Professor Maurice Baslé 
email: maurice.basle@univ-rennes1.fr
  
SESSION : Growth in Evaluation Knowledge. « Some lessons from the experimentation of contingent valuation method : the case of local and social services »

Keywords: evaluation, contingent valuation, social services, questionaries, surveys

the paper expresses some doubt about the possibilities of a single interpretation of the answers supplied when some questions of « willing to pay » are proposed in questionaries based on « contingent valuation method ». The author, as an economist, propose to develop the utilisation of different methods to have some information about the demand of local and social services.

The contingent valuation method (CVM) is a reconstituting method which consists in the creation of a hypothetical market in order to reveal the behavior of consumers when they are confronted with non-marketable goods (private collective goods or public collective goods).

[MITCHELL, R. C. and CARSONS, R. T. 1989]. The purpose is not to observe the behaviour but to implement a direct inquiry in-to the discourse of people when they are embedded in a supply scenario of variable quantities of non-marketable goods : "what would you do or what would you pay if the supply dwindled or ?" The answer is a contingent valuation for this variation of quantity. It's a measure of the degree of their agreement to pay to have more, or to be paid to have less. In the past, applications have been brought to bear upon natural assets and upon environmental policies. [START_REF] Bjornstad | The contingent valuation of environmental resources[END_REF]. The question is now : is the CVM transferable to the evaluation of local and social public services ? We know in advance the limits of the CVM when applied to collective private goods, common resources and so on.

The purpose of the paper is to examine the specific question concerning the application of an individualistic method to finding the solution to the problem of the valuation of something like social justice, i.e. the extreme opposite of a private and individually owned good.

[ BASLE, M. A., 1995] After a brief review of CVM traditional problems, we will ponder upon the characteristics of public and social services. Then, we will be able to focus on the ambiguity of the a transfer of CVM to the evaluation of social and local public services.

I -CVM traditional problems with social services.

The CVM seemed to provide a strong micro-economic form of valuation of non-marketable goods and services. An inquiry replaces an observation of real demand. It is an individual inquiry with a questionary and a dialogue between two persons : the interrogator and the consumer. The dialogue concerns welfare variations when there is a supply change of goods and services. There are a lot of difficulties which arise from the fact that it must be common knowledge for the two participants that either the income either the utility is maintained at a constant level. When the level of utility is maintened at a constant level, you have still two possibilities : if utility is maintened at the former level, you have an hypothetical compensated surplus ; if utility is maintened at the ex-post level, you have an equivalent surplus. But, when these difficulties are solved, major questions subsist. The exercise is on the demand of indivisible and collectively owned social goodsand services. In this case, the exclusion of anyone from the use of supplied goods is either technically impossible or too expensive to implement. The supply is a provision at zero fee for everyone and nobody has to reveal what is his exact preference for a particular level of provision. The supply is global : social justice is a collective concern. Nobody, de facto, is excluded. But, the question which arises is : "how could one question anybody and know exactly the level of his demand for this collective concern or for social goods which warrants a given level of social justice ?".

The answer one could obtain from a questionnaire could be different depending upon the form of the question, the personality of the questioner and the psychological make-up of the interviewee. The latter can indicate the use value, the direct utility, but can also furnish the existence value or the indirect utility of social goods and social services. "I give the value that I hope represents the value in the minds of everybody else, in the sense of a collective interest". In doing that, he refers to Helvetius's ethics according to which two attitudes are simultaneously possible : the individual, being isolated in a "small society", defends only his own interest ; the same individual, embedded in a "great society", expresses a demand for the whole society. In the latter case, the answer will rather be that of an ethical individual who follows the norms and wants to know about what is "good for the whole", for to-day and in the future. The two answers are not strictly independant : there is a bit of indirect utility in the "warm glowing eyes" of an ethical individual. When expressing a valuation for social goods, he can also supply an existence value also for himself, or an altruistic point of view which also satisfies his ego, or comprehensive opinion, in his opinion on the goodness of the interdependancies between individuals : positive externalities emerge, i.e.non-intentional interdependancies, which lead oneself towards a valuation of social goods in an individual but not egoistic manner. [START_REF] Kahneman | Valuing Public goods : the purchase of moral satisfaction[END_REF].

By construction, all social goods generate direct and indirect utility and are appreciated by individualistic opinion and warmglowing eyes. The questionnaire used by the CVM has to take into account this dualistic reflex.

-The CVM underlying valuation theory and the transfer to valuation of social goods and services.

Traditionally, there are four possible ways to approach the valuation of social goods or services.

. Social goods, paradoxically, can benefit the rich : "no poor in my garden or at my front door.

I will pay a lot for this service !" Obligatory vaccination, food subsidies, social housing and so on....increases the welfare of the haves (and that of the haves-nots)

. From a Rawslian point of view, social goods are good if they increase "social justice" or "fair justice" Here, an allowance will be considered as fair if the corresponding provision results from a justice rule : this rule is to be voted by groups placed in a situation of "original position" i. e. by thinking in an hypothetical way : if I have reborn in an aleatory fashion wihin the society, what would be my own preference for a level of social justice in that society ?".

With a "veil of ignorance", I will desire a given level of "practising justice" : there should be a minimum of basic rights for everyone : inalienable rights and the right of pluralism ; everybody has freedom... And there should be a system of cooperation system between citizens considered as free equal individuals possessing two moral capacities : a sense of justice and a conception of right. This cooperation system is based on the Helvetius doctrine precedently referred to. Individuals accept to consider the existence of a positive value for basic social goods and inalienable rights. The rawlsian objective of redistribution is to maximise the welfare of the poorest. The republican conception of justice could be only « equal rights of access for everybody ».

