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Abstract: By using the BDM experimental auction, this paper researches consumers’ willingness to pay for the pork
with different information of traceability. The data was collected from 131 consumers of Wuxi, Jiangsu Province. The
conclusion indicates that: female, young, well-educated and better familiarities with the traceability food, the WTP to
the high level of the traceability food are higher. To produce different kinds of the traceability pork in order to meet

market demand is not only the objective requirements for the producers, but also the demand of the food industry struc-
tural transformation.
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Figure 1. Participants’ perception on the ractopamine and the
safety of the diet
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Figure 2. The degree of concern of participants for food safety
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Table 4. The influence of the participants’ basic characteristics to WTP
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Table 5. The influence of the degree of concern for food safety to WTP
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