Effects of Perceived Fairness on Willingness to Pay

ICEK AJZEN! LorI H. ROSENTHAL
University of Massachusetis—Ambherst Emerson College—Boston

THOMAS C. BROWN
Rocky Mountain Research Station, U.S. Forest Service
Fort Coilins, Colorado

An experiment tested the effects of faimess on willingness to pay (WTP) for public goods.
Treatments varied the amount requested (high vs. low), the faimess of the requested con-
wribution (high vs. low). and the beneficiary (self vs. other) or cause of the needed change
{intemal vs. external). Irrespective of faimess type (beneficiary or cause), under condi-
tions of high faimess, the public good was judged to be more valuable and the requested
contribution more justified. The judged value ofuthe public good and the perceived fair-
ness of the requested contribution each made a significant contribution to the prediction of
WTP. The requested amount influenced WTP by acting as an initial anchor. The implica-
tions of these findings for contingent valuation are discussed.

Contingent valuation (CV) is a popular tool to assess the monetary value of
goods that are not traded in the marketplace (for reviews, see Cummings,
Brookshire, & Schulze, 1986; Mitchelt & Carson, 1989). Respondents in a sur-
vey are asked to provide an estimate of how much money they would be willing
to pay for a certain good in a hypothetical or contingent market. The monetary
value of the good in question is measured by aggregating these willingness-to-
pay (WTP) judgments in the relevant population.

Although scores of CV surveys have been conducted in recent years, the
validity of the derived measures is often disputed. Detractors of the CV method
have been concerned primarily with systematic biases that may influence WTP
judgments and hence jeopardize the measure’s validity. Frequently mentioned
concerns include the proposed amount of payment, the hypothetical nature of
WTP questions, the particular information provided in the description of the
public good (context cues, embedding effects), and the possibility of strategic
considerations (see Hochn & Swanson, 1988; Mitchell & Carson, 1989, for
reviews), Biases introduced by these factors are assumed to produce over- or
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underestimates of the true amount that people would be willing to pay for a pub-
lic good or service,

Surprisingly little is known about the psychological underpinnings of CV,
especially when it is used to value public goods. Still, some investigators have
gone beyond demonstrating the existence of biases to look at the ways in which
respondents in CV surveys arrive at their judgments (e.g., Ajzen, Brown, &
Rosenthal, 1996; Fischhoff & Furby, 1988; Gregory, Lichtenstein, & Slovic,
1993; Kahneman, Ritov, Jacowite, & Grant, 1993; Mitchell & Carson, 1989;
Schkade & Payne, 1994). The broadest descriptive account to date was provided
by Schkade and Payne. In a study concerned with WTP for the preservation of
migratory waterfowl, respondents were asked to verbalize the considerations that
went into their judgments. Generally speaking, respondents tended to acknowl-
edge that something needed to be done and then tried to determine how much
money would be an appropriate amount. Frequently mentioned considerations
that correlated with WTP responses involved doing one’s fair share, the antici-
pated cost of the proposed solution, and family income.

The focus of the present research is the perceived fairness of being asked to
pay for a public good. We assume that two major types of considerations deter-
mine CV judgments. WTP for a specified good should first be a function of the
value that respondents attach to the good in question. Only when respondents
agree that the proposed change is desirable should they be willing to pay some
amount of money for it; and the greater the judged desirability or utility of the
change, the more money they should be willing to pay, all else being equal. In
this respect, paying for public goods is comparable to paying for private goods.
Research has provided support for these ideas by showing that respondents indi-
cate a greater WTP for private or public goods if the information they are given
about those goods makes a persuasive case for their value (Ajzen et al., 1996).
Research on the scope or embeddedness of a public good has also demonstrated
the relation between the value of the good and WTP (e.g., Brown & Duffield,
1995; Carson, 1997; Smith & Osborne, 1996).

