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Abstract 

Background: Preferences of both Alzheimer patients and their spouse caregivers are re-

lated to a willingness-to-pay (WTP) measure which is used to test for the presence of mu-

tual (rather than conventional unilateral) altruism. 

Methods: Contingent valuation experiments were conducted in 2000 – 2002, involving 

126 Alzheimer patients and their caregiving spouses living in the Zurich metropolitan ar-

ea (Switzerland). WTP values for three hypothetical treatments of the demented patient 

were elicited. The treatment Stabilization prevents the worsening of the disease, bringing 

dementia to a standstill. Cure restores patient health to its original level. In No burden, 

dementia takes its normal course while caregiver’s burden is reduced to its level before 

the disease. 

Results: The three different types of therapies are reflected in different WTP values of 

both caregivers and patients, suggesting that moderate levels of Alzheimer’s disease still 

permit clear expression of preference. According to the WTP values found, patients do 

not rank Cure higher than No burden, implying that their preferences are entirely altruis-

tic. Caregiving spouses rank Cure before Burden, reflecting less than perfect altruism 

which accounts for some 40 percent of their total WTP. Still, this constitutes evidence of 

mutual altruism. 

Conclusions: The evidence suggests that WTP values reflect individuals’ preferences 

even in Alzheimer patients. The values found suggest that an economically successful 

treatment should provide relief to caregivers, with its curative benefits being of secondary 

importance. 
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1 Introduction 

Dementia refers to a group of diseases characterized by progressive deterioration in cognitive 

function. According to ICD-10, the international statistical classification of diseases, the 

symptoms are memory loss, disorientation, and inappropriate social behavior. Whereas ICD-

10 distinguishes between four different types of dementia, this paper focuses on Alzheimer’s 

disease, the most common type of dementia. According to Brookmeyer et al. (2007), more 

than 26 million people worldwide suffer from Alzheimer’s disease. About 70 percent of pa-

tients are in need of care, while 60 percent live at home. Therefore, informal care (usually 

provided by the spouse) constitutes the major part of the care received by patients with de-

mentia (Alzheimer Disease International 2012). Providing care for a person with dementia is 

stressful and demanding (Bédard et al. 2000; Whitlatch 1998; Simpson and Carter 2013). 

Hence, caregivers bear not only the opportunity cost of their time devoted to caring but also a 

loss of well-being. Trepel (2011) estimates the cost of informal dementia care in Ireland to 

range between 240 and 570 Euros per day (1 Euro = 1.3 US$ at exchange rates of 2011), de-

pending on the stage of the disease. Therefore, dementia affects not only the patient but also 

the caregiving relative. 

Dementia is a chronic disease, for which currently no cure exists. However, in this paper a 

hypothetical ‘magic cure’ for dementia is postulated in order to experimentally identify and 

estimate altruistic preferences. The objective is to elicit willingness-to-pay (WTP) values for 

different types of this hypothetical cure, which is presented to participants in the experiment 

as having two main benefits. One is to improve the health status of the patient, the other, to 

reduce caregiver burden and time needed to take care for the patient. The first benefit there-

fore accrues to patients, whereas the second, to caregivers. 

There are two basic hypotheses to be tested in this paper. The first states that these two types 

of benefit translate into differences in preferences, measurable as WTP values. The second is 

that WTP values reflect mutual altruism in that patients are willing to sacrifice wealth (by 

purchasing the ‘magic cure’) to ease caregiver’s burden, while caregivers are prepared to do 

the same in order to achieve an improvement in patient well-being. Willingness to sacrifice 

one’s wealth (or time) to the benefit of others falls under almost all definitions of altruism 

advanced in the literature (Simon 1993; Rose-Ackerman 1996; for an economic formulation 

of altruism in a healthcare context, see Arana and Leon 2002). Individuals’ WTP for improv-

ing their own health has been analyzed before (see e.g. Nocera et al. 2002). Also, altruism of 

caregivers towards patients related through kin has been subject of research (see e.g. Byrne et 
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al., 2009). However, to the best of our knowledge, there has not been a study examining mu-

tual altruism, expressed through WTP values. 

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. The next section contains a review of the 

pertinent literature. This is followed by a presentation of the experimental method used and 

the data obtained. The core section presents the WTP estimates which permit testing the two 

hypotheses advanced in this paper, viz. that preferences can be identified and measured in the 

guise of WTP values also of Alzheimer patients, and that preferences reflect mutual altruism 

both on the part of patients and caregivers. The final section of the paper is devoted to a 

summary and conclusions. 

