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Abstract: Agricultural ecological compensation is an important policy incentive method that is used to support and protect
agriculture development. Research on the estimation and measurement methods of the compensation standard has continually
been a focus within academic circles. The Contingent Valuation Method (CVM) is the preferred method and the most widely
adopted method by the international community for non-market valuation. CVM is based on the theory of welfare economics
with the characteristics of consumer utility consent, and uses the utility indexes of willingness to pay ( WTP) and
willingness to accept ( WTA) to measure environmental items increase or decrease through survey experiments, and to
assess the economic value of environmental services. Because CVM has been applied to the field of agricultural ecological
compensation for a short time, and because of the weak quality of agriculture and the low level of farmers’ cognition, the
domestic real evidence studies of CVM are faced with many confusing issues. This study first clarifies the scientific
connotation and theoretical basis of CVM, and then fully and systematically examines the CVM research progress and

representative cases in the field of agriculture compensation, both at home and abroad. The results showed that domestic
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research was still at the stage of theoretical explorations and pilot demonstration of policy projects. Therefore, there are large
gaps in the economic assessment of regional agricultural development projects, and in providing the decision service for the
agricultural environment and subsidy policies. The imaginary characteristic deviation, research technical means deviation,
and the survey implementation deviation are discussed. These deviations existed in the application of CVM to evaluate the
agricultural ecological compensation policy survey practice. This survey was conducted based on the willingness of farmers to
adopt cleaner agricultural production technologies, provided by the researchers. This study then describes reasonable
technological approaches and countermeasures to avoid possible deviations, including establishing the hypothetical market
close to real markets, clearing scope of measurement models, carrying out the validity and reliability inspection of CVM,
and choosing two dimension evaluations and handling deviations in the investigation processes. This study analyzed the
possible deviations and measures for the application of CVM in the field of agricultural ecological compensation, and the
practical application is provided in two ways: (1) theoretical guidance to improve the accuracy and effectiveness for the
compensation standard by CVM and (2) methods and ideas to surmount the application obstacles in agriculture ecological
compensation policy in China. Therefore, this study has important practical significance and reference value. Finally, the
inadequacy and limitations of the research are discussed, including: a lack of scientific analysis for the reasons of the
deviation generation, a lack of empirical testing of the deviation processing method, and a lack of universal applicability of
the solution. Therefore, in order to provide better services for government decision-making, the future study of CVM should

apply improved and expanded research methods and contents.

Key Words: contingent valuation method ( CVM) ; agricultural ecological compensation; willingness to pay ( WTP) ;

willingness to accept (WTA) ; research progress
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1.2 CVM J5 ik B LAl

FE BRAUR AN, CVM LATH 2% 2 S5UTI 8 E AR R 250 22 BRIE W LR ) A 545 5 PR B i 20t B
PR BIRORTE bR WTP F1 WTA % T A s 74 2 7 9% 34 8 4% 19 # M2 48 22 ( Compensating Variation, CV) 5%
1748 22 (Equivalent Variation, EV) P 48F5, E PIFE 2000 4 UG FFRE CVM i iU FRIS B3, DAGK B ik 3a
K kR 0B N B R L AT AR S R, CVM ik B BRI AR I - FEAL B A AR pR
P AL SRR T Y5 T S AU Z BT R, RS (AR TR ) ¢, S AN IRAE & 1952
M) 5 [RVRE, 94 3% 3 %o T 4 7 o A 90 B S2 L (P S ) WOy B S p BRI

DN NZHRECHN U(x, q,e) ,FEBA—E RS, A~ NE 2% 1 KR BIOHERAL, B max U(x, ¢,&) ,
.Y poa, <y ;& LZFRFAFT o AT R R B U H R BN T

WA R RO : %, =h(p, q, y,&) ,i=1,2,3,n ATIGRTAFIZ; (1)

[WZRH RN : V(p, q, y,8)=ULh(p, q, y,€) ,q] ; (2)
(1) (2) RO SRS p MO v, DLRIREEWI g B PR,

