|

7/ “““\\\ A ECO" SEARCH

% // RESEARCH IN AGRICULTURAL & APPLIED ECONOMICS

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search.

Help ensure our sustainability.

Give to AgEcon Search

AgEcon Search
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu
aesearch@umn.edu

Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only.
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C.


https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu

How Much Do Consumers Value PDO Certifications? Estimates
of WTP for PDO Dry-Cured Ham in Italy

Christian Garavaglia'?, Paolo Mariani?

! University of Milano-Bicocca, Italy
2 CRIOS-Bocconi University

Paper prepared for the 145" EAAE Seminar “Intellectual Property Rights for
Geographical Indications: What is at Stake in the TTIP?”

April 14-15, 2015

Parma, Italy

UNIVERSITA” DEGLI
7 STUDI DI PARMA

A l E A A UROPEAN |

ASSOCTAZIONE ITALIANA DI | SEARCH

ECONOMIA AGRARIA EAPPLICATA ROUP
ﬂ m

Copyright 2015 by Garavaglia and Mariani. All rights reserved. Readers may make verbatim
copies of this document for non-commercial purposes by any means, provided that this
copyright notice appears on all such copies.




How Much do Consumers Value PDO Certifications?
Estimates of WTP for PDO Dry-Cured Ham in Italy

Christian Garavagli&® and Paolo Mariarf

& University of Milano-Bicocca, DEMS, Italy

P CRIOS, Bocconi University, Italy

Abstract

This study investigates consumers’ preferences and WTP for PDO certifications. First, the paper
proposes the use of a new index in food studies to measure WTP. We focus on dry-cured ham in
Italy. Our results add a geographical dimension to studies of consumer preferences by providing
evidence of the existence of differences based on place of residence. Consumers who live in the
same area where certified ham is produced are willing to pay a lower premium price than
consumers living farther away are willing to pay: the closer consumers live to the area of production

of the certified product, the less they refer to extrinsic certification cues.



1. Introduction

In food purchasing behaviours, consumers are gulmledoth their perceptions regarding the
intrinsic properties of products and by productdriasic characteristics. Intrinsic properties, Isuc
as quality, safety, nutritional and functional istiites, respect for environmental standards, and
authenticity, cannot be directly perceived by consts and present the typical traits of experience
and credence goods (Grunert, 2005; Rangnekar, 2@#gn that perfect information about
products’ quality and safety is hardly availabléand markets, the classic market failures relaved
asymmetric information conditions are likely to ege (Akerlof, 1970). Therefore, consumers’
evaluations and purchase decisions need to refaomee cues. Many studies emphasize how
brands, logos and images are among the most itifdi@spects of products in driving consumers’
purchasing decisions. Trademarks are also keyum&nts that support such information
(Menapace and Moschini, 2012). In particular, ire thgri-food market, information about
geographical origin seems to be increasingly aaiagi quality with food products.

Many papers in the literature show how productiorand safety attributes are considered
the most interesting for consumers of food prody&aker and Mazzocco, 2005; Veale and
Quester, 2009a, 2009b; Bruwer and Johnson 201QGeBaret al., 2012). These results have been
confirmed with regard to various goods: cheeser(@eéu et al., 2010), strawberries (Darby et al.,
2008), beer (Lentz et al., 2006), fresh meat (Loarand McCluskey, 2000), jam (Hu et al., 2012),
wine (Orth et al., 2005), olive oil (Menapace et &011), wheat (Barlin et al., 2009), animal
products (Carpio and Isengildina-Massa, 2009). palty, in the agri-food market, certifications
of geographical origin have gradually diffused aslicators and surrogates of those intrinsic
attributes of food products. They are related talityy safety, authenticity, and sustainability,
reassuring consumers about their purchase decisindsproviding them with a positive utility
(Kim, 2008; Mgarkbak, et al., 2010; Menapace et 2a011; Visser et al., 2013). There is also
evidence that the presence of these certificatioag influence the direct sensory perception of
consumers (Leclerc et al., 1994).

The European Union has created, as protection, to@tsfications that guarantee the quality
of products based on their link with a particukritory. These certifications are, essentiallyblpu
indications intended to provide consumers with rimfation on the authenticity, origin, and safety
of the products in question. Among the certificaipprotected designation of origin (henceforth
PDO) and protected geographical indication (hentef®Gl) labels were established by EEC
Regulation 2081/92 (recently replaced by EC Redd/Z106) and progressively distributed
throughout countries. The issue of safety, authi#ptiand traditions in food production is of

2



particular interest for the upcoming world trade,f&xpo 2015, to be hosted in Milan, which will

focus on themes about “Feeding the Planet, EnesgyLife”. Policies and tools such as PDO
certifications, which are able to strengthen th@gm of countries as deliverers of quality food
production, are of current interest and debate.

Our paper aims at contributing to the studies mdiggrcertifications of geographical origin
such as PDO. Both the impact of PDO certificationsconsumers’ preferences and the related
willingness to pay (WTP) a premium price for havan@DO product have already been analysed in
the economic literature. However, the heterogenaityong these studies is vast; different
methodologies have been implemented, many diffepgatducts have been analysed, and the
studies have been conducted in different countfies.results of the studies are also heterogeneous.
Among others, Scarpa et al. (2005) show that thensic attribute of geographical origin is
influential in consumer evaluations, but the extetits importance varies by product and
consumers. The authors find consumers preferentodgeneity in an unobserved form, with a
mixed logit modelling, and suggest to explore lemsventional socioeconomic variables, like place
or residence, to better capture taste variation.

The original contribution of our paper is twofoklrst, we propose the use of a new index in
food studies to measure the monetary value of P&@¥ications. Second, we provide evidence of
preference heterogeneity within consumers witheesp PDO certifications (and WTP for PDO
certifications) based on place of residence. Tlaeseaelevant issues from firms’ point of view; to
respect the stringent requirements and restricttonsbtain PDO certifications, producers incur
additional production costs when compared with R&® producers (Arfini et al., 2006; Scardera
and Vigano, 2008; Bouamra-Mechemache and Chaab@t))2 In fact, the strict rules of
production involve extra costs for manufacturersaose of both the selected raw materials to be
used and additional controls on the production e@ssc Therefore, when deciding to adhere to
Consortia which produce certified products, prodsiceeed to evaluate the pros and cons of
possible membership by estimating, on the one hthedadditional costs they will incur and, on the
other hand, the premium price which may be earHegher prices are charged for PDO products to
recover these higher costs of production; producsrategy to obtain the PDO certification is
justified only if consumers confer a higher valueRDO products and consequently have a higher
WTP for those products. In addition, producers sthevaluate the extent of the geographic impact

of the certification of the certified product; PDe@rtification is worth more, the more well-known

'PDO-cured ham is not an exception, as pointed puBarcia Collado et al. (2006) for the case of &panish ham
Dehesa de Extremadura.
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and successful the certification is outside thexaeproduction. This opens up a wider range of
profit opportunities. In this paper, we assess lobthese important aspects. We also go beyond the
existing literature by providing monetary estimatdsconsumers WTP for PDO certifications
through a new index in food studies and, primaiiy,quantifying the spatial differences of WTP
among consumers to assess the benefits that teageations bring to producers inside as well as
outside the geographic area of producfion.

In particular, our contribution is intended to exg these aspects by providing a study on
how the Italian Parma dry-cured ham and its charetics are differently perceived and valued by
consumers living in the typical place of productionitaly (Parma) and elsewhere. Our findings
show that consumers from different regions displéferent evaluations of PDO labels, according
to the distance between the origin of the produntt the location of the consumer. This result
suggests interesting marketing strategies for fipneslucing PDO products.

The methodology we use is conjoint analysis (hesrtlef CA). CA has been a widely used
technique for investigating consumer choice behavim commercial studies for many years
(Green and Srinivasan 1978, 1990; Cattin and Witti®82, Green and Krieger 1991). Some
authors claim that this method has indisputableits)at can be used in situations where changes
are multi-dimensional and links between them arpartant; also, respondents are not asked to
determine explicitly their willingness to pay. Thesults generated by conjoint analysis are
considered more realistic than are those sour@ed methods where consumers are directly asked
for their WTP, such as contingent valuation (Hensb®96; Walley et al., 1999; Krystallis and
Chryssohoidis, 2005).

For these reasons, CA has been extensively usetdnomics and marketing to study
consumer preferences. Kohli and Mahajan (1991)iphdl the first article explicitly focusing on
WTP estimation within a conjoint analytical framewoHowever, to the best of our knowledge,
only few papers used the CA methodology to estimatesumer WTP (Padilla et al., 2007; Darby
et al., 2008). In this paper, we propose a medaswalue WTP using CA.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 dises the relevant literature; section 3
presents the researched product; section 4 pregentaethodological approach. Empirical results

are discussed in section 5. Section 6 presentsothausions.