2 Literature Review 

In health care and especially long-term care, Contingent Valuation (CV) is widely accepted 

and frequently used to measure the value of non-market goods (Diener et al. 1998; Klose 

1999; Olsen & Smith 2001; Gustafsson-Wright et al. 2009). The CV method is based on ask-

ing persons directly about the amount of money they are willing to pay for a reduction in their 

risk of illness or death or for an improvement in their quality of life. Generally, the aim is to 

identify a subjective trade-off: How much income or wealth is someone prepared to sacrifice 

in return for the health benefit proposed? In economic terms, respondents are made to move 

along their indifference curves, with an indifference curve defining the locus where their (ex-

pected) utility is kept constant (Shiell and Rush 2003). The underlying theory is that individu-

als are optimizers, i.e. utility maximizers subject to constraints imposed by income, wealth, or 

time. However, this formulation does not exclude the possibility of utility also depending on 

the well-being of someone else rather than just one’s own. This is compatible with self-

interest as long as the individual considered wants to retain the right to decide how much of 

his or her own resources are to be devoted to another person and who this person is to be 

(Becker 1976, Sen 1973). In this sense, altruism is conditional; it also may be induced by the 

expectation of future reciprocity. Since reciprocity can be excluded for practical reasons in the 

context of Alzheimer’s disease, this literature review focuses on what may be dubbed ‘true’ 

altruism. 

‘True’ altruism can be defined as warm glow (Andreoni, 1995), meaning that it is induced by 

the good conscience caused by engaging in an activity that is approved by society. Fehr and 

Schmidt (2006) define altruism as the utility gain derived from helping others. However, note 

that in their formulation, even ‘true’ altruism is conditional because it turns into envy (reflect-

ing a loss in utility) as soon as the potential donor is worse off than the potential recipient. 
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Since utility gains can be expressed in positive WTP values, altruism will be identified in this 

paper with positive WTP for benefits accruing to the other party in the interaction between 

caregiver and patient (Shiell and Rush 2003). Note that according to Fehr and Schmidt 

(2006), negative WTP values cannot be excluded in principle – unless ‘health’ is considered 

as being something different from ‘wealth’, as argued by the proponents of extra-welfarism in 

health (Brower et al., 2008). 

Attempts at identifying and estimating preferences with regard to health come in two catego-

ries. The first deals with an improvement of one’s own health. Since these studies are of lim-

ited relevance to the present paper with its emphasis on altruism, only those directly related to 

Alzheimer’s disease are mentioned here. Nocera et al. (2002) performed a CV experiment 

involving the general population to find out whether three specific programs designed to fight 

Alzheimer’s disease have WTP values that exceed their marginal cost and therefore should be 

implemented from a societal point of view. König and Wettstein (2002) analyze informal 

caregivers’ WTP for relief from their burden, using the same data as this study (see the Data 

subsection below). The high WTP values found point to substantial utility losses on the part 

of informal caregivers. 

Contributions in the second category revolve around altruism between persons related through 

kin. Most of them estimate parents’ WTP for the health of their children (see e.g. Agee & 

Crocker 1996; Liu et al. 2000; Viscusi et al. 1987). For example, Liu et al. (2000) show that a 

mother’s WTP for keeping her child safe from suffering a cold is about twice her WTP for 

avoiding a cold of comparable duration and severity herself. By way of contrast, Schwarze 

(2004) finds but weak evidence of parental altruism regarding children’s health. More recent-

ly, however, Goldberg et al. (2009), examining parents’ WTP for a quality label on infant’s 

milk formula, infer a high degree of parental altruism. In addition, Loomis et al. (2009) use a 

so-called Discrete Choice Experiment (an alternative to CV; see e.g. Louviere et al., 2000) to 

investigate parents’ WTP to reduce health risks to their children. Their estimated WTP values 

point to strong altruism. 

Finally, a study by Byrne et al. (2009) deals with adult children’s provision of informal long-

term care as a potential substitute of formal care. They identify a considerable degree of altru-

ism in adult children with regard to their parents’ health. 

While the literature presented here revolves around unilateral (intergenerational) altruism, this 

study seeks to identify mutually altruistic behavior by estimating WTP values for both care-

givers and patients. Caregivers are hypothesized to be willing to sacrifice some of their in-

come and wealth in order to pay for a cure of their parents’ Alzheimer’s disease; patients are 
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hypothesized to do the same if the cure eases the burden falling on their children as caregiv-

ers. Note that perfectly altruistic individuals fully adopt the beneficiary’s preferences, result-

ing in WTP values that are identical with those of the beneficiaries for themselves. In that 

case, patients are predicted to display the preferences of caregivers and vice versa. In the case 

of imperfect altruism, WTP values contain one component reflecting the beneficiary’s prefer-

ences and another component reflecting the donor’s own. We are not aware of any other study 

that distinguishes between these two components of WTP in both patients and their caregiv-

ers. 

