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An Analysis of Low-Carbon Certification Premium of
Fresh Agricultural Products on Online

Lee, Choon-Soo - Kim, Hyeon-Seo + Kim, Hyeon-Sik - Oh, Jin-A

This study investigated the online transaction status of low-carbon certified fresh
agricultural products and analyzed the low-carbon certified premium. For two months
from March to April 2022, eight products (rice, apple, pear, sweet persimmons,
paprika, tomatoes, cherry tomatoes, and lettuce) were surveyed at major online
shopping malls. The low-carbon certification premium was analyzed using hedonic
price analysis model. As a result of the online market survey, the low-carbon
certified agricultural products were not traded in the case of rice, cherry tomatoes,
and paprika. And the proportion of low-carbon certified agricultural products in the
case of tomatoes and lettuce was low. As a result of the low-carbon premium
analysis, of the five products that analyzed the low-carbon certification premium,
four products excluding pear did not have a low-carbon certification premium.
Thus, it is necessary to expand the sale of the low-carbon certified agricultural
products by distributors, and various efforts to secure the premium of certified
agricultural products are important.

Key words : climate change, hedonic price analysis, low-carbon agriculture
certification system, low-carbon certification premium
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1. M =

Y Eoke g@AFH tE Wt UE A FFAE AF (s AvA F4HE <
%) A3t T8t AR e 20129 ARA F54HE JISA AIHANY S st 2014 F
B QT e AuAk FAF 7RSS FASGTD 23y 2020 AL AR
ASHAL 5,657 ha® IS s4HE ASHZH 2 4.48%, GAP S5 6.91%°l &3l
Aea 15 &4437F Algstth(Lee and Yang, 2021).

Aeh FAHE Q1S 43 E 93] w71 Adk 4HE AS5E U 287t o
E7H QIS fole falA ALY dE s Tk, AL JASHSET FAE A
g A & vlgo] AgdteE He 1T o AR Ak 1F 7HE Zeu| g
gH7F Fasith B2 AR Ak Q5 HE-S AU, 5 Y3 2 Tl vl
A FrE AUt oy, M FFAE Aoy GAP JUSS H5A &2 571 4
T A AFHAS F71 Hlgo] AeHTh T3 U E= GAP IFE HAST 5UE
AeA wH7E HES 2% Ay AA], T8 Agka Aurle F52 A =80
U ARG 5] 718 go] £Q 5] WZdd F7F AEseE 7]3|HE ol £
gns dovl Qith olo] B AFE AnEE Hg Fuof Z2U19 5o JdFoz A
TEZF S7Fehs 281 AlAA o] AeA Q15 A4S Adddy Aeta S Zn Yy
< BAstaA dto) 424 FabEe] A 2ElEg L ZEl Al vlFo] A,
2R1E B3 A FAE AYUE SUrsk] 281 ARl A AeA 1S ZEvYd &
17T 1S B4t 71T ke A aEsty] 289 AFS HdeE AFE 53

A& T4 S BHEst oo e FE APEE g4 2 (carbon labelling)©ll
H v} JthKemp et al., 2010;

N e

2) 5AA aEnEA 2 2ERIEFFERA 2, 280S 53 FAF(FEFAE E
A5F) AdG2 2001 1,8179 el 2021 31% 4,123¢9 o= :
ZEQl v A Yol A 2242 A Yol ZA|sk= vlF T 20013 5.4%°M A 20213 16.8%=
Zo 2 grfstAth
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Roos and Tjarnemo, 2011; Stokes and Turri, 2013; Grunert et al., 2014; Van Loo et al., 2014;
Kim et al., 2015; Zhao et al., 2018; Meyerding et al., 2019; Canavari and Coderoni, 2020). =
oA Z7tollA Pt oF ASAYA AA F4E Sl gk &8|AF A2 3 ol
A & ZAE vl JthLim and Yang, 2012; Kim et al., 2015; Lim, 2016; Lee and Lee,
2016; Jeong et al., 2016; Lee and Yang, 2021). =] 97 5 Kim 5(2015), Lee2} Yang (2021)
T ATFE APAE WHOE AvA AFol g AEAE AW, AA AR
oMo Aei F A=Y ARAFH AL 15 2 FES 243 4"7“— oui
o B dFe 2ElelA #AnEE Ad sAHES o E AeA QF F
& ZARA, AL QlF ZYr|de B4t AolA AP S 7Y 53], Kim &
(2015), Lee$t Yang (2021)914 %= 7H47FX 73 (CVM) S ol §3te] 71 443 &
YA ZAFIR oY, B AFE Y 7HE B4 2 S o83 AA A FEY AgA
A5 ZYn|dE B4Rt HollA 2pEAd o] Qo