2An interesting further development of this reseasbbuld be to extend the analysis to foreign citieshe context of
global markets, where there are interesting exppgortunities for food products, understanding pdential of
attraction that a designation of origin has agaiesisumers who do not belong to the reference iswceycial.
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2. Background Literature

Today’s consumers are increasingly aware, demanaing sensitive to food safety, quality and
authenticity. Among the various communication ggas and signals, labelling plays a key role. In
particular, labels related to certifications of gesphical origin, such as PDO, have received
increased consideration in recent years. Servinga aguarantee of food safety, quality and
environmental respect, certifications of geograghacigin provide consumers with positive utility.
PDO labels were established by EEC Regulation Z28{Ecently replaced by EC Reg. 510/2006)
and progressively distributed throughout countriiedy has 259 PDO and PGI products to date end
2013, followed by France and Spain (Table 1). Thmeducts generate increasing revenues for the

producers, thus representing a key resource farmesteconomies.

Insert Table 1 here

Several studies in the economic literature speddlficfocus on the effects of PDO
certifications on consumers’ preferences. Whilewa papers do not support the idea that consumers
confer a quality signal on PDO certifications (Behand Simioni, 2001; Bello Acebron and Calvo
Dopico, 2000), most studies provide evidence ahbetpositive effect of PDO certification on
consumers’ utility. Monjardin de Souza Monteiro aN@ntura Lucas (2001), among others,
investigate the impact of PDO certification on aamer preferences for traditional cheeses in
Lisbon and find that 56% of the respondents judgedgnition as PDO” as the most important of a
series of product attributes. An experimental stbgyCavicchi et al. (2010) shows that consumers
value “Pecorino di Fossa” cheese more highly éatries a visible PDO label; the same cheese
presented exclusively with the corporate branaisd less highly. Loureiro and McCluskey (2000)
find that geographical identification labellingkdi PGI, is a powerful tool to signal quality in
combination with other signals of quality for mg@atdducts: in particular they show that PGl labels
play an important role for high quality productscept for either quality extremes, low-end meat
products and high-end products and high qualitys,cuthere other factors play a stronger role.
Moschini et al. (2008) present a model showing teatification at the local level allows vertical
differentiation of food products; consumers equaddification with high quality and realize that
certification has costs (including the cost of coht Aware that these costs are sustained prgcisel
to guarantee the higher quality of the productsythre willing to pay a premium price for the
presence of certifications.



In line with these results, some attempts to esérnansumers’ WTP for PDO certifications
in food products have been made. Fotopoulos andtéliys (2003) study PDO Zagora apples in the
Greek market and show how PDO certification givesstmers a higher utility, thus leading to a
higher WTP. Another study, on olive oil, deepens thiscussion, showing that products with
geographical indication are valued more than prtsdweithout it and, among geographical
indications, consumers’ evaluation of PDO statugrésater than of the PGI label (Menapace et al.,
2011). In a recent paper, Bazoche et al. (2014)ystticonsumers in four different European
countries are willing to pay a premium price fospgide reduction in apples; in particular, they
investigate how different systems of certificat@xisting on the market may affect consumer WTP.
From among the results, we highlight that consuWaiP for PDO certification is among the
highest, almost equal to that for organic certtima and greater than WTP for information about
the inclusion of GAP rules (“Good Agricultural Pti@es”). This result confirms consumers’ trust
and familiarity, and preference, for the informaticonveyed by the PDO certification label.
Another interesting paper that investigates theevalf denominations with regard to the concept of
terroir is proposed by Cross et al. (2011); analysingyang sales in Oregon, the authors find that
the value (i.e., price) of a wine is determineditsydesignated appellation rather than the real
attributes oterroir (i.e., slope, aspect, elevation, soil types).

However, WTP estimates differ across the litergtasenoted by Deselnicu et al. (2013) on
consumer WTP for geographical indication (Gl) lab&l food products, Cicia and Colantuoni
(2010) on consumer WTP for meat traceability, Laslkal. (2005) on consumer WTP for GM food,
and Lagerkvist and Hess (2011) on consumer WTRuianal welfare. In particular, Deselnicu et
al. (2013) present a meta-analysis in which theydysthow the specific product and market
characteristics or policy institutions influence thremium price that consumers are willing to pay
for Gl labels. Interestingly, their results shovattlproduct categories significantly influence the
variation in WTP, minimally processed foods beihgse that benefit most from Gl labels; fully
branded products have a lower Gl premium price tha&I| products with no private labels. PDO
certifications lead to higher premiums than a lssigent certification such as PGl in Europe.

One less-explored but still important reason thay mxplain these differences is related to
the geographical location of consumers involveth@investigation (Resano-Ezcaray et al., 2010).
With the exception of few studies, there has bettie linvestigation of regional differences in
consumer preferences and WTP for certificationgrajin. Van der Lans et al. (2001) study the
preferences of Italian consumers with regard toaexirgin olive oil. They find that product origin
and PDO certification can affect consumer choiceth ldirectly and indirectly, in the first case
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through appreciation of these attribujger se and in the second through perception of them as
indicators of quality and thus as surrogates fbepinformation. With regard to the direct effean,
interesting phenomenon is highlighted: consumersdiin the region where the oil is produced are
found to be more sensitive to the origin of thedu than are consumers from other regions.
Following a different approach, Gil and Sanchez9{)9analyse consumer preferences for wines
produced in a region, disentangling consumersdivimand consumers living outside that region.
The objective of this paper is to understand thatie importance of geographical origin in the
structure of consumer preferences living in theiaregof production of the certified product
compared with consumers who do not live in the samggon of production. The markets under
study are in Spain: Navarra, where the D.O.Ca. @benacion de Origen Calificada-qualified
designation of origin) certified Rioja wine is ldlggproduced, and the Aragona market, where there
are deeply rooted wine grape varieties other thajaRIn both cases, consumers display a strong
preference for the local wine; in Navarra, conswgmksplay a significant preference for Rioja wine
and are willing to pay a price premium for it, whas the opposite happens in Aragona, where
consumers favour local production. In another paliersias et al. (2005) analyse through conjoint
analysis the attributes that define the beef-pugiciga preferences of consumers in Spain,
disentangling the relative importance of each @f thlevant attributes in the purchasing process.
They find that the highest utility for consumersngafrom beef from their own region, showing that
consumers are supposed to favour beef from theirregion. In contrast with this conclusion is the
paper by Hu et al. (2012), which analyses the lidangly jam products in Ohio and Kentucky in the
United States. The paper’s results support the ttlaa consumers are willing to pay more for
having a local indication of production, but do rfotd evidence of consumers’ valuing more
products of their own region rather than produotsnfanother region in the same state or products
with no production location information at all.

These interesting results deserve deeper rese@uahresearch directly relates to these
topics, proposing a measure of the value of gedugap certifications by estimating consumer
WTP for dry-cured ham in ltaly.

3. The Researched Product: Dry-Cured Ham

Hams come from the rear haunches of the pig. Tdym® dry-cured hams, manufacturers follow a
basic procedure in two steps: curing and dryinge @ilring process involves covering the leg in salt
and gradually pressing to facilitate humidity l@ssl salt penetration. Afterwards, the legs hang for
a time in refrigerated, humidity-controlled roori$ie hams are then washed and brushed to remove
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excess salt, then hung in drying rooms for few dayen, the legs are hung in ventilated rooms to
allow a gradual drying process of the hams. Finallgy are transferred to and hung in cellars until
the drying is completed.

The curing and drying processes are crucial fordéeelopment of the hams distinctive
flavour. The duration of this process differs adiog to the type of ham. For example, the curing
of Serrano ham involves 9-12 months (Sentandreu Toidr4, 2001); at least 13 months are
required for the San Daniele hdrthe Parma ham needs a minimum of 12 months; ame $egs
may be cured up to 3 years.

The taste and flavour of dry-cured hams signifilyawry across nations and inside a nation
across areas of production. Italy is among the mveditknown areas of production in the world. In
Italy, PDO dry-cured ham producers coexist witheothon-PDO producers. The best-known hams
are those produced in geographical areas in whiels¢lection of raw materials, the refinement of
processing technique and a conducive climate fragiog make the difference in giving flavour
and taste to hams. The most famous PDO hams W dtahe from Parma, San Daniele, Berico
Euganeo, Modena, Carpegna, and Tuscany; the Nuoawanais a PGl product.