Where WTP for public goods may differ from WTP for private goods is in
the second type of consideration. Given that respondents acknowledge the value
of the proposed change in public good, willingness to contribute is hypothesized
to be influenced by judgments of fairness. The specific amount of money that
respondents would be willing to contribute is expected to reflect the amount of
money that they consider to be fair or equitable under the stipulated circum-
stances. Unlike a private good, a public good or service benefits a broad segment
of a community or society. People are therefore likely to believe that its cost
should be borne fairly by all those who are responsible for the needed investment
or who benefit from it.

Much theorizing and research have been devoted to the multidimensional
concepts of justice, faimess, and equity (for reviews, see Mikula, 1980: Steensma
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& Vermunt, 1991; Vermunt & Steensma, 1991). Various standards for judging
faimess are available, depending on the nature of the situation in which the judg-
ments are made. Participants in the present research were asked to indicate their
willingness to donate money to four public projects. In an attempt to explore dif-
ferent aspects of fairness, descriptions of these projects systematically varied
information that should be relevant to judgments of this kind. Specifically, the
descriptions varied (a) the extent to which the respondent would benefit from the
change, relative to other beneficiaries; and (b) the agent responsible for the
needed change. The first type of information manipulates the probability that the
respondent will actually have the opportunity to use the good. Greater probability
of use is expected to be associated with higher perceived fairness.? The second
type of information deals with an aspect of fairness that has received less atten-
tion in the CV literature. It is expected that benefits to individuals responsible for
a needed change are judged to be less fair than benefits to individuals who are not
responsible for the need.
The following specific hypotheses were formulated:

Hypothesis 1. Across experiniéntal conditions, WTP will increase
with the perceived faimess of the requested contribution.

Hypothesis 2. WTP will be greater under high opportunity than
under low opportunity to use a good, and it will be greater when
the beneficiary is not responsible for the needed change than when
the beneficiary is responsible.

In addition to these central hypotheses, two secondary hypotheses were also
tested.

Hypothesis 3. As in previous research (Mitchell & Carson, 1989),
it is expected that, independent of faimess considerations, WTP
will increase with the amount requested; that is, the requested
amount of money will serve as a guide or anchor for WTP judg-
ments.

Hypothesis 4. WTP is expected to increase with the perceived
value of the public good. This hypothesis is based on the
assumption that monetary cstimates of value correlate with the
psychological value of a public good.

2The opportunity to usc a good is related to the distinction between use and non-use value in
environmental economics. In the low-opportunity conditions of our experiment, WTP so that other
people may benefit parallels bequest value in the case of an cnvironmental good.
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Method
Respondents and Procedure

A total of 110 college students enrolled in low-level undergraduate courses at
the University of Massachusetts took part in the investigation in exchange for
course credit. They were assigned at random, and in approximately equal num-
bers, to each of four experimental conditions. After receiving information about
the study and signing a consent form, the participants, in small groups ranging in
size from 4 to 12, completed a written survey. At the end, they were given an
explanation of the experiment and were thanked for their participation.

Questionnaire

The materials used in the experiment consisted of a self-contained question-
naire that described four different projects conducted by the university. With
respect to each project, participants were asked to make a monetary contribution
to a fund drive. These materials were developed in formative research designed
to construct scenarios relevant to college students and to determine appropriate
levels of requested contribution. The booklet containing the questionnaire was
titled “Survey of Student Opinions.” It consisted of two parts. In the first part,
each of the projects was described, followed by a WTP question. The project
descriptions were repeated in the second part, followed by a series of questions
designed to assess the perceived value of the project and the perceived faimess of
the requested contribution. The four projects were arranged in two different ran-
dom orders, which was the same in the two parts of the questionnaire.

On the first page of the booklet, participants were informed that they would
be given descriptions of four issues facing University of Massachusetts students.
They were told that, with respect to each issue, they would be asked to consider
making a monetary contribution to a fund drive. However, although they would
be reading about four different fund drives, they were told that only one would be
instituted in the next 5 years, and they were asked to regard each of the fund
drives as if it were the only one under consideration. This instruction was also
reiterated orally.

