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Abstract: Regional food marketing initiatives in the United States include state-sponsored market-
ing programs, promotional efforts made by non-profit organizations, and retail-level supermarket
campaigns. Some employ food miles, while others emphasize state boundaries or regions. Given
that U.S. consumers are faced with these options, the objectives of this study are to (1) determine
whether consumers have a clear preference ranking between three regional marketing logos currently
seen in the marketplace, (2) estimate whether consumers are willing to pay a price premium for
food mileage information, and if so, what mileage cutoffs are preferred, and (3) uncover whether
displaying food mileage, regional marketing logos, or dual-displaying both sets of information is
most preferred by consumers. To address these objectives, an artefactual field experiment featuring a
series of non-hypothetical, random nth-priced auctions is conducted with 98 community participants
in Wisconsin. The experimental auctions feature cheese displaying a regional marketing logo, a
food mileage cutoff, or both simultaneously. A random-effects two-limit tobit model is used to fit
the elicited bid data. Our results suggest regional logos referencing smaller geographic areas are
preferred over state logos by U.S. consumers who are willing to pay a price premium. Consumers
are not willing to pay a price premium for food mileage information unless it is within 50 miles.
Our results also suggest larger distances do not meet consumers’ definition of local. Therefore, to
appeal to consumers, federal and state agencies, retailers, and producers should consider marketing
efforts targeting smaller regional areas. Such efforts could help shorten the food supply chain while
providing consumers with an opportunity to make more sustainable food choices.

Keywords: local food marketing; consumer preference; food miles; regional marketing logos; experimental
auction; sustainable food choice

1. Introduction

Regional food marketing initiatives in the United States (U.S.) include state-sponsored
marketing programs (SSMPs), promotional efforts made by non-profit organizations, and
retail-level supermarket campaigns. Such local food initiatives are often paired with logos,
which vary how they present the concept of “local” to the consumer. Logos tied to SSMPs
rely on the appeal of items from within their state’s borders. Although SSMPs vary in terms
of program length and product requirements, since 2010, all fifty states in the U.S. have
had at some point some form of state-sponsored agricultural marketing program [1].

In addition to state-sponsored marketing initiatives, which are primarily supported by
governmental agencies, non-profit organizations also promote local food. These non-profit
“buy local” programs often reference much smaller geographic regions. One of the most
widely recognized is the Buy Fresh Buy Local® (BFBL) program, which is administered by
Pasa Sustainable Agriculture in Pennsylvania. The BFBL program has been active since
2002, with an estimated 100 BFBL chapters across 21 states [2,3]. The majority of the BFBL
chapter logos reference subregions within states’ borders. Unlike SSMPs, in which each
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state in the U.S. has its own unique logo, the BFBL logo is customizable to reflect a specific
region, town, or county, while still maintaining a general level of conformity and similarity
across states.

Paralleling these trends are regional food mileage labels that have been part of in-store
marketing campaigns by mid-sized supermarket chains in the U.S. such as Roundy’s, Met-
calfe’s, and Festival Foods. Displaying food mileage information in-store enables consumers
to decide on purchases based on the distance an item has traveled from the point of produc-
tion to the store. Although there is not yet a single federal definition for local food in the
U.S., many USDA programs use what is referred to as the “statutory” definition of a local
product, which is either within the state’s border, or less than 400 miles from the product’s
source [4,5].

Prior U.S. Farm Bills have also used food mileage information to define local food
as food sold “. . .less than 400 miles from the origin of the product; or the State in which
the product is produced.” [4,6]. Supermarkets such as Wegmans have defined local as
within 100 miles [7], while Whole Foods Market defines local as within the state of origin or
100 miles [8].

Debates over whether lower food miles are, and should be, preferable to SSMP or
BFBL logos routinely appear in the popular press. As early as 2007, The New York Times [9]
discussed whether consumers should be concerned about the distance their food had
traveled. Later, in 2017, the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office granted a patent for a
product traceability system to determine and electronically display food miles at the point
of purchase [10]. While products affiliated with regional marketing initiatives facilitated
by state programs, non-profits, and supermarkets can all be found in the marketplace, it is
uncertain whether consumers have a clear preference ranking between them, what food
mileage cutoffs consumers most prefer, and what cutoffs they may consider to be local.

Although Torquati et al. [11] have suggested that reducing food miles may have posi-
tive environmental impacts on food supply chains, Coley et al. [12] earlier remained unsure
whether displaying food miles could impact consumer purchasing behavior. Meanwhile,
Melkonyan et al. [13] urged the food supply chain to employ ways to make it simpler for
consumers to make more sustainable food choices. Displaying food mileage information
may then be one way to help consumers make such sustainable choices.

With this in mind, the objectives of this research are to (1) determine whether con-
sumers have a clear preference ranking between three regional marketing logos currently
seen in the marketplace, (2) estimate whether consumers are willing to pay a price premium
for food mileage information, and if so, what mileage cutoffs are preferred, and (3) uncover
whether displaying food mileage, regional marketing logos, or dual-displaying both sets of
information simultaneously is most preferred by consumers.

To address these objectives, an artefactual field experiment featuring a series of non-
hypothetical, random nth-priced auctions was conducted with 98 community participants
in Wisconsin. The experimental auctions featured different versions of cheese; each block
of cheese varied in whether it displayed a regional marketing logo, a food mileage cutoff,
or both simultaneously. Three regional marketing logos were featured in the study: Wis-
consin’s SSMP Something Special from WisconsinTM, Buy Fresh Buy Local®, and a regional
supermarket label, Food Miles Matter.