2 dTe 2gQlodA AdEe 78 A sAEE R Avs AF $4E A
A3} Aea J1F 2 S EA48 AT o & Hdl olvtE, RURtE, &8 5 U
PULE 3ALS] 2eRIAaF =Y FHE, 18 F
T3, 117F 5)olA Y AdLh AF s4AHE AddSEs AT 282 8 £4 &
=9} *B‘ﬂ =Y 7}A #4(hedonic price analysis)<S ©]-83t] AEA QlF ZE]w|
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Table 1. Number of low-carbon certifications by product in 2020

Product I;IFT:: Product I(\)IFT:? Product I;I:T:retr
Food crops 58 Vegetables 155 Vegetables (cont.) -
Rice 34 Tomato 24 Eggplant 1
Maize 8 Korean melon 21 Bell pepper 0
Potato 5 Cherry tomato 15 Carrot 0
Sweet potato 5 Pepper 10 Perilla leaf 0
Barley 3 Strawberry 10 Ginger 0
Bean 3 Melon 10 Special crops 13
Fruit trees 636 Garlic 9 Schizandra chinensis
Apple 168 Lettuce 9 King oyster mushroom 4
Grape 118 Chinese cabbage 8 Green tea leaf 1
Sweet persimmon 86 Radish 7 Oyster mushroom 1
Peach 67 Spinach 5 Sesame 1
Pear 53 Onion 5 Codonopsis laceolata 0
Late maturing citrus 48 Cucumber 5 Peanut 0
Tangerine 47 Paprika 4 Button mushroom 0
Plum 21 Cabbage 3 Ginseng 0
Kiwifruit 17 Pumpkin 3
Japanese apricot 8 Chives 2
Citron 2 Watermelon 2
Raspberry 1 Green onion 2

Source: Internal data from Korea Agriculture Technology Promotion Agency (Dec. 31. 2020), Lee and Yang
(2021: 338)

£ &l A= =Y o|E& 7|HeE st Wyolth slxY 714 24

1% 2 & (linear model), BFl <=2 (semi-log model), Y2 (log-log model) 5 TF%¥F
FHE FHY o AL, AFRF S FAATE SA7IAZ s = ATH(Yang et al,,
2009; Yang, 2021). & A7+ FHATE SR 8T F e AFEFES FHA
o 28 +4 Al o] 4K heteroskedasticity) &2 Q1%F HA ] AMFAH EAE 1H3)] o] B4t
717 (Breusch-Pagan-Godfrey 4)& o] &3l o]i&4t o7& ARSI o4t A4 A
Z+2H(residual) 7+ E‘:'/‘P(homoskedastlclty)e 2= A HEASHOLS)E o83ty 23
€ FA3sla, o]B4HS wE= 79 White (1980)°] 2] A|¢FE  heteroskedasticity-robust
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standard errors methodS ©]-&3}e] FA3IATH
FA Y2 A (WY 23, FHEE SgH s £4 WaU gt Aguaes 5
Z g2/ AAAL. HddA i B4 E FF(FEE)Q W E ovlsl, z= 7]E
&4 W WEE ousth AdS A 23 ¢/ tiEEFS F 3 F5E, YEER
E, gxzg7he] AS 2elA i AF F4HEo] AYERA] Yo} JAF Zu|g-2 570
EE5A, v, 97, EnfE WEErE A5 gidoE E4HT
7H = f(AeA QS | T A 4L, 83 9 GAP 15, Z) (1)

