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Abstract: This paper researches the enterprise’s condition to implement food traceability system based on 88 data col-
lected from Chengchow, Henan Province. The conclusion indicates that 94.3% of enterprises have the willingness to
implement food traceability system. In a preliminary study of the statistical analysis, the enterprise’s willingness to im-
plement food traceability system has a certain degree of correlation with the enterprise characteristics. The internal rela-
tions between the sample enterprise’s willingness to implement food traceability system and the enterprises’ basic char-
acteristics mainly embody in the characteristics of the manager, enterprise type, scale (more than 2000 people), sales
(more than 30 million), quality, government action, the degree of vertical integration and the implementation of quality
certification system.
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Table 1. Statistical characteristics of the manager of the sample
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Table 2. Statistical characteristics of the type of industry
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Table 3. Statistical characteristics of the enterprise scale
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Figure 1. The score difference of food quality between the lowest
risk and the highest risk food
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Figure 2. The cost difference of the lowest risk and the highest risk
food
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Figure 3. The enterprise’s investment willingness to implement
food traceability system
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Figure 4. Industry product quality factors and the proportion of investment will

4. Tl mRBERS SHRTNER G RN EELH]

Copyright © 2012 Hanspub

27



B A Al S AL IR A R 1 DL A

PREEAMI G, AR R A R rARER M S
HIE 2) A Tl Al A — @ [ STt nl s 34 R
MEE. THERZHERAE S CERIT 750
Jo E AE TAE (WA FLE B HACCP AIE . SR &
mNIE. EAFRFFhEL 1S09000 RFAIES),
HAPPH& T IF R LEWE EAAIE . SEf AT 18 A
SO I BER IS IEE 2 A iy 85 W) I TR B LR
P R IR RS OV AFAE A — & MR . RSt
Y AT IRTD R T R I, FEACE S AR = AL R Pl e
WA BB S AL HEARHE G B HERNERR,
FERIE, EEERME, ARR . MIBREIE, 17
W= i R E R R BUAT IR R B EH R LSS
5l st vl I8 R R I RIB SIS . BB 30
T SCHRERIA R 2 B B A

IR, ARSCA H BRE AR A i Tl A S e T S
e R I BB AV ARAE [ B — 8 R 45,
FEE T RIS G0, e (R SR A
PORAMAT RN, FEMB T TR, IHEBLE
BEEIT

8. B

AR AR T E E K B AR E RS TH
(ft#ES: 71073069). HH BN FL Y —ITH
(vE S : 11YJC630172). VT 7544 Rt R K5 H (Hit
S 2011ZDAXMO18)H % Bl .

28

£EHk (References)

(11
[2

31

[4]

[5]

(6]

(71

(8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

J. E. Hobbs. Consumer demand for traceability. International
Agricultural Trade Research Consortium, 2003, 4: 26.

A. Arana, B. Soret and I. Lasa. Meat traceability using DNA
markers: Application to the beef industry. Meat Science, 2002,
61(4): 367-373.

E. B. Golan, F. Krissoff, K. Kuchler, et al. Traceability in the US
food supply: Economic theory and industry studies. Washington
DC: US Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service,
Agricultural Economic Report, 2004, 3(830): 56.

D. M. Souza Monteiro. Theoretical and empirical analysis of the
economics of traceability adoption in food supply chains. Con-
necticut River Valley: The Graduate School of the University of
Massachusetts Amherst, 2007.

L. L. Schulz, G. T. Tonsor. Cow-calf producer preferences for
voluntary traceability systems. Journal of Agricultural Econom-
ics, 2010, 61(1): 138-162.

SR, IRFSTS, EMRAL. RL VY B 0 A S A
WSS RIS 3K EZBE R[] A EAERA LU, 2010
4:77-86.

M. P. M. Meuwissen, A. G. J. Velthuis, H. Hogeveen, et al.
Traceability and certification in meat supply chains. Journal of
Agribusiness, 2003, 21(2): 167-181.

J. A. Caswell, M. E. Bredahl and N. H. Hooker. How quality
management metasystems are affecting the food industry. Re-
view of Agricultural Economics, 1998, 20(2): 547-557.

A. Banterle, S. Stranieri and I. L. Bald. Voluntary traceability
and transaction costs: An empirical analysis in the Italian meat
processing supply chain. Bonn: Paper presented at the 99th
European Seminar of the EAAE: Trust and Risk in Business
Networks, 2006: 8-10.

M. Heyder, T. Ollmann-Hespos and L. Heuvsen. Agribusiness
firm reactions to regulations: The case of investments in trace-
ability systems. System Dynamics and Innovation in Food Net-
works, 2009, 2: 16-20.

BRKAL, RIFWC R SR I LAl g S v E W R G =
JE R R[], RALE AR Z G, 2009, 2: 69-77.

JEIAL, SO, A B R A B WA R B AT R 5y
BT HRTT K22 AR (A S 2 REHAR), 2007, 3: 119127,

Copyright © 2012 Hanspub