B p, y AL R M EUIRSS ¢ 408 ¢ 3 o' ek FR AN NSO U003 U B ¢' =4°,
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N (4) TR BHEARAE C ST 2 N AT IR LR B A A M TR T WTA,
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(1) HARBERME I S4B, Lee&Han iz [ CVM J5 X0 8 [ A 6 520 e (049 0 F S AR 3 (B 61 71T
i, VAT 9 X T B 1TSS e AP B Y SRR, R T« [ 5 20 Bl HAT AR S ] LAY £ HT A LR A
" Bruce , Giordano&lan %5iz | CVM Jr 5 AR T & X A W) S REME S AR S R G I Re R B0 AT B R,
TEXT 407 13 A RUFEAS Y Tobit BALVEFEILAR | R4S M IR R IT B 1V 24 SR8 $ 45.60 N/a Fil $
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TP IR A RIERR & T M (B ITAS , I8 4 92 [ 5000 4N 3K LA A4 HETH 3% 3, 0T Logistic A7 40 Hr 3k
TIVURP RS ) HLA 28 HEBE B WTP {6, B 5 T 37 45 252 4 7 09 28 A 7 S AAGIE B 47 09 USDA ( United States
Department of Agriculture, USDA) & 5% 2 k",
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Table 1 Typical cases of abroad contingent valuation method ( CVM) applied in agriculture

H—EH W4 BREEAR BRI T SCHk, R RAE
Author Object Swatch Conclusion Model References
Lee C K el ] R A B £ B AR I BT A 2300 MIABENE $ S9million Logistic Fi%! [147,2002
Bruce H EL PG S0 g bt X A 25 R G S5 M1 407 $ 4560 A7 a! Tobit ## [15],2003
Vanslembrouck I HURIH A 7 2 15 40l FREE LA 5T H 35 347 124—248 euro ha™' a™! Probit 57 [17],2002
McCluskey J J. H A 9 3 % 7 B PR £ S A R 400 WTA S0 B R 5 Logistic 57 [18],2003
Loureiro M L. KB E R WL ST R 632 $ 0.562 pound™! Logistic 17 [197,2004
Giraud K L. BEHE 22 56T 1l T R € 7 ot ) SE B R 530 $ 5—20a"! Probit/ Logit [20],2005
Hyytia N 752 Jm R 2 Iy Re A b AR R 1300 94 euro a™' A7! Emalsy vl [21],2005
Lynch L S AR PR K B A S A R 1032 $ 110 2~ jr! Probit/ Logit [22],2002
Amigues J-P 28 Garonne A LA AT/ 57 B R 362 WTP/WTA PP 45 5t Tobit/ Probit [23],2002

2.2 ENET CVM flb A SAMEIHEF 5T

FKE M 20 20 80 4FAXTIA CVM JrikF M BN {E, 90 4R Bl & BB A FE TR A, A 58 S8 A= 540
EITAL Y R B A A= M S AN SRR ITAL . 2000 4F LS [ P9 A4 b Az AR M BOR 1Y SEUEDFST , D SCHk
ST ALEE LA AN 5T

(1) I i b AR Y. B R SR 5T b a1 e RS KA Il i S A B, /B CVM 5 ik
FE R RV = B IR T BEARAS AT (5 A TTAG 45 SR 2 . SRR TS S A ATl dL A 1255 7R RS s R4 2
A2 L 45 50 F R A AR A AP g b S AT B S [k 572574.59 T 0T, T B A Wi AR AR T 340 1 13081.90
JG L AL T Logistic FERYAMMTRE AT B T A P ROK SRR 3 B N A 4RI N T R SO R |
T B ERK CVM DT AR H ARG XA P A M R AT, 71 i 2008 1 2011 474 7 B /K R 4 22 5 S
“} 3560.56 JC/hm’ i1 3679.83 JC/hm* 7' |

(2)RRS 5B XDEHREN H CVM 5k lAAE 5 B 76% Ak RO T 7K 75 Y4 B A R R U A
PGS A AR R 22.8 J0/a" ™ BT ARIE H Logistic B4R M I T AR 11 2 5 4 I A BE {4
PR RS R R A T AW LB BB R SRR R R A AT R M VL PG A A P R IR A
FEAT R 2 SCALRERE R IR AL RS SR I B IR S5 50 XA T CVM ikt B
VLA A P RGN AT A P B AR AMEE R R R 5E e PR R AT 22 7 B T BRSO | T34 Tobit ALBUAL B P b
PRifERY