3 Method 

3.1 Measurement of preferences and of willingness-to-pay (WTP) 

While cost-effectiveness and cost-utility (usually based on quality-adjusted life years QALYs, 

see e.g. Dolan 2000) have become popular concepts in medical science, they suffer from a 

crucial drawback. They cannot answer the policy question, “Should more public resources be 

spent on health care or on education?” For this, cost-benefit analysis is needed, which 

measures both costs and benefits in monetary terms. For goods traded on free markets, the 

price consumers are willing to pay provides a lower bound for their benefit, i.e. the intensity 

of their preferences with regard to the good in question. In the case of non-marketed goods 

(such as medical treatments that do not yet exist), no revealed preferences can be measured. 

Instead, WTP must be inferred from stated preferences expressed with regard to a hypothet-

ical situation created in an experiment. The popular criticism that individuals have unstable 

preferences when it comes to medical care (‘no interest when healthy, willing to sacrifice their 

fortune when ill’) can be shown to be spurious because the alleged instability may be inter-

preted as resulting from state-dependent (objective) capabilities to “produce” consumption 

services and health rather than state-dependent preferences (Zweifel 2001). Therefore, there is 

no a priori argument against measuring WTP for improvements in health status. 

In economics, the traditional approach for measuring WTP has been Contingent Valuation 

(Mitchell and Carson, 1989), where all the attributes of a product are held constant except 

price, while respondents are asked to indicate the maximum amount of money they would be 

willing to sacrifice to obtain the good. This approach is used here (for details, see the subsec-

tion, Survey and WTP questions below). 
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3.2 Hypotheses to be tested 

In the experiment, WTP values for three hypothetical treatments of the demented patient are 

elicited (for their description, see Exhibit). The first (Stabilization) prevents the disease from 

worsening, bringing dementia to a standstill. Interviewers explicitly informed participants that 

the treatment does not lead to any improvement in the health state of the patient. In the second 

case (Cure), participants are asked about their WTP for a hypothetical treatment that restores 

the patient’s health status to its original level. The time required for care and the burden fall-

ing on the caregiver are reduced to the level prior to the onset of the disease. In the third case 

(No burden), dementia takes its normal course while caregiver burden returns to its level be-

fore the onset of the disease. 

Exhibit: Elements of the Questionnaire 
 

Stabilization: Imagine that further cognitive impairment of your spouse could be prevented 

using a very expensive treatment that is not covered by health insurance. Thus there would be 

no further deterioration – but no improvement either! 

Cure: Imagine that the cognitive impairment of your spouse could be reverted using a very 

expensive treatment that is not covered by health insurance, resulting in the situation that ob-

tained before the onset of the illness. 

No burden: Imagine that there are ways not covered by health insurance to reduce your bur-

den caused by the cognitive impairment of your spouse (which might become even more 

marked in the future), resulting in a burden as is usual between healthy partners. 

All treatments: Would you want to opt for this treatment if you had to pay the following 

amounts just once? Please consider that you will have that much less to spend for other pur-

poses! Bids offered: 5000, 10,000, 20,000, 50,000, 100,000, 150,000, 200,000, and 500,000 

Swiss francs. Answers offered: yes, rather yes, not sure, rather no, no. 

All treatments: What percentage of your wealth would you be willing to pay for such a treat-

ment? 

In all three cases, respondents were told that the hypothetical treatment was expensive and not 

covered by health insurance. Therefore, they would have to pay for it out of their pocket. Out-

comes were presented as being certain and due to treatment (rather than e.g. behavioral ad-

justment). 
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Under the counter-hypothesis of egoism on the part of both patients and caregivers, the fol-

lowing rankings of treatments are expected in terms of WTP values. For patients, the predict-

ed ranking is Cure > Stabilization > No burden in view of the implied differences in their 

health status. For caregivers, it is No burden = Cure > Stabilization since No burden and Cure 

offer the same relief to them. 

These rankings may be contrasted to those that obtain if both patients and caregivers are per-

fectly altruistic, causing them to fully adopt the other’s preference structure. This means that 

patients are predicted to display the ranking of caregivers, viz. No burden = Cure > Stabiliza-

tion, and caregivers, the ranking of patients, viz. Cure > Stabilization > No burden. 