In the following, we focus our attention on the PP@ma dry-cured ham. Italian national
Law No. 506/1970 was the first to protect the deaigpn of origin of Parma ham, which was later
recognised as a PDO with EC Regulation No. 110819%e organoleptic characteristics of the
Parma ham are a mild and delicate flavour, sligbdlgy with a fragrant and distinctive aroma, and
a colour, when sliced, which ranges uniformly frpmk to red, marbled with white fat; the texture
is silky and provides a tactile sensation of tendss and balanced dissolvability. Special attention
is given to all stages of production, starting frhma breeding of pigs to the production process and
the aging process, which must follow strict ruléke quality of the Parma hams starts from an
accurate selection of the pigs, which must be sfigdored Large White, Landrance and Duroc
breeds, born and raised by authorized breedingsféwoated in 10 regions of central-northern Italy
(Consorzio del Prosciutto di ParmaThe pigs’ diet is composed of a regulated mixgadins,
cereals and whey from Parmigiano-Reggiano cheeshiption, which guarantees a heavy pig with
a modest daily growth. Pigs must be at least ninaths old and weigh no less than 140 kg at the

*The dry curing process is a very old techniquepi@serving meat. Before Romans, Celtic traditiossduto employ
salt to preserve the pork meat. Later, the Romefhsh important document by Cato the Elder in B&) who wrote
about the use of salt for hams in his bk AgriCultura(Callow, 1947).
*Consorzio del Prosciutto di San Daniele, www.pnaesandaniele.it.
®Consorzio del Prosciutto di Parma, www.prosciufagina.com.
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time of slaughter. This makes a difference whenmgamed with that use pigs born and raised abroad
(usually in northern Europe) and slaughtered abéths of age at lower cost.

These strict processes of selection and controkenttadk certified dry-cured ham a product of
undisputable high quality. These stringent requeets impose additional costs of production on
firms owing these labels compared with non-PDO peeds (Bouamra-Mechemache and Chaaban,
2012).

Production of dry-cured ham is particularly impottan the Italian meat products industry.
Table 2 reports the production of cold cuts in 20IBe market share of dry-cured ham is the
highest, in terms of both quantity and value. Exmdrdry-cured ham also registered interesting
performances, accounting for 41.1% of the totaloepf cold cuts in Italy in 2012, valued at
571,844 min Euro.

With regard to all PDO and PGI products in Italy20i.2, meat products are second in terms
of sales, with a percentage of 37.3, following ooheese (Indagine Qualivita — Ismea 2013). In
particular, PDO Parma dry-cured ham is the thirskipeoduct in terms of revenues among all PDO
and PGI products in Italy in 2012, with a shareldf6, and PDO San Daniele dry-cured ham is
fourth with 4.7%, following only the best sellersg@a Padano PDO and PDO Parmigiano-
Reggiano cheeses, with 26.6% and 19.6%, respectidehong all PDO and PGI meat products,
PDO Parma dry-cured ham is the undisputed leadesh@wn in Table 3.

This brief analysis clearly shows the importancedoy-cured ham in Italian national
consumption, and gives evidence of the particutgoufarity of our researched product, the Parma

dry-cured ham.

Insert Table 2 here

Insert Table 3 here

4. The Model

CA is among the most used methods to analyse carscimoice. In this paper, we explicitly refer

to goods as sets of characteristics that definegthed, in a Lancasterian spirit (1966, 1971).
Consumers derive utility from the properties ofteamgle characteristic of the good. We use the
conjoint ranking response format to exploit the iaddal information regarding respondent’s

preferences in a conjoint ranking survey. A partitvautility linear function is assumed as the

preference model, and part-worth utilities for eéarel of the various attributes are estimated by
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using OLS multiple regression. Our main objectivéa develop a coefficient based on part-worth
utilities that can determine the monetary variagssociated with any change in the combination of
the attributes of a good with respect to the acteeénue generated by that good. We apply the
proposed coefficient to the PDO dry-cured ham. W& hypothesize some changes in the status
qguo of the offered product; then, we determine liyptical revenue variations by using the

coefficient.

In particular, we focus on ranking scale and optafeery general preference model used in
traditional CA. In fact, we exploit the informatiazontained in the ranking conjoint format by
regressing individual responses on a piece-wiseafirfunction of all the attribute levels that
describe the good in question. Because conjoirat aieg collected on a nonmetric scale, a nonmetric
estimation procedure such as MONANOVA would be mapgropriate than OLS. However, as
demonstrated in Carmoret al. (1978) and Cattin and Wittink (1982), OLS regressprovides
similar parameter estimates for both ranking anthgascales; therefore, it seems a reliable

estimation procedure. The function is defined #s\ics:
U, = Zﬁi)ﬁk (1)
i=0

whereXg is equal to 1 and is the number of all levels of the attributes whitefine the
combination of a given good. Each varialgleis a dichotomous variable that refers to a specifi
attribute level; it equals 1 if the correspondintyilaute level is present in the combination of
attributes that describes the alternatkyeotherwise, that variable is 0. As a result, thiity
associated with alternative (Uy) is obtained by summing the termigi over all attribute levels,
wherep; is the partial change idy for the presence of attribute levelholding all other variables
constant. We refer to this piece-wise linear fumttas a part-worth function model that gives a
specific utility value for each level of the considd attributes, usually referred to as part-worth
utility. Consequently, the number of parametergresed by assuming the part-worth specification
is greater than that required by alternative pesfee model specifications such as the vector model

form and the ideal modél.

® The vector model states that a single linear fonatelates preference to a given quantitativebatte and that it needs
to estimate the smallest number of parametershdndeal point model, the number of estimated patara is lower
than the part-worth model but higher than the vetodel (Green and Srinivasan, 1990).
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4.1. Coefficient of Economic Valuation

Different models have been proposed in the liteeato measure the economic value derived from
the CA. The monetary value of the unit of utilitgshbeen calculated as the ratio of the difference
between maximum and minimum price. Related utdined quantification of the monetary value of
the utility of a given attribute are obtained by ltplying the monetary value for the utility
perceived by customers in combination with a betteworse level of attribute (Busacca, 2004).
Measures of willingness to pay (WTP) follow a semiinterpretation of the part-worth utilities and
offer monetary values for various attributes (Huakt 2012). If the change in attribute increases
welfare, an individual would pay more to have angein attribute andice versa(Darby et al.,
2008). Following Louviere et al. (2000), these eaeulated as the part-worth utility for the vaou
attribute levels divided by the negative of the gmaal utility of income. The marginal WTP was
applied to estimate the attribute quality labetified (Padilla et al., 2007; van der Pol and Ryan,
1996).

To the best of our knowledge, few papers in theneooc literature provide an index to
estimate consumers WTP using CA. Louviere et &l0Q2 estimate WTP as the part-worth utility
for various attribute levels divided by the negatof the marginal utility of incomeatrioutdBprice
Gan and Luzar (1993) calculate WTP as the negatfvihe ratios of the coefficient on each
attribute divided by the coefficient for total coBusacca (2004) estimates WTP by calculating the
following ratio: the numerator is the differenceteeen the maximum and minimum prices
considered in the analysis, while the denominagathe difference between the maximum utility
associated with the minimum price and the minimuitityy associated with the maximum price.
WTP is, then, given by this ratio multiplied by tdéference of the utilities associated with the
change in attribute level [(Pmax— Pin)/UmaxPmin) — Unin(Pmax] * AU;.

In this paper, we propose an alternative procedasantroduced by Mariani and Mussini
(2013) for investigating cultural events. Havingosén the preference model (and the ranking
scale), we proceed to develop a coefficient of eoun evaluation for a hypothetical change that

occurs in the combination of the attribute leviél& introduce the following notation:

. Let b be the current profile (hereafter, status qudhefgood or service;

. Leti (withi =1, ...n) be the alternative profile, which differs frdmfor attribute level,

. Let U, denote the sum of the part-worth utilities assedavith the status quo of the good;
. Let U; denote the sum of the utility scores associateld &lternative profile.
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We calculate total utility variation by replacinge attribute level of status quowith attribute
level i, that is, when passing from status duto alternative profila. M; indicates the ratio that
results from dividing the difference between thaltatility of alternative and the status quo by the
total utility of the status quo; formally:

M, =2 @
Ub
where Uy, is assumed to be different from’ 0the ratio in (2) indicates whether the status quo
modification generates a loss or a gain in term®@i utility. It is evident that a zero value figk
represents the indifferent situation between las$ @ain in terms of total utility. However, the
utility modification arising from an attribute-levenodification can be considered more or less
important by respondents. Consequently, such aibw#-level modification can have a more
important economic impact than can a utility maghifion, which has a similar intensity but

involves a less relevant attribute. As a solutiea,propose to weighv, by the relative importance
of the modified attribute.