Respondents were asked to consider making a monetary contribution to a
library support fund, a bus expansion program, a community outreach program,
and a campus beautification project. Descriptions of the four projects manipu-
lated (in a 2 x 2 x 2 design) the amount of money requested (low vs. high),
the fairness of the requested contribution (low vs. high), and the nature of the
fairness manipulation (beneficiary vs. cause). For two of the projects (library
fund and bus expansion), the beneficiary of the proposed change was varied, and
for the other two projects (community outreach and campus beautification) the
cause of the needed change was varied. Participants evaluated all four projects,
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but for each one they were assigned to a different combmanon of the requested
amount and degree of faimess manipulations.

University library fund The university library system was said to have under-
gone a series of budget cuts over the past 5 years. To pay for needed computer
equipment and book additions, the university administration was planning to
conduct a fund drive. The respondents were informed that, based on past experi-
ence with drives of this kind. it was projected that an average donation of $10 (or
$20, depending on experimental condition) would rais¢ the neceded amount of
money. In one condition, respondents were told that the planned improvements
would be implemented “‘by the end of the current academic year” (high opportu-
nity‘high fairness), whereas in the other condition, the improvements would be
implemented “in about 4 years from now” (afier the participants would have
graduated; low opportunity/low fairness). .

Bus expansion program. This project involved expansion of the local free bus
service to cover some of the more remote residential areas. Additional funds allo-
cated by the state for this project were said to be insufficient. Consequently, the
transit authority was planning a fund drive to help pay for the bus expansion pro-
gram. Respondents were told that the amount needed was either $5 or $10
(depending on experimental condition). They were further told that the additional
bus - routes would serve a number of areas whose residents are “primarily
UMASS students™ (high opportunity/high fairness) or whose residents are
“mostly not UMASS students but who work at the university or need to get to the
campus for other reasons” {low.opportunity/low fairness).

Community outreach program. Respondents were informed that many Mas-
sachusetts residents live in great poverty, with inadequate housing and nutrition,
unable to afford heat, food, medicine, and clothing. In response to the crisis, the
university had decided to institute an outreach program. To raise the necessary
start-up funds, students were asked to donate, depending on experimental condi-
tion, either $10 or $20. Respondents were told that a survey had been conducted
to explore the circumstances that had led to the plight of the needy individuals
and families. This survey was said to have revealed that the vast majority found
themselves in their predicament “through no fault of their own™ (external cause/
high faimess) or “because of wrong tumns or decisions they have been taking”
(internal cause/low fairness).

Campus beautification project. This project dealt with the marred landscap-
ing of the university campus. To correct the problems and to prevent their recur-
rence, ground crews were ready to install new and improved pathways, to plant
Shrubs and trees, and to block off certain areas to traffic. A fund drive was to be
instituted to pay for this beautification project, and students would be asked to
Contribute either $4 or $8 (depending on experimental condition). In the external
Cause/high faimess condition, respondents were informed that, according to
lﬂﬂdscape architects, the problem was a result of “‘the sandy local soil that lacks
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adequate nutrients and to the harsh winters that tend to break up paved areas and
retaining walls.” In contrast, in the internal cause/low fairness condition, the
problem was said to be a result of “inadequate planning of the landscape, a fail-
ure to anticipate the needs of a growmg student populauon and generally poor
workmanship.”