T A FLE B GAP JIS5S AMd FHS3loF dthe= A& 183t X187 == GAP
A5 AHE AYHSsE Hkgslda, d5F2o A9 13AH-GAP TA A5 dEo] EA5+
38737} GAP AFe nAgS AYHsZ Friegnh F5E 585 4 AYiss

Table 29} £t}

Table 2. Dependent and independent variables by product

Characteristics of variables Type Product
Price - Apple (Won/5 kg), Pear (Won/7.5 kg)
(dependent + Sweet persimmon (Won/ 10 kg) Con All
variable) + Tomato (Won/2.5 kg), Lettuce (Won/2 kg)
Independent variables
Weight + Weight of transaction product (kg) Con All
* Apple: Fuji (base), Mishima, Cheonhong, Not marked
Vari * Lettuce: Blue lettuce (base), Red lettuce, Flower lettuce,
arie
¢ (;yt Crunch lettuce, Isabelle lettuce, Romaine (Romaine, Mini Dum |Apple, Lett
of produc
p romaine, Leaf romaine, Red romaine, Blue romaine, Roll
romaine, Head romaine)
. . . App, Pear,
High sugar - High sugar (base), Non high sugar Dum
Sweet
. . App, Pear,
Flaw * Flaw fruit (base), Non flaw fruit Dum
Sweet
Producing + Apple / Sweet persimmon: Marking producing region (base), D All
um
region Not marked
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Characteristics of variables Type Product
* Pear : Naju (base), Other regions, Not marked
. * Tomato : Other regions excluding Daejeo (base), Daejeo,
Producing
K Not marked Dum All
region . . .
* Lettuce: Marking producing region (base), Garak market,
Not marked
. * Pear / Tomato: Not certified (base), Organic, Pesticide-free
Environment- . . . Pear,
. - Lettuce: Not certified (base), Organic, Pesticide-free, Other
friendly . . . . Dum Tomato,
. . environment-friendly (certified but, not marked organic or
certification . Lett
pesticide-free)
GAP certification| * Not certified (base), GAP certification Dum All
Low-carbon . . .
. . * Not certified (base), Low-carbon certification Dum All
certification
+ Apple / Pear / Sweet persimmon: Box (base), Vinyl, App, Pear,
Package type Visible pack, Not marked Dum Sweet,
- Tomato: Box (base), Visible pack Tomato
- Apple: Only apple (base), Selling with pear
Selling with * Pear: Only pear (base), Selling with apple, Selling with D App, Pear,
um
other product late maturing citrus Lett
- Lettuce: Only lettuce (base), Selling with sesame leaves
. . App, Pear,
Gift set * Not marked (base), Gift set Dum
Sweet
- Apple: Wash or not - Not marked (base), wash
. + Sweet persimmon: Germanium farming - Not marked (base), App, Sweet,
Other variables . . Dum
Germanium farming Lett
* Lettuce: Intersection term - Environment-friendly and GAP

Note: 1. Dum and Con in type column denote dummy variables and continuous variables, respectively.
2: App and Sweet, and Lett in product column denote apple, sweet persimmon, and lettuce, respectively.

oM AL AT sAE ANdRe AR A 2 TeERLE,
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the-o] AFK8.3%, 18070 A% = 157)), ©7H6.6%, 15270 A% = 1071)e] o2 FALY

ATk AT EvtES 3] A9 A T4HE T Avk IS AF vlgo] ErntE
12% (8570 = 170), A3 1.0% (20170 = 27/MH)E A &4 <= H|go] mlm|3lgTh