While regional marketing logos may vary in terms of the message displayed, they all
aim to increase consumer demand for local food, which in turn could help shorten food
supply chains. Given the variety of regional food marketing initiatives in place, it would
be helpful to identify which logos best capture consumers’ preferences and willingness
to pay (WTP) for local food in the midwestern U.S. Identifying consumers’ attitudes
towards and preferences between regional logos and food mileage cutoffs would help
producers, marketers, and state and federal marketing agencies to promote local products,
thus potentially shortening the food supply chain. No research has been published to
date examining consumer preference and WTP in this region between current regional
marketing logos and food mileage information.
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2. Literature Review
2.1. Preference for Regional Foods

While state and federal agencies, retailers, and non-profit organizations have all at-
tempted to define “local” using methods such as food miles and state borders, no generally
accepted definition exists [5]. Local products may in fact be from a wide variety of locations:
within or outside of a consumer’s state, a county, or a specific regional area. A few studies
have focused on general consumer preference for local foods compared to foods from other
areas. Darby et al. [14] and, earlier, Patterson et al. [15] conducted studies in Ohio and
Arizona, respectively, and concluded that consumers preferred local produce over that
grown in other areas of the U.S. Studies by Zepeda and Li [16] and Thilmany et al. [17]
found that consumers also likely prefer local over organic, although Meas et al. [18] later
identified possible substitution effects between organic and local attributes.

Several efforts have explored consumer preference for local products by identifying
local as from either within a state or within a state county. Loureiro and Hine [19] surveyed
Colorado consumers and found that consumers were willing to pay a premium for Colorado
GrownTM potatoes compared to potatoes identified as organic or GMO-free. Schneider and
Francis [20] later found that 36% of the Nebraska consumers they surveyed were willing to
pay a premium for products from within their state county.

There is some evidence that SSMPs may also be successful in capturing consumer
preference. SSMPs across the U.S. vary in terms of their program guidelines and use, but
all highlight a product as having originated from within the state’s borders [1]. Several
studies have explored consumer preference for SSMPs. Carpio and Isengildina-Massa [21]
concluded that South Carolina consumers were willing to pay premiums of over 20%
for Certified SC Grown® products. The preference for SSMP products versus those with
generic local designations varied among consumers in the Mid-Atlantic U.S.—New Jersey
consumers clearly preferred Jersey FreshTM products over local ones, whereas Delaware
consumers were indifferent between their SSMP’s products versus a generic local prod-
uct [22]. One recent work by Neill et al. [23] notes that when consumers are faced with
SSMP products from neighboring states, consumers may not necessarily prefer their own
state’s SSMP product.

SSMPs assume that consumers view products from within their state’s borders to
be local. However, this may not hold in larger states, where consumers may consider
smaller geographic regions as being local. Although conducted in the UK, a study by Sirieix
et al. [24] found that UK consumers were receptive towards more regional logos, such
as those designating a specific county of origin. As more region-specific logos appear on
food products, such as “buy local” logos identifying a county or regional area, there is a
need to determine if such logos are more preferable to consumers. An exploratory study
by Zepeda et al. [25] examined consumer preference for sustainable food labels in several
countries. The BFBL logo and several SSMP logos were included in their study, with the
results indicating that BFBL was most preferred by consumers. The work by Hinrichs and
Allen [26] is the only known study to have solely explored the BFBL campaign. However,
their efforts focused on potential social injustice issues rather than consumer preference.
Whether or not consumers are willing to pay a price premium for BFBL products has so far
been unexplored.

While all of these prior studies found evidence of consumer preference for local food,
none explored which locality information consumers most prefer: whether they prefer
regional logos, food miles, or both. In addition, the majority of these prior studies used
hypothetical methods (and, in some cases, hypothetical products) to determine consumer
preference. State and federal marketing agencies, retailers, and consumers would gain from
the contribution of this research to the literature. Whether consumers prefer information
on food miles over state or regional logos would be vital information for state and federal
agencies, retailers, local producers, and non-profits as they decide how to best support
labeling efforts that could help shorten the food supply chain.
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2.2. Food Miles

Reducing food miles has been studied as a possible way to lessen environmental
impact, including through reducing greenhouse gas emissions and energy use [11,27,28].
Mundler and Rumpus [29] examined local food systems in France, and concluded that
local fruit and vegetable distribution may result in less energy use compared to longer
supply chains. When exploring local food networks, Melkonyan et al. [13] suggested that
environmental concerns may be an important consumer criterion when examining the
“last-mile logistics” of delivering food products.

However, limited studies have explored consumer preference for food miles, and these
studies have primarily focused on non-U.S. consumers. Research by Sirieix et al. [30] con-
cluded that consumers in France were concerned about the distance their food had traveled.
Kemp et al. [31] surveyed UK grocery store consumers and found that approximately 20%
indicated that if food miles were displayed, it would impact their purchasing decisions.
In Italy, Caputo et al. [32] conducted a choice experiment in which consumer preference
for two different food mileage labels were examined. The authors concluded that more
positive effects were associated with the label displaying only the number of food miles.

Lim and Hu [33] conducted a choice experiment with Canadian consumers, and con-
cluded that consumers were indifferent between products labeled as “local” and products
labeled as “local: from within 160 km”. However, no additional mileage cutoffs were used
in their study. Grebitus et al. [34] also explored how transportation distance might influence
preference and WTP using German consumers. Their study is particularly relevant to this
research as non-hypothetical experimental auctions with food products were employed.
Grebitus et al. [34] used four different mileage cutoffs and concluded that consumer WTP
declines when a product’s transportation distance increases. A later study by de Magistris
and Gracia [35] involved a non-hypothetical choice experiment with consumers in Spain
and likewise concluded that consumers prefer products that indicate traveling a shorter dis-
tance from the point of production. A more recent work by Meyerding et al. [36] conducted
with German consumers concluded that most considered local food to be that which was
both grown and sold within the same state. Bazzani and Canavari [37] likewise concluded
that Italian consumers considered local to be related to geographic region rather than a
certain number of food miles.

Lastly, limited studies have focused on U.S. consumers’ preferences for food miles.
Govindasamy et al. [38] surveyed minority households across the U.S. and concluded that
approximately 34% of households had recently changed their purchasing behavior due to
concerns over food miles. Akaichi et al. [39] concluded that consumers exhibited increased
WTP for rice that displayed lower food miles. Lopez and Khanal [40] examined consumer
preference for food miles for cow’s milk and concluded that consumers preferred milk with
lower food miles.