(3) R AILBEEPEH . 5 1m FEAE R Probit BEAUG T F R m A 2 SRR EFEHARZENHEEAR
A= AR W Bl P SRR BE AT R S R AR AR B AR n N AT 9 B DY A B L 3R A X
PR P AT RS 32 ] Logistic [RIEASERL 44T 3= 252 ) R 32 AR 3% MU Bk P SCAb R B, FLiZR o 9778
P2 A B R K 102.56 T6/3k ) FH4EE ] Logistic [m1 A B AIFFE L 96 45 48 12 % T A ALK e b IS i 55
TR R K 2R AR IBUR I BT B RS A A e O 5 R SR Y

(4)WTP 5 WTA 122 50k, 4255 DL B IR T Wl A2 8 R GRS 1R R 491, 2 T CVM J5 %t L
WTP Fl WTA 45525 5 R . WTA/WTP (- He (o 7.02, B HGIE Y 6,18, IF A X AR T8 R 3=
WA D7 R0 55 R FH PR A A 2 B i B0 UL A A (B, DA 30 WTP HIT WTA 2557 &
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A TR 5 PRGN, AR SRR, BRI 5 A 5 P R g 450 AR R 1k WTP Al
WTA A R0 7] riife Ja B I A A A5 ol i M B JRE, 4521 WTP 2l 59.39 J6/(A-a) , WTA iy 248.
56 gt/ (Na) P,

20 20 90 AR LK BN CVM BIFSE 28105 T ST ik A48 MR 5% I B, 81 200 | 2238 L 1Y)
SEUERFSE M B & SR . SR R GERBRIR R AT 10 4E3RFE T CVM AYAR AR BAMERT I R (2 2) , N
2 ATLAE 5 EAMIFFEA L [ 2 SRR R AR 2 i /D T e DA R ol B — B 2 b AT R ARA T Y
SRR 3D RAMERERE 3, B2, B N BFFEATI AL T 38 5 e SR I H i s s Ja B B, i B
S X AR FE 0 H HEAT 2 B VA, SRRl 85 B U B SR i it e 56 Ml 5541 A e R 250

£2 E10 FERET CVM MR A HMESTIER 5 8T R 1)

Table 2 Real case study on domestic agricultural ecological compensation based on CVM method in recent 10 years

H—1EH WIS W5 X 48 AYFEAR BRI R e SCilk, & R4
Author Object Area Swatch  Conclusion Model References
BAE  RRBGERSAGRE AR et X 1371 7.72/(f¢75/a) (1999 4FI0) —fgeit [24],2002
gkAR RIREUR RA SRS AT EIE kike B 621  45.9—68.3/(JC 1M a™!) ZIuHE g [38],2002
XM AP ORI OK PR B S AT R GER =S 334 22.8—27.0/(5t A'a™) Logistic Hi%! [287,2004
HEXRE ] B 1) 348 1t O R A A ENEPSEINTINS 748 335.45/({LIC/4F) Logistic 151 [39],2006
Zate  RPMYOKLERIZATER R 144 121.94/(5t/\N) Logistic 1% [26],2008
MR RPN EGEHRSSERE 74524 320 WTP M e Probit 5171 [32],2008
WRaMI AP R AR M VLA 2T 149 2228/(JE 4" Logistic 57 [407,2009
BERE ERIEE A S ME R R IARA 8T 240  184.38/(JT/N) Logistic 157 [41],2009
ERE RPN TS 278  WTA S K £ 6 Logistic 5% [30],2011
MR BT RS EREARI E R EAs 1N 215 WTA A E e Logistic #7 [42] 2011
Moo ROFEANEBCRE R MY Wi 2T 487,168 WTA S0 K i & Logistic 1571 [34],2012
H ¥ gRlAESHMEERIMNEE Sl 248 WTP SR Z i E Logistic 157! [43],2012
BOE AR PXR AR R R (SR 200  WTP 520N E e Probit ## [44],2012

3 CVM MARTEERE SRS

CVM J5 i AR A W E 7 AT 10 A AR ) 8 Tk, FLR 2 CVM SR BB T 3748 7 i
Ul AT HAS BE RS B2 A5 AT CVM e A A 25 Mz 453 B4 107 P o DR T 6 7 A 04 O 22, 1 DAk 45
R ZEE, AW CVM ZEWFIT 7 A B S5 S0t ook B vl e 2k i 22, i — DR R DL A 3 4
ARIBEAR AL PR T7 VLR 2, ST BR AT CVM 3875 32 15 5 D S e PR 1) JB 88 | 312 e AR BUBCHE 1) A 2k vk 5 ]
SRR T PR R A
3.1 (BARREE R 2 AR AR T S T