Aeh 1SS AST FFe A F5o GOl ZF GAP A5S A5 FFL=
A8 AFE ST FF T Ae: ASS HASS FFL At Aeh ASHES
Az A8 JAFU JEH EE GAP )IF AFE A F8 A A 270, | 770, A
g4 37 T 127 AEY AS Avk JIFHE AR RIS, A8 Q1S TRe
AT = AT Aeka 1S FFS Fulstes M S8 ol Rt X3 == GAP <)
% WEol2h= Lee®t Yang (2021)8] A& 1A T o AeA 15 AF I A I8 =
+ GAP 1% & A8 A5 FA7F F838t

A5F E9] Hl&L Aol 26.7%=Z 7P Bal, o] A5(21.9%),
o, Abgbel gk X3 1S AAEo] AE A tth GAP
]

Table 3. Certification status of fresh agricultural products on online

Env GAP Low-carbon Env and GAP together
Total P
(A) | Num | Per |Num | Per |[Num | Per | Num er
B | BA | © | €A | D | DA | B | ga | BB | EC
Rice 195 52 | 26.7% | 28 14.4% 0 0.0% 10 5.1% | 19.2% | 35.7%
Apple 180 0 0.0% | 34 18.9% 15 8.3% 0 0.0% - 0.0%
Pear 210 7 33% | 118 | 56.2% | 49 | 23.3% 0 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0%
Sweet
. 152 0 0.0% | 32 |21.1% 10 6.6% 0 0.0% - 0.0%
persimmon
Tomato 85 6 7.1% 7 8.2% 1 1.2% 0 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0%
Cherry tomato | 101 20 19.8% 6 5.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0%
Paprika 78 2 2.6% | 21 26.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0%
Lettuce 201 44 | 21.9% | 31 15.4% 2 1.0% 8 4.0% | 18.2% | 25.8%

Note: 1. Env, GAP, and low-carbon denote environment-friendly certification, GAP certification, and low-carbon
certification, respectively.
2. Num and Per denote number of products and percentage, respectively.

4) Leeh Yang Q020N B4 FHF F Abkel Aga 9% A7} 44 B, theol B3
Wle] o)), B Aol petel A EANAE o] Aga 1% Hgol Jbg 1, Theol

AR), BHFe] deol9ith o] el Aol AL AT FHW 22l Ad wF Sol 2ok WAHY
g1 #gEn.
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(18.9%) 59 =oln, RE ZEoA GAP U= A=
Z3lol FHste] X3 -GAP FA JUEL 1HE 5 9

FERO] S S-S FAST AFol AHEANH

A=Y 74 B4 1y A A AgA S dEol AUEA 22 3 5, LE
HE, Bxezhe AYEdnh 1w s FES thdoR Aus % TP B4
oo AeA QIS AFE AR TAL WEeA] g BES AQsHa, g FH o] &
3 22 gE H3IO Table 49F 2tk 183 Table 59014 Table 99l= F&2¥ A g4 <l
Z Zou|Yd B4 93 g FAo] o] 83 FEHS L Ao JE2FEATFE AA
ESii=g
Table 4. Number of samples using low carbon certification premium estimation

Apple Pear Sweet persimmon Tomato Lettuce
Total (A) 180 210 152 85 201
Using (B) 173 202 146 85 199
Excluding (C) 7 8 6 0 2
C/A 3.9% 3.8% 3.9% 0.0% 1.0%
Table 5. Basic statistics of apple
; Variety of product
Price Weight v orp High Producing
(Won /g Fuji | Mishima | Cheom | Not sugar | ™| region
5 kg) J hong marked

Mean | 26,987 5.40 0.116 0.006 0.012 0.867 0.416 0.474 0.775

Max | 86,458 10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Min 7,200 021 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SD 14,425 2.94 0.321 0.076 0.107 0.341 0.494 0.501 0.419

