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Abstract

Situations in which risk is at least partly a matter of choice provide opportunities to
analyze behavior and estimate the willingness to pay for small changes in mortality risks.
Individuals engage in household production of health and safety as long as the value of the gain
in risk reduction is worth the money, time, and any disutility necessary to produce the reduction
in risk. This paper reviews values of statistical life inferred from choices about highway speeds,
traveler use of protective equipment, crashworthiness of motor vehicles, and housing location
near Superfund sites. The best estimates, close to $4 million in year 2000 dollars, are valuable
complements to estimates from labor and constructed markets. Interestingly some evidence
suggests that values for children and seniors are not less than middle-aged adults. Issues of risk

perception and other challenges related to estimation are discussed.
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Individuals can be observed in a variety of activities that affect their health and safety.
Protective behavior is evident in motorist choice of automobile type, safety equipment such as
seat belts, and speed of travel. Choices concerning safety helmets, cigarette smoking and
installation of fire alarms change risks of death that individuals experience. Choice of residence
when housing markets encompass Superfund sites influences the amount of risk that individuals
face. Visits to health clinics for preventive care can reduce risks to health. The purpose of this
paper is to review studies which estimate values of mortality risks based on the tradeoffs which
individual consumers make. The common feature is that the estimates of values of small
changes in mortality risks are implied by observable consumer behavior as individuals protect
themselves against, or avert, risk. These values of mortality risks, for convenience, are
sometimes referred to as “values of life” or “values of statistical life” (VSL). Interest in
estimates of these values exists, in part, because the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), the Department of Transportation, and other agencies evaluate policies and regulations
that are expected to have impacts on individuals’ health and safety and their mortality risks.
Benefit cost analysis (BCA) of such policy requires VSL estimates.

This review is made with a constructively critical eye. It is potentially too costly to go
with a destructively critical review because it could be counterproductive by fostering the
mistaken notion that the whole methodology and entire body of evidence on VSL are unreliable.
Such a review can make it easier for critics of BCA to disregard accomplishments, mistakenly
abandon valuation, and promote an absolutist position that the concept of valuing mortality risks
is immoral.! A case can be made that economists take for granted that there is substantial

agreement that individual willingness to pay for changes in risk is the best way to think about



valuing the policy benefits and that sound, theoretically based methods exist for estimating
VSL2 A great deal has been learned about valuing mortality risks since estimation of
willingness to pay for risk changes began nearly 30 years ago.
1. Frameworks for Estimating Values of Mortality Risks Based on Averting Behavior

The thought of inferring individuals’ values of reductions in mortality risks from their
behavior intended to influence risk is appealing. Situations in which risk is at least partly a
matter of choice provide opportunities to analyze behavior and estimate the willingness to pay
(WTP) for risk reductions or willingness to accept (WTA) compensation for risk increments.
These situations can involve choices among various types of work in the labor market, or the
situations can involve choices in consumption activity. Self protection or averting behavior in
consumption, i.e., household production, is the focus of this paper. The theory for understanding
these activities is built on the foundation laid by Jacob Mincer (1962, 1963) in his household
framework, Gary Becker (1965) in his theory of allocation of time, and Isaac Ehrlich and Becker
(1972) in their theory of self-insurance and self-protection. The New Home Economics has been
a useful framework for analyzing behavior with respect to physical risk. There are two closely-
related models that guide thinking about valuing changes in mortality risks.’
1.1 The Basic Model

A basic model with the present period and one future period captures the essence of
estimating risk tradeoffs in consumption.* Let the individual maximize expected utility, £(U),
that consists of utility in the first period, U(C,,S), and expected utility in the second period,
PU(C,), where U is a well-behaved single period utility function, C; is composite consumption in

period i, i=1,2, P is the probability of survival to period 2, and S is protective health or safety



activity in which the individual can engage. The production function for changing P is left
general as P=P(S). P, the marginal product of averting behavior, is the reduction in the
mortality risk. P "is assumed to be positive and diminishing. Averting activity can affect utility
directly with U negative if S generates disutility or U positive if averting activity generates
utility. Expected utility is described by the following equation:

E(U) = U(C,,S) + PU(C,) (1)

