Pl Sl 97 = 12 E| Hwa Kang Jouranl of Agricutre
# R EE ST A © © 145-160 Vol. 22:145-160 Dec 2008

RSB R A TR 3 B
g

%@1}%%ﬁw%%$ﬁfWﬁﬁﬁ$“ﬂ?%ﬁﬁ%féﬁﬁ”ﬁﬁéﬁ’*ﬂﬁmﬁifﬁﬁ[
e B SR [ P (R REE T IFIFYAEESR o ) T [RIFAFT DRl 1 g o B e i ﬁﬁ? T
ﬁ$ﬁ¥ﬁ%dPW%d® %Iﬁvau'vﬂ§uﬁwﬁ b5 AT R ET R ﬂmﬁ#“ <A
R R R u%g* [N lﬁltEstfl@ff?ﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁ »RRE R E R & R ol
FIRVEE - 4 Ry El%ﬁﬁfm“ M F*%Jﬁ”fi**’jﬁ ﬁ‘yﬁl’ﬁ\'%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ""’%ﬂﬁfp@‘i?@% = EW‘J%’WF'I
?ﬂﬁ&%b%ﬁ%ﬂﬁﬁﬂ?ﬂ@$@ﬂﬁ *jﬁﬁm@ﬂ@ﬁ®PWﬁ%B?%%ﬁ°@%
Hﬁm@%Tﬁﬁ%%ﬁﬁgﬁwﬁﬂﬁﬁ@gﬁw P B SV B T PR AR -
TGN R ﬂﬂﬁ%bﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁHEW§ﬁuéﬁW (E e~ *?5%&%
Bﬁ[fjiﬁj\g[b':;?@' [ rg,‘g]—j I%ﬁ;&cg;%ﬁ F[I ﬁy’jm LF ) Pﬁfﬁ —‘gi—l rﬁgﬁL]—j [e=— Jﬂ&“#ﬁﬁ IJ]%]I
#$%”ﬁfﬁﬁ PN wm%%quW“@ﬂ%ﬁP%W‘H&%“%ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁwﬁﬁm

PR iﬁ TR AR R l%?’f“ B [?ﬁ"‘ TM%'@)’( R RIS A PR
7 E“%%aﬁ%H”ﬁFﬂWﬁWﬁF?:ﬂ??%{ fwﬁf ﬁ??f$ﬁyﬁ%@m+ﬁmj,p%$qr

Fo B

R - 2R - R D - 27 b - PR TR

T PIBR APOTHE W R e R o R S
W R %’7 [ fRE R R (b

2008) « WS PR ST A SRS H

ST ASREE o - PR =

"R ER A (local food)hl— {1
E3 ?{Eﬁ?’fﬁﬁ??ﬂé@ﬁ (5o b — [l | P9 FLELHE
R AR AP A [%T Iz =EN: 4

BB [ 4 R A S
(HB97 & 11 F] 18 FIY*F 3 N 98 = 2 F] 10 FIfi&ds s N 98 &F 2 £] 20 Fl1E )

[ . o

145



# il R SR 5T | 1

~ BTSRRI 8 AL
F,'J(Ostrom, 2006; Pirog, 2004; Schneider and
Francis, 2005) -

AR A F{Jiﬁﬁ?jt,

B2ip i

PUH R H R R RIPEE [T R y\mﬁﬁ
e (SPRRENR fh 91 - RIS R R Y

AL (PR il i~ 2008; Pirog, 2004) « 9 7 4
ST IR 2 AR > (R
T SME ALE = R AR
(0 = RS~ B e~ B
2 ETHID » R D - R A
WIS | B L AR o F A R
BRRIE W ESR CVRARIY T o [NIRET RV
PRI AR 2 SRR 2 g
] PR AV B R (
2008; Pirog, 2004; Pirog and Benjamin, 2003) -
AP AR EE A L)
L IR ER 4L (100-mile diet)(Smith and
Mackinnon, 2007) » % 521" | 35 ] ot Tk £ ?ﬁ
HI[EE AL By o S R R

(ecoregion, I'| # fizf it » 51 H “'Jl R S~ 4

B RSN I BB = % D
TS LIS E T S R R R
PRI 5B, O cheese)iill v~ [ 1izifly
FitSH P i i 1) 8 A B R
2008; Hinrichs, 2000; Weatherell et al., 2003) -

Pirog(2004) 1 F 5 S I 1 1415 )
USH W A HE APIE R T SR AR

A1 AR SEOE A T
G R ANORETE - T R

146

M| R BRI R 25 R
Forsman and Paananen(2003)*ﬁkﬁ§]‘}“§F%%Jﬁfﬁi
PIER Lk o P PIgR il E o PO AP B
TP R ,@Fﬁ#,gk % ¥ (on-farm processors) £l
— B o SPEH- T PIEA AR
i A1 I gﬂlﬁm‘ﬁ &
interdependent value creation) » iRl 1 &5

(Framework for

AR HODT H o PRI (BB )
WY E = ElfJF‘félﬁ’:(ﬁ%i' 1) -
TEIFH AR A
(RN E R ) "
7 N
I,”: 4 \‘ \‘..
f \
| J ) renmimans '
| & /' INTERDEPENDENT
‘ VALUE CREATION
FEHIAL L P ——
R = i
—

[t 1~ SRR A AR AL O R AT
(Figure 1. Framework for interdependent value

creation.)

