




Endnotes 

I Traceability is a critical element for dealing with BSE. While traceability cannot prevent the disease, once BSE is 
detected traceability is essential for tracking the source of the disease. Traditional inspection systems focus on 
eliminating pathogens such as E. coli 0157:H7 or Salmonella in the food marketing chain, mostly at the processor 
and food preparation levels of the chain. Because BSE originates with farm-level inputs, identification of the farms 
where an infected animal has been together with other animals on those farms and feed sources is essential. 
2 This figure becomes even more impressive when one considers that Canadian cattle sales are approximately $7.6 
billion annually according to the Winnipeg Free Press, May 21, 2003. 
3 While at the time of this writing some of this market had been recovered, such as the resumption of limited exports 
to Mexico and Canada of US beef from cattle ofless than 30 months of age, the largest single market for US beef 
prior to December 2003, Japan, remains completely closed to US beef imports. 
4 Based on an average retail elasticity of -0.65 reported by Huang (1993), per capita beef consumption of 66.2 lbs. in 
2001, USDA reported weighted average retail beef price of$3.37/Ib. in 2001 as reported by Robb (2002), and 
estimated US population of285.9 million in 2001. 
5 Some experts claim that prices fell due to oversupply or other economic factors, but Texas state cattlemen sued 
Oprah Winfrey for $12 million in a well-publicized libel lawsuit. The case was eventually ruled in favor of Oprah. 
6 For example, Buhr (2002) reports the cost for implementing traceability in a single, meat supply chain as being 
between $10 million and $14 million. 
7 Efforts were made to avoid deception in the information presented to the subjects in these experiments. Depending 
on the location, either domestic or imported meat was used in order to ensure verifiable ITA characteristics, 
although meat used in anyone location was either all domestic or all imported (in order to avoid WTP differences 
for domestic versus imported meat infiltrating our data generation process). Traceable US beef was obtained using 
an individual animal grown on a university farm that was slaughtered in facilities at the university. 
8 The authors controlled the experiment process in each location. In Japan, the authors were present and conducted 
the experiments through a bilingual (native Japanese speaking) assistant to ensure as much similarity in protocol as 
possible with the English language experiments. All subject materials (.e.g., instructions, auction ham descriptions, 
etc) were in Japanese and had been translated by a native Japanese speaker and then reviewed by the assistant who 
also conducted the oral translation of the experiments. 
9 It is considered somewhat standard in food auction experiments to use practice auctions where subj ects bid on a 
small item such as a candy bar. We did not conduct such practice auctions for these experiments. However, we did 
conduct such additional experiments as sensitivity tests in our previous research (see Dickinson and Bailey, 2002), 
and the data indicate that our results are not sensitive to our slightly different protocol for the present experiments. 
10 Comments in this section on statistic significance are based on results of the Friedman (1937) nonparametric test, 
which is used to compare an experimental group's WTP rankings. This test is appropriate where data can be 
arranged in independent blocks (i.e., each of our experimental groups), but where treatments within a block (i.e., the 
auction sandwiches) can be ranked according to some criterion, which in our case is WTP. As such, it yields 
slightly different results than simply comparing average percentage bids from Table 1. When any significance is 
noted, significance is at the u=.10 level or better. 
11 In the event that the individual random effects were correlated with the other regressors, the coefficient estimates 
in Table 2 would be inconsistent. We would note, however, that the treatment effects estimated in Table 2 are 
highly consistent with those from the summary data in Table 1. The only exception is the UK pork results, where 
the Table 2 estimates indicate a slightly higher WTP for animal treatment than traceability. This is in minor contrast 
to the comparative group bid percentages in Table 1. Given this, we doubt that our principal results are due to a 
misspecification of the individual-specific error term. 
12 The only case in which we fail to reject the null hypothesis (at the a=.10 level) of equal coefficients using the 
Wald test is in comparing the coefficient on animal treatment and the combined attributes in the US pork sample 
(p=.18). 
\3 Recall that we do include group dummies in the current analysis so that the results in Table 2 control for possible 
group effects. 
14 Industry capital investment costs were estimated by Sparks to be $247 million. It was assumed that this 
investment would be spread across a five-year period (the approximate speed of full implementation of the NAIS). 
Hence, the annual investment cost of $50 million. 
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15 Five-year average retail beef prices as reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics were $3.28/Ib. for their choice 
price series and $2.95/Ib. for their all-fresh price series (see 
http://\vww .ers.usda. govlbriefing/F oodPriceSpreads/meatpricespreads/). 

16 Shogren et al. (1999) actually report frequencies on the percentage of respondents willing to pay discounts, the 
same or more for an irradiated chicken product. This does not allow for a direct statistical comparison on WTP for 
individual consumers, but the implication in Shogren et al. (1999) is that for premiums, that little difference exists in 
WTP for experimental auctions, retail observations, and surveys. 
17Though difficult to measure, the added value of such efficiency improvements only increases the opportunity for 
producers to profitably exploit traceable systems. 
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