Differentiating equation 1, holding £(U) constant, and solving for dC, /dP yields

dC, /dP=-U(C,)/ 8P ()
where &is the marginal utility of consumption (or income.) Equation 2 shows the marginal rate
of substitution between consumption and the probability of survival, or the marginal willingness
to tradeoff current consumption for reductions in mortality risk (increases in the probability of
survival.) Although changes in P are exogenous at this point, i.e., no averting behavior yet,
several implications follow. (1) Willingness to pay for reductions in mortality risk is not a single
value but depends on several factors that vary among individuals and circumstances.
Willingness to pay will differ depending on U(.), C,, P, and &. (2) The tradeoff depends on the
base level of risk and will be smaller as the probability of survival (P) increases. (3) The
tradeoff depends on future consumption (C,), but it increases with increases in the wufility of
future consumption (or income or earnings) and not directly with future earnings. Changes in
the marginal utility of income (&) may act to partly offset this effect.

Maximization of E(U) is subject to the budget constraint, that the present value of

expenditures on consumption and averting behavior, cannot exceed the present value of income,

C,+qS+dC,= wT+dwT +A 3)



where ¢ is the cost of averting behavior, d is the factor that discounts the amount in period 2
back to the present, w is the wage rate, T is time available for work in each period, and 4 is the
present value of nonlabor income. The cost of averting behavior, ¢, is composed of a money
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cost “m” and a time cost, awt, where “a” is a factor which relates the value of time in averting
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activity to the wage rate, and “¢” is the time input into averting activity.

The first order condition of interest is:

P'U(C,)/8 = q- (Ug/8). 4)
The left-hand side of equation 4 is the marginal benefit of averting activity and the right-hand
side is the marginal cost. Individuals engage in household production of health and safety as
long as the value of the gain in risk reduction is worth the money, time, and any disutility
necessary to produce the reduction in risk. Because risk is partly endogenous, it is possible to
infer a VSL from averting behavior.

The value of a gain in the probability of survival (or reduction in mortality risk), is shown
by the term, U(C,) / 8, which is the monetary value of the utility of future consumption. Let this
value be V' so that

V/ UC,)/8. (5)
Notice that if equation 4 is solved for V, the value can be expressed as

V=|q-(Us/8)]/P". (6)
If for convenience of comparability V' is evaluated for a unit (0-1) change in P, then V is an
estimate of VSL, value of statistical life. So, the value of a change in mortality risk for a unit
change in P is

VSL = [m + awt - (U/ 8)] / P". (7)
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If, for example, it is known that the sum of the components of cost shown in brackets is $400 per
period and the change in the mortality risk per period is 0.0002, then the VSL implied is $2
million.

Each component of the equation presents a challenge in estimating VSL. The marginal
monetary cost, m, is sometimes negligible for averting activity. It is sometimes estimated by an
annual average cost. Marginal inputs of time, ¢, are sometimes small and sometimes substantial.
The value of time spent in producing changes in mortality risks can equal the market wage rate,
w, for the individual, or be some proportion of it, aw, as in most motor vehicle travel. The
monetary worth of the marginal utility of the averting activity, U/ 8, may be trivial, or may be a
major cost, such as has been the case with manual (nonpassive) seat belts in cars. Estimating P*
may be simple if expert estimates are available and individuals engaging in averting behavior
perceive the changes in risks to be the same as the experts. Any misperception of risk makes
estimating the perceived P “more challenging. Several of these components that are typically
necessary for estimating VSL based on averting behavior will be discussed below.

1.2 The Life Cycle Model

While a model with one future period is useful for understanding the basic tradeoff
between mortality risk and consumption, a multi-period model with uncertain lifetime allows
derivation of individual WTP for changes in mortality risks that would occur at different stages
of the life cycle. Life-cycle models can define, for example, individual WTP now for a change
in the conditional probability of survival in 10 years. These models can be useful for
considering environmental policy that is expected to reduce future mortality risks. From life-

cycle models have followed several implications that have shaped expectations about VSL



estimates. Some testable implications are’: (1) generally WTP declines with age, (2) under
plausible conditions WTP exceeds discounted present value of future earnings, (3) WTP declines
with latency, the length of time in the future when risk will be reduced, and (4) WTP now for a
risk reduction in year t is equal to WTP in year t for that risk reduction discounted back to the
present.