3. Methods
3.1. WTP and Experimental Auctions

Prior work has noted that auction experiments are both particularly useful and ex-
tensively used for eliciting consumers’ price responses [41]. This study used experimental
auctions to determine consumer demand and WTP for several reasons. First, auctions have
been used to determine consumer WTP for a variety of food products: grass-fed beef [42],
sandwich bread [43], canned tuna [44], nano-packaged food items [45], French baguettes [46],
and apricot fruit juice [47], among others. Secondly, by uncovering actual WTP estimates, our
results can be easily interpreted for product marketing by regional marketing programs, state
and federal agencies, grocery retailers, and other local food stakeholders.

Another advantage of using experimental auctions is that they are non-hypothetical.
A concern with hypothetical methods is that some consumers may indicate a higher WTP
knowing that there is no true monetary consequence for doing so. List and Gallet [48]
found that such hypothetical bias can lead to WTP estimates being up to twenty times
larger compared to non-hypothetical estimates. Another advantage is that auctions are
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incentive-compatible: the participants’ best strategy is to reveal their true value for each
item. Canavari et al. [49] discuss several of the most commonly used auction mechanisms
in the literature and suggest that the most popular include the Becker–DeGroot–Marschak
(BDM) auction, the second-price auction, and the random nth-price auction. The BDM
mechanism is particularly helpful in situations where researchers may need to elicit WTP
with subjects individually, whereas the second-price and random nth-price mechanisms
are often used with groups of subjects [49].

Versions of Vickrey’s [50] incentive-compatible second-price auction are widely used
in the literature. In a traditional Vickrey auction, the highest bidder purchases the item but
pays a price equal to the bid of the second-highest bidder. A participant’s bid determines
whether they have won and thus will purchase a unit of the item. The auction selling price
is set by the second-highest bid, and so is always below the auction winner’s actual bid.
Since participants never actually pay what they bid, this eliminates issues of participants
either bidding lower than their value to secure a bargain or bidding higher to simply win
the auction.

Determining WTP can be viewed as an individual consumer’s utility maximization
problem. Following Lusk and Shogren [51], we define the utility function for consumer i
as Ui (X, q), where X is a vector defined as the various levels of market goods displaying
regional logos and/or food mileage information, and q is the level of a good’s quality
as interpreted by the consumer through their price response. This level of quality is
exogenously fixed by the regional logo and/or food mileage information displayed for
each good. Cheese is used as the market good in our experimental auctions, and it is
assumed that an individual consumes at least one unit of cheese within a given time period.
Therefore, we next consider an individual’s WTP for cheese item j:

WTPij = αij + VLikj + VMikj (1)

where αij is the fixed amount that the individual i is willing to pay for cheese item j,
independent of the item’s displayed locality information; VLikj is the monetary value a
person places on the logo information (which are treatments k = 1, 2, 3); and VMikj is the
monetary value a person places on the displayed food mileage information. A reduced
form of WTP Equation (1) is later estimated using Stata 17.0 further below.

The research proposed here aims to uncover whether the utility gained from a local
good’s perceived quality q can be defined as a function of both the regional logo displayed
and/or the food mileage information presented. The conceptual model for an individual
consumer’s utility is then as follows:

Ui (X, q (regional logo, food mileage cutoff )). (2)

3.2. WTP Elicitation and Experimental Design

To determine consumer preference and WTP for regional logos and food mileage
cutoffs, non-hypothetical random nth-priced experimental auctions, conducted as an arte-
factual field experiment, were conducted with food-shopping consumers. An artefactual
field experiment differs from a standard laboratory experiment in that participants from
the “market of interest” are used [52,53]. Restricting the sample to only food-shopping
consumers allows the sample to be more representative of the target population. The
auctions were conducted during 2015 at a midwestern university research lab in Wisconsin.

A total of 98 participants were recruited in Wisconsin for a single session, each lasting
approximately 40 min. Similar sample sizes have yielded meaningful results in prior
studies [46,54–56]. Groups of 8–20 participants comprised each of the 8 sessions conducted,
and the same researcher conducted all 8 sessions. Participants were recruited through
online community event postings, advertisements in local news sources, and postings
at public libraries and community centers within a 30 min driving radius of the college
campus. Recruitment materials referred to the auctions only as a “consumer study” to
avoid any possible sample selection bias.
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Participants were prescreened and excluded if they had not shopped for food products
within the past month, if they were not 18 years old or older, if they did not consume cow’s
milk cheese, or if they indicated an allergy or intolerance to cheese. The prescreen asked
about their consumption of a variety of food products so that the participants would not
identify that cow’s milk cheese would be featured in the study.

When participants arrived for their session, they were informed of the study purpose
and protocol, and provided their signed informed consent to participate. The order of
study tasks can be viewed in Table 1. The study protocol was approved by the university’s
Institutional Review Board for research on human subjects. At the start of the session, the
participants were informed that all auctions would feature a ½ lb (8 oz.) block of marbleized
Colby-Jack cow’s cheese. Marbleized Colby-Jack was used as it is a mild-flavored cheese
commonly found in the marketplace and a mixture of the two most common cheese colors.

Table 1. Order of tasks in the study.

Task Sub-Task
1. Obtain informed consent
2. Review auction instructions

3. Practice tasks: i. 8 quiz questions based on sample auction scenarios;
ii. 2 practice auctions using induced values.

4. View items featured in the auctions

5. Auction rounds:
i. 5 rounds 1:

Enter bids for 3–4 auctions (items) per round; 17 auctions total 2.
6. Post-experiment questionnaire

7. Grant study incentives:

i. USD 5 show-up payment;
ii. Quiz earnings (USD 0–USD 2); USD 0.25 for each correct response;
iii. Earnings from practice auctions (USD 0–USD 2), based on the participant’s

response to a randomly generated value;
iv. USD 15 auction participation payment (minus the price of any item won);
v. USD 5 upon post-experiment questionnaire completion;
vi. USD 0–USD 3 parking/transportation expense.

1 Order of auction rounds randomized. 2 Display of auctions randomized within each round.

Marbleized cow’s cheese was chosen for this study as it is readily available in the
marketplace featuring the regional logos and mileage cutoffs being investigated, and is
a familiar product in the region that is available year-round. Participants were told they
would be given USD 15 to use in the auctions, which was also the maximum they could bid
in any one auction. Participants were paid USD 25–32 in cash, minus any cheese won, at
the end of the session. They were also informed they would participate in several auctions,
although only one would be binding. Thus, they could purchase at most one block of
cheese with their USD 15.