3.3 Survey and WTP questions 

The unique data set used in this paper comes from a larger study on ‘Effects of training rela-

tive caregivers of patients with dementia’. It includes only patients in the mild to moderate 

stage of the disease because the training offered to spouse caregivers was thought to be inef-

fective for patients having severe Alzheimer’s. The WTP questions analyzed below were de-

veloped with the help of survey specialists and gerontologists and added on to the existing 

questionnaire of the larger study. A pretest comprising a dozen couples with an Alzheimer 

spouse suggested a few minor adjustments of the questionnaire. Patients and caregivers are 

from the Zurich metropolitan area in Switzerland and were interviewed between September 

2000 and August 2002. Since more than 90 percent of the caregivers are spouses, analysis is 

limited to couples in the interest of increased homogeneity. The sample thus contains 126 

pairs of patients with dementia and their spouse caregivers. 

The WTP information comes from face-to-face interviews with patients and their caregivers. 

Caregivers and their demented relatives were interviewed separately and contemporaneously 

by a study nurse and a physician, respectively. They had to state their WTP independently of 

each other without any possibility of contact and cooperation. Caregivers and patients an-

swered the same questions, involving identical treatments and offered bids. No randomization 

of bids to prevent sequencing effects was performed because the possible biases would be 

similar in the two groups. Such biases should therefore be of limited relevance when the ob-

jective is to compare the WTP values of patients and caregivers. 

The questions about WTP were put in two different ways. First, a payment card format was 

used, with prices of 5,000, 10,000, 20,000, 50,000, 100,000, 150,000, 200,000, and 500,000 

Swiss francs (CHF; 1 CHF = 0.7 US$ at 2002 exchange rates) for every hypothetical treat-

ment. The second way to obtain WTP information was to directly ask respondents to state the 
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maximum percentage of their wealth they were willing to give up for buying able to pay for 

the hypothetical treatment. This sequence of the two approaches was chosen because several 

studies had shown that the use of payment cards serves to reduce the number of non-

responses and protest responses compared to directly asking respondents for their WTP 

(Klose 1999). 

The wealth share is the preferred measure because it puts a limit imposed by ability to pay on 

stated WTP values. Such a limit is of importance when WTP values tend to be inflated, which 

is to be expected in the present context (Chiu et al. 1998). Thus, WTP expressed as a percent-

age of wealth will be used (results in terms of absolute amounts of money are quite similar). 

However, note that none of the absolute WTP values was negative, suggesting that ‘health’ 

indeed differs from ‘wealth’ when it comes to altruism (see the section, Literature review 

again) 

3.4 Data 

A mere 36 percent of patients are female. This low percentage results from the fact that only 

patients living at home and cared for by relatives were included in the study. Patient age rang-

es from 52 to 91, with a mean of 75 years. The youngest caregiver is 42 and the oldest, 90 

years old, with mean age at 71 years. On average, patients thus are four years older than their 

caregivers. Some 31 percent of patients have a Clinical Dementia Rating (CDR) score exceed-

ing six. The CDR is a measure of impairment (Hughes, Berg & Danzinger, 1982), has scores 

ranging from 0 to 18, and is widely used in studies to gauge the severity of dementia. 

Household wealth ranges from zero to CHF 10 million. Mean and median wealth are CHF 

614,000 (US$ 430,000) and CHF 300,000 (US$ 210,000), respectively, indicating considera-

ble skewness in the distribution of household wealth. 

4 Empirical Evidence 

4.1 Results 

Only couples both of whom answered the WTP questions are included in the analysis. There-

fore, there is a one-to-one relationship between patients and caregivers. 

Table 1 shows results for mean and median WTP, measured as a share of household wealth. 

To just prevent future worsening of their disease (Stabilization), the Alzheimer patients sam-

pled are willing to sacrifice an average of 14 percent of their wealth, to be completely cured 

(Cure), an average of 22 percent, and to obtain relief for their caregivers (No burden), 22 per-
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cent. The corresponding values for caregivers amount to 24 percent for Stabilization, 31 per-

cent for Cure, and 18 percent for No burden, respectively. Differences between the three 

treatments therefore are clearly reflected in intuitive differences in WTP values, mirroring 

preferences not only among caregivers but also Alzheimer patients. 