The range of the utility values (from highest tavést) for each attribute provides an
indicator of how important the attribute is commghte the remaining attributes. Attributes with
larger utility ranges play a more important rolarttthose with smaller ranges. For any attrijute
the relative importance can be computed by dividisgitility range by the sum of all utility ranges

as follows:
o max(w)- minfw)
’ ijl[max(V\/j)—min(V\{)]

whereJ is the number of attributes aMl is the set of part-worth utilities referred to tharious

3)

levels of attributej. Usually, importance values are represented aseptxges and have the
property of summing to one hundred. Otherwise, & express these importance values in terms
of decimal fractions whose sum is one. If thishis tase, entering the importance of the modified

attribute in equation (2), the coefficient formudat becomes the following:

MI, =M, O, . 4)

|

BecausdJ, can be negative, the general formulation of theffenent is:

"AssumingU, = 0 would be equivalent to saying that the utifitpre associated with the status quo is zero. Bedhis
situation is unlikely, assumind,# O is a very weak constraint.
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U -u

———bx|. U,>0
U, :
ML, = U -U (5)
b Tix|. U, <0
U, :

We use formula (5) to estimate the variation of tittal revenue generated by assuming a
change in the status quo profile. Given the tataknue R) associated with the status quo profile,
the coefficient of economic evaluation is expresaefbllows:

Vi =M *R (6)

whereVj; denotes the amount of the revenue variation. Revegariation in equation (6) is obtained
by supposing that the monetary attribute refercethé product (price) varies in proportion to the
change in total utility of that good. This assuraptmay seem restrictive. However, we argue that if
the monetary amount asked of a consumer concemnim@pduct reflects how that user values the
combination of attributes of the good in terms tlity, it is credible to assess the economic value
of a change in the combination of attributes asirection of the utility and importance of the
modified attribute. In addition, we notice that G&rves the scope of approximating the real
structure of preferences, given that only a paki@wledge of preferences can be known. We
therefore suggest using the coefficient of econoewaluation as a monetary indicator that
approximates the impact of a given utility changenionetary terms.

To test the applicability of our index in food econics, we consider some studies reported
in the literature and use their results to compMeéP for the attributes related to brands and
certifications. Table 4 shows that we obtain plalgsvalues; the last column reports the percentage
increase in price that consumers are willing to feeythe considered attributes. The increase ranges
from 5% to 32%, with the exception of the paperHmyopoulos and Krystallis (2003) about PDO

Zagora apples.

Insert Table 4 here

5. Survey Design and Data Collection
In this study, we collected original data througlkd-to-face interviews of consumers in two cities
in Italy, Parma and Monza. The locations have dlainpopulation distribution regarding gender
and age and are in line with the Italian populatidfe performed a judgmental sampling choice
(Cicchitelli et al., 1992) by making a selectionsed on the cities, assuming that consumer
behaviour changes from city to city.
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The places of the interviews were two different mging centres in Parma and Monza,
within which there are two hypermarkets. The inims were conducted in the area outside the
cash registers. We covered almost all the timesslivom morning until late afternoon. Each
interview lasted approximately twenty minutes. Baenple size used in conjoint analysis may vary
considerably. Cattin and Wittink (1982) state thample sizes in commercial conjoint studies are
generally between 100 and 1,000, with a typicafjeameing between 300 and 550. In another study,
Akaah and Korgaonkar (1988) argue that the mostmommsamples are smaller (less than 100). In
our survey, we interviewed 204 consumers; 15 weotuded because they declared they did not
consume dry-cured ham. We finally obtained 189rimésvs, 88 in Monza and 101 in Parma. The
different dimension of the samples of the two sitis justified by the different sizes of the
populations of Parma and Monza. Using the dichotgugstion concerning product penetration,
we have Alpha = 5% and Theta = 5% (Frosini etl#8199). Participants were selected based on a

convenience sample (gender and age). Table 5 shevwemographic characteristics of the sample.

Insert Table 5 here

To develop an ad hoc questionnaire for our rese@@aheri et al., 1993; Issanchou, 1996;
Flores et al.,, 1997; Resano et al., 2007, 2009020fersleth et al., 2011), we studied the
disciplinary production of dry-cured ham of the mimsportant Consortia (Parma and San Daniele).
We also interviewed some industry experts andleztato identify the important attributes of dry-
cured ham. Among others, Morales et al. (2008) exsiglk the importance of fat, smell, salty taste
and aged flavour characteristics in dry-cured hawnsamers’ purchasing behaviours while,
surprisingly, brand name and geographic origincamesidered most frequently as “not important”
or “slightly important”.

We chose five attributes to use to construct thafilps of the product (Table 6): the
presence of a PDO or PGI certification, taste,inr@f producer, ageing and price. Each attribute
has two levels, with the exception of price, whings three. In particular, the variable relatinghe
presence of a PDO (or PGI) certification is diclmotais, with two levels, “Yes” or “No”.
Additionally, the attribute taste is divided intBWeet” and “Tasty” (which generally evokes a more
salty taste); the producer may be generally “Itdliar “Local”, with the explicit specification
“Local: Province of Monza and Brianza” for thoseegtionnaires administered in Monza, and

“Local: Province of Parma” when administered inrRar The ageing attribute was given two
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levels: “12 months” or “16 months”. We defined thece variable at three levels, namely high,

medium and low, that is, 20 Euro/kg, 25 Euro/kg 8@deuro/kg, respectively.

Insert Table 6 here

Starting from a full factorial comprising (2x2x2x2x48 profiles, we created a fractional
factorial design for main-effects that includedhgigrofiles — i.e., combinations of attribute lesel
(Addelman 1962). The orthoplan subroutine in SES$sed to produce an orthogonal main-effects
design ensuring the absence of multi-collineargyween attributes and allowing the reduction of

the number of profiles to eight, as shown in Tallevhich we used in our interviews.

Insert Table 7 here

We refined the questionnaire following a pilot seyv The questionnaire administered to
respondents observes the typical “funnel” structul@m general to specific. The final
guestionnaire is divided into three relevant paftse first part is the set of questions related to
consumer purchase behaviour, with filter questiosesd to confirm that the interviewee is a buyer
of cold cuts and dry-cured ham. The second padents to the interviewee the eight profiles;
respondents were asked to sort them from 1 to &dicy to their preferences, with 1 indicating the
preferred profile and 8 the least preferred. Thedtpart asks for personal characteristics of the
interviewee such as gender, age, professionalsstatd education. While some papers debate the
validity of survey data in comparison to actual ghase data to estimate consumers WTP (e.g.,
Carson and Groves, 2007), others (e.g., Lusk amdo8der, 2004, Cicia and Colantuoni, 2010)
show that measures of WTP using the two differesithimds are similar.

6. Analysis of Results

In this section, we hypothesize changes in theustguo (profile H); we then calculate the

corresponding revenue variation by using the coeffit of economic valuation. We pursue this

objective in two stages: first, we estimate partiivaitilities and the relative importance for each

attribute; second, we use these estimates to ochteauation of revenue variation associated with a
change in the combination of the attributes deswgilthe product in question. We also investigate

how the degree of customer satisfaction affectctimsumer preference structure in terms of utility.
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We estimate the part-worth utilities using Of $able 8 shows the utilities for each attribute
level and the relative importance assigned to threesponding attribute in the two cities. The
Pearson's R and Kendall's Tau are both significant.

Insert Table 8 here

Insert Table 9 here

The results show that, even if some basic simiégritcharacterise the preferences of
consumers in the two cities, two different patteoh€£onsumption emerge. The presence of PDO
certification conveys positive utility to consumers both Parma and Monza. Sweet taste is
preferred to tasty in both cities, and the utibifiyprice is inversely proportional to the price é&v
indicating a preference, other conditions beingakgtor the lowest price. The preference for
attribute “Ageing” is also similar in the two cigwith the most aged - 16 months - ham preferred
over the 12 months aged. The interesting and drddferences that emerged was with regard to
the preference for the attribute “Producer’s origind the importance values of the single attribute
in consumers’ total utility. Consumers in Monzaigsgheir preference to the ham produced by a
national producer, while in Parma consumers prigfeal production. We interpret this result as
indicating that interesting distinctions among agners emerge in accordance with their place of
residence. For example, those consumers who litbkeénsame area of production of the typical
product, i.e., Parma (recall that Parma dry-curach hs the most sold in Italy), attach positive
utility to the local origin of production, while tise consumers who live farther away from the area
of production of the typical product prefer hamsational producers.

These results reveal how ttegroir makes a difference in consumers’ preference. Togt m
important attribute for Monza consumers is the @nes of “PDO certification” (38.6%), followed
by “Taste” (27%), while the opposite holds for Paraonsumers, where “Taste” weighs 40.4% and
“PDO certification” 29.8%. The interpretation ofghresult is strictly related to the abovementioned
preference for the “Producer’s origin” attributgnsumers who do not live in the same area of
production of the typical PDO product search fergmal of quality both in the origin of production,
i.e., national, and in the presence of the PDGfimation. On the other hand, consumers living in

Parma recognize the quality in the local origin psbduction and in the presence of PDO

80LS regression is performed using the SPSS statigiackage.
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certification but with less importance when complate Monza consumers. This explains why
consumers’ utility in Monza is more affected by PD@tification than that of consumers in Parma,
where the weight of the “Producer’s origin” attribun total utility is four times higher (16.4%)
than for Monza consumers (4.2%). Moreover, in Parfilaste” is the most important attribute,
weighing 40.4%. This result clearly indicates tltamnsumer preferences in Parma are more
influenced by those attributes that involve theamigeptic characteristics of the ham. This sigaals
more refined attention of consumers to the intdpsoperties of the product; sweet taste and ageing
in Parma are more significant in determining th&ueaof ham rather than in Monza, weighing
50.8% and 35.3%, respectively.