Retail prices for the various blocks of cheese ranged from USD 2.89 to USD 4.35.
Reference prices were not provided to participants in the auctions so as not to influence
their bids [43,57,58]. The binding block of cheese auction was pre-decided, sealed in an
envelope, displayed at the front of the room at the start of the session, and revealed at the
end along with the selling price.

A slight variation of Vickrey’s original auction was used to allow for more purchasers
(up to 5 per session) in order to keep participants engaged throughout the experiment [51].
Shogren et al. [59] found that random nth-priced auctions are comparable to Vickrey’s
original second-price auction. Therefore, following Bernard and Bernard [60,61], a random
nth-priced auction was used, and the number of people who could purchase was set to ¼ of
the session size. A session with 20 participants for example would have 5 auction winners,
who would each pay the sixth-highest bid for one unit of the auction item.

To reinforce the instructions, participants were presented with a series of examples
adapted from Bernard et al. [62] accompanied by 8 quiz questions. Approximately 90.8%
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of participants correctly answered all 8 questions. Following the quiz, they completed
two practice auctions. Approximately 81.6% of participants bid their induced value in the
practice auction. Of those who did not, the practice bids for these participants on average
were 6% different from their induced value. The results from the practice quiz and practice
auctions suggested that the participants generally understood both the auction mechanism
and the recommended best strategy for bidding in the auctions.

Participants were next shown 17 blocks of cheese that would be auctioned off. To
mimic the marketplace as closely as possible, participants were able to examine each block
prior to placing their bids, and background information on each of the regional logos,
beyond what was displayed on the label, was not provided. The 17 auction treatments
were investigated in a within-subjects design, and can be viewed in Table 2. A sample
auction round can be viewed in Figure 1. To address order effects, the display order of the
auction rounds was randomized at the individual level, as was the on-screen display order
of the individual auctions within rounds. To avoid bid affiliation, the winning prices of
each individual auction were not announced.
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Figure 1. Sample auction round (Round A) featuring regional logos.

Table 2. Auction information treatments and rounds 1.

Round Auction Treatment Regional Logo/Label Displayed 2 Food Mileage Cutoff Displayed

A T1 None None/control (conventional)
T2 SSFW None
T3 BFBL None
T4 FMM None

B T5 None 50 miles
T6 None 100 miles
T7 None 200 miles
T8 None 400 miles

C T9 SSFW 50 miles
T10 BFBL 50 miles
T11 FMM 50 miles

D T12 SSFW 100 miles
T13 BFBL 100 miles
T14 FMM 100 miles

E T15 SSFW 200 miles
T16 FMM 200 miles
T17 FMM 400 miles

1 The order of the auction rounds, and the on-screen display order of the auctions within each round, were
randomized at the individual level. 2 SSFW, BFBL, and FMM refer to the Something Special from WisconsinTM, Buy
Fresh Buy Local®, and Food Miles Matter cheese, respectively. NOTE: No significant order effects observed between
rounds, or between auctions within rounds.
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Once the auction rounds were completed, participants completed a post-experiment
questionnaire. A prior work by Zepeda et al. [25] suggests that both participant characteris-
tics and logo components should be considered as possible factors influencing consumer
preference for food logos. This questionnaire asked about the food shopping venues the
participants frequented, their familiarity with the three regional logos, how trustworthy
they considered the logos and food miles displayed to be, their price sensitivity when
shopping for food, and standard demographics.

3.3. Statistical Model

A random-effects two-limit tobit model was estimated with the consumers’ bids (WTP)
as the dependent variable of interest. WTP was restricted to between USD 0 and USD 15, in
line with the bid restrictions for each of the auctions. This tobit model is a function of the
differing regional food logos and food mileage cutoffs presented in the auctions, as well as
explanatory variables from the post-experiment questionnaire, and relevant demographic
variables. Correlations between these variables were analyzed to assist with building the
econometric model.

As the participants entered several bids each, the error terms were likely correlated.
Post-estimation tests performed on earlier model versions revealed the presence of individ-
ual heterogeneity. Following Waldman and Kerr [63] and Teuber et al. [64], a random-effects
model was deemed a more appropriate fit for the data. The random-effects tobit treats each
participant as a panel, allowing one to control for any unobserved heterogeneity. The final
random-effects two-limit tobit model estimated in Stata 17.0 was as follows:

Bij = X/β + δi + εij (3)

where Bij = {elicited bid} censored between USD 0 and USD 15; X/ = {Ti, Ai, Zi}; i = 1, . . .,
n consumers; and j = 1, . . ., ni bids. Individual heterogeneity among the consumers = δi;
these random effects are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d). εij = the error term
with a zero mean across consumers, which is i.i.d independently of δi.

The baseline treatment featuring no regional logo or food mileage information is
captured by the intercept term. A description of the variables used in Equation (3) can be
viewed in Table 3. Ti consists of treatment dummy variables SSFWLogo, BFBLLogo, FMMLa-
bel, 50 Miles, 100 Miles, 200 Miles, and 400 Miles, which are coded as 1 if the information
was displayed in the auction, and 0 otherwise. As 9 of the auctions featured dual-displayed
information, Ti also includes 9 interaction terms between the treatment dummy variables.
Ai includes additional explanatory variables gathered from the post-experiment question-
naire for consumer i, coded as 1 if the participant agreed and 0 otherwise: Trustworthy,
LogoFamiliarity, PriceSensitivity, and 3 interaction terms between Trustworthy and the treat-
ment dummy variables. PrimarilyShopDirectSalesVenues is coded as 1 if the participant
shopped mainly at venues where customers buy directly from farmers. Interaction terms
between LogoFamiliarity and the three regional logos did not improve model fit, and thus
were excluded from the model. Likewise, interaction terms between PrimarilyShopDirect-
SalesVenues and the regional logos and food mileage information also did not improve
model fit. Approximately 31% of the participants primarily shopped for food at direct sales
venues, and 20% indicated that price was the most important factor they considered when
food shopping.