Current research continues to probe. For example, Per-Olov Johansson (2002) uses a
life-cycle model to demonstrate that, in contrast to the first implication listed above, there is no
obvious age pattern for WTP for mortality risk reductions over the life cycle. Brian Bresnahan
and Mark Dickie (1995) discuss the implications of endogenous risk and other issues in using
values based on averting behavior in policy evaluation. In this paper estimates of VSL based on
self protection and averting behavior are reviewed, and issues in using the basic model are
discussed. Some of the empirical results reviewed are surprising given the implications of life-
cycle models, at least as we currently understand them.

2. Estimates of Values of Mortality Risks based on Self-Protection and Averting Behavior
in Consumption

2.1 Previous Reviews

Interest in estimates of values of mortality risk reductions has produced several relatively
recent reviews.® Kip Viscusi’s (1993) survey of the literature covers all types of studies and
includes a summary of studies based on tradeoffs in consumption, or what he calls “outside of
the labor market.” There are seven early studies on highway speeds, seat belt use/nonuse, smoke
detectors, housing prices and air pollution, and auto purchases. The average of the VSL

estimates shown in Viscusi’s Table 5 summary of these studies is $1.6 million in year 2000

dollars.’



Ted Miller (1990) also reviewed VSL estimates from all types of studies and using 47
(unadjusted) VSL estimates that he considered sound, he found an average VSL of $3.9 million
in 2000 dollars for the U.S. Later, using the previously-reviewed studies and 21 additional
estimates, Miller (2000) does a meta-analysis of international studies. The average of the 12
countries for which he has estimates plus the U.S. is also $3.9 million in 2000 dollars.®
Differences in income, base risk levels, opportunities for reducing risk, availability of health
care, culture, and other factors can influence values of mortality risks. The fact that Miller finds
the average VSL to be similar is interesting, but should not be interpreted as strong evidence for
VSL being equal in all countries. On the contrary, Miller reports an estimate for Taiwan, for
example, that is less than 30% of that for the U.S.

Rune Elvik (1995) performs a meta-analysis of 169 estimates of values of mortality risk
changes. Table 1 is based on his summary of 11 averting behavior studies, see Elvik (1995, App.
C, p. 19). The average of the VSL estimates he reports is $3.0 million 2000 dollars if all values
except for children and motorcyclists are included. One feature of Elvik’s review is that he notes
whether or not each study has a test of rationality, or risk perception, and whether the analysis
uses individual or aggregate data. Elvik considers these two characteristics to be indicators of
high relative validity.

The most recent review, by Arianne de Blaeij et al. (2002), is a meta-analysis of all types
of studies that estimate VSL based on a tradeoff related to traffic safety. Included are four
studies and 10 estimates that are inferred from public agency programmatic decisions rather than
individual behavior. While this type of study reveals something about public decision making,

the values are different in nature from the values estimated from individual self protection,
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averting behavior. The public tradeoffs do not directly inform about individual WTP. de Blaeij
et al. report that the average of the VSL estimates in their table 1 is $4.7 million. A weighted
average of estimates with and without the public tradeoffs implies that the preferred average
VSL excluding the public tradeoffs is $4.2 million in year 2000 dollars.

These reviews find that VSL estimates based on averting behavior in consumption tend to
be less than estimates from averting behavior in the labor market based on risk compensating
wage differentials or estimates from stated preferences in hypothetical or constructed markets.
This relationship will be discussed further after considering the most recent studies of averting
behavior in consumption.

2.2 A Review of Recent Studies of Averting Behavior in Consumption

Table 2 provides a summary of eight relatively recent studies that estimate VSL based on
averting behavior in consumption. The first four analyze choices about highway speeds and
roadway user use of protective equipment and infer VSL from tradeoffs between risk reductions
and combinations of money, time, and disutility. The second four analyze choices in motor
vehicle and housing markets using hedonic analysis of prices and infer VSL from tradeoffs
between product prices and either vehicles with different designs that affect safety or houses
with various cancer risks due to nearby Superfund sites. Through hedonic analysis the marginal
implicit prices for mortality risk are estimated. The range of values for adults is something less
than $1.7 million to $7.2 million in year 2000 dollars. The average value for adults is
approximately $4.5 million if $1.5 million is used for the speed/fatality study and averages are
used for the two studies with a range reported. Four very recent studies are worth more detail.