E I E P Ptz%ﬁiﬁji‘?”?ﬁ?@ﬁiﬁﬁfﬁ#l
ﬁ\ua[@%ﬂl(Plrog, 2004) » ﬁp}ﬁl‘dzﬂﬁ]’ El %’WV&
5 B - R 91& ot
BJ3p] R (catering businesses » &) - 2R
MBS 12 F 9% 5 - m@ﬁﬁﬁﬁ
AR R R AT IR - W?%%ﬁ
H o T PR B/ [ ié?{?&’ﬂ%‘?ﬁ ik B EL A
- SR R R AL B AR R
e HF@?’J?{)&?%@ EL T PIER 411”]

— EREEY4 (desired consequence) ;9?%?#
LR RS DR PR E R YA

)



I B R Aol A R

e P RV I R 9 T R IR
I ?ﬁiﬁfﬁ‘iﬁﬁ“éﬁ E%f”ﬂﬁfl%%fﬁ:ufg?@
R o s [ T R A L T
T P BRI A
Pk ag [ put ?ﬂ . |I;E§[T§%Ti* H SERWIRY AP
AR S MR I'E%*%'T—;“f 2
QRN S kil E'JE'%E‘”@{H[(FT%E' i~
E: STl =g Gor i %TU&@’ERY#T FYZE e SR
TR F B PR kR AR o [T E Y
Fifi
B > S M s gy
(E S SRS TUEEeEy
H B S L B R P
F AR e RS B HRL AT
HEHAREIIIE O ERE  PISH P T 2y
ﬁ)\ﬁpﬁégﬁ?ﬁ‘/iﬁf T ERLAT 'Féﬁf«c7 RE
Et EJF} I f*iﬁﬁrblﬁfﬁuffﬂf@
(Schneider and Francis, 2005) - Schneider »
Francis 425 [ Nebraska [ $95L d ) > 7
AL LT IR o BB R R F%
[ 0 P LRLE R SRR Y
PRV > PP B 2 5 e s P Pl
ERE TR PRt SR Sy
BuIfIghf o PIPRE S  EE
ﬂmmaaﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%mﬁ%w@aﬁﬂ%
& B B AL M Al A BV el Y R

(Forsman and Paananen, 2003) -

(sacrifices and risks) -

Iﬁ[‘ﬁs@—] (ECO Iabel) QF’:I}I I 1 JT H\I:‘f

RN A A e S (I

147

Y

ﬁwm%$%gﬁﬁ%~ﬁﬂg%ﬁmﬁw’
Y S PRIFI (e )22 5 e [T
[HES RNt L*““ZFIPS'T”?%EEEH ik (YRR
R ) o [0 - {lEE OER R fE S R
A T 21 AL S
HRE 5 IS E A EI R R TR R AR

(PR IS BRI
PR R R MpYE Py (Howard and
Allen, 2006) = ~ 453+ SEHATY 5 € 45
FHelviiss, - (D=t AT g (i
fY— Y Y lﬁﬂjﬁ CIRLT #{ BL A
A IJ%%F‘)FEF?’JEW(E; L NIk iﬁlﬁﬁ’,
ER kﬁ&#i“%‘ AN - PP TR e
B RSP £ (D R S
£~ GMP ?ﬁ%’:) (3,223t 3 Y T kLl
Bl —;ﬁfg ]%]r TS &R puE (De
Pelsmacker et al., 2005; Howard, 2006; Howard
and Allen, 2006) -

R fF[LI' LB - (eco-label)frv gl L
$E T A i oSt (Howard, 2006) ¢ [
IPRIRURUAR A 9 AR £ I A - R
BURIH R R TG (o B
A1 B U RL T F | 48/Organic F’t‘”% &
S RS ALl e ] QTS TS (R
B 2%) o 7 i s I?JTFN“ET\ ?A’ﬂ?’F‘*J
PR R ARV A - B9 R Do

ELERUR G L T 2T p/Fair Trade ;o |l
?J 2" ,J[E’ 22 % bt ﬂ@(éjE'[/D v FN
TransFair USA) F’?FH f' A Y FFIE T E e