It is interesting to investigate these resultsamparison with other results in the literature.
Gil and Sanchez (1997) show that consumers in Sgiplay a strong preference for locally
produced wine. Carpio and Isengildina-Massa (20p®)vide evidence about consumers’
preferences for animal products in South Carolvigser et al. (2013) discuss how consumers
consider knowledge about food origin as a qualitsibaite and claim that consumers better trust
local food because the source is known becausepgriceived to be healthier than non-local food
and because they value authenticity more highly. r@sults add a further aspect to the discussion,
highlighting that Visser et al. (2013) conclusidmsid only (or more strongly) in those areas of
production of acknowledged typical PDO products: thmse consumers who live far from these
areas of production, trust is attached more toifations. Our results are consistent with the
Resano-Ezcaray et al. (2010) paper; the authodseudence about consumer preference for dry-
cured ham produced in the acknowledged Teruel wtean compared with unspecified Spanish
origin and with respect to foreign origin (Bayonn&hich is negatively valued. They also find that
the impact of the quality certification is posigvansumers display preference for dry-cured ham
with quality certification in general, and PDO Jande Teruel in particular, rather than the absence
of quality labels. These conclusions are consistattt our results both in showing consumers
preference for quality labelling and in emphasising existence of local preferences for products
produced within the region where consumers in tmepde live (Zaragoza, where Jamon de Teruel
is produced).

We utilise now these part-worth utilities and refatimportance values to estimate the
revenue variation generated by a change in theisstatio of the product in accordance with
equation (6), with the main aim to measure the rasgevalue of the PDO certification attribute.
We therefore compute the total utility associatathwhe status quo by summing the part-worth
utilities of the corresponding attribute levelsushwe can hypothesize any change in the status quo
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combination of the attribute levels and calcul&ie tiotal utility assigned to that alternative. [Eab
10 reports the combination of attribute levels dpew the status quo (profile H); we can now
estimate the revenue variation induced by a siagléute-level change. We define the H profile,
taking as a reference product one of the typesof bonsidered less acceptable. First, we calculate
the score of the H profile and the score of thetékcal profiles in which only one attribute at a
time is different from those in profile H. Givenetfe scores, we calculated &hd M;. The latter is
obtained as the product betweenavd the importance of each attribute. We analyseaédsults of

the monetary value calculated separately for M@mmhParma.

In accordance with the part-worth utilities valwes reported in Table 8, some interesting
differences of behaviour emerge in the two citiathwegard to consumer WTP. Consumers in
Monza assign the highest importance to the PDG¥fication attribute and, accordingly, are willing
to pay the highest premium price for those produdtis this characteristic. The estimate we obtain
is a WTP equal to 5,16 €, on an initial price a ffroduct of 30 €/Kg, affecting the determination
of the price by 17.2%. Consumers in Monza alsoldysp clear preference for a national producer,
thus being negatively influenced by local produttiove estimate that consumers are willing to pay
3,35 € less for a dry-cured ham coming from thea as& Monza rather than from a national
manufacturer (which corresponds to 0.2%).

Taking into account the respondents in Parma andidering the average price of 25 €/Kg,
consumers are willing to pay a positive (but smah&an in Monza) premium price of 2,3 € for a
PDO certified dry-cured ham as opposed to the Ha@-Product; this corresponds to 11,72% of
the total value of the product. With regard to #i&ibute “Producer’s origin”, differently from
Monza, in Parma we estimate a WTP of 4,82 €, whbimhesponds to an increase of 3.54%, for a
locally produced ham. This result reflects the lopaeference of Parma consumers, while
respondents living in Monza do not assign an adddde to the fact that the ham is produced
locally. These results confirm that consumer pegfees in Parma are more influenced, and then

display higher WTP, by those attributes.

Insert Table 10 here

To conclude, our analysis provides evidence ofgbsitive and relevant impact that the
PDO certification gives to a well-known, certifiemhhd among the most sold products in Italy, dry-
cured ham. Without distinguishing based on the eplaf residence of consumers, we show that
consumers gain positive utility from having a deetl product. We interpret this result in line with
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existing literature that emphasises the role of RIe@ifications as a guarantee of quality and yafet
in food products (Monjardin de Souza Monteiro anehiira Lucas, 2001; Van der Lans et al.,
2001; Cavicchi et al., 2010; Menapace et al., 2%(drjle et al.,, 2012; Deselnicu et al., 2013;
Bazoche et al., 2014). This is in contrast to Borare Simioni (2001) and Bello Acebron and
Calvo Dopico (2000). Our conclusion is in line witle wide diffusion that PDO certified products
have registered in EU countries in recent decatlaly, in particular, has given an important
contribution in the EU, as shown in Table 1.

The results of our paper put in evidence anothecial issue. Two distinct patterns of
behaviours seem to emerge in our study. Peopleglisutside the area of production of the typical
PDO certified product display interesting differeadrom people who live inside this area. Those
consumers who live far from the production arearateh more sensitive to the presence of the
certification, which is recognized as the main gméee of product quality. Inside the area of
production, instead, PDO certification is not thaimattribute stirring consumer confidence. We
claim that the deeper knowledge and experienceon$umers resident in the place of production
give them another privileged means of informati@hated to the information about the local origin
of the producer, which is recognized as a positimd significant attribute in determining total
utility. Accordingly, the deeper experience leadssumers living in the area of production of the
PDO product to assign a stronger importance toosgrcharacteristics.

The estimates of WTP of the various attributesofelaccordingly with these conclusions in
the two cities. We believe that the index we im@emin this paper to measure WTP is robust and

can be considered for further research.

7. Conclusions

Our research is motivated by the recognition tleaisamers have increasingly assigned importance
to the role of authenticity and safety in food pro$ in recent decades. To this end, public
authorities have implemented regulations that fgettne quality of products based on their
connection to a territory. These certifications imef geographical origin labels as tools of
identification of authenticity and safety in fooptoviding consumers with information on the
authenticity, origin, and safety of the productsgumestion. Among the certifications, the EEC
established PDO labels which, on the one hand, igfe@mation to consumers and, on the other
hand, define restrictive methods of productiondarducers. The aim of our paper is to estimate the

value of these certifications. This is crucial btalguantify to what degree consumers are willmg t
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pay a premium price for receiving the informatiamkéd to PDO certifications and to give useful
insights to producers who incur higher productiosts when deciding tpursue and receive PDO
statusfor their products.

Some studies in the economic literature have aadlyise impact of PDO certifications on
consumers’ preferences and the related WTP, adpgifferent methodologies and focussing on
various products and countries. The heterogenditheresults is large. Our paper contributes to
the existing literature by focussing on a well-kmo®RDO product, dry-cured ham, of a famous
Italian place of production, Parma. Parma ham esniost sold PDO product in Italy among cold
cuts, and third only after Grana Padano and PaamigReggiano cheeses.

The methodology we implement is CA. Based on CApwapose the use of a new index for
estimating WTP for food products.

Overall, our findings are in line with many studiasthe economic literature, showing that
consumers are willing to pay a relevant premiunagpfor having a PDO certification in dry-cured
ham. However, our results give an important contidn by revealing a further interesting aspect:
important territorial differences exist. Given thlace of residence of consumers, results show that
consumers’ WTP varies according to their placeesidence. Those consumers who live in the
same area of production of the certified ham arkingito pay a lower premium price when
compared to other consumers living farther fromni®arThe explanation we give is related to the
signal that consumers perceive; the informatiorofebnsumers varies with their distance from the
area of production. Consumers who live in the sam@ of production of the certified ham have a
stronger preference for the origin of the productrss recognising that therroir itself provides
food with a higher quality. In our study, we givadence to the concept tdrroir as a concept of
quality itself, which is capable of increasing comers’ utility in food products (Josling, 2006).
Thus, the place of production acts as a signaluafity; people living in the same area where the
certified product is produced trust the local arigif the product, while people living outside that
area suffer a disutility from the product locallyusced, preferring a national origin instead. These
conclusions support the claim of Visser et al. @0Mwhich discuss how consumers consider
knowledge about food origin a quality attributensomers trust local food more because the source
is known because it is perceived to be healthianthon-local food, and because they value
authenticity over industrialized food. On the othand, people living outside the Parma area look
for other stronger quality signals, finding in tR®O certification a reassuring guarantee. In this
sense, PDO certifications play a role of passifigrmation replacing other conventional means of

20



quality guarantee, like trust-based relationshipg personal contact, which become weaker as the
distance between producers and consumers widendajBet al., 2009).

Our results show how quality signals may vary adicay to the place of residence of
consumers; when consumers have access to diffeoemtes of knowledge about the production
process of the food product, they continue to apate PDO certifications. However, they refer
less to PDO certifications as a guarantee of safetlyquality; rather, they give more importance to
their private knowledge. These results are in With Rao and Monroe (1988) and Dentoni et al.
(2009), which claim that highly familiar consumerse extrinsic information less than low-familiar
consumers. Our result adds a geographical dimemsitiis explanation by claiming that the closer
consumers live to the area of production of thdifesat product, the less they refer to extrinsic
certification cues.