Willingness to pay. Following each of the four project descriptions, partici-
pants were asked to indicate, in a free-response format, how much money they
would be willing to donate to the fund drive.3 For example, in the library project,
participants responded to the following question, “How much money would you
be willing to donate to the Library Improvement Fund? Please enter the amount
you would be willing to donate in the following space. I would be willing to
donate $ 7

Perceived value and fairness. In the mtroductlon to the second part of the
questionnaire, respondents were told that they would be asked some additional
questions about each of the four projects. These questions were separated from
the first part to avoid contaminating the WTP estimates. So that they would not
have to look back at the first part, each description was reprinted. Respondents
were given the description corresponding to their experimental condition, fol-
lowed by six questions. The first three questions asked respondents to rate the
value of the project on three 7-point scales whose endpoints were labeled
extremely undesirable—extremely desirable, extremely unimportant—extremely
important, and extremely worthless—extremely worthwhile. The internal consis-
tencies of responses to these three items, as measured by Cronbach’s alpha, were
high, ranging from .89 for the campus beautification project to .96 for the com-
munity outreach project. Responses to the three items were therefore averaged to
yield a measure of a project’s perceived value.

The second set of questions referred to the specific amount of money the
respondent had been asked to donate to the project. These questions were
designed as a check on the fairness manipulation and to provide a measure of
perceived faimess. Respondents rated the fairess of the requested amount on
three 7-point scales whose endpoints were labeled extremely unfair—extremely
fair, extremely unreasonable—extremely reasonable, and extremely unjusi—
extremely just. Internal consistencies among these three items were also high,
ranging from .95 for the outreach project to .98 for the bus expansion project.
Averages across the three items were used to assess the perceived faimess of the

requested donation.
Resuits and Discussion

Data were first analyzed separately for each of the four projects. As might be
expected, there were substantial differences between projects in the amount of

3Implications of using this type of format are considered in the Discussion section.
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Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations for Perceived Value, Perceived Fairness, and
Willingness to Pay

Low faimness High fairness
Low High Low High
request request request request

M 5D M SD M SD M SD

Fairness in terms of beneficiary (library fund, bus expansion)

Perceived value  5.27 1,52 506 165 575 149 543 136
Perceived faimess 444 1.80 4.16 197 508 1.72 431 189
Willingness to pay (§) 4.43 629 6.83 8.05 7.09 690 858 7.94

Faimness in terms of causal agent (community outreach, campus beautification)
Perceived value 532 1.69 523 135 580 127 3561 123
Perceived faimess 486 1.86 441 1,79 507 166 507 1.49
Willingness to pay (§) 5.82 7.87 840 8.06 7.04 6.84 996 8.60

money that respondents were willing to pay. Across conditions, mean WTP was
$9.93 for the library fund, $3.94 for the bus expansion, $9.69 for the community
outreach project. and $5.15 for campus beautification. However, because the
analyses revealed the same pattem of differences for the two beneficiary-faimess
projects and for the two cause-fainess projects, data for the two projects of each
kind were pooled. Only results of the pooled analyses are presented here. Two
types of analyses were performed. The first examined the effects of the experi-
mental manipulations (amount of requested donation, level of fairness, and type
of faimess) on perceived value of project, perceived fairness of requested contri-
bution, and WTP. The relevant means-are presented in Table 1. The second anal-
ysis was based on within-cell correlations in which the judged value of the
project and the judged faimess of the requested contribution were used to predict
WTP. Multiple regressions were computed by first standardizing responses
around cell means.4

Perceived Value and Fairness

To test the effects of the manipulations on perceived value and fairness, a 2 x
2 x 2 MANOVA was performed, with type of fairness (beneficiary vs. cause),

] 40tliers in WTP judgments were truncated at 3 standard deviations above the mean, Only four
Judgments had to he recoded in this fashion.
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degree of fairness (low vs. high), and requested contribution (low vs. high) as
independent variables, and perceived value and fairness as dependent variables.
As can be seen in Table 1, the manipulation of fairness had the expected effects.
Compared to the low faimess conditions, under high fairness, the public goods
were judged to be more valuable (M = 5.65 vs. 5.22) and the requested contribu-
tions to be more justified (M = 5.01 vs. 4.47). The multivariate main effect of
fairness degree was highly significant, (2, 434) = 6.07, p < .01, as were the two
univariate effects, F(1, 435) = 9.68, p < .01, for perceived value; and F(1, 435) =
10.28, p < .01, for judged faimess. These effects were found to hold for both
types of faimess. However, the multivariate main effect of fairness type was not
significant, this factor did not interact significantly with degree of fairmess or
with requested contribution, and the three-way interaction was also not signifi-
cant {multivariate £ < ] in each case).

