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Tab.1 Data description and summary ( Mean and standard error in parenthesis)
Sample Living years Age Family size Elders Children Edeation an:::lvii‘:;e an:zzl“'j:::m Gender
in Beijing
<35 12.46 27.40 2.602 0.235 0.292 4.522 2.320 2.400 1.527
(10.45) (3.859) (1.209) (0.579) (0.493) (1.044) (0.884) (0.885)  (0.500)
35 -54 31.67 42.85 3.188 0.370 0.416 4.233 2.614 2.717 1.415
(14.91) (5.455) (0.878) (0.676) (0.519) (1.170) (0.967) (0.944)  (0.494)
>54 47.43 62.72 3.167 1.170 0.237 3.039 1.703 2.133 1.441
(20.04) (6.245) (1.161) (0.922) (0.428) (1.289) (0.819) (1.052)  (0.499)
27.01 40.60 2.937 0.505 0.326 4.100 2.298 2.461 1.468
(19.97) (14.31) (1.122) (0.799) (0.494) (1.277) (0.961) (0.966)  (0.499)
01 N . V2. 0-7 : . . N .
N N ;3. 11 <20 000 2 20 000 - 50 000 3 50 000 — 100 000 4 100 000 —
500 000 5 >500 000 ;4. 01 <40 000 2 40 000 - 100 000 3 100 000 -200 000 4
200 000 —1 000 000 5 >1000000 ;5. 11 2 o
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Tab.2 Results of model regression and comparison
Total sample Age-group sample
65 60 55 50 45
Variable With 1> With d> With d> With d> With 1> <35 35< <5 =55
Without age oy Wit Gumimy - T cummy - T dummy - B QU aee <35 35<Age <55 Age=55
dummy age > 065 age > 60 age >55 age >50 age >45
—1.034™  —1.1307*  —1.108**  —-1.207™ —1.092"*  -0.914™ 0.717 —-6.131™ -1.223
(0.004) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.012) (0.497) (0.000) (0.617)
-0.021*  -0.018™  -0.019™  -0.016"  -0.020™  -0.024** -0.053 0.089 ** -0.0285
(0.006) (0.023) (0.015) (0.041) (0.013) (0.003) (0.167) (0.003) (0.465)
-0.316™ -0.313™ -0.318™ -0.323"  -0.320™ -0.313* -0.106 0.816 ™ —3.599 **
(0.046) (0.048) (0.044) (0.042) (0.043) (0.048) (0.691) (0.005) (0.000)
-0.336" —-0.349™ -0.344™ -0.347* -0.334" -0.342 -0.269 -0.220 —1.462%
(0.053) (0.045) (0.048) (0.046) (0.055) (0.049) (0.480) (0.500) (0.001)
0.123 x1075 0,123 x107> ™ 0.12 x1075** 0.127 x10 7> 0.125 107> 0.121 x107>**  0.815x107° 0.170 x107>* 0. 134 x 10 =3
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.376) (0.027) (0.193)
—0.013™*  —0.012™  —0.012"* —0.011™ -0.012"* —0.014™* —0.013™* —0.007™* —-0.025"
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
-0.088™ -0.085™ -0.087** -0.086™  -0.087™ -0.089™ 0.042 -0.062 —0.400**
(0.016) (0.020) (0.018) (0.019) (0.018) (0.015) (0.500) (0.316) (0.000)
-0.001™*  -0.001™*  -0.001™* -0.001™* -0.001™* -0.001™* -0.001"* -0.001"* -0.002**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
—0.004™*  —0.004™  -0.004™*  -0.004™  -0.004™  -0.004™  -0.003*"  -0.003*  -0.009**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.022) (0.039) (0.000)
-0.011" -0.005 -0.008** -0.002 0.003 - - -
(0.063) (0.143) (0.011) (0.429) (0.158)
ok 10% 5% 1%
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Tab.3 Marginal willingness to pay in different age
groups ( million Chinese Yuan)
1 2 3
. ol <35) (35< <55 (=59
Item Oldl Age group 1 Age group 2 Age group 3
S (Age<35)  (35<Age<55) (Age=55)
o 1,06 1027 1,477 0.87 %
3.9 (0.000)  (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
2.2 3.91 %% 3.21% 4.71° 447"
(0.000) (0.022) (0.053) (0.000)
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Fig. 1 The inverted U shape relationship of
( VSL/VSI and age
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Investigation in China R . World Bank Policy Research Working

Study on the Age Effects on Environmental Health Valuation

HUANG De-sheng'®  XIE Xu=uan'® MU Quan'® ZHANG Shi-giu'*
(1. College of Environmental Sciences and Engineering Peking University Beijing 100871 China;

2. Institute of Environment and Economics Peking University Beijing 100871 China)

Abstract The relationship between the value of statistical life ( VSL) and age is one of the important academic issues in the
theoretical and empirical studies of environmental health valuation. For several decades proposals to apply lower value of statistical life
for older adults have drawn attention to the benefit analysis of environmental policies which is widely and controversially debated with
no unanimous consensus. Based on the health benefit of air quality improvement in Beijing is estiwated an in — person survey of 500
residents is conducted with the choice experiment method and the willingness to pay for health risk reduction using the MNL model.
Thus an empirical study focusing on the relationship of the VSL and age in Chinese context can be analyzed in this paper. Using the
age dummy in the total sample modeling it is fourd that the coefficients of age variable are significantly negative indicating that age is
one of the dominant factors of the willingness to pay for air — related mortality reduction and the elderly are less willing to pay. Further
analyzing the willingness to pay of the age — group subsamples an inverted U shape relationship is found between the VSL and age

showing the evidence of “senior discount” phenomenon of VSL in Chinese context. The results provide important information on how to
consider the age effect on the health benefit analysis of environmental policies in China.

Key words environmental health; valuation; willingness to pay; age; choice experiment; value of statistical life
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