Table 1: Willingness to pay expressed in percentage of wealth 

  (1) 

Stabilization

Testa) 

,  


 

(2) 

Cure 

Testa) 

,  


 

(3) 

No 

burden 

Testa) 

,  


 

Mean Patients 13.8 


(1,2)** 21.6 


(2,3)* 21.9 


(1,3)** 

Caregivers 23.9 


(1,2)* 30.7 


(2,3)** 17.5 


(1,3)* 

Test a)   **   **   n.s.  

Median Patients 10.0  10.0  10.0  

Caregivers 10.0  20.0  10.0  

SD 

(Mean) 

Patients 2.1  2.8  2.9  

Caregivers 2.7  3.0  2.1  

Number of observations 96   95  94  

a) Test for significance of difference, 


(horizontal) and  (vertical); *(**) significant at the 0.10 (0.05) level 

or better. 

The WTP values displayed in Table 1 can be compared horizontally, using t tests to determine 

whether the WTP values associated with the three treatments differ significantly. Patient WTP 

for Stabilization is significantly lower than for both Cure (t = 2.22, calculated on the simplify-

ing assumption of zero covariance between WTP values) and No burden (t = 2.26). There is 

no statistical difference between Cure and No burden (t = 0.07). Turning to the caregivers, 

they seem also to value Stabilization less than Cure, although this difference is significant at 

the 0.10 level only (t = 1.68). In contrast to patients, however, they tend to put a higher value 

on Stabilization than on No burden, albeit subject to the same proviso (t = 1.87). 

In order to check whether the emerging differences in preference between patients and care-

givers are in fact significant, a vertical comparison (in Table 1) is performed as well. Indeed, 

patients value Stabilization less highly than caregivers (t = 2.95); interestingly, this also holds 

for Cure (t = 2.16), although Cure is in their primary own interest – an indication of perfect 

altruism. However, with regard to No burden, preferences of patients and caregivers do not 

differ (t=0.35). 
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Observed rankings are juxtaposed with predicted ones in Table 2. Patients rank the three 

treatments exactly as predicted by perfect altruism. In particular, they do not exhibit WTP for 

Cure in excess of No burden. Therefore, patient WTP consists of the altruistic component 

only. As to caregivers, their observed ranking again points to altruism rather than egoism. 

Specifically, caregivers exhibit WTP for Cure in excess of No burden, the excess amounting 

to an altruistic component (WTP for improving patient health). Their total WTP for Cure di-

vides into some 60 percent for the reduction of their own burden (17.5/30.7 in Table 1) and 40 

percent for improving their partner’s health ((30.7 – 17.5)/30.7). Taken together, these results 

can be summarized in the provocative conclusion that a Cure of dementia is only in the inter-

est of caregivers. In order to meet with sufficient willingness to pay, a future treatment would 

therefore have to provide relief to caregivers (No burden) more than anything else, while its 

curative benefits (Cure) would be of secondary importance. 

Table 2: Predicted and actual rankings 

Hypothesis Predicted Observed 

(from Table 1, differences 


) 

WTP of patients 

Egoism Cure > Stabilization > No burden	  

Altruism No burden = Cure > Stabilization No burden = Cure > Stabilization 

WTP of Caregivers 

Egoism No burden = Cure > Stabilization  

Altruism Cure > Stabilization > No burden Cure > Stabilization > No burden 

Note: (>) denotes 0.10 rather than 0.05 significance level 

4.2 Discussion 

In this study, 126 pairs of Alzheimer patients and their spouse caregivers stated their willing-

ness to pay (WTP) for three hypothetical treatments of dementia. A first major result is that 

differences in the benefits of the proposed treatments clearly go along with intuitive differ-

ences in WTP values, suggesting that measured WTP reflects preferences of both caregivers 

and patients, in spite of cognitive impairment due to Alzheimer’s disease among the latter. A 

possible objection to this first conclusion is that the WTP values obtained especially for Cure 

are too low, amounting to less than one-third of wealth on average (see Table 1 again). As 

dementia is a fatal disease, should respondents not be willing to spend their entire wealth for 

curing it? 
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Of course, estimated WTP values may fall short of true values. However, there are several 

reasons for the true values to be less than wealth, in keeping with economic theory (Jones-Lee 

et al. 1985; Thaler and Rosen 1975). First, most patients are old. Therefore, curing dementia 

only means prolonging life for a few years. Second, because of age and other diseases beside 

Alzheimer’s, quality of life during these additional years may be low. Third, all participants in 

this study have a spouse, who on average is four years younger. Spending money on treatment 

thus means reducing the material welfare of the spouse, whose higher remaining life expec-

tancy serves to lower her per-period resources to begin with. Fourth, most of the patients and 

caregivers are retired, usually lacking the possibility to relax their wealth constraint by earn-

ing additional income. During the face-to-face interviews, respondents in fact mentioned 

these considerations when searching for their WTP for the three types of Alzheimer treatment. 