CVM 5|4 P JE s AR S TV — AR T 37 B R 1 28, el r (AR T S 2 DR A o B T . fcaniof
GEAR I NERTG A 7 AT R R AME B B ARALL BT S AR AN BUOR i A T g, A N R GE S R S
fif AR AR T 4 , 6 ) (R P AR XE SR AR A M BOR 1 4B 1E T 15 8, AR B BHRAR: 1Y) O 22 RN A DR RS, B n )
TR AT AR R . St R PR DGR R R, — SR AR R N )T IR R R AR P AR 1 B
ARAE I, SR ARG AT R BT 1SR S2A 7o s R A A M A B R i 5 4 0 i 4%
ANEATS S IR RS AL =17 8 B B IE AN B i BOR T B A P 45 T AN 1 42
DR, A BRSO AL 7= B B BT SRS O B BB R A S A T T A R A B T AR /N LS
WTP SR8 WTP 2 [a] 1) 285
3.2 BT Bofw 2 MO RER AR B
321 HARTBifwz:

S BRI 5B BN . CVM R H 2R BCR 7 X A M BOR I B WSS R B B E i —1
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() R 0 | 285 B 3 P — 2B ) R £, I DAL A I A5 A SR AR s () B2 5 7 — S R S BE R =
JRHR A3 CINER ST FIAT Ry ) 7 200006 5 A8 1) R 224 v, LA 4 0 5 T I X o — 2 s LA 5 F 2 1B
FHSCHYRAEAL i SRS P R B MR oA DA AR ) £ B2, S SR IBGAERA 1 AR IE A2 f il i e ¢
PRI, AR BBt N 2R AT, B 25 01 A R i B AR A 40 A i R A5 s S, Bl O VM i A
SIE S

BT REOR S EEZER . CVM 5 SEARA AR 2R (Bidding Game, BG)  FFi X ( Open-ended,
OE) .32} (Payment Card, PC) Fl1 432 %45 ( Dichotomous Choice, DC) S0 O Fd  JF IR S AR AR S
] P38 SR P LR R Y 6 NOAA 48 =0 sk Bk VR e et ik ') i 3 — 432X 0 1 R
52 J=1 Probit  Logit 253 MHEMERIGEAT A CVM 5124 A4 5 5 IR 55 A7 WTP R WTA P AS ] R
JE48HR. Fisher& Venkatachalam #2& H [7]—FREE M) H ) WTA KT WTP, W Z [HI7EAE B 25 A FRPEY 5%
i 25 S T BB AN IE B WTP/WTA 5] SREF 6 M, 5 2 B A PPAL B0 2 8175 Sl Lk P i 1,
FIRESE ARG A R 22 57 . WTA 5 WTP fAFEB R 28 57 I BUR R PEAN RS B , X5 LA CVM 2551
R A M AMEEBUR il 5 7= A TR

= WA R S SR R R 22 . LR LT T CVM T TR O A S R Gk 55 A D i 22
[F) R, R R FH B By AR BT B R FLSE T 37 45 1 S ) 32 U5 4 S B A T PR 45 2 A5 A A% T B
Tl w22, I aRIEXT CVM A R AT SE PG 50 A0 FEZE Y L SR Probit AT Logit A0 43 H7 85 MK 26
W RASHOS FE R PR 2, PR AR 45 SR AR % 352301 5 38 FH Tobit BEAUAN B R R BE A~ N B B T FRUE s 1) 52 4
R (AR BUR AT U 4 G0 Z 2o HE , AR AR b ol 5 15T 45 A 22 30K, P 3 A P AR B 13 5000 T
5 MESE UL R BTG S 191 00 A CVM AR T7 A B K S it o P v 0 s 22 , 0 235 SR A7 P00 435 8 I
SHRER IR . CVM IPAL 25 S BAA B A e PR A B2 Mk (0 5 AT 2% P AH LA B R AP e S, i
B A AV A e U 2 VR A (L A i 7
322 MEHEARERE