Lastly, Zi consists of demographic variables for consumer i: Female, Age, BachelorsPlus,
and Income10K. The study sample was 63% female and on average 36 years old. Approxi-
mately 74% had a bachelor’s degree or higher, with an average household income of USD
55,100. Quadratic effects Age2 and Income10K2 did not improve model fit, and thus were
excluded from the final model. Variables for race and ethnicity were not included in the
model due to low representation in the sample: only 11.2% of participants identified as
non-white, and only 3.1% identified as Hispanic.
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Table 3. Description of variables.

Variable Description Mean
(Std. Dev.)

WTP Participant’s bid in dollars, restricted between USD 0 and USD 15 4.03
(2.38)

SSFWLogo 1 if a Something Special from WisconsinTM logo was displayed, 0 otherwise
0.24

(0.42)

BFBLLogo 1 if a Buy Fresh Buy Local® logo was displayed, 0 otherwise
0.18

(0.38)

FMMLabel 1 if a Food Miles Matter label was displayed, 0 otherwise 0.29
(0.46)

50 Miles 1 if food miles: 50 was displayed, 0 otherwise 0.24
(0.42)

100 Miles 1 if food miles: 100 was displayed, 0 otherwise 0.24
(0.42)

200 Miles 1 if food miles: 200 was displayed, 0 otherwise 0.18
(0.38)

400 Miles 1 if food miles: 400 was displayed, 0 otherwise 0.12
(0.32)

Trustworthy 1 if participant stated “agree” or “strongly agree” when asked if the locality
information displayed on the product was trustworthy, 0 otherwise

0.39
(0.49)

LogoFamiliarity 1 if participant indicated prior familiarity with the displayed logo, 0
otherwise

0.37
(0.48)

PriceSensitivity 1 if participant stated “agree” or “strongly agree” when asked if price was
the most important factor they considered when food shopping, 0 otherwise

0.20
(0.41)

PrimarilyShopDirectSalesVenues 1 if participant indicated primarily shopping for food products at farmers’
markets, CSAs, and/or co-ops compared to grocery stores, 0 otherwise

0.31
(0.46)

Female 1 if participant was female, 0 otherwise 0.63
(0.48)

Age In years 36.2
(13.95)

BachelorsPlus 1 if participant’s education was a bachelor’s degree or higher, 0 otherwise 0.74
(0.44)

Income10K Household income in tens of thousands of U.S. dollars (USD) 5.51
(4.69)

3.4. Hypotheses

It is expected that the consumers will exhibit a clear preference ranking between the three
regional marketing logos, similar to findings by Onken et al. [22]. While the order of this ranking
is unclear, coefficient estimates for SSFWLogo, BFBLLogo, and FMMLabel are expected to be
statistically significant and have a positive effect on WTP over a conventional block of cheese. It
is also hypothesized that consumers will be willing to pay a price premium for food mileage
information and will prefer lower mileage cutoffs compared to higher cutoffs. This would
contradict the frequently used cutoff of 400 miles. Lastly, it is unclear whether consumers will
prefer food mileage information over regional marketing logos, or whether dual-displaying
both mileage and logos simultaneously may be most preferred.

All remaining model variables in Table 3 are expected to have a significant effect
on WTP. Following Zepeda et al. [25], individual characteristics such as logo familiarity,
price sensitivity, shopping venues frequented, and demographics are expected to have a
significant effect on WTP, although the direction of each effect remains unclear. Consumers’
perceived trustworthiness of the regional logos and food mileage information is expected
to have a significantly positive effect on WTP, following suggestions by Lowry et al. [65].
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4. Results
4.1. Descriptive Statistics for Bid Premiums

The average bids, by auction treatment, can be viewed in Table 4. The highest average
bid (USD 4.77) is observed for auction treatment T10, which featured the Buy Fresh Buy
Local® logo and a food mileage cutoff of 50 miles. The second-highest average bid (USD
4.67) is observed for auction treatment T3, which displayed the BFBL logo only.

Table 4. Average bids (WTP) by auction treatment.

Auction Treatment 1 Avg. Bid (USD)
(Std Dev)

Median (USD)
(IQR)

(T1) Conventional 3.58
(2.07)

3.23
(2.20 to 4.75)

(T2) SSFW 4.23
(2.33)

3.89
(2.85 to 5)

(T3) BFBL 4.67
(2.58)

4.00
(3.00 to 6.40)

(T4) FMM 3.59
(2.21)

3.00
(2.00 to 5.00)

(T5) 50 miles 4.05
(2.37)

3.50
(2.38 to 5.00)

(T6) 100 miles 3.71
(2.28)

3.38
(2.20 to 5.00)

(T7) 200 miles 3.65
(2.23)

3.32
(2.00 to 4.75)

(T8) 400 miles 3.55
(2.22)

3.19
(2.00 to 5.00)

(T9) SSFW 50 miles 4.54
(2.52)

4.00
(2.99 to 6.00)

(T10) BFBL 50 miles 4.77
(2.65)

4.13
(3.00 to 6.50)

(T11) FMM 50 miles 4.06
(2.43)

3.50
(2.26 to 5.25)

(T12) SSFW 100 miles 4.29
(2.39)

4.00
(2.75 to 5.50)

(T13) BFBL 100 miles 4.46
(2.49)

4.00
(3.00 to 5.75)

(T14) FMM 100 miles 3.72
(2.25)

3.25
(2.00 to 5.00)

(T15) SSFW 200 miles 4.29
(2.48)

4.00
(2.90 to 5.75)

(T16) FMM 200 miles 3.73
(2.31)

3.25
(2.00 to 5.00)

(T17) FMM 400 miles 3.54
(2.18)

3.25
(2.00 to 4.50)

1 SSFW, BFBL, and FMM refer to the Something Special from WisconsinTM, Buy Fresh Buy Local®, and Food Miles
Matter cheese, respectively.