Package type
Low- g bp . Selling

GAP carbon Box Vinyl Visible Not Gift set with pear

Wash
pack marked

Mean 0.191 0.075 0.757 0.104 0.029 0.133 0.040 0.017 0.277
Max 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SD 0.394 0.264 0.430 0.306 0.168 0.341 0.198 0.131 0.449

Note: SD denotes standard deviation.
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Table 6. Basic statistics of pear
: Producing region
Price Weight High . | Pesticide-
(Won / Flaw Other Not Organic
K (kg) sugar Naju ! free
7.5 ke) regions | marked
Mean | 44,913 6.88 0.054 0317 0.703 0.198 0.099 0.035 0.005
Max 149,813 15 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Min 12,000 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SD 23,457 4.10 0.227 0.466 0.458 0.399 0.299 0.183 0.070
Selling with other
Package type product
Low- Gift
oA carbon Visible Not set with | Vith late
Box Vinyl ack marked apple maturing
p PP citrus
Mean 0.584 0.208 0.856 0.054 0.059 0.025 0.391 0.074 0.035
Max 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SD 0.494 0.407 0.352 0.227 0.237 0.156 0.489 0.263 0.183
Note: SD denotes standard deviation.

Table 7. Basic statistics of sweet persimmon

Price Weight High sugar Flaw Producing region GAP
(Won /10 kg) (kg) Marked | Not marked
Mean 57,236 9.33 0.473 0.199 0.870 0.130 0.219
Max 126,333 30 1 1 1 1 1
Min 24,900 0.8 0 0 0 0 0
SD 21,842 7.51 0.501 0.400 0.338 0.338 0.415
Low-carbon Package type Gift Germanium
Box Vinyl | Visible pack | Not marked set farming
Mean 0.048 0.959 0.021 0.007 0.014 0.007 0.041
Max 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SD 0.214 0.199 0.142 0.083 0.117 0.083 0.199
Note: SD denotes standard deviation.
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Table 8. Basic statistics of tomato

Producing region Package type
Price .
Weight | Other Low-
(Won/ (kg) | regions | . | Not Org | Pest | GAP | @ on Box | Visible
25kg) excluding 10 | marked pack
Daejoe

Mean | 19,887 | 3.24 0.671 0.059 | 0.271 | 0.024 | 0.071 | 0.082 | 0.012 | 0.906 | 0.094

Max | 54,750 10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Min 5,600 | 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SD 9,566 | 1.83 0.473 0.237 | 0.447 | 0.152 | 0.258 | 0.277 | 0.108 | 0.294 | 0.294

Note: SD, Org, and Pest denote standard deviation, organic, and pesticide-free, respectively.

Table 9. Basic statistics of lettuce

Price Variety of product Selling

(Won / Weight with
(kg) Blue Red | Flower | Crunch | Isabelle . sesame

25kg) Lett lett lett lett lett let | Romaine| ©

Mean | 39,505| 0.97 0.020 | 0.283 0.258 | 0.030 | 0.015 0.005 0.404 0.005

Max | 204,000 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Min 6,400 | 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SD 33,997 1.14 0.141 0.452 0.438 0.172 0.122 0.071 0.492 0.071

Producing region

Env and
Not | Org | Pest | 0T Gap | Gap | KO
o Env carbon
together

Roll | Marking | Marking
producing| Garak

. marked
region | market

Mean | 0.056 0.432 0.333 0232 | 0.066 | 0.182 | 0.141 0.141 0.035 0.010

Max 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SD 0.230 0.497 0.473 0.423 0.248 | 0.387 | 0.349 | 0349 | 0.185 0.100

Note: 1. SD, Org, Pest, and Env denote standard deviation, organic, pesticide-free, and environment-friendly
respectively. And Other Env denotes product which is marked as environment-friendly, but can not
confirm organic or pesticide-free.