Some instructive considerations on the role ofiftemtion in quality provision result from
our analysis. From a management point of view atfysis suggests distinct strategies of product
differentiation for dry-cured ham in different téories, emphasizing the place of production when
the aimed target is the local consumer, while fowusn the PDO certification when the targeted
consumers live outside the area of production.

From a policy perspective, our results confirm pusitive role of the PDO certification
scheme on consumers’ utility. The information comeby PDO labels is revealed to be clear and
indicative. This is an important conclusion when aseasider that some authors (Lusk and Marette,
2012) raise doubts about the positive role of imfation when consumers have limited attention,
showing that more information (even if it leadsnmre-accurate perceptions of quality) is not
always better. In addition, other studies show thadt in food varies across different types ofdoo
Our result, instead, provides evidence that PD@fication gives a positive utility to consumers,
corroborating the results of many other papers (danLans et al., 2001; Monjardin de Souza
Monteiro and Ventura Lucas, 2001; Fotopoulos angstallis, 2003; Moschini et al., 2008;
Tendero and Bernabéu, 2005; Stasi et al., 2011apke et al., 2011).

From a marketing perspective, our results claim tieed to strengthen theefroir
marketing” strategies in view of the upcoming 2046&rld trade fair, Expo 2015, which will be
hosted in Milan on themes about “Feeding the P)daet¢rgy for Life”. Among these themes, food
will play a role of protagonist. This event willttct people from the entire world with little
knowledge about the locally well-known Italian ekeece of production in the agri-food market.
With respect to this, the power of PDO certificagdn signalling quality products and attracting
consumer purchases becomes even stronger. Pdlicresnforce the role of the quality signal of
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PDO certifications are particularly important todenpin the image of Italy as a country with high-
quality food production, to reinforce the developmef a Made in Italy food consensus, and to
sustain future international commercial exchan@ésh regard to food, the Lombardy Region also
has given particular attention to safety and tradd in food production. In fact, the Lombardy
Region, the City of Milan and a local bank foundati(Cariplo) have launched a joint call to
finance programs of international cooperation ocodfsecurity. The areas to be addressed include
sustainable agriculture, quality and safety of faagbply chain innovation (production, storage,
control and distribution of products), and enhaneeiof the knowledge of local food traditions as
competitive elementSWe claim that public authorities should exploitpBx2015 as an opportunity

to strengthen the already well-known effect of P&attifications.

This research has some limitations and potentggsafor improvement in future work. First,
the sample dimension could be developed and imprdyeextending the empirical analysis to
consumers living in other cities and in other coest It would be interesting to develop a
relationship between consumers’ WTP for a PDO laifeh certified product and their distance
from the place of production. Second, another nddglogy could be used to assess the same
guestion; for example, it would be interesting tm experimental studies where consumers who
have previously completed a questionnaire mightasked to taste products with different
characteristics and then be called to actually their favourite product. The correspondence
between the results of experimental economic asalynd the results of the conjoint analysis
would make the conclusions more robust. Finallg,ahalysis could be extended to consumers who
do not usually consume the researched productuy stommunication strategies to penetrate

markets where the product is not yet widely distisal.

° Source: http://www.info-cooperazione.it/EN/categdonatore/regione-lombardia/
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Tables

Table 1. Number of registered PDO and PGI namessscEU nations as of end 2013
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Source: IndagineQualivita — Ismea 2013

Table 2. Production (quantity and value) of coldscu Italy in 2012

Product 2012 volume (000 t) 2012 volume (%) 201a &l
Dry-cured ham 297.4 24.8 2246.7
Ham 286.3 23.9 1939.7
Mortadella 174.3 14.6 682.9
Salame 111.0 9.3 935.2
Wiirstel 69.2 5.8 242.1
Pancetta (Bacon) 53.8 4.5 248.2
Coppa 42.9 3.6 321.8
Speck 29.5 25 296.8
Bresaola 15.9 1.3 256.6
Other 117.0 9.8 819.0
Total 1197.0 100 7989.0

Source: ASSICA (Associazione Industriali delle Gardei Salumi), Annual Report 2012
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Table 3. Production of PDO and PGI meat product20i?2

Product Production (000 t) Share %
PDO Parma dry-cured ham 90.527 46.3
PDO Bologna Mortadella 34.145 17.5
PDO San Daniele dry-cured ham 27.454 14.0
PGI Bresaola from Valtellina 12.516 6.4
PGI Speck from Alto Adige 10.723 5.5
PDO Tuscan dry-cured ham 2.928 15
PDO Cacciatora salami 2.358 1.2
PGI Cotechino from Modena 2.212 11
PGI Norcia dry-cured ham 1.841 0.9
PDO Coppa from Parma 1.839 0.9
Other 8.900 4.6
Total 195.442 100

Source: IndagineQualivita — Ismea 2013

Table 4. Application of the index to other studrethe literature

Authors Researched product Attributes Levels Parth-worth Relative importance Increase in WTP (%)
Mesias et al. (2005) Carne bovina Price 6euro -1.57 15%
7,8euro -2.04
9,6 euro -2.51 32%
Quality certification Si 0.74 23%
No -0.74
Caniglia et al. (2008) Doc Etna Wine Price <4,00€ -0.39 24%
da 4,00€ a 8,00€ 0.45
>8,00€ -0.06 32%
Brand Si 0.89 19.1
No -0.89
Baker (1999) Fresh Apples Price 0.69 -1.26 14.5
0.99 -1.81
1.29 -2.36 6%
Certification Program Monitoring -0.38 10.1
Certification 0.38
Gil and Sénchez (1997) Wine Base Level 250 PTS -0.72 24.0
400 PTS -1.12
N 600 PTS ) -1.68 10%
Origin Local production 1.84 57.0
Rioja 2.29
Others -4.13
Huang and Fu (1995) Chinese sausage Price NT$170 0.00 6.98
NTS$150 0.09
NT$.120 0.82 5%
CAS Label Si 2.24 19.11
No 0.00
Fotopoulos and Krystallis (2003) Zagora Apples Price 300 GRD (0.88 EURO) -1.94 55.45 %
400 GRD (1.17 EURO) -3.87
500 GRD (1.46 EURO) -5.81 29%
PDO Label Other common apples 1.56 44.55%
Regional indication Zagora 3.11
PDO Zagora apples 4.67
Krystallis and Ness (2005) Greek Olive Oil Price 3.25€ 0.03 7.17%
441€ 0.06
5.88€ 0.10 5%
6.76 € 0.13
PDO Label No 0.00 8.10%
Si 0.64
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Table 5. Demographic characteristics of sample

City
Parm: Monze
% %

Gender Male 41.6 36.6

Female 58.4 505
Education Primary Education 337 25.0

High school 43.5 56,8

Graduate 22.8 1812
Age (years) <3t 9.€ 12.¢

36-4¢ 35.€ 17.¢

46-6( 22.¢ 27.%

> 6( 31.7 28.7
Occupation Self-employe 10.¢ 7.€

Workers 39.6 18.8

Retired 23.3 257

Housewife 12.9 19,8

Student, unemployed, others 12.9 14.

Table 6. Attributes and levels

Attribute Levels
PDO Certification Yes
No
Taste Sweet
Tasty
Producer’s origin Italian

Local (Province of...)

Ageing 12 months
16 months
Price 20 Euro/kg
25 Euro/kg
30 Euro/kg
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Table 7.

Profiles (prices are for 1 Kg of dry-curieam)

Profile PD.Q/PGI Taste Producer Ageing Price
certification

A Yes Sweet Italian 16 months 20 Euro/Klg

B Yes Tasty Italian 12 months 25 Euro/Kg

C No Tasty Local 12 monthsg 20 Euro/Kg

D No Sweet Local 16 months 25 Euro/Kg

E Yes Sweet Local 12 months 20 Euro/Kg

F Yes Tasty Local 16 months 30 Euro/Kg

G No Tasty Italian 16 monthg 20 Euro/Kg

H No Sweet Italian 12 months 30 Euro/Kg

Table 8. Part-worth utilities values
Monza Parma

Attributes Levels Utility Std. Err. | Utility Std. Err.