TR A R PR



= RIS A S

EI AT o 2 BT R )
T T Y R B R G
A0%[URY = o H |%§Ei|M@wT%fan, T REE
T T QS 3 R

B Ayl " ﬁff[l”’ e S (T HACCP) ~ s
PRREPIRCE ) TSR M TR
il SR gl %ﬁ@ﬂwﬁﬁ
['|(Howard and Allen, 2006; Iwamoto, 2003;
2002; McCluskey and
Loureiro, 2003; Pirog, 2004) - J{ A& £ Fﬁ’[ B
Rl ﬁrﬁlﬁ“ﬂiﬁ s, Hd gy A (_%“;cg
£y T‘iTiﬁFF‘ Iy o T f’ﬁl
7 (2008) 5 f f1YH B HACCP g‘*@ U 2
fifrd B IEFVFF‘[ PR RS HACCP gy
FEQFEHE Sk A ES I o
i

P B b W PR gl

R PIAE
Z B Nebraska **%%ﬁm‘aﬁﬂﬁ 2001 =
0 e 7 0 A AR S
(Nebraska, lowa, Missouri Wisconsin)prFF-[;J
SR - TR B L
S i+ TR Bl B (A
I ’F PRIV RVRT o PP P PR
i ,iwﬁ_gzﬁ 2 BUVRPRLP B PO,
PR G TS R R %3[%ﬁ$J
bﬂiﬁ%[ﬁl Eft A VRV RS I ]
&%mWﬂEWEﬁHﬁﬁWE%$%E
(Food Processing Center, 2001) - Schneider *~

:[T

Loureiro and Hine,

; Chuang

fel

148

Francis(2005)%¢ Nebraska x& {4 H ¥ P9 4

BRI » SR 90%! | A S
BT~ R0 B R AR R

g e R A P % SRRy
ARE RVl P 1 (G 529690 B - [
%@%ﬁ SR T o ) 2
“¥R(all natural) % E&ﬁﬁ[(organlc)ﬁuﬁ ?Ljfﬁ
BRI RIE e 33% % 28% o T3 S P
ﬁﬁl%&n T JL.:A R e R R
(willingness to pay) ; 3@‘#’[“"‘ 58%5J§§¢?§
T IR T A 3494
C R E AT L0991 - pISH )
2R 2] 25%p I FVEER R A
il VBT E L I L A
23 i g 9 TR e R B 2 A P TR T
(Ostrom, 2006; Schneider and Francis, 2005) » [A
IR 3 ri**’jﬁﬁ! P T 9 (B B
Ul?/c’«fgﬂ It e EE ISIE%?‘,“J%C* AR TP A
TN
Loureiro and Hine (2005)![[F4ek 'y f
=T R IR R AT ¢ i 29 % (Colorado
grown) ~ “BL{pUE - % 45 (organic) B 7L [N
(GMO free)f 1 [ 1 AN AR
S S S ES A R IR o
M PO A48 (payment card program)
T R L D P AT R 1
T %YF”& S IR (NS 5O
'E?Jﬁ‘ PERT > 140 Iy 20 53 /5 - 46 (RIS
[@*‘H'ﬁf P IR RS IRV R ] R (G
BRI b 9RIHIS PR RS

TEI
EE l



S H SRS Ao R

E T 7;/

VR R SSE B R sy A -

R

# 1~ FLEEE ] f%]'{%‘;j/ (ﬂﬁ[«"{FﬁJ%}‘(Table 1. Questions used in the survey to elicit willing to pay for

potato attributes. )

J@’?ﬁ%rj]ﬂ”%}ﬁ(ﬂ -

SR 0 <5 5~10 11~15 16~20 >20
PERL N g 0 <5 5~10 11~15 16~20 >20
ERErazid] 0 <5 5~10 11~15 16~20 >20

Wﬁ&'ﬂ?’rﬁ%%

IO TR G e
(M) A LT BT

LWFI U %] 9.37 55
~ JETFHERAY 100%) T [ gr,i%
R 2L NSRS
SV % (g3 K% 6.64 % 5.55 53 -
M4 - i3l Colorado L% ﬂ‘w_ﬁﬁ Sif o N; 2
[t (S 0[T¢ | Colorado Pride i) R % 4 7
FRIE ) TR 5 BIOE o PR T A B
&% T R TR W TR
=8 Hfﬁ PLERIT B TR R
PR o =t o 3R S E R 2L Pl
RO P SR VR AT W R
B T B P A
2B ROT] BRI O PSR T -

S froPsapd b LS PR - Wessells 57 -

(1999)" g "Rl eh LB AR U T H

149

Ef] i (salmon) v fEEL = (cod) o -

PI9E P FTRERA I S ST R
A B S o E BERSE B o T i
SEEVER R AT IR R R AT R
B RS o ST e Sl SR AL
B (VR IR A S IR Y E R RS
FORVE 5 RIS E 7 R e T 2R
[ B SR A 4 3R -