The second main finding is that the structure of the WTP values obtained points to mutual 

altruism. From the literature (see e.g. Liu et al. 2000; Goldberg et al. 2009; Loomis et al. 

2009), unilateral altruism on the part of the (parent) caregiver in favor of the child is an estab-

lished fact. However, the present study suggests the existence of altruism also on the part of 

patients. Their ranking of the three treatments is precisely the one predicted by the altruism 

hypothesis while contradicting the egoism counter-hypothesis (see Table 2 again). Specifical-

ly, patients put No burden first; they worry more about the burden falling on their spouse 

caregivers than their own health. Second, compared to their caregivers, they differ in their 

valuations of the three treatment alternatives in the way predicted by the altruism hypothesis. 

In particular, they are willing to pay the same amount as their caregiving spouses for the No 

burden alternative but less for the Cure and Stabilization options, which clearly would be in 

their self-interest. 

Caregiver altruism is documented by their rankings as well. They put the Cure alternative first 

and No burden last, although the two are equivalent in terms of their own situation (see Ta-

ble 2). 

Of course, hypothetical treatments being associated with hypothetical payments, there is al-

ways scope for stated WTP values to be inflated. This tendency must be expected especially 

when the alternative considered (helping a patient or a caregiver) is socially accepted [leading 

to ‘warm glow’ (Andreoni 1995), ‘yea-saying’ (Blamey et. al. 1999), and starting point bias 

(Carson 2000)]. However, by having to express WTP as a share of their (predetermined) 

wealth, respondents were prevented from grossly overstating their WTP values. One could 

still doubt that either partner of the couple would in fact sacrifice one-third (or even more) of 

his or her fortune to have Alzheimer cured. Possibly, patients’ WTP might be sufficiently 
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inflated to exceed that of caregivers in the case of No burden, creating spurious evidence in 

favor of altruism. However, it is far from clear that this particular effect will result in the 

equivalence element in the ranking No burden = Cure > Stabilization predicted by altruism 

and confirmed by the data (Table 2). On the whole, it seems difficult to explain the full set of 

observed rankings with reference to bias in WTP estimation. 

5 Conclusion 

Alzheimer patients constitute a group in society that importantly depends on informal care. 

Unilateral altruism is a likely motive to provide such care and has also been established in 

parent-child relationships. In the context of Alzheimer disease, however, both patient and 

spouse caregiver are in similar (advanced) age. Their altruism might therefore be mutual, alt-

hough patients cannot express it easily through their activity anymore. 

An experiment involving 126 Alzheimer patients and their caregiving spouses living in the 

Zurich (Switzerland) metropolitan area was conducted in 2000 – 2002 to throw light on this 

issue by confronting them with three hypothetical therapies, Stabilization, Cure, and No bur-

den (for caregivers). The objective was to find out whether preferences are reflected in the 

economic concept of willingness-to-pay (WTP) and to test whether the rankings of WTP val-

ues obtained conform to full mutual altruism, in the sense that the patient adopts the prefer-

ences of the caregiver and vice versa. 

The WTP values derived from the experiment consistently reflect differences in the benefits 

associated with the three treatments, suggesting that they do mirror preferences also of pa-

tients suffering from moderate Alzheimer’s disease. Also, these WTP values exhibit rankings 

that conform to the altruism hypothesis but contradict the egoism hypothesis both for patients 

and caregivers. First, patients rate No burden and Cure as equivalent (although No burden 

would not improve their health), while caregivers have maximum WTP for Cure (although 

this would not benefit them more than No burden). Second, caregivers and patients are pre-

pared to pay the same amount for No burden, whereas caregivers value Cure (which would be 

in the interest of patients) higher than patients themselves. The startling implication is that 

curing Alzheimer’s disease would benefit caregivers rather than patients. Therefore, to be 

economically successful, any future treatment of Alzheimer’s disease would (in the interest of 

both patients and caregivers) have to reduce the burden of caregivers; its curative benefit 

would be of secondary importance. 



12 

Literature 

Agee DM, Crocker TD. Parental altruism and child lead exposure: inferences from the de-
mand for chelation therapy.” J Human Res 1996; 31: 677-91. 

Alzheimer Disease International. World Alzheimer Report 2012. London. 