Speeds on Interstate Highways. One recent study was presented by Orley Ashenfelter
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and Michael Greenstone (2002) at a session in honor of Sherwin Rosen at the 2003 AERE/ASSA
meetings. They estimate the VSL from changes in speeds on interstate highways. In 1987
federal law was changed to allow states to raise the speed limit on rural interstates from 55mph
to 65mph. Their estimates are based on laws being changed so that motorists can make tradeoffs
for time savings at the expense of bearing greater mortality risks. Motorists are assumed to base
their behavior on the actual tradeoff of risks realized. This assumption is the same as is typically
used in the labor market in which workers are assumed to make the tradeoff between higher
wages and the mortality risks that actually occur.’

Ashenfelter and Greenstone analyze speeds and road fatalities for 28 states for which
they can get data for the period 1982-1993. Based on models which include state-by-road-type
and year-by-road-type fixed effects, they estimate that speeds increased by approximately 3.5%
(2 mph) and fatalities increased by approximately 35% in states which adopted the higher speed
limit. They calculate the time savings associated with the increase in speeds, approximately
125,000 hours saved per life lost. This tradeoff between time gained and life lost implies an
upper bound on VSL of approximately $1.7 million in year 2000 dollars if time is valued at the
wage rate.

Ashenfelter and Greenstone argue that their empirical analysis should be interpreted as
reflecting the preferences of the median driver/voter. The estimate is an upper bound because
the tradeoff is observed only for states and drivers in which the value of the time savings exceeds
the cost of the fatalities. Motorists would not trade off the mortality risks if the risks were worth
more than the savings in time. State legislators would not permit the tradeoff if they thought the

mortality risks were worth more than the savings in time. In the second part of their paper they
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attempt to recover the structural estimates of the VSL based on analysis of the tradeoff in each of
the states. The estimates of this “average” tend to be slightly lower than the upper bound
estimate, but they are imprecisely estimated.

Ashenfelter and Greenstone’s upper bound estimate of $1.7 million appears to be
reasonably robust statistically, but their estimate depends on values used for valuing motorists’
time, number of passengers per vehicle, and perceptions of risks and time savings as well. These
parameters matter. To adjust for the average number of occupants per vehicle from the assumed
value of 1 to the average number of 1.7 would increase their VSL estimate by 70%. To adjust
for the value of time from the assumed ratio of 1 for (value of time)/wage to 0.6 as used in Glenn
Blomquist, Ted Miller, and David Levy (1996) would decrease their VSL estimate to only 60%
of what it is. While these two adjustments just about offset one another, if an adjustment is made
for misperception of risk by motorists and the value of 1.634 is used as in Blomquist, Miller, and
Levy (1996), then their upper bound estimate of VSL would be $2.8 million in 2000 dollars."

Bicycle Helmets, Seat Belts, Child Safety Seats, and Motorcycle Helmets. Robin Jenkins,
Nicole Owens, and Lanelle Wiggins (2001) calculate the VSL implied by use of bicycle helmets
and find it to be approximately $4.3 million in 2000 dollars for adults who purchase and wear the
helmets. They consider their estimate to be a lower bound because buyers (and presumably
users) find it worth at least as much as the cost to gain the added protection. Including time and
disutility costs would increase the implied value and reinforce the claim that the estimate is a
lower bound if only money costs are relevant to the use decision. However, their estimated VSL
is an upper bound for bicyclists who are not buyers (and users) under the same assumption of

time and disutility costs being equal to zero. If potential time and disutility costs are important



13

for all bicyclists and those costs are different for users and nonusers, then their estimate is not
necessarily an upper bound for nonusers. Because the calculations are based on aggregate data,
it is not clear what the VSL is for the average bicyclist. This aspect aside, their study is
noteworthy in that it is one of only a few that estimate VSL for children and the only published
study that infers a value from bicycle helmet use by individuals.

In contrast to the study of bicycle helmet use, Blomquist, Miller, and Levy (1996) and
Paul Carlin and Robert Sandy (1991) estimate VSL based on statistical analysis of individual
micro data that provides evidence of rationality of users of protective equipment. Blomquist,
Miller, and Levy incorporate disutility costs associated with use of equipment and estimate VSLs
for the typical users rather than upper or lower bounds for users. Elvik notes that these
characteristics increase the quality of the studies and estimates.