PDO certification Yes 0.784 0.196 0.7180 0.049
No -0.784 0.106 -0.780 0.049

Taste Sweet 0.548 0.1p6 1.054 0.p49
Tasty -0.548 0.106 -1.0%4 0.049

Price 20 Euro/Kg 0.3G7 0.142 0.069 0.065
25 Euro/Kg 0.276 0.146 0.017 0.976
30 Euro/Kg -0.58R 0.146 -0.087 0.g76

Producer’s origin Local (Province of.).) -0.085 0.106 AB4 0.049
Italian 0.085 0.10p -0.428 0.049

Ageing 12 months -0.168 0.1p6 -0.372 0.049
16 months 0.168 0.106 0.2/72 0.049

(Constant) 4.423 0.112 4.483 0.051

Table 9. Attributes’ importance values.
Monza Parma

PDO certification 38.6 298

Taste 27.0 404

Price 21.9 3.0

Producer’s origin 4.2 16{4

Ageing 8.3 10.4
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Table 10. Economic re-evaluation by changing a nmmetary attribute

Parth-worth| Relative importance Increase in WTP)
Monza | Price 20 Euro/Kg 0.307 21.9
25 Euro/Kg 0.276
30 Euro/Kg -0.582
PDO certification | Yes 0.784 38.63 17.2
No -0.784
Producer's origin | Local (Province of Monza) -0.085 4.19 -0.2
ltalian 0.085
Parma | Price 20 Euro/Kg 0.069 2.18
25 Euro/Kg 0.017
30 Euro/Kg -0.087
PDO certification | Yes 0.78 28.84 11.72
No -0.78
Producer's origin | Local (Province of Parma) 0.428] 16.39 3.54
ltalian |  -0.428

References

(%)

Akaah, I. & Korgaonkar, P. (1988). A conjoint intigation of the relative importance of risk

relievers in direct marketing. Journal of AdverigiResearch, 28, 38-44

Akerlof, G.A. (1970). The Market for “Lemons”: Quigl Uncertainty and the Market Mechanism.

The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 84, 488-500.

Addelman, S. (1962). Symmetrical and AsymmetriqalcEonal Factorial Plans, Technometrics, 4,

47-58.

Aprile, M.C., Caputo V., & Nayga Jr R.M. (2012).Gamers’ valuation of food quality labels: the

case of the European geographic indication andnacdarming labels. International Journal

of Consumer Studies ,36, 158-165.

Arfini, F., Boccaletti, S., Giacomini, C., Moro, [& Sckokai, P. (2006). Case study: Parmigiano

Reggiano. Universita Cattolica and Universita d&glidi di Parma, Paper prepared for EU-

DG JRCIPTS.

27



Baker, G.A. (1999). Consumer Preferences for Foaft$ Attributes in Fresh Apples: Market
Segments, Consumer Characteristics, and Marketpgp@unities. Journal of Agricultural
and Resource Economics, 24, 80-97.

Baker, G.A. & Mazzocco, M. (2005). Who Should Cigrtihe Safety of Genetically Modified
Foods? International Food & Agribusiness ManagerReview, 8, 1-20.

Banterle, A., Cavaliere, A., & Ricci, E.C. (201Zjood Labelled Information: An Empirical
Analysis of Consumer Preferences. Internationalnkduon Food System Dynamics, 3,
156-170

Bardaji, I., Iraizoz, B., & Rapun, M. (2009). Proted Geographical Indications and Integration
Into the Agribusiness System. Agribusiness, 25;298.

Barling, D., Sharpe, R., & Lang, T. (2009). Traakgband ethical concerns in the UK wheat—
bread chain: from food safety to provenance tosparency. International Journal of
Agricultural Sustainability, 7, 261-278.

Bazoche, P., Combris, P., Giraud-Héraud, E., SeRimt@, A., Bunte, F. & Tsakiridou E. (2014),
Willingness to pay for pesticide reduction in thé&:Enothing but organic?, European
Review of Agricultural Economi¢cgll, 87-109.

Bello Acebron L., CalvoDopico D. (2000).The imparta of intrinsic and extrinsic cues to
expected and experienced quality: an empirical iegpbn for beef. Food Quality and
Preference, 11, 229-238.

Bernabéu, R., Diaz, M. & Olmeda, M. (2010). Origi® organic in Manchego cheese: which is
more important?. British Food Journal, 112, 887-901

Bonnet C., Simioni M., (2001). Assessing Consumes@®nse to Protected Designation of Origin
Labelling: a Mixed Multinomial Logit Approach. Eysean Review of Agricultural
Economics, 28, 433-449.

Bouamra-Mechemache Z., Chaaban J. (2010).DetertsirdimAdoption of Protected Designation
of Origin Label: Evidence from the French Brie Céedndustry. Journal of Agricultural
Economics, 61, 225-2309.

Bruwer, J. & Johnson, R. (2010). Place-based miagketind regional branding strategy
perspectives in the California wine industry. Jaliof Consumer Marketing, 27, 5-16.
Busacca B., Costabile M., Ancarani F. (2004). Peerz valore per il cliente. Tecniche di

misurazione e applicazioni manageriali, PerugiaA&T

Callow, E.H. (1947). The Action of Salts and otlsrbstances Used in the Curing of Bacon and
Ham, British Journal of Nutrition, 1, 269-274.

28



Caniglia, E., D’Amico, M., & Peri, I. (2008). An atysis of consumers’ perceptiofthe quality of
the Etna DOC wine. NEW MEDIT, 3, 32-40.

Careri M., Mangia A., Barbieri G., Bouoni L., VilgiR., Parolari G. (1993), Sensory Property
Relationships to Chemical Data of Italian-type Ryred Ham. Journal of Food Science, 58,
968-972.

Carmone, F.J., Green, P. E., Jain, A. K. (1978hbWRtness of Conjoint Analysis: Some Monte
Carlo Results. Journal of Marketing Research, 05;303.

Carpio, C.E., & Isengildina-Massa, O. (2009). Cansu Willingness to Pay for Locally Grown
Products: The Case of South Carolina. Agribusingss412-426.

Carson, R.T. & Groves, T. (2007).Incentive and iinfational properties of preference questions.
Environmental and Resource Econom&g, 181-210.

Cattin, P., Wittink, D.R. (1982).Commercial Use ©bnjoint Analysis: A Survey. Journal of
Marketing, 46, 44-53.

Cavicchi, A., Bailetti, L. & Santini, C. (2010). Mza o denominazione di origine? Uno studio
esplorativo sulla brand equity del Pecorino di Bogggriregionieuropa, 6 (20).

Cicchitelli G., Herzel A., Montanari G.E. (1992)cdhmpionamento statistico, Bologna, Il Mulino.

Cicia, G. & Colantuoni, F. (2010). Willingness t@yPfor Traceable Meat Attributes: A Meta-
analysis. International Journal on Food System Dyos, 1, 252-263

Cross R., Plantinga A., Stavins R.N. (2011). Wisathle Value of Terroir? American Economic
Review 101, 152-156.

Darby K., Batte M.T., Ernst S., Roe B. (2008), Deposing Local: a Conjoint Analysis of Locally
Produced Foods. American Journal of Agriculturabiaomics, 90, 476—486.

Dentoni, D., Tonsor, G.T., Calantone, R.J. & Peter$1.C. (2009). The Direct and Indirect Effects
of ‘Locally Grown’ on Consumers’ Attitudes Towardgri-Food Products. Agricultural and
Resource Economics Review, 38, 384—396.

Deselnicu O., Costanigro M., Souza-Monteiro D.M¢Rddden D.T. (2013). A Meta-Analysis of
Geographical Indication Food Valuation Studies: Wbaives the Premium for Origin-
Based Labels?. Journal of Agricultural and Resol@@omics, 38, 204-219

de Souza Monteiro D.M., Lucas M.R.V. (2001). Conjoimeasurement of preferences for
traditional cheeses in Lisbon. British Food Jourth@B, 414 - 424.

Flores, M., Ingram, D.A. Bett,K.L. Toldra,F., SpaniA.M. (1997). Sensory Characteristics of
Spanish “Serrano” Dry-Cured Ham. Journal of SenSiwglies, 12, 169-179.

29



Fotopoulos, C. & Krystallis, A. (2003). Quality lals as a marketing advantage. The case of the
“PDO Zagora” apples in the Greek market. Europeamnhl of Marketing, 37, 1350-1374.

FrosiniB.V., Montinaro M., Nicolini G. (1999). Il &npionamento da Popolazioni Finite, Torino,
UTET Libreria.

Gan, C., Luzar, E.J., (1993). A conjoint analysismaterfowl hunting in Louisiana. Journal of
Agricultural and Applied Economics, 25, 36-45.

Garcia Collado, R., Martinez Navarro, E., Riccidi, & Caceres Clavero, F. (2006). Case study:
Dehesa de Extremadura — PDO cured ham. Junta dalvem prepared for EU-DG JRC
IPTS.

Gil, J.M. & Sanchez, M. (1997). Consumer preferenfo wine attributes: a conjoint approach.
British Food Journal, 99, 3-11.

Green,P.E. & Krieger, A.M. (1991).Segmenting Maskatith Conjoint Analysis. Journal of
Marketing, 55, 20-31.

Green, P.E., & Srinivasan, V. (1978). Conjoint Arsa¢ and Consumer Research: Issues and
Outlook. Journal of Consumer Research, 5, 103-123.

Green, P. E., Srinivasan, V. (1990). Conjoint Asayin Marketing: New Developments with
Implications for Research and Practice. JournMaiketing, 54, 3-19.

Grunert, K.G. (2005). Food Quality and Safety: &amer Perception and Demand. European
Review of Agricultural Economics, 33, 369-391.

Henson, S. (1996). Consumer willingness to paydductions in the risk of food poisoning in the
UK. Journal of Agricultural Economics, 47, 403—420.