Andreoni J. Warm-glow vs. cold-prickle: the effects of positive and negative framing on co-
operation in experiments. Quart J Econ, 1995; 110 (1): 1-21. 

Arana JE, Leon CJ. Willingness to pay for health risk reduction in the context of altruism. 
Hlth Econ, 2002; 11 (7): 623-35. 

Becker GS. Altruism, egoism and genetic fitness: economics and sociobiology. J Econ Lit. 
1976; 14(3): 817-826. 

Bédard M et al. Burden in caregivers of cognitively impaired older adults living in the com-
munity: methodological issues and determinants. Int’l Psychoger 2000; 12 (3) : 307-
32. 

Blamey RK et al. Yea-saying in contingent valuation surveys. Land Econ 1999; 75: 126-41. 

Brookmeyer R et al. Forecasting the global burden of Alzheimer’s disease. Alzheimers De-

ment 2007; 3: 186-191. 

Brower, WB, Culyer, AJ, van Exel, NJ, Rutten, FF. Welfarism vs. extra-welfarism, J Hlth 

Econ 2008; 27(2), 325-38. 

Byrne D et al. Formal home health care, informal care, and family decision making. Int Econ 

Rev 2009; 50(4): 1205-1242. 

Carson RT. Contingent Valuation: a user’s guide. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2000; 34(8): 1412-
1418. 

Chiu L et al. Willingness of families caring for victims of dementia to pay for nursing home 
care: results of a pilot study in Taiwan. J Mgt in Med 1998; 12 (6): 349-60. 

Diener AB, O'Brien J, and Gafni A. Health care contingent valuation studies: a review and 
classification of the literature. Hlth Econ 1998; 7: 313-26. 

Dolan P. The measurement of health-related quality of life for use in resource allocation deci-
sions in health care In: Culyer AJ and Newhouse JP, eds. Handbook of Health Eco-

nomics, Vol. 1A, Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2000, 1723-60. 

Fehr E, Schmidt, KM. The Economics of Fairness, Reciprocity and Altruism – Experimental 
Evidence and New Theories. In: Kolm SC and Ythier JM, eds. Handbook of the Eco-

nomics of Giving, Altruism and Reciprocity, Vol. 1, Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2006, 615-
691. 

Goldberg I et al. Parental Response to Health Risk Information: Experimental Results on 
Willingness-to-Pay for Safer Infant Milk Formula. Hlth Econ 2009; 18(5): 503-518. 

Gustafsson-Wright E, Asfaw A, and van der Gaag J. Willingness to pay for health insurance: 
An analysis of th potential market for new low-cost health insurance products in Na-
mibia. Soc Sci Med 2009; 69 (9): 1351-1359. 

Hughes C, Berg L, Danzinger W. A new clinical scale for the staging of dementia. Brit J Psy-

chiat 1982; 140: 566-72. 

Jones-Lee MW, Hammerton M, Phillips PR. The value of safety: results of a national sample 
survey.” Econ J 1985; 95: 49-72. 

Klose T. The contingent valuation method in health care. Health Policy 1999; 47: 97-123. 

König M, Wettstein A. Caring for relatives with dementia: willingness-to-pay for a reduction 
in caregiver's burden. Expert Rev Pharmacoecon & Outcomes Res 2002; 2 (6): 535-
47. 



13 

Liu J-T, Hammitt, JD, Wang V, Liu J-L. Mother's willingness to pay for her own and her 
child's health: a contingent valuation study in Taiwan. Hlth Econ 2000; 9 (4): 319-26. 

Loomis J et al. A Comparison of actual and hypothetical willingness to pay of parents and 
non-parents for protecting infant health: the case of nitrates in drinking water. J. Agric. 

Appl. Econ. 2009; 41(3): 697-712. 

Louviere, JJ, Hensher DA, Swait JD. Stated Choice Methods – Analysis and Application, 
Cambridge UK: Cambridge University Press, 2000. 

Mitchell RC, Carson RT. Using Surveys to Value Public Goods: The Contingent Valuation 

Method. Washington: Resources for the Future, 1989. 

Nocera S, Bonato D, Telser H. The contingency of contingent valuation: how much are peo-
ple willing to pay against Alzheimer's disease? Int’l J Hlth Care Fin Econ 2002; 2: 
219-40. 

Olsen JA, Smith RD. Theory versus practice: a review of 'willingness-to-pay' in health and 
health care. Hlth Econ 2001; 10 (1): 39-52. 

Prince M et al. The global prevalence of dementia: a systematic review and metaanalysis. 
Alzeimers Dement 2013; 9: 63-75. 