Howard and Allen(2006)! | - FEBL A= £
AP B SRS T o
RS R o AP R BUE S L
focus group {4 » SR5ATE " V[ A
EE R TR N el ih 2 R SRR
SF R ST IR ¢ (1) *SRETE R

HUHP] ~ 0 S0P oRL S S 5 )7 4




EFUEE S e

g

PGV e poT N REIORE ()
T ¢ AL TR 50 BV %
EHOUNER: SEX: & TR R T RNt
(5) S F o AR M| P IHGE 5 (paired
comparison) » - e {2 {51 (forced choice) -
P A T Ry Rl DR R R -
SIS MR 4 75 10 (IR « 77 © FIR
Jlﬁ%ﬁPﬂ Sk PF{JF' Ipo% ﬂJﬁEi(leert
scale) » Ri R £ TV I - o aa sl
"R ) RLE R E R T

)J— Ebl

(30.5%) - T BYESFE | (22%) 5 E
B ZEEHGTHIES T ST (16.5%) ~ T
B % (5.9%) M Tl ELE E ) (5.2%) o PG
E| VAR PR - RS S
RS AR AR R T Ry T
AT R o ) S PR E) ] S
HEwE R TR pO At

R N 1t 3o = AR S
B e TR R AR S g R
o PR

T A R
Eq&ﬁrq%JVﬂﬂﬁﬁwﬂ?%V*E%%

[T T SHEEE B T AT b A

150

R W R R R A T2

= BT H R ORI
o TP e R

WSS 21 % DR EELRL B ) -

e RPN S5 AT H SR e

Michaud and LIerena(2008)1;33‘1?;[5&%

W i i 2% (valuation study) T’ IHE‘/
FROREE T2 o P IR ] S 8 (discrete

choice method)si; Fﬁ‘éfl WiH 1% (real economic
incentives) » £ 1T # v B SRR I - 5
FUT IAIPBUR RTEFOR! ~ fpl22 R A - P
FEFH BRI YRR R R
TR BT R R = FL L P (FRP AR -
FERFIERE TR RG] ~ 0B e pEY RIS
FMES P URRLER  FEAERE J;éﬁbﬁﬁ?rfrﬁir %+
[ CO, EHED) i Efj‘ﬂ){jj [l Flilg}%q 0o
FI1(21.5~4.5 G 50) » IR E S (A
i o SR RS R W TRIPRI BTV
LT T RE R > e 20 RyRESRITE R
A~ B B ER) o B R R
MR D i SRHER SRR

TR ™ IS H g 1



I B R Aol A R

o S R TR

YR

#e 2~ YR f‘;’?%j/ F[Lﬂ?j‘ (Example of a choice set)

T AV B v

FFP 18- £L FL

5 oL [ iy

fFisa 3544 34tk

[l ZSETA *SpiB PEHI T

PPN AR PR R |
AR T 804 [FEF > FT RIS

PRRIVZFLCE) 633 2 5 S48 FFP 215 2 b
HHIES 552 21« I EEEI R [T
TR R BRAORYAR IR S B T
RE TP AT PR AR AT AR ]
TS HEH L 2.65 P f R (SRR
U [E R UL 1.98 JUHIBEY FFP 127 52
[=(Fisgl R = 15 5u8%) - =2 Hpu (i)

% 780 B A e SRR 3 B

—E

WA 9403 LSS B Ry [
T EVRORIT PP MR ELERIOR | L
PRI 2 SR DI R
S T S SR LA R [ Ry 5 )

e FaThFRel e PRI R 2Roeyd > HITE)

P R=sAfis S =T R ﬁlﬁ%‘é’[*ﬁ“l%@fié’
A& S [ RIS Y 5 8 -

Loureiro and Lotade (2005)jF4 ] # % *
T #7 phppfE(Fair trade coffee) ~ [&#5 i Shade
grown coffee) ' ¢ §PHOrganic coffee) 1
AR - Pl = H O
E fér ~ Sy AR U?f&_ AR VR
RF(FIp S IR > = P = TR
R F%%BE@H f‘%?’ﬁﬁfffif‘#}%ﬁ’: e R AU
= FEAED 2V £ (trade-off) O LTI = Bl S 2V
= AR P AR R (R
3) > I ey rﬂp' '*FL o Y
fFp (- 4 - = ’é%’?féq (e o R R T
R * O -