Differences between the bids were examined to determine preference ranking. As
auction bid data are typically not normally distributed [51], Shapiro–Wilk tests for normality
were performed on each of the auction treatments. The results of these tests rejected
normality at less than the 1% level; therefore, non-parametric Wilcoxon signed-rank tests
for matched pairs were performed rather than paired t-tests (Table 5). Consumer preference
can be observed for only two out of the three regional marketing logos examined: Something
Special from WisconsinTM and Buy Fresh Buy Local®. A premium of 18.16% (p ≤ 0.001) for
the SSFW cheese and a premium of 30.45% (p ≤ 0.001) for the BFBL cheese are observed,
compared to conventional cheese. Bids for cheese displaying the supermarket Food Miles
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Matter label are not statistically different from the bids for conventional cheese. Comparing
bids for SSFW and BFBL, a bid premium of 12.29% (p ≤ 0.001) is observed for BFBL over
the SSFW cheese. As hypothesized, there is a clear preference ranking in the order of
BFBL, SSFW, and FMM among the three regional logos investigated. However, contrary
to expectations, the average bid for cheese displaying the FMM label is not statistically
different from that for the conventional cheese.

Table 5. Descriptive statistics for bid premiums, comparing regional logos.

Comparison of
Auction Treatments

Avg. Bid Premium (USD)
(Std Dev)

Bid Premium 1

%
Signed-Rank

p-Value 2

SSFW over conventional 0.65
(1.46) 18.16 <0.001 ***

BFBL over conventional 1.09
(1.48) 30.45 <0.001 ***

FMM over conventional 0.01
(0.87) 0.00 0.7395

BFBL over SSFW 0.44
(1.29) 12.29 <0.001 ***

SSFW over FMM 0.64
(1.58) 17.83 <0.001 ***

BFBL over FMM 1.08
(1.52) 30.08 <0.001 ***

1 Bid premium percentages were calculated as the percentage increase in the examined auction treatment over the
stated baseline treatment. 2 p-values obtained from non-parametric Wilcoxon signed-rank tests for matched pairs.
NOTE: Values in bold are significant at the 1% *** level. SSFW, BFBL, and FMM refer to the Something Special from
WisconsinTM, Buy Fresh Buy Local®, and Food Miles Matter cheese, respectively.

Of the four mileage cutoffs examined, only the food mileage cutoff of 50 miles pro-
duced significantly different results from the conventional cheese (Table 6). Consumers
were willing to pay a price premium of 13.13% (p < 0.001) for cheese with a mileage cutoff
of 50 miles (referred to as “50 miles”) compared to conventional cheese. As consumers pre-
ferred SSFW, BFBL, and 50 miles over the other versions examined, Table 7 compares these
three auction treatments. No statistically significant bid premium is observed for SSFW
when compared to 50 miles. However, consumers were willing to pay a price premium of
15.31% (p < 0.001) for BFBL compared to 50 miles.

Table 6. Descriptive statistics for bid premiums: comparing food mileage cutoffs.

Comparison of
Auction Treatments

Avg. Bid Premium (USD)
(Std Dev)

Bid Premium 1

%
Signed-Rank

p-Value 2

50 miles over conventional 0.47
(1.14) 13.13 <0.001 ***

100 miles over conventional 0.13
(0.87) 0.04 0.4577

200 miles over conventional 0.07
(0.91) 0.02 0.9886

400 miles over conventional −0.03
(0.78) 0.00 0.5974

50 miles over 100 miles 0.34
(0.86) 9.16 <0.001 ***

50 miles over 200 miles 0.40
(0.87) 10.96 <0.001 ***

50 miles over 400 miles 0.50
(1.23) 14.08 <0.001 ***

1 Bid premium percentages were calculated as the percentage increase in the examined auction treatment over the
stated baseline treatment. 2 p-values obtained from non-parametric Wilcoxon signed-rank tests for matched pairs.
NOTE: Values in bold are significant at the 1% *** level.
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Table 7. Descriptive statistics for bid premiums: comparing regional logos and the food mileage
cutoff of 50 miles.

Comparison of
Auction Treatments

Avg. Bid Premium (USD)
(Std Dev)

Bid Premium 1

%
Signed-Rank

p-Value 2

SSFW over 50 miles 0.18
(1.64) 4.44 0.4594

BFBL over 50 miles 0.62
(1.68) 15.31 <0.001 ***

50 miles over FMM 0.46
(1.28) 12.81 <0.001 ***

1 Bid premium percentages were calculated as the percentage increase in the examined auction treatment over the
stated baseline treatment. 2 p-values obtained from non-parametric Wilcoxon signed-rank tests for matched pairs.
NOTE: Values in bold are significant at the 1% *** level. SSFW, BFBL, and FMM refer to the Something Special from
WisconsinTM, Buy Fresh Buy Local®, and Food Miles Matter cheese, respectively.

Table 8 compares Something Special from WisconsinTM, Buy Fresh Buy Local®, and 50 miles
to versions where both a regional logo and a mileage cutoff were displayed. For brevity,
the five highest average bids out of the nine dual-information treatments are examined. No
statistically significant positive bid premiums are observed for any of the dual-information
auction treatments compared to cheese that displayed only the Buy Fresh Buy Local® logo.
However, three dual-information treatments were preferred over cheese displaying just the
Something Special from WisconsinTM logo. Compared to SSFW, the following bid premiums
are observed: 12.77% (p ≤ 0.001) for versions displaying both 50 miles and BFBL, 7.33%
(p = 0.0037) for versions displaying both 50 miles and SSFW, and 5.44% (p = 0.0073) for
versions displaying both 100 miles and BFBL. No significant difference in bids is observed
between the cheese displaying only Something Special from WisconsinTM and the versions
displaying both 100 miles and SSFW.

Table 8. Descriptive statistics for bid premiums: comparing regional logos and the food mileage
cutoff of 50 miles against dual-information treatments.

Comparison of
Auction Treatments

Avg. Bid Premium (USD)
(Std Dev)

Bid Premium 1

%
Signed-Rank

p-Value 2

50 miles and SSFW over SSFW 0.31
(1.44) 7.33 0.0037 ***

50 miles and SSFW over BFBL −0.13
(1.37) −2.78 0.2524

50 miles and SSFW over 50 miles 0.49
(1.20) 12.10 <0.001 ***

50 miles and BFBL over SSFW 0.54
(1.60) 12.77 <0.001 ***

50 miles and BFBL over BFBL 0.10
(1.33) 2.14 0.1963

50 miles and BFBL over 50 miles 0.72
(1.25) 17.78 <0.001 ***

100 miles and SSFW over SSFW 0.06
(1.24) 1.42 0.2154

100 miles and SSFW over BFBL −0.38
(1.10) −8.14 0.0047 ***



Sustainability 2024, 16, 2735 13 of 19

Table 8. Cont.