Rose-Ackerman S. Altruism, nonprofits, and economic theory. J of Econ Lit 1996; XXXIV 
(June): 701-28. 

Schwarze J. Living conditions of children and parental well-being – evidence from German 
panel data on life satisfaction. IZA Discussion Paper No. 1200, 2004. 

Sen A. Behavior and the concept of preferences. Economica 1973; 40(159): 241-259. 

Shiell A, Rush B. Can willingness to pay capture the value of altruism? An exploration of 
Sen’s notion of commitment. J. Socio-Econ. 2003; 32(6): 647-660. 

Simon HA. Altruism and economics. Am Econ Rev Papers and Proc 1993; 83(2): 157-61. 

Simpson C, Carter P. Dementia behavioral and psychiatric symptoms: effect on caregiver’s 
sleep. J Clin Nurs 2013; online first doi: 10.1111/jocn.12127. 

Thaler R, Rosen S. The value of saving a life: evidence from the labor market. In: Terleckyji 
NE ed. Household Production and Consumption. New York: Columbia University 
Press, 1975, 265-302. 

Trepel D. Informal cost of dementia care – a proxy-good valuation in Ireland. Econ Soc Rev 
2011; 42 (4): 479-503. 

Van der Ploeg F. The welfare state redistribution and the economy: reciprocal altruism, con-
sumer rivalry and cecond cest. CESifo Working Paper No. 1234, 2004. 

Viscusi WK, Magat WA, Huber J. An investigation of the rationality of consumer valuations 
of multiple health risks. RAND J Econ 1987; 18: 465-79. 

Whitlatch CJ. Distress and burden for family caregivers. In: Anders W et al. eds., Health 

Economics of Dementia. Chichester: John Wiley, 1998: 123-37. 

Zweifel P. On the use of willingness-to-pay studies in health. Swiss J Econ Stat 2001; 137 
(March): 10-25. 

 



 

Universität Bayreuth 

Rechts- und Wirtschaftswissenschaftliche Fakultät 

Wirtschaftswissenschaftliche Diskussionspapiere 

 

Zuletzt erschienene Papiere:
*
 

01-13 Pfarr, Christian 

Schmid, Andreas 

The political economics of social health insurance: the tricky 

case of individuals’ preferences 

11-12 Woratschek, Herbert 

Durchholz, Christian 

Maier, Christopher 

Do Innovative Sport Services Open New Ways to Realize 

Additional Motivations? An Exploratory Study of Passive 

Sports Consumption in Public Viewing Arenas 

10-12 Pfarr, Christian Meltzer-Richard and social mobility hypothesis: revisiting the 

income-redistribution nexus using German choice data 

09-12 Drescher, Christian 

Herz, Bernhard 

Monetary Shocks in Bounded Efficient Financial Markets 

with Bounded Rational Agents 

08-12 Drescher, Christian 

Herz, Bernhard 

What Determines Simultaneous Asset Bubbles? 

07-12 Drescher, Christian Bubblebusters: Chasing the Ghost of Global Vagabonding 

Bubbles 

06-12 Bauer, Christian 

Erler, Alexander 

Herz, Bernhard 

The Dynamics of Currency Crises: Defending the Exchange 

Rate is a Risky Decision 

05-12 Deisenhofer, Anna 

Germelmann, Claas 

Christian 

Der widerständige Konsument: Reaktanz gegen 

Marketingmaßnahmen 

04-12 Woratschek, Herbert 

Durchholz, Christian 

Co-Creation of Value by other Customers - Evidence in 

Sports 

03-12 Woratschek, Herbert 

Durchholz, Christian 

Facilitators and Barriers in Co-Creation of Value through 

other Customers - Evidence in Sports 

02-12 Neidhardt, Katja 

Wasmuth, Timo 

Schmid, Andreas 

Die Gewichtung multipler patientenrelevanter Endpunkte – 

Ein methodischer Vergleich von Conjoint Analyse und 

Analytic Hierarchy Process unter Berücksichtigung des 

Effizienzgrenzenkonzepts des IQWiG 

01-12 Herz, Bernhard 

Hohberger, Stefan 

Fiscal Policy, Monetary Regimes and Current Account 

Dynamics 

07-11 Hild, Alexandra 

Herz, Bernhard 

Bauer, Christian 

Structured Eurobonds 

*
 Weitere Diskussionspapiere finden Sie unter  

http://www.fiwi.uni-bayreuth.de/de/research/Working_Paper_Series/index.html 


	WP_02-13
	Letzte_Seite(zuletzt Erschienenes)