. The third approach is that of the micro-economics contained in Pareto's optimum. It is a strained utilitaristic approach usually integrated into an absolutist conception of minimal state.

It is easy to imagine that the result, without voluntarist policies, should be a small offer of social goods and would depend a lot on the initial point (status quo should probably be better)

. The fourth approach is classical utilitarism : the valuation assesment on social and services depends on their "objective" contribution to the realisation of the maximum of total cardinal individual utility. This utility is direct or indirect but always egoistic. It can only be measured by the individual himself and by introspection in the case of social goods because there is no explicit behaviour of demand in this case.

The CV method uses a proceeding based on a scenario of supply and variation of supply of social goods. The interviewee is immersed in a global world of private and public goods and he is told that on ly one offer would change. The variation is hypothetical and he has to take it "as if" it is a real one so as to experimentally construct his opinion concerning the consequences for himself : what would be his welfare variation ? Correlatively, what would be his "wanting to pay" for getting a positive variation of the social offer ; or what would be his "wanting to receive" or "his desire to be compensated" if he has to be desinherited of a piece of social good ?

What will be his posture when answering ? At first glance, it appears that the interview based on the CVM in order to know something about preferences is an interview of individuals considered as independant persons. But, we also know that this fiction. The individual is in interdependance : his choices obey group dynamics ; phenomena of imitation, congestion and distinction are present ; ostentatious behavior exists ; common rules (implicit or explicit) fashion the valuation... Consequently, an element of uncertainty appears concerning the type of answer : does the individual formulate a self interest valuation ? Is the valuation a mix of independant valuation and of social valuation ? Does the individual who is somewhat influenced by a warmglow effect supply his answer as being the answer of a good citizen rather than his own-interest answer ?

If you have adopted a cardinalist point of view (fourth approach), you are prepared to sum up the valuation of independant individuals. But, if you have interdependant valuations, you cannot proceed with the operation. If you have adopted the first or the third approach, the answers to questions of "wanting to pay" or "wanting to receive" are no longer adapted : you have a mix of independant and interdependant valuation and you cannot confront them with the welfare of the rich nor with the social welfare you postulate when you use a Paretooptimal framework. So, you have to imagine a Rawslian context. In a world of liberty, individuals answer as if they are under the veil of ignorance of their individual hypothetical social position and status.

The answer is affected by the fact that the individual takes account of the indomitable character of moral values : as soon as he feels that he's morally interviewed in a questionnaire about something which may concern relatives, children or future generations, his answer is based rather on ethical preferences than on selfish preferences. His answer is a mix of different valuations based on the postulate of the necessity of a minimal standard of living and rights. As there is an uncertainty about the true character of this answer, it can only be considered as a supplementary piece of information. This information cannot be useful for a sum of cardinal indexes of utility nor for the determination of a variation along the social welfare function. It's probably potentially more useful for a procedure of political market with a median elector. Here, one turns just as well to politists as to economists to say what the "social" valuation of social goods or services is. Aggregation of answers is impossible except if you can postulate that all the answers are moral and equal.

Other difficulties transfering of the CVM to social services exist but are the same as in the valuation of other collective goods such as environmental assets. The answers need to be independant of the structure of the questionnaire (order of the questions, type of questions...), independant of the game played by the interviewer and the interviewee. There must be no "inclusion effect" or "matriochka effect", i. e. no confusion between the valuation of a single social service and the whole of social service of the same type. The interviewer must be neutral for the interviewee (no "protocol effect").Strategic behaviour must be avoided. The interviewee has to consider himself as being in a situation of general equilibrum and to answer in this hypothetical market as if he were behaving as usual consumer... Finally, all the ambiguities we have analyzed concerning the use of CVM. lead us to the conclusion that the transfer is very difficult. [START_REF] Hausman | Contingent valuation. A critical assessment[END_REF]. The first reason is the following : to be realistic, we have to adopt a contractualist position and to postulate that there exists a domain of inalienable rights and social services, a domain historically built with attempts and errors on the political market. Individuals do not only become individuals willing to individually pay or to individually accept. They are used to looking for a consensus or for cross-checking the level of supply of social services. That's a black box. We are not sure that the democratic process perfectly closes the determination of real social value. Individual influences, i. e. those of interest groups, the nature of the political market, the level of moral and civic education work together. We can also postulate that no individual or ethical preferences pre-exist in connection with the choice. Some readings in experimental psychology suggest to us that, in an interactive situation, players define preferences when playing. Eventually, they infer their preferences from metasystems of value, but there is not one static and single algorithm which goes from global to local values. This permits us to explain someof the facts concerning the uncertain valuation of social goods. Precise and local decision depends on the context of individual or organisational learning.

We can also take into account the possibility of a participative valuation in a dynamic game with results which are different from those produced by a static interview. We can proceed to experimental economics so as to observe the choices of agents confronted with the variation of the supply of social goods. Or, we can imagine confronting every result of the valuation obtained by every method and not solely base our judgment on the single result of the CVM

CONCLUSION

Social services are to-day developed at a local, national or federal level. The issue of the valuation by individual agents of this global collective supply to all interdependant individuals is a problematic issue. Needless to think that the CVM is the best and only way. The problem of its transfer has no direct ansuver. But, the convergence of numerous results obtained by different methods is not unsubtantial information. So, valuation is still a necessity for social goods. In the same way, the audit of structures in the case of non-profit making organisations could be a good stimulus for their credibility.