T T R O

73 [l 1 D (R R AT i =g 75



# | R[S T

g A E}ﬁifgﬁ_f:f%fﬁlﬂﬁﬁﬁ_ﬁﬁljﬂ Fgéﬁﬁ
%ﬁm*%@@?ﬂoﬁﬁﬁm;ymﬁﬂﬁ
I TR R R

&t _‘%

©ph~ REF R EIIYERL R O v R
[0 5 [ R R B R Ty
[ > RALKT 7 10 £ P09 0 2 5 5
o BT AR E 4 2 3R A Y -F (payment
card > JESF= FE T [FIFIYB 5T M VTR %
GHEES SRS I Stta RGBS s
£ 65 7/ 5 L1 LHEN|SE 10 3/ RIS
PRI > (-0 EI e 81 53 /g5 > H 8 [RHIZH) -

Pt S R R (1A
1R B IS R 2 X & 2164
53 b 4ERIER 2 3.33%)  bIH) HIEEE
211 20.02 & 16.25 53 ERIEFS = E ESINRG

IH“ %7 3.08%* 2. 5%) - lﬁ:ﬂﬁq[[#@:%\l?lﬁ

152

%ﬁw FeEEHE R R
jmuﬁﬂm%”’ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁoﬁﬁ

SN BT 2 TR B A PR i

ﬁFJPTS'J[ TJImeﬁ,J[ }“’IL[I_[/ I\i{: . ﬁﬁqu’ij .

SRR R AR o B H R (] o
PRI EAGS s [h)F ST E S

TR « U9t o R g ) v
s L R b
[ S E RS T 71 5k = P BHERBER i
L) A 2 B T
U [ S YRR LS - H L o
PR P R SR s P
T PR FINE © P R

e -



I B R Aol A R

F 3B P P RRFIPVEE ALY VIR R

trade-off scenario questionnaire.)

YR

(Table 3. The Environment and welfare attitude

1R FRIFORE] T (5 10 PR T IRl %& 1% 10 ll—?‘H'ﬂf" RIERIe]
(bR~ ()

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 AT Fle Dosd M Auf@nt-> 10 R P p U~ 9 e i (07 SO G~ St ﬁ%

L Z[ 10 plipghe el po o el (b (=l - 1)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
PSR T R OB IR E}?Fﬁ(willingness to pay)Ff:ﬂ

F  HACCP Rt : (pG  #REP SR ST
BBk > MTL(The Manure Treatment Law)7E! &};’é?ﬁﬁﬁ[bﬂp@ﬁ%% = FEHJ% j SHFAT)
5 R QFEFL A MBS Y PR S A R E R JLIJ'gg’rl*?lF'EJf\_
FUAISE RS R PR (Iwamoto et al.,  RERAIEET > [ RL A FIRE 5 VTS |“J|FJ7FF<

2003) ; AdiN 5E 7R = 78 ,#ﬂtﬁﬁg b A
MU T2 PRy PRI B
FE S TASEME (AR L (economic welfare)
[l H (4] HACCP RSgigi s MTL A1) »
R R B R L A (R
P i [

O 3 3T HEPRBUER T WS - (1

POFHARIEYS! TRSBNEFIHE [

YR EES RS 5 S I T AEpNE

FIE? S VBRI RI S -

153

[ 75 #7(De Pelsmacker et al., 2005) ; &Iﬁ{ﬁ S3 i)
PH T l"EEEIE'ﬁ#@J&Eﬁ TP PR iﬁﬁﬂﬁ[{lpg?j
ARG I [ IR S @I

1 BHA T TPk (IR R P P

ﬂ?#x’fq(Boulstringe and Carrigan, 2000 ; De
Pelsmacker et al., 2005) - = ‘?fJIZl“ FrL s

FIEHISS I - ] HIRLS R o 7 R PR
mﬁ?%ﬁﬁ’ffiﬁ“iﬁbﬁﬁkﬁw

F1Fd - AU 5 EL Y (De

SR E =

Pelsmacker et al., 2005; Loureiro and Lotade,



# PRI -

2005) - PII > FFEH SFENAT Y H T@?}E’Wﬁﬂ
53 FVEre o s P P BRI T Rl

PN R fi R 32 8 RL E) 2% BH Y (Michaud and
Llerena, 2008) -

ATHEER AR A 1y FF[![F}[WEEF FRVREE P
IR 2 R TR IO GRT)
I T 2 155 4612 (De Pelsmacker et al.,
2005; Howard and Allen, 2006; Iwamoto et al.,
2003; Loureiro and Hine, 2005; Loureiro and
Lotade, 2005; Michaud and Llerena, 2008) - [i&= ™"
AN
ﬁ@%ﬁ@ﬁ%{yﬁé?ﬂ&TWWﬁ@%

A A P | TR
T MR AR 7 GRS RIEPER B
ORI A C e T L
TR P (1R R RS T ALkl
Bl G
iﬁﬂf‘ﬁ?ﬂfﬁp ’ Ejlﬁﬁﬁiﬁl PR e el [