2. The romaine is a generic term for romaine, mini romaine, leaf romaine, red romaine, blue romaine, roll
romaine, head romaine.
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A, ), o] A§ o] B4to] EAISEe] White (1980)0] ]38l AIQFE heteroskedasticity-
robust standard errors method(robust method)Z FA3t{ 1, Tt} ErnlEs zkxpglo] F&
e mETHE Mol fAIHY A4S H(OLS)S ©83te] FA3AT

i AT AdFol 28 Al A A=A &2 &, BERE, 3xgrtE A Qg
S F=AHE, A, @2, ERbE, )9 AvA /1Fe ZEjv| s B4 A i E Al
gl FEE FAHCE o3 714 Zen|do] EX|SHA| FkTHTable 10). ¥i o] 75
T BAFCE g ()] A B Ava 7HE Zeu|do] SAstith vie] A
A QZ T Ae 10,6299/7.5 kg2 B 7HA44,9139/7.5 kg)Q) 23.7% FFo|t}. o
+ Kim 5(2015)1 4 AlAY] 713bel] ZAFE F7ke] A4 15 SR td +&9fA
(19.9%) 2.t} =94tk Lee}t Yang (2021)9] ZALolA 202088 7|F 02 39| ¢ Alato]
Q1% A47} 1687402 7PF B, Theo] TE(1187), W86, & 0}(6721) H(5371)
o oI, it AeAi QlF ZEu|ddo] EAd = B AT ARE 1HE

o
v o]¢] g FEAIA Aga AFol FAE & USA FHEHS

(o3

Table 10. Transaction status of low-carbon certification product and premium of low-
carbon certification

Rice Apple Pear Sweet persimmon
Whether trading a Low-carbon
. . X o o 0
certification product or not
Premium of low-carbon -
. - -5,391 10,629 339
certification
Tomato Cherry tomato Paprika Lettuce
Whether trading a Low-carbon
0 x x 0
certification product or not
Premium of low-carbon
. -9,205 - - -8,880
certification

Note: 1. Hyphen (-) denotes that it is impossible to estimate the low-carbon certification premium because low-
carbon certified products are not traded.
2. The single, double, and triple asterisks (*, ™, ***) denote that the price premium of the low-carbon
certification is significant at 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

5) B 77 B4 Agel eekel ARue oo RS e 1Y AT Aviel )4
o freoe Wast ook
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AEO] AYEHE Hl, EntE, AF 5 37 5 F Hjo
F(+el zErds AFsta, Wl f7] A5 Evt
S A F3HA ZtHTable 11). 571 F& =% GAP 9l
7 & AE GAP 150l TAHCE Fo3F A+

