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Introduction

* Eco-labels such as Grass-fed and Organic are used to
differentiate products.

* Itis known that Organic Is perceived to be safer by many
consumers, but are other eco-labels such as Grass-fed
viewed In similar light?

Objective

* To determine whether consumers prefer grass-fed beef
because they think it is safer than conventional beef.

Choice Experiment

« N=1010

* 8 choices from each respondent
« Bayesian D- Optimality Design

« 32 choice sets with opt out option
* 94.99% D-Efficiency

* Online Survey with Qualtrics

Attributes and Levels of the Choice Experiment

Attribute 1 2 3 4

Grass-fed Claim no grass-fed claim Grass-fed

Organic Claim no organic claim USDA Organic

BSE Tested no BSE-tested claim BSE-Tested
Traceability no traceability claim Traceable
Prices ($/Ib) $8.49 $11.49 $14.49 $17.49

Example of a choice Set
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Econometric Method
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Risk Perception (RP)

“When eating beef, I am exposed to

Benefit Perception (G)

“Grass-fed beef 1s safer than conventional

(of) food safety risk” beef”
WTP for Grass-
fed Beef
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risk.” (rp)
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Disagree (G=1)
"none at all .
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amount Agree (G=4)
a lot/ a great deal r3°,\° _Strongly Agree
v (G=5)

3 Models
« Conditional Logit with RP Interacting with the Main (Non-price) Attributes (Model 1)
« Conditional Logit with RP, G, and O interaction terms (Model 2)

A Latent Class Logit Model (Model 3)

WTP by Food Safety Benefit Perception (Model 2)
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Conclusion

« Consumer Preference for Grass-fed Increases with RP

e Consumer Preference for Grass-fed Increases with G

* The pattern is consistent with the preference for Organic, Traceabillity, and BSE-

tested Beef
* Food safety motivates the purchase of Grass-fed

Do most/all eco-labels have the food safety halo effect?