B o ELR IR (SR S ] > T

SRR (O IR R

8 BRI P9 i (Loureiro and Lotade,
2005) -
De Pelsmacker %~

T AR
2T BRI G

By B TEHAY

154

i 1, E'F"Fﬁ' TR DAY %7
HPYEt - R (R T
PRI T s g | (trade-offS) 1% K

5 E]
FIBI PPN R S g1

PR IR )7

e YRR, R AR e o (L Y
22 F L (trade-offs) [H] 25 19 4 ﬁ (De
Pelsmacker et al., 2005) « £ Fﬁl?L o7 et
B () i - SR A Douwe
Egberts) » I~ {fd £% %J Ml EE FF'I!' A (Private
label)  (2) F4%EF : 100% Avrabica 1 (I iy it F)
% Arabica » Robosta iﬁiﬁp ) 7 E’![‘u
[ Ik (dessert) ~ =4 IIYEE - (Mocha) ; (4
SBERI 1 19O (i ) D S
AYET L)  (5) 2 B -
1 T ) 48 O
Bt E\'f%'ﬁﬁ?r%‘?f(fractional design),# {51 8
7 PR (5202

£ 2 [l (H B2 €1 7) % 15187 L~ 5]

R (S SR (e 4) -~ /=

E T e A e e R

8 AE YR B 2 (RS D pv R -



TP E A 2 SR A R R S R B
f

HER R L YR 5

Conjoint Design.)

|(Table 4. Coffee-type profiles in the Orthogonal

£ & fiff# P LG [ I
1 A7 Private label 100% Arabica f e = Dessert
2 B Douwe Egberts Arabica/Robusta Yﬁ ES Dessert
3 = Douwe Egberts 100% Arabica g o Dessert
4 2 Douwe Egberts Arabica/Robusta B2 &1 2 A
5 B Douwe Egberts 100% Arabica ‘{ﬁ SR Mocha
6 SRR Private label Arabica/Robusta B2 & Mocha
7 = Private label Arabica/Robusta ‘(ﬁﬁ 1 Dessert
8 2R Private label 100% Arabica e RN
T PR S e PO R AR e 2

IR PR VI g
b PLPMYE (v 5 IR =
EI%J;’}?P? ’ (I‘J‘J‘Ejljéf*'jff‘5j§¢ﬁ T BhEA FKJ?&’;[I o
TP a8 TR RL 2 T N R
RIS ERURAR > [ IFF > 210 phig = IR
e o 7L TS PLIIYRSE R [ - P
1093 GuRER (] F 1] b2 2 B
R AR 27%) 5 SEEE Ao

7

T AVERERS T P 50% (L% o T
FH A E TR G IftftHJ F el
ot (T R S5) SR AR 2 4 R
Z g L PRy T [l S BT PR (De

Pelsmacker et al.,
2005) -

2005; Loureiro and Lotade,

f

155

SREL B QAR [ IRELE | -
= L R - (R T R
AP (M)
2008) - 7 SRR AU I B R AR 1
ﬁ@"ﬁ'ﬁ*ﬁ?ﬁ (fg?%g“?ﬁﬁ‘mr@‘uﬁ]‘ﬁ@@l R
AP g R E R AT APE
o RIS H B ER TR - HiF oA H
PR FRHF|MPHVEPEE - fER A
PIPORRETE = oSS SR B S = RS
W& (Hinrichs, 2000) - 3 9f » % & H ZEELRAS
R EARR R BRI A
S AT | RURUS = g A P TTg
(g e AfO L Z2 I (Howard and Allen,
2006) - AT o bR RS AL T b
M RBEE M E S HACCP =i 1Y ﬁff[{[q_ B
R T*%A I;rﬁbbﬁ FﬁF'JIEIE?F

» 2008; Forsman and Paananen,




# R T

ﬁ’ﬁﬁfﬁﬂwﬁ BB T PRI - 7
TP R A S

%x#~&ww*ﬂ © PR iy
A 2 fﬁ#lf‘ (BRI 6> 2000) 5 iyl E A & i
A ?ﬁ]‘é?ﬁ'ﬁ“ﬁ%ﬁ il ﬁ?ﬁ;ﬁ@?ﬁq‘ﬁ%% » PR
PR 2L il 1 F9BR AT FEN % %%’&EEUF%
g\big THHPYT P -

