model S5-¢] Aurd o g A3 7|HdHS 531 YL
& & A

#7112 o %, linear probito] L} log-linear probite] 7} oA ZA Roluts AL tdt o] ALz
o2 JgFolof g Folth ol WIP A7 £X& B o) o}, 54 Ha ge 1) i)
2d e A nart HA gow, old HeA uHEFH whgEo]l AWtzemn £

performanceE H YU ZAolgta 447 WEolth
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