Comparison of
Auction Treatments

Avg. Bid Premium (USD)
(Std Dev)

Bid Premium 1

%
Signed-Rank

p-Value 2

100 miles and SSFW over 50 miles 0.24
(1.14) 5.93 0.0178 **

100 miles and BFBL over SSFW 0.23
(1.33) 5.44 0.0073 ***

100 miles and BFBL over BFBL −0.21
(0.94) −4.50 0.1287

100 miles and BFBL over 50 miles 0.41
(0.41) 10.12 <0.001 ***

200 miles and SSFW over SSFW 0.06
(1.35) 1.42 0.6673

200 miles and SSFW over BFBL −0.38
(1.44) −8.14 0.0007 ***

200 miles and SSFW over 50 miles 0.24
(1.38) 5.93 0.1463

1 Bid premium percentages were calculated as the percentage increase in the examined auction treatment over
the stated baseline treatment. 2 p-values obtained from non-parametric Wilcoxon signed-rank tests for matched
pairs. SSFW, BFBL, and FMM refer to the Something Special from WisconsinTM, Buy Fresh Buy Local®, and Food Miles
Matter cheese, respectively. NOTE: Values in bold are significant at the 1%*** level.

Compared to displaying 50 miles only, the following bid premiums are observed:
17.78% (p ≤ 0.001) for versions displaying both 50 miles and BFBL, 12.1% (p ≤ 0.001) for
versions displaying both 50 miles and SSFW, 10.12% (p ≤ 0.001) for versions displaying
both 100 miles and BFBL, and 5.93% (p = 0.0178) for versions displaying both 100 miles
and SSFW. No significant difference in bids is observed between 50 miles and the versions
displaying both 200 miles and SSFW. Lastly, Table 9 presents comparisons between the
three dual-information treatments with the highest bid premiums. Versions displaying
both 50 miles and Buy Fresh Buy Local® were the most preferred out of these three.

Table 9. Descriptive statistics for bid premiums: comparing selected dual-information treatments.

Comparison of
Auction Treatments:

Avg. Bid Premium (USD)
(Std Dev) Bid Premium 1 % Signed-Rank p-Value 2

50 miles and BFBL over 50 miles
and SSFW

0.23
(0.87) 5.07 0.0004 ***

50 miles and BFBL over 100 miles
and BFBL

0.31
(0.99) 6.95 0.0007 ***

50 miles and SSFW over 100 miles
and BFBL

0.08
(1.03) 1.80 0.5053

1 Bid premium percentages were calculated as the percentage increase in the examined auction treatment over the
stated baseline treatment. 2 p-values obtained from non-parametric Wilcoxon signed-rank tests for matched pairs.
NOTE: Values in bold are significant at the 1% *** level. SSFW, BFBL, and FMM refer to the Something Special from
WisconsinTM, Buy Fresh Buy Local®, and Food Miles Matter cheese, respectively.

Overall, examining these comparisons suggests that out of the 17 auction treatments
investigated, Buy Fresh Buy Local® is most preferred by consumers. Adding 50 miles
to a product displaying a BFBL logo did not significantly influence WTP compared to
displaying only BFBL. However, adding a mileage cutoff of 100 miles to the BFBL logo
reduced consumer WTP for BFBL.

4.2. Random-Effects Two-Limit Tobit Model

The results (Table 10) of the random-effects tobit support some hypotheses; significant
bid premiums are uncovered for two out of three regional marketing logos investigated.
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Both SSFWLogo and BFBLLogo have a significantly positive effect on WTP. BFBLLogo is
estimated to increase WTP by USD 0.89, holding all other factors constant. Likewise,
SSFWLogo is estimated to increase WTP by USD 0.42. The supermarket FMMLabel is not
statistically significant.

The only food mileage cutoff that consumers were willing to pay significantly more
for is 50 Miles, which is estimated to increase WTP by USD 0.64. When examining poten-
tial interactions between regional logos and food mileage cutoffs, only two statistically
significant interactions are observed. Both BFBLLogo * 50 Miles and BFBLLogo * 100 Miles
have a significantly negative interaction. The negative interaction for BFBLLogo * 50 Miles
suggests that a product displaying both Buy Fresh Buy Local® and 50 miles could expect a
price premium of approximately USD 1.18 compared to conventional versions. Similarly,
the negative interaction for BFBLLogo * 100 Miles suggests that displaying both BFBL and
100 miles would incur a premium of approximately USD 0.55, which is less than the pre-
mium of USD 0.89 estimated for displaying Buy Fresh Buy Local® only. Displaying both
Something Special from WisconsinTM and 50 miles is estimated to increase the WTP by USD
1.06; displaying SSFW and any other mileage cutoff is not estimated to be significantly
different than just displaying SSFW only.

Several explanatory and demographic variables collected from the post-experiment
questionnaire have a statistically significant effect on WTP. If consumers “agreed” or
“strongly agreed” that the locality information displayed on the product was trustworthy,
they were willing to pay an estimated USD 1.02 more. A significantly positive interaction
is observed between Trustworthy and SSFWLogo, and between Trustworthy and BFBLLogo,
which are estimated to increase WTP by an additional USD 0.38 and USD 0.37, respectively,
beyond the USD 1.02 observed for Trustworthy.

If consumers indicated that price is the most important factor they consider when
food shopping, they were willing to pay an estimated USD 0.46 less. Lastly, consumers
who primarily shopped at direct sales venues such as farmers’ markets, CSAs, and co-ops,
compared to grocery stores, were willing to pay an estimated USD 0.40 more. Being familiar
with the regional logo displayed does not have a significant effect on WTP. The percentages
of participants indicating prior familiarity with Something Special from WisconsinTM, Buy
Fresh Buy Local®, and Food Miles Matter were 66.3%, 68.4%, and 53.1%, respectively. Likewise,
Female, Age, and BachelorsPlus are also not significant. The only significant demographic
variable is Income10K, which has a significantly positive effect on WTP.