S — WA TR AR S VS, i3 T G U 2 AL O AR AR M BUR AT PRAL 38 R 2 i 0T
s Gl e R Logit % Probit 1% & Tobit £%Y  Logit FEI MY Logistic A1 | 0 FH e B ) 25
PR PR | I 22 B 38 4010, AR AR IR i) 00 MR U A SR 8 B DI 7 i o 28 S 52 i R 3R AH DG 43 B
A PR Probit A JE—Fh T LAY L PRSIl AR E IEZ5 534, Probit 15 Logit 4571 (1Y 24 [w] £ 2 .
S (R U TC IR A2 A A i 2 O e A= AR AT LIS 311 HLOG U B SR 1 A A 38— FRe 000 B AT 5 B G 2R
PS4 B R AL AT, R F Logit BERYALAFT | Tobit A2 Probit A7 (1 # | HoRy a5 2 4k fiff B
ARt A7 BR AR i A EUOS T DI (R JH ST R REAS AR AT AL B, SRR A REAS e A A w52 R DR A e A A
I, Tobit ALY H T 4 fife B A8 i 50 ) HE AR T o, L3R = FhoBE A 0 S 8500 11 0 40 FH dee ARLER Ak 1 ik

58]
o

(Maximum likelihood estimation)"

B RS S5 E KR, Carson&Hanemann 55 22 5 S R A H B CVM 5 A 50k 5 vl 58 1
750790 Carson MSEUEZMHT M BEXT L CVM 5 RP ( Revealed Preference, RP) A4S W], CVM/RP 4 L {H
JUFEA WE 2R, 0 CVM 5 RP PIREET A6 6 75 2% 8] AW SO ROt 3R A e dle . B B T 1A R
REB 7R B R WSO SO E B R o WSSO R 20 fe oAy B R X RS G R HIAS [ 4
AT RIS VAL 25 2/ —3L, W : CVM 5 TCM ( Travel Cost Method, TCM) 5% HPM ( Hedonic Pricing Method,
HPM) J5iE -7 . K56 vl S B9 A P A . — J& FE 005 B A 567 (test-retest reliability) , 3 %8 %5 8 [i] —
S5 AN [ s Tl e ] 2250 1) — B0 5 A 9 A [ I ] Bl 5 &4 2R ) A P, T2 28 458 AN [ 52 5 5 S () 1 ]
JAE LSRR EET

O = RPN R TR AL L BB AR SR A A A EH A 0 2% 2 B A Ay 9], Al L T AR T
WTP I WTA P RBESE] . WP [a) R S BOUR ZEAE ) AU RS R Ry #4838 F BOURETE I U Y [ BT 375 4
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FAE A P A A PR E ST (WTP>0) | ) ) i 22 J8 2 S SRR, WTA [nl B 5 B0 K A s A1 34 H AR
FUR RN A4 P IR A 4 (WTA>O) |, W96 [n) Ji5 B 482 52 808 . S ANT 3 T R A2 % 2 T ) R o I R 45 —
0, WTP [RJEUG R s e PR AR FH T S Rl A /0 18 S AT B B T, WA [R) 8X) 1 ph A 5 4 5 SO0 ik 2 1)
ZAEE RS . MY WTP A1 WTA 1 Fft )2 DA% 25 51, o o2 o 4 TR A AMEE AR o | A Al A2 BSR4 13t
WA
3.3 A S R 25 M A B SR T v
331 A R 2E

B TR A SRS BRI EEER MR EE PN 2R S R P SR N T A T B R B AME B R, B AR
A TR MY A P2 B AR B AR Dl R e R 5 B B LA B M B A i B A PV RS S B F
R R, — A AN T B B AL A P 2 2 A SR A I A BOR , iR P A R E R IR 2 8% 04l
fE B R s o L, AR H R BE S OO T WA AR A B A E A A 3= 1 A sk, IR F
REEWWATEE, =R KaGd /MR AR P 25 - (R M | %5 18 3 0] 35 1A RCR S5 | PR
R MG A B B0 KT 400, 4R NOAA JFIUIA R 1 2 /0K F 10000

B A AR SIEE T, A S ERMIE RORTE T T RERE I A2 U S E M SRR KR, £
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