Motor Vehicle Models and Crashworthiness. An ambitious hedonic study of prices of
motor vehicles and associated fatality rates by Timothy Mount, Weifeng Weng, William
Schulze, and Laurie Chestnut (2001) seeks to estimate VSL for household members of different
ages. They build upon earlier related analysis by Scott Atkinson and Robert Halvorsen (1990)
and Mark Dreyfus and Kip Viscusi (1995) and devote more attention to household use of the
vehicles and distribution within the household. A noteworthy characteristic of the Mount et al.
study is the set of detailed estimates of mortality risks that account for differences in vehicle use
by various members of households. Another advantage of their study is the inclusion of a wider
range of motor vehicles than only passenger cars and a rich set of driver characteristics. Their
preliminary estimates of VSL are among the highest of the recent studies. Their point estimate

of VSL for adults is $7.2 million in 2000 dollars.
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Residential Location and Superfund Sites. Ted Gayer, James Hamilton, and Kip Viscusi (2000,
2002) analyze the housing market surrounding Superfund sites in Grand Rapids, Michigan.
They use a specially-constructed, expert measure of cancer risk as well as distance measures and
other proxies for physical risk. They find that the proxies for risk can explain about half the
variation in expert risk and that housing with less (either proxy or expert statistical) risk sells for
higher prices. After the release of the EPA Remedial Investigation, premiums for safer locations
imply values of statistical cancer of approximately $4.3 - 5.0 million in 2000 dollars. Estimates
are much higher if prerelease risk perceptions are used. This estimate is especially relevant to
BCA of environmental policy because it is inferred from valuing reductions in environmentally-
related cancer risks rather than VSL from other averting behavior.
2.3 Best Estimate from Recent Studies

As noted at the beginning of this section reviewing recent averting behavior in
consumption studies, the range of values for adults is something less than $1.7 million to $7.2
million in year 2000 dollars as reported in Table 2. The simple average value for adults is
approximately $4.5 million if $1.5 million is used for the speed/fatality study and averages are
used for the two studies with a range reported. The range for the best estimates is not much
different. Even though Ashenfelter and Greenstone claim that their estimate is an upper bound,
some of their own estimates of the average VSL are not much different from their own upper
bound. In addition, their estimate is from behavior in traffic and not directly related to behavior
related to environmental risks. If their estimate is adjusted for risk misperception, it would be
about $2.8 million in 2000 dollars. $2 million could be considered to be at the lower end of the

range. The VSL estimate adjusted for risk from Blomquist, Miller, and Levy of $4.6 million is
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closer to the average. The VSL estimate adjusted for risk from Mount et al. is $7.2 million and
could be considered to be at the upper end of the range. The Gayer, Hamilton, and Viscusi
estimate of $4-5 million for cancer is the estimate most directly related to environmental risks.
Presumably the VSL is greater than the value of a statistical case of cancer because not all cancer
results in death. The best estimate of VSL from averting behavior in consumption is probably
close to $4 million in year 2000 dollars.

One aspect of the recent estimates worth noting is that the best estimates are greater than
values estimated in earlier studies of averting behavior in consumption. One of the reasons for
the increase in average values is the greater use of hedonic approaches compared to estimation
based on risk related behavior combined with calculations that use other related parameters such
as values of time, number of vehicle occupants, and disutility costs. Both types of analysis are
valuable. Another reason for the increase is the upward adjustment for underperception of risks.
3. Risk Perception and Values Implied by Averting Behavior in Household Consumption.

A crucial element in estimating VSLs from self protection and averting behavior is the
amount that risk changes when the individual engages in the activity. Scott Atkinson and Robert
Halvorsen (1990, fn.2), for example, explicitly acknowledge that they assume that the
automobile purchaser’s perception of risk is consistent with actual risk in making their VSL
estimates. Their estimates, as do others’ estimates shown in Table 2, depend directly on this
assumption. It is no secret that individuals can have difficulty understanding risk and making
decisions involving risk. However, this imperfection is not fatal for estimating VSL based on
observable behavior in product markets and using this information in BCA.

First, an impressive amount of evidence exists that reveals that individuals respond to
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risk in expected ways. They respond in the expected direction and they respond more, the
greater is the risk. Analysis of motorist use of protective equipment such as safety belts and
child safety seats, for example, typically shows that motorists protect more when expected
benefits are greater such as when traveling at higher speeds and protect less when it costs more
such as using child safety seats on older children who should be fitted with larger seats and can
protest confinement more effectively, see Glenn Blomquist (1990). When individuals have
something like their own health and safety at stake, they tend to act as if they perceive risks in
ways that indicate their perceptions are positively correlated with expert estimates of the risks.