= ﬂﬁ”'xﬁj (i 22 BERY ek o 35

* ORI F AL
Paananen, 2003) - Loureiro = Hine(2002)*" #iZ]|
T T VBRI T O 0 O i
I 7\4 %ﬁj% ﬁﬁf—’jﬁ\‘g'ﬁ'ﬁl BET 5 Sy Rb b Fﬂpj
53 BV FFAFYT 8 AT R E T
RIFER - ﬂﬁwmﬁw%ﬁ&ﬂwwﬂﬁw%
3\ i F‘ i@yyumm{jgjiﬁuaﬂ“ lyﬁ

TV FEVT R T AR -

wwm%ﬁrw?aﬁdﬁmébﬁ$ﬁ
Jr:JE ﬁ[ﬁﬁ ui}‘n]t@ ; AN
H "R PRE P &mﬁﬁlﬁ il BT
Wﬂﬁ%ﬂ%%ﬁWTWWwﬁ%BTWQ%
T8 2 BRI (B > LSS RS S
IR T 08 5 [P F G B
AL H PO EE J&fﬁ’i”?\'t*ﬁ! FERFIfY =

B o E[ﬁ?&f’ﬁifﬁp%ﬂﬂiﬁﬁﬁ?’ HER
AP 5 [ RBLR hHILR P A A
VECRFY BT S Y S 0 O ERR AL
=Y fﬁu&kﬁga&irwrgfﬁ% [Tl
SRR OISR S o T A R
(willingness to pay)f lﬁﬁfg‘ RNy
L L 422 gy 1 s AR iR

% (Forsman and

156

A= f‘ilf”![(premium price) fj;i?ﬂf"?@ﬁ ]’F}#p’u
Pl R S EYSR IR S Rt 2
PRI RO IR R (R0 F IS
Eiﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ'r$~ﬁﬁ¢@¢ﬂﬁﬁﬂ
73"‘”‘/7"'FAF””VIJh e - P AR
RS o HGoad i -

PR T RS R ﬁlfﬁlﬁ‘?'ii'
~ UL Tl > RLPSHRITY i L
I = SCBIHIP | SR P PE e
ik 7 BRI O FEES 1  RR
fif £ 1) F L (Food Processing: Center,
2001) : [ApIFEE VRS PR S

@ BHIRE ey
ﬂ?efamMW¢*w:mﬂwyxiw$“J
(Loureiro and Lotade, 2005) = Pirog(2004)" ] fiyHt
Al R AR BRI B SRR R SR

S I AR) SRR (LB T 48) S o i)
ﬁ"?{rfrii*’ﬁéb%ﬁl%’:ﬂf?Eal% 15 8% > AN SRR
SR HE R R PR 0 S A,
E Jﬁ?ﬁﬂ‘i?i?‘{' S PRE rii*’jﬁpﬁlhﬁflﬁl
o Bl Y B Y E B B R BUR S A
P }Hxﬁﬁ%“;ﬂbf EE DA IHF—H
LS RIS + FBILRLE A3
ﬂuﬂﬁW%ﬁgEW%ﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁﬂﬁ@ﬁ
AR T B ATk ( Loureiro
and Hine, 2002) -

Y B9 0 SRR T 2
PR % F LTS R OR A
BUIORKTIHIST « SRR F )5 VP
?fl I BYER APV R T .J M A

R g



TR BT Afh AT IR L

Popy AP ETRE ST 'ﬁﬁu LH T A
o o FHE AR - PIOT ﬁﬂWF%%
TEBIBLR T o IS E TR o TS
P LA A1 15 SO e
=t
§L v =1
M| H5(2008) FraUppiEpy ¢ SR QA
WA RS o Y SR i [
B IR T [ IR S TR
NN F,jnr’* - 2008 F 11 *| OT‘J T
) 1(2009) BT 1 Bz fu-pisi i
o JER gl - 150 : 102-105
Boulstringe, E. and M. Carrigan. (2000) Do

consumers really car e about corporate

fE2 IE'FF?

responsibility? Highlighting the
attitude-behavior gap. Journal of
Communication Management, 4(4):355-368.

Chung, C.-T., C.-M. Chang, and L.-H. Yeh. (2006)
Willingness to pay for seafood quality
improvement in the HACCP system: evidence
from Taiwan. Taiwanese Agricultural Economic
Review. 12(1): 139-161.

De Pelsmacker, P., L. Driesen, and G. Rayp. (2005)
Do consumers care about ethics? Willingness to
pay for fair-trade coffee. The journal of
Consumer Affairs, 39(2): 363-385.

Food Processing Center. (2001) Attracting
consumers with locally grown products. Report
prepared for the North Central Initiative for
Small Farm Profitability. Institute of
Agriculture and Natural Resources, University
of

Nebraska-Lincoln. http://www.foodmap.unl.ed
u.

Forsman, S., and J. Paananen. (2003) “Local food
systems: explorative findings from Finland”,in
Proceedings of the conference Local agri-food
systems: products, enterprises and local
dynamics, October 16-18, 2002, Montpellier,
France.

