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Consumer Willingness to Pay for Food Safety in
Jiangsu Province China:
A Case Study of Reduced Pesticide
Residues B. Chinensis

YINGHENG ZHOU XIAOJIA PENG
(Nanjing Agricultural University)

Abstract Contingent valuation survey was conducted to supermarket and terminal mar-
ket consumers in Jiangsu province. A logit model is employed to study the data. The results
indicate that the mean WTP for food safety to reduce pesticide residues B. Chinensis is
7 2. 68 per half a kilogram, which is equivalent to an increase of 335% over the regular price
(7" 0. 8) of regular B. Chinensis. And the consumer WTP of large city Nanjing and medium/
small city Yangzhou for food safety are separately & 2. 42 and & 2. 77 per half a kilogram.
The effects of consumers’ characteristics on the WTP are also discussed in this paper.

JEL Classification Q18,Q11,Q51