However well individuals perceive increases and decreases in risk and rank them
correctly, their ability to perceive risk in a cardinally correct way is questioned. For example,
Sarah Lichtenstein et al. (1978) found that when individuals’ perceptions of risks are compared
to expert estimates of risks, low risks tend to be overestimated and higher risks tend to be
underestimated. Other differences between individual perceptions and expert estimates exist and
the relationships have been estimated. Thus, a second reason for thinking that averting behavior
is useful despite imperfect perceptions of risk is that, as part of the sensitivity analysis, the
estimates of VSL can be adjusted using the relationships between individual perceptions and
expert estimates. For example, if individual risk estimates are known to be 20% lower than the
expert risk estimates, then the VSL can be recalculated with the lower risk. The rationale is that
the lower risk is the level on which the individual is basing behavior and making tradeoffs.
Ideally, the individual’s perceived risk is the risk appropriate for estimating the VSL."

If the policy maker believes that the adjusted risk is preferred, then the VSL can be

estimated based on it. Relying on the Lichtenstein et al. relationship, however, is not wholly
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satisfactory. Daniel Benjamin and William Dougan (1997) suggest caution in adjusting risks in
this way. They reanalyze the Lichtenstein data and show that differences between individual
perceptions and expert estimates disappear if the risks are limited to risks in the person’s age
group. They find there is no perception “bias.” Jahn Hakes and Viscusi (1997) also reanalyze
augmented Lichtenstein et al. data using a Bayesian learning approach. They find that the
differences between the individual perceived risks and expert risks are explained by the actual
population mean death risk, the discounted lost life expectancy associated with the cause of
death, and the age-specific hazard rate. The more specific is the expert, statistical risk estimate
is to the individual, the smaller the “bias.” If there is no bias, then no adjustment is needed. If
something is known about the relationship between individual perceived risk and expert
estimates of risk, that relationship can be used in making estimates of the VSL based on averting
behavior in consumption. Before the Benjamin and Dougan’s reexamination of risk perception
bias, Miller (1990) used the Lichtenstein study as the basis for adjusting VSL estimates for
perception bias in his critique of wage-risk estimates. Blomquist, Miller and Levy (1996)
presented VSL estimates for adults, children, and motorcyclists unadjusted and adjusted for
perception bias. After the reexamination of Lichtenstein et al., Miller (2000), in his review and
analysis of VSL across countries, uses VSL estimates which are not adjusted for perception bias,
but he allows for misperception through various regression specifications. Mount et al. (2001)
estimate VSLs for children, adults, and senior adults based on a hedonic analysis of motor
vehicle prices and their own extremely detailed estimates of risks of fatal and nonfatal accidents.
They report their VSL estimates based on expert statistical risks and on risks corrected for

perception bias. They consider their best estimates to be ones based on adjusted risks.
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Economists have paid a great deal of attention to perception of environmental risks.
Kerry Smith and Reed Johnson (1988) evaluated how Maine residents form perceptions about
radon risks. They found support for a modified form of a Bayesian learning model and further
that individuals who took mitigating action reported lower perceived risks. David Brookshire,
Mark Thayer, John Tschirhart, and William Schulze (1985) estimated the impact of a risk
notification program on perceptions of earthquake risks in the California housing market and
found that the implicit values of risk after notification were comparable to the contingent values.
Mark Dickie and Shelby Gerking (1996) found that the formation of risk beliefs about skin
cancer depends on complexion and sunlight exposure, and link the risk beliefs to estimates of
willingness to pay for avoiding skin cancer. Kip Viscusi and William Evans (1998) studied
nonfatal health risks associated with a toilet bowl cleaner and an insecticide. They estimated the
relationship between the stated (expert) risk and perceived risk and reported a relationship in a
way similar to Lichtenstein et al. except that it is for the risks associated with the products being
studied. They report the willingness to pay values implied by both the stated risk and stated risk
adjusted for perception bias.

Averting behavior through job choice in the labor market provides another example of
attention to risk perception. Douglas Gegax, Shelby Gerking, and William Schulze (1991)
survey workers to get data on individuals’ perceived mortality risks of specific jobs and wages
rather than use observed frequencies to estimate occupation or industry average fatality rates.'
This study and the other examples illustrate that studies of risk belief about averting behavior
and valuation of risks can