Hinrichs, C. C. (2000) Embeddedness and local
food system: notes on two types of direct
agricultural market. Journal of Rural Studies
16(2000) 295-303

Howard, P. and P. Allen. (2006) Beyond organic:
consumer interest in new labeling schemes in
the central coast of California. International
Journal of Consumer Studies, 30(5): 439-451.

Howard, P. 2006. Central coast consumers want
more food-related informaiton, from safety to
ethics. California Agriculture. 60(1):14-19.

Iwamoto, H., Y. Yamamoto, K. Sato, and M.
Swada. (2003) Effects of HACCP and
eco-labels on Japanese consumers’ choice of
milk. Report presented for 47" Annual
Conference of the Australian Agricultural and
Resource Economics Scociety, 2003. February,
Fremantle.

Loureiro, M. and S. Hine. (2002) A comparison of
consumer willingness to pay for local
(Colorado grown), organic, and GMO-free
products. Journal of Agricultural and Applied
Economics. 34(3): 477-487.

Loureiro, M. and J. Lotade (2005). Do fair trade
and eco-labels in coffee wake up the consumer

consceince? Ecollogical Economics. 53:

157


http://www.foodmap.unl.edu/

= el R[S T 8

129-138.

McCluskey, J. and M. Loureiro. (2003) Consumer

preferences and willingness to pay for food
labeling: A discussion of empirical studies.
Journal of Food Distribution Research,
34(3):95-102.

Michaud, C. and D. Llerena. (2008) Sustainable
consumption and preference: an experimental
analysis. DIME International Conference
Innovation, Sustainability and Policy, 2008.
September, Bordeaux.

Ostrom, M. (2006) Everyday meanings of ‘local
food’: veiws from home and field. Journal of
the Community Development Society. 37(1):
65-78.

Pirog, R. and A. Benjamin. (2003) Checking the

food odometer: Comparing food miles for local

versus conventional produce sales to lowa

institutions.

http://www.leopold.iastate.edu/pubs/staff/files/f

ood_travel07213.pdf
Pirog, R. (2004) Food miles: A simple metaphor

to contrast local and global food system.

158

Newsletter of Hunger and Environmental
Nutrition, Summer, 2004, American Dietetic
Association Agriculture. at
http://www.leopold.iastate.edu/pubs/staff/ppp/i
ndex.htm

Schneider, M. L. and C. A. Francis. (2005)
Marketing locally produced foods: consumer
and farmer opinions in Washington county,
Nebraska. Renewable Agriculure and Food
System. 20(4): 252-260.

Smith, A. and J. B. Mackinnon. (2007) Plenty:
Eating locally on the 100 mile diet. Published
by Three Tivers Press. NY.

Weatherell, C., A. Tregear, and J. Allinson. (2003)
In search of the concerned consumer:UK public
perceptions of food, farming and buying local.
Journal of Rural Studies 19(2003) 233-244.

Wessells, C. R., R. J. Johnston, and H. Donath.
(1999) Assessing consumer preferences for
eco-labeled seafood: The influence of species,
certifier and household attributes. American
Journal of Agriculture Economics.
81:1084-1089.



TR BT Afh AT IR L

The study of consumer perception and purchasing behaviors
on local and eco-labeled foods.

Joseph S. S. Lin*

Abstract : The study of consumer perception and purchasing behaviors on local and eco-labeled
foods, from varied researches, were reviewed and organized. Local food and eco-labeled food are
gaining their attention to the consumers, as considered the alternative and differentiated food
choices from the conventional food supply chain. Many studies have revealed a trend that
consumers have stronger preference for local and eco-labeled foods as they did. It is observed that
consumer preference toward local and eco-labeled foods were significantly affected by their
socio-demographic characteristics. However, the gap was noticed between what consumers say in
hypothetical surveys and their actual consumption behaviors. Researches stated that the
willingness-to-pay for both foods are overestimated and do not reflect the actual values of
participants. Several researches placed special attention on the survey methods (ex. the design like
forced choice, budget constrain reminder, and trade-off decision) to simulated the situation close to
a typical purchasing decision, in order to avoid the hypothetical bias. It is indicated that the
information provided to the consumers would greatly affect their perception and purchasing
behavior on local and eco-labeled food. By using proper label design and other tools, the desired
attributes and values of local and eco-labeled can be clearly conveyed to the consumer and,
therefore, increase their willingness to pay premium for both foods. This reviewed paper also
provides the ideas and direction, from the published studies, for those who are interested in the
study of the consumer perception and purchasing behaviors on local and eco-labeled foods in

Taiwan.

Key words: Local food, Eco-label, Willingness to pay (WTP), Fair trade, Shade grown, Consumer

perception
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