In contrast to the fainess manipulation, the amount of money requested had
no appreciable effects on the perceived value of the public goods or on the
Judged faimess of the requested contributions. The main effect of requested con-
tribution on perceived value and fairness was not significant (multivariate F =
1.33), and there were no significant interactions between requested contribution
and degree of fairness or type of faimness (multivariate F < | in each case).

Wiltingness to Pay

The central hypotheses of the present study had to do with WTP. We pre-
dicted that WTP is influenced by the degree of faimess inherent in the situation
{Hypothesis 2) and, independent of faimess, by the amount of money requested
(Hypothests 3). In addition, we hypothesized that WTP can be predicted from the
Jjudged value of the public good (Hypothesis 4) and from the perceived fairness
of the requested contribution (Hypothesis 1).

Effects of experimental manipulations. The means of the WTP measure under
the different experimental conditions are shown in Table 1. Examination of the
mean WTP judgments in the different scenarios suggests that participants took
their task seriously and résponded in a reasonable fashion. The amounts of
money respondents were willing to pay for the different projects varied consider-
ably. Moreover, as would also be expected, a sizable proportion of respondents
indicated willingness to pay $0 amounts, and this proportion again varied across
scenarios. For the library fund, the proportion of respondents indicating $0 WTP
was .22; it was .25 for the bus extension, .11 for the community outreach project,
and .13 for the campus beautification project.

The ANOVA revealed significant main effects for degree of fairness, F(l,
420) = 6.67, p < .01, and for requested contribution, F(1, 420) = 11.40, p < .01,
and no significant interaction between these factors (/" < 1). As expected, respon-
dents were willing to pay more money under high-fairness (A = $8.17) than
under low-faimess (M = $6.37) conditions. Similarly, they indicated willingness
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to give more when requested to donate a relatively high amount of money (M =
$8.44), as opposed to a relatively low amount (M = $6.11). It is important to note
that the effect of amount requested on WTP occurred despite the fact that this
manipulation had no significant impact on the judged value of the public goods

or on perceived fairness. It thus appears that asking for a relatively low or high
amount of money can serve as a guide or anchor for WTP judgments, indepen-
dent of other considerations.

Degree of faimess had a somewhat stronger effect when manipulated in terms
of cause than in terms of beneficiary? the difference between high- and low-fair-
ness conditions was $2.21 and $1.39, respectively. However, the interaction
between degree and type of fairness was not significant (F < 1), indicating that
the effect of low versus high fairness held for both types of fairness. Finally, the
three-way interaction between type of fairness, degree of faimess, and amount
requested was not significant (F < 1).

Prediction of WTP. Correlational analyses examined the idea that WTP judg-
ments are influcnced by value and fairness considerations. In this analysis, WTP
was regressed on the judged value of the public goods and on the perceived fair-
ness of the requested contributions. The results provide support for our hypothe-
sis. Across the four projects, the multiple correlation was .54 (p < .01), and each
of the two independent variables made a significant and independent contribution
to the prediction. The regression coefficients were .21, 1(430) = 4.10, p < .01, for
judged value of public goods and .39, (430) = 7.73, p < .01, for perceived fair-
ness of requested contributions. The same pattern of findings obtained in separate
analyses of each of the four projects. Examination of the zero-order correlations
revealed that perceived value and judged faimess were significantly correlated
with each other (r = .56, p < .01), and that the magnitude of this correlation was
about the same for each project.