Hersleth M., Lengard V., Verbeke, W., Guerrero,&.Nees T. (2011). Consumers’ acceptance of
innovations in dry-cured ham: Impact of reduced sahtent, prolonged aging time and new
origin. Food Quality and Preference, 22, 31-41.

Hu W., Batte M.T., Woods T., & Ernst S. (2012). Gomer preferences for local production and
other value-added label claims for a processed fpoaduct. European Review of
Agricultural Economics, 39, 489-510.

Huang, C.L., & Fu, J. (1995). Conjoint Analysis ©@bnsumer Preferences and Evaluations of a
Processed Meat. Journal of International Food &itAgriness Marketing, 7, 35-53

ISMEA - Istituto di Servizi per il Mercato Agricol@limentare (2013). Rapporto Ismea Qualivita.
Roma.

Kim, R. (2008). Japanese consumers’ use of extriaad intrinsic cues to mitigate risky food
choices. International Journal of Consumer Stud2s49-58.

30



Kohli, R. & Mahajan, V. (1991). A Reservation-Pribdel for Optimal Pricing of Multiattribute
Products in Conjoint Analysis. Journal of MarketiRgsearch, 28, 347-354.

Krystallis, A., & Chryssohoidis, G. (2005). Consusievillingness to pay for organic food: Factors
that affect it and variation per organic produgteyBritish Food Journal, 107, 320 — 343.

Issanchou S. (1996). Consumer expectations ancegtens of meat and meat product quality.
Meat Science, 43, 5-19.

Lagerkvist, C.J., & Hess, S. (2011). A Meta-Anadysi Consumer Willingness to Pay for Farm
Animal Welfare. European Review of Agricultural Bomics, 38, 55-78.

Lancaster, K. J. (1966). A New Approach to Consuiitezory. Journal of Political Economy, 74,
132-157.

Lancaster K. (1971).Modern Consumer Theory. AldetrsBlgar.

Leclerc F., Schmitt B.H., & Dubé L. (1994). Foreigranding and its effects on product perceptions
and attitudes. Journal of Marketing Research, 83;270

Lentz, P., Holzmdller, H.H. & Schirrmann, E. (200®)ity-of-origin effects in the German beer
market: transferring an international constructittmcal context. Advances in International
Marketing, 17, 251-274.

Loureiro, M. L., & McCluskey J. J. (2000). AssegpirtConsumer Response to Protected
Geographical Identification Labeling. Agribusine$6, 309-320.

Louviere, J. J., Hensher, D. A., & Swait, J. D. @D Stated Choice Methods: Analysis and
Application. Cambridge University Press.

Lusk, J. L., M. Jamal, L. Kurlander, M. Roucan, & Taulman. (2005). A Meta-Analysis of
Genetically Modified Food Valuation Studies. Jourmd Agricultural and Resource
Economics, 30, 28—-44.

Lusk, J.L. & Marette, S. (2012). Can Labeling antbtmation Policies Harm Consumers?. Journal
of Agricultural & Food Industrial Organization, 10.

Lusk J.L. & Schroeder T.C. (2004). Are Choice Expents Incentive Compatible? A Test with
Quality Differentiated Beef Steaks. American JolumfaAgricultural Economics86, 467-
482.

Mariani P., & Mussini M. (2013). A new coefficienf economic valuation based on utility scores,
Argumenta Oeconomica, 2, 33-46.

Mariani, P., Mussini, M., & Zavarrone, E. (2011)hél Measure of Economic Re-Evaluation: a
Coefficient Based on Conjoint Analysis [in] IngrasS., Rocci R., & Vichi M., (eds.) New
Perspective in Statistical Modeling and Data AnialySpringer-Verlag, Heidelberg, 85-92.

31



Menapace, L., Colson, G., Grebitus, C. & FacendMa,(2011). Consumers’ preferences for
geographical origin labels: evidence from the Caradlive oil market. European Review
of Agricultural Economics, 38, 193-212.

Menapace L. & Moschini G. (2012). Quality certifiica by geographical indications, trademarks
and firm reputation. European Review of AgricultiEaonomics, 39, 539-566.

Mesias F.J., Escribano M., Rodriguez de Ledesm& AR.ulido F., (2005). Consumers’ preferences
for beef in the Spanish region of Extremaduraudyusing conjoint analysis. Journal of the
Science of Food and Agriculture, 85, 2487-2494.

Morales, R., Guerrero, L., Claret, A., Guardia, M.R Gou, P. (2008). Beliefs and attitudes of
butchers and consumers towards dry-cured ham. S@ance, 80, 1005-1012.

Mgrkbak, M.R., Christensen, T. & Gyrd-Hansen, DO1@). Consumer preferences for safety
characteristics in pork. British Food Journal, 1125-791.

Moschini, G., Menapace, L. & Pick, D. (2008). Geagrical Indications and the Competitive
Provision of Quality in Agricultural Markets. Ameen Journal of Agricultural Economics,
90, 794-812.

Krystallis, A., & Ness, M. (2005). Consumer Prefazes for Quality Foods from a South European
Perspective: A Conjoint Analysis Implementation @reek Olive Oil. International Food
and Agribusiness Management Review, 8, 62-91.

Orth, U.R., McGarry, Wolf M. & Dodd, T.H. (2005).iensions of wine region equity and their
impact on consumer preferences. Journal of Pratdarand Management, 14, 88-97.
Padilla C., Villalobos P., Spiller A., & Henry G2q07), Consumer Preference and Willingness to
Pay for an Officially Certified Quality Label: Imiphtions for Traditional Food Producers.

Agricultura Técnica, 67, 300-308.

Rangnekar, D. (2004). The Socio-Economics of Gawgcal Indications. UNCTAD-ICTSD
Project on IPRs and Sustainable Development 8.

Rao, A.R., & Monroe, K.B. (1988). The moderatinfgeet of prior knowledge on cue utilization in
product evaluations. Journal of Consumer Resedf;53-264.

Resano, H., Sanjuan, A.l.,Cilla, I., Roncalés, & Albisu, L.M. (2010). Sensory attributes that
drive consumer acceptability of dry-cured ham aadvergence with trained sensory data.
Meat Science84, 344-351

Resano, H., Sanjuan, A.l., & Albisu, L.M. (200€onsumers’ acceptability of cured ham in Spain
and the influence of information. Food Quality d@éferencel8, 1064—-1076.

32



Resano, H., Sanjuan, A.l., & Albisu, L.M. (20091Sumers’ acceptability and actual choice. An
exploratory research on cured ham in Spain. Foait@and Preferenc®0, 391-398.

Resano-Ezcaray H., Sanjuan-Lopez A.l., & Albisu-Ada L.M. (2010). Combining Stated and
Revealed Preferences on Typical Food Products: Jdee of Dry-Cured Ham in Spain.
Journal of Agricultural Economics, 61, 480-498.

Scardera A., & Vigano L. (2008). DOP e IGP, i nunulla qualita, in Il funzionamento delle
aziende agricole con prodotti di qualita e le pahi¢é a loro favore, Bologna, 12 Settembre
2008.

Scarpa, R., Philippidis, G., & Spalataro, F. (200Byoduct-Country Images and Preference
Heterogeneity for Mediterranean Food Products: Aschibte Choice Framework.
Agribusiness, 21, 329-349.

Sentandreu M., & Toldra F. (2001), “Dipeptidyl pielgise activities along the processing of Serrano
dry-cured ham. European Food Research and Techndag, 83-87.

Stasi, A., Carlucci, D. & Seccia, A. (2008). Infamione asimmetrica e regolamentazione per
I'etichettatura del vino. Rivista di Economia Agear2.

Tendero, A. & Bernabéu, R. (2005). Preference siracfor cheese consumers. A Spanish case
study. British Food Journal, 107, 60-73.

Van der Lans, I. A., Van Ittersum, K., De Cicco, & Loseby, M. (2001). The Role of the Region
of Origin and EU Certificates of Origin in Consum&waluation of Food Products.
European Review of Agricultural Economics, 28, 451,

Van der Pol, M. & Ryan, M. (1996). Using conjoimtadysis to establish consumer preferences for
fruit and vegetables. British Food Journal, 98 25-1

Veale, R. & Quester, P. (2009a). Tasting qualibge toles of intrinsic and extrinsic cues. Asia
Pacific Journal of Marketing and Logistics, 21, 18%.

Veale, R. & Quester, P. (2009b). Do consumer egbects match experience? Predicting the
influence of price and country of origin on peréeps of product quality. International
Business Review, 18, 134-144.

Visser J., Trienekens J., & van Beek P. (2013).dpnities for Local for Local Food Production:
A case in the Dutch Fruit and Vegetables. Inteamati Journal on Food System Dynamics,
4, 73-87.

Walley, K., Parsons, S., & Bland, M. (1999). Qualissurance and the consumer: A conjoint study.
British Food Journal, 101, 148-162.

33



	Copertina Garavaglia MAriani
	GARAVAGLIA MARIANI Paper March 2015