GAP Q1Zo] ZEH| & A-FstA ZAth.
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B8 28 S99 ANE B, Ao B9 FFNA AL X B4, TR T
AE BA7F BAHOE §oI% (9l ghe BATH W, T BA% £ 1
AHOZ §oI8 &) e BT Lekel A Aol 7HAE Q] 93
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Table 11. Estimation results of hedonic price analysis model by product
Apple (robust) Pear (roubst)
Coef. t-stat. Coef. t-stat.
Intercept 28,306 | 9.29 Intercept 44,761 | 12.08
Weight 1,116 | -4.25 Weight -1,122" | -4.63
Mishima 22,284 | 8.10 High sugar (not marked) 9,593 1.49
Variety
of product Cheonhong 4,622 -0.61 Flaw (not marked) 19,542 | -9.36
(Fuji) "
Not marked 4,043 2.11 Producing Other regions | 13,498 3.37
High sugar (not marked) 2,121 1.45 | region(Najw) | Nt marked 313 -0.07
Flaw (not marked) -7247" | -3.17 | Environmet- Organic 15,703 1.38
friendly
Producing region (Not marked) 2,399* 1.76 | (not certified) | Pesticide-free 66,840*** 5.61
GAP (not certified) 8,483 | 3.10 GAP (not certified) 5,341 1.92
Low-carbon (not certified) -5,391 -1.46 Low-carbon (not certified) 10,629 435
Vinyl -1,511 -0.61 Vinyl -2,580 -0.49
Package Package
type Visible pack 34,1217 | 476 type Visible pack | 11,742 133
(box) (Box)
Not marked -5,691 -2.95 Not marked 10,056 1.11
Gift set (not marked) 30,923 | 4.14 Gift set (not marked) 5,854" 2.49
Selling with pear (only apple) | 1,911 022 | Gejling with | Withapple 20,738 | 3.95
other product .
With late
Wash (not marked) -2,691 -1.46 (only pear) maturing citrus 1,705 0.29
R? (adj. R?) 0.753 (0.729) R?(adj. R?) 0.724 (0.702)
Result of heteroskedasticity test 40.947" Result of heteroskedasticity test 43.181"
Sweet persimmon (OLS) Tomato (OLS)
Coef. t-stat. Coef. t-stat.
Intercept 51,037 8.91 Intercept 29,823 | 13.03
Weight 947" | -3.68 Weight 2,885 | -5.28
High sugar (not marked) 6,198 1.57 Producing Daejeo 3,253 0.84
Flaw (not marked) 13,718 | 2,69 | region(other) | Nt marked | 2,297 | -1.06
Producing region (Not marked) | 13,032" 2.33 | Environmet- Organic -700 -0.10
friendly
GAP (not certified) 13,507 | 2.75 | (not certified) | Pesticide-free -968 -0.23
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Sweet persimmon (OLS) Tomato (OLS)
Coef. t-stat. Coef. t-stat.
Low-carbon (not certified) 339 0.04 GAP (not certified) 2,527 0.71
Vinyl 15,125 1.21 Low-carbon (not certified) -9,205 -1.04
Package
type Visible pack 49,7117 | 2.40 Visible pake (box) -1,774 -0.53
(box)
Not marked 12,102 0.80 - - - -
Gift set (not marked) 11,405 0.57 - - - -
Germanium farming (not marked), -9,174 -1.06 - - - -
R? (adj. R?) 0.234 (0.171) R? (adj. R?) 0.343 (0.274)
Result of heteroskedasticity test 17.060 Result of heteroskedasticity test 11.159
Lettuce (roubst)
Coef. t-stat. Coef. t-stat.
- P i i s
Intercept 32,496 6.85 roducing Marking 36,593 7.01
region Garak market
(marking
Weight -9,806™ | -652 | Producing | N5 arked 4,494 131
region)
Blue lettuce -3,818 -0.90 Roll (not roll) -5,097 -1.25
Red lettuce -7,91 8" -1.79 ) Organic 1,400 0.38
Environmet
Variety of | Flower lettuce 9,696 1.36 -friendly | Pesticide-free -833 -0.26
product " (not certified)
(Lettuce) Crunch lettuce -1,755 -0.35 Other Env 3,418 0.87
Isabelle lettuce 7,743 | 175 GAP (not certified) 3,737 0.81
Romaine 14,001 2.61 Env and GAP together -5,703 -0.83
Selling with sesame leaves . Low-carbon
(only lettuce) 12,439 213 (not certified) -8,880 -145
R? (adj. R?) 0.487 (0.439)  |Result of heteroskedasticity test 29.886"

Note: 1.

®Ex wkk

The single, double, and triple asterisks (*, ™, ***) denote that coefficient is significant at 10%, 5%, and
1% levels, respectively.

. Values in the heteroskedasticity are F-statistics. And the single, double, and triple asterisks (*, ™, ™) in

results of the heteroskedasticity test denote that the null hypothesis (HO: residuals follow homoske-
dasticity) is rejected at 10%, 5%, and 1% significant levels, respectively.

. The word in parentheses of the product name denotes that the model was estimated using the least

square method (OLS) or the heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors method (robust).

. The word in parentheses of the attribute denotes base variable of dummy variable, and Other Env in

lettuce denotes product which is marked as environment-friendly, but can not confirm organic or
pesticide-free.
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