Conclusion

The results of the present experiment support the proposed view of the deter-
minants of WTP for a public good or service. WTP increased significantly as a
function of the amount of money requested and of the manipulated fairness of the
requested payment. These effects were found to hold whether the fair or unfair
situation was due to the cause of the needed change or to its beneficiaries,
although degree of fairness had a somewhat greater effect when manipulated in
terms of cause. The experunemal manipulations also showed that requested
donations are judged to be more fair, and public goods to be more valuable,
under high- as compared to low-faimess conditions, but that these judgments are
unaffected by the amount of money requested.

Correlational analyses showed that WTP varies directly with the perceived
value of the contemplated project and with the judged fairness of the requested
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contribution. When used simultaneously to predict WTP, Jjudged fairness and
perceived value were found to make significant independent contributions.

Taken together, these findings suggest that WTP judgments in the situations
studied are based on psychologically reasonable considerations. When con-
fronted with the difficult and somewhat ambiguous task of estimating the amount
of money that they would be willing to pay for a good that is not usually traded in
the marketplace, respondents seemed to look for some initial guide or standard.
In the present experiment, the standard was provided in the form of a stipulated
amount of money that was said to be needed for the contemplated project. Our
findings suggest that the level of WTP set by an initial standard or anchor can be
significantly modified by at least two additional factors: the subjective value of
the public good, and the perceived fairness of the requested payment. Fairness
was manipulated experimentally by varying the degree to which the respondent
would personally benefit or by varying the agent responsible for the needed
investment. Degree of fairess of either type influenced the judged fairness of the
requested contribution, as well as WTP. Respondents judged a request to be more
Justified and they were willing to pay more money when they believed that they
would personally benefit from the project and when the beneficiary was not per-
sonally responsible for the existing need.

Of the different factors found to influence WTP Judgments in the present
experiment, the perceived value of the public good is clearly relevant to eco-
nomic value. That is, the economic value of a public good should be reflected in
subjective evaluations. As to fairness considerations, variations in use value
should arguably also be related to economic value. When a public good has per-
sonal use value, in addition to having value for others, it is logical for a person to
be willing to pay more money, all else being equal. However, the finding that
WTP was also influenced by the beneficiary’s responsibility for the existing need
is more difficult to explain in rational terms.5 Causal responsibility is akin to a
“sunk cost”; negligence or faulty decisions happened in the past and cannot be
changed. It would be rational to ignore such costs, and economic theory suggests
that they should be ignored. However, it is well known that most people fail to
ignore them in their decisions. It should be noted that this phenomenon is not
restricted to CV. Like hypothetical WTP, actual transfers of money are likely to
be similarly affected by beliefs about prior negligence.

It 1s important, at this point, to consider some limitations on the generalizabil-
ity of the present findings. Our methods and procedures did not always follow
generally recommended practices. In contemporary CV practice, respondents are
usually noncollege students; surveys typically ask respondents to value only one
good; and a closed format is used whereby one of several dollar amounts is stated

SPerhaps it is for this reason that degree of fairness had a somewhat greater impact on WTP when
it was manipulated in terms of heneficiary, rather than responsibility, 4
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and respondents are asked to accept or reject it. In designing the study, we were
concerned more with its internal validity (i.e., with our ability to test the pre-
dicted effects of our experimental manipulations) than with its external validity.
Thus, we used college students in small groups, four different scenarios, an
open-ended response format, and a donation payment vehicle, all of which are
open to criticism (Arrow et al., 1993).

These characteristics of our survey and CV instrument were chosen for prac-
tical reasons. Use of different scenarios and an open-ended response format low-
ered the sample size needed, making the study feasible, given the available
subject pool. At the same time, these features did not interfere with our primary
objective of comparing treatments. A donation payment vehicle was used
because it was more plausible than a referendum for the types of goods at issue
and therefore less likely to raise extraneous concerns that might interact with the
cxperimental variables. Although a donation payment vehicle may not garner
maximum WTP because of the potential for free riding, it can be considered a
tower bound on WTP (Champ, Bishop, Brown, & McCollum, 1997) and should
not interfere with the comparison of treatments that is our main concem.

In sum, the present research clearly demonstrates the potential importance of
faimess considerations in WTP judgments. By using an expertmental design with
a high degree of internal validity, we were able to show a causal effect of fairness
on WTP: faimess manipulated in terms of the beneficiary and in terms of the
responsible agent. Future rescarch on fairness issues will have to address the gen-
eralizability of these findings by showing that they do not depend on the particu-
lar methods employed in the present study. In particular, future studics will have
to examine the effect of faimess on contingent valuations of a single good by a
nonstudent population, using a closed-response format.

References

Ajzen, 1, Brown, T. C., & Rosenthal, L. H. (1996). Information bias in contin-
gent valuation: Effects of personal relevance, quality of information, and
motivational orientation. Journal of Environmental Economics and Manage-
ment, 30, 43-57,

Arrow, K., Solow, R., Portney, P. R., Leamer, E. E., Radner, R., & Schuman, H.
(1993). Report of the NOAA Panel on contingent valuation. Federal Regis-
ter, 58, 4602-4614. )

Brown, T. C., & Duffield, J. W. (1995). Testing part-whole valuation effects in
contingent valuation of instream flow protection. Water Resources Research,
31, 2341-2351. -

Carson, R. T. (1997). Contingent valuation surveys and tests of insensitivity to
scope. In 1. Kipp, W. W. Pommerehne, & N. Schwarz (Eds.). Determining
the value of non-market goods: Economic, psychological, and policy relevant



2450 AJZEN ET AL,

aspects of contingent valuation methods (pp. 127-163). Boston, MA: Kluger
Academic Publishers.

Champ, P. A., Bishop, R. C., Brown, T. C., & McCollum, D. W. (1997). Using
donation mechanisms to value nonuse benefits from public goods, Journal of
Environmental Economics and Management, 33, 151-162.

Cummings, R. G., Brookshire, D. S., & Schulze, W. D. (Eds.). (1986). Valuing
environmental goods: An assessment of the contingent valuation methoa’
Totowa, NJ: Rowman and Allanheld.

Fischhoff, B., & Furby, L. (1988). Measuring values: A conceptual framework
for interpreting transactions with special reference to contingent valuation of
visibility. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, ¥, 147-184.

Gregory, R., Lichtenstein, S., & Slovic, P. (1993). Valuing environmental
resources: A constructive approach. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, 7, 177-
197.

Hoehn, J. P., & Swanson, C. S. (1988). Toward a satisfactory model of contin-
gent valuation behavior in a policy valuation context. In G. L. Peterson, B. L.
Driver, & R. Gregory (Eds.), Amenity resource valuation: Imtegrating eco-
nomic with other disciplines (pp. 149-158). State College, PA: Venture.

Kahneman, D., Ritov, I, Jacowitz, D. E., & Grant, P, (1993). Stated willingness
to pay for public goods: A psychological perspective. Psychological Science,
4, 310-315.

Mikula, G. (Ed). (1980). Justice and soc:al interaction. New York, NY:
Springer,

Mitchell, R. C., & Carson, R. T. (1989). Using surveys to value public goods:
The contingent valuation method. Washington, DC: Resources for the Future.

Schkade, D. A., & Payne, J. W. (1994). How people respond to contingent
valuation questions: A verbal protocol analysis of willingness to pay for an
environmental regulation. Journal of Enwronmenra] Economics and Man-
agement, 26, 88-109.

Smith, V. K., & Osborne, L. L. (1996). Do contingent valuation estimates pass a
“scope” test? A meta-analysis. Journal of Environmental and Resource Eco-
nomics, 31, 287-301.

Steensma, H., & Vermunt, R. (Eds.). (1991). Social justice in human relations:
Vol. 2. Societal and psychological consequences of justice and injustice. New
York, NY: Plenum.

Vermunt, R., & Steensma, H. (Eds.). (1991). Social justice in human relations:
Vol. 1. Societal and psychological origins of justice. New York, NY: Plenum.