Table 10. Random-effects two-limit tobit model: elicited bids (WTP) (n = 1666 bids).

Variable Estimated Coefficient Bootstrap Standard Error Pr > |z|

Constant 3.2641 2.1322 0.126
SSFWLogo 0.4226 0.1191 <0.001 ***
BFBLLogo 0.8918 0.1633 <0.001 ***
FMMLabel 0.0017 0.0903 0.985

50 Miles 0.6437 0.1261 <0.001 ***
100 Miles 0.1123 0.0759 0.139
200 Miles 0.0655 0.0909 0.471
400 Miles −0.0323 0.0845 0.702

Trustworthy 1.0161 0.4074 0.013 **
LogoFamiliarity 0.5026 0.3082 0.103
PriceSensitivity −0.4597 0.1534 0.003 ***

PrimarilyShopDirectSalesVenues 0.3958 0.1662 0.017 **
Female 0.0489 0.3832 0.899

Age 0.0177 0.0140 0.208
BachelorsPlus −0.1861 0.5185 0.720

Income10K 0.0920 0.0426 0.031 **
SSFWLogo * 50 Miles −0.1353 0.1557 0.385

SSFWLogo * 100 Miles −0.0598 0.1305 0.647
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Table 10. Cont.

Variable Estimated Coefficient Bootstrap Standard Error Pr > |z|

SSFWLogo * 200 Miles 0.0164 0.1414 0.907
BFBLLogo * 50 Miles −0.3519 0.1223 0.004 ***

BFBLLogo * 100 Miles −0.3425 0.1126 0.002 ***
FMMLabel * 50 Miles 0.0256 0.1300 0.844

FMMLabel * 100 Miles 0.0056 0.1189 0.962
FMMLabel * 200 Miles 0.0902 0.1127 0.424
FMMLabel * 400 Miles −0.0049 0.1332 0.970

Trustworthy * SSFWLogo 0.3847 0.1659 0.020 **
Trustworthy * BFBLLogo 0.3743 0.1988 0.060 *
Trustworthy * 50 Miles 0.4758 0.2958 0.108

NOTE: Values in bold are significant at the 10% *, 5% **, and 1% *** levels, respectively. Willingness to pay (WTP)
refers to participants’ elicited bids. As the auctions were random nth-priced auctions, the highest bid was not the
auction price. SSFW, BFBL, and FMM refer to the Something Special from WisconsinTM, Buy Fresh Buy Local®, and
Food Miles Matter cheese, respectively. Interaction terms are defined with an * between variable names.

5. Conclusions

The results from these experimental auctions indicate a clear preference ranking for
the three regional marketing logos investigated. The non-profit logo Buy Fresh Buy Local®

(BFBL) was the most preferred by consumers out of the three. Something Special from
Wisconsin™ (SSFW) is ranked second in preference, while no significant price premium is
observed for the supermarket Food Miles Matter (FMM) label compared to conventional
versions. This is important information for both state-sponsored marketing programs
(SSMPs), retailers, and food supply chain and sustainability stakeholders. To appeal to
local food consumers, it may be wise for SSMPs to consider more targeted “buy local”
initiatives focused on areas smaller than the state’s border, such as a particular county
or region. Whether consumers would be willing to pay a premium similar to BFBL’s for
an SSFW logo that referenced their state county or geographic part of the state (such as
Southern Wisconsin) is an area in need of further research. Consumers in geographically
larger states in particular may be willing to pay a premium for products identified under
more targeted SSMP campaigns (and logos).

The findings of this study also suggest that consumers may be willing to pay a price
premium for products displaying food mileage information of 50 miles or less, which may
be helpful for efforts to shorten the food supply chain. This finding aligns with earlier
work by Grebitus et al. [34], who concluded that consumers were willing to pay more for
low mileage cutoffs. This is important information for stakeholders looking to display
food miles at the point of purchase, and for those looking to improve the sustainability of
local food during a product’s final journey to the consumer. In-store sustainable marketing
campaigns may wish to consider highlighting the geographic region or county the product
is from if its food miles are greater than 50 miles. However, a limitation of this study is that
only four mileage cutoffs were investigated: it is unknown how mileage cutoffs over 400
will influence consumer WTP. It is possible that consumers may be willing to pay a premium
for products with a food mileage greater than 50 but less than 100. However, the price
premium observed for Buy Fresh Buy Local® compared to 50 miles suggests that utilizing
the BFBL logo may be a better strategy than displaying just food mileage information.

A limitation of this research is also that cow’s milk cheese, a value-added product,
was featured in the study. Future studies could explore whether the findings here concern-
ing food miles hold for non-value-added items, such as whole produce. It could be that
consumers are less concerned about food miles for value-added products. They may view
the term as being less clear-cut than for items such as fresh produce. Whether consumers
are more willing to pay a premium for food mileage information for fresh products, com-
pared to value-added products, warrants additional research. Such information would be
particularly important for sustainable marketing campaigns at the retail level, which could
use this knowledge to better tailor in-store promotional efforts.
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Our findings also suggest that consumers may prefer products with a local definition
of 50 miles or less from the point of origin. Although, whether consumers actually consider
“local” to mean within 50 miles or less warrants further research. It could be that consumers
do not conceptualize distance in terms of the mileage a product has traveled. If so, this
would help explain why Buy Fresh Buy Local®, which references a particular region (South-
ern Wisconsin), was preferred over 50 miles, and over Something Special from WisconsinTM,
which references the entire state. When measuring a product’s locality, U.S. policymakers
may wish to consider using either shorter distances or regions within a state’s borders to
appeal to local consumers while simultaneously helping to shorten the food supply chain.

Whether consumers prefer products that dual-display both mileage information and
a regional logo may depend largely on both the logo and mileage cutoff used. For BFBL,
displaying both the logo and 50 miles did not significantly increase WTP compared to
displaying BFBL only. It could be that consumers may already consider products displaying
BFBL to be from within a 50-mile radius. From the results of the estimated random-effects
tobit model, adding a mileage cutoff of 100 miles when displaying BFBL actually reduced
the premium observed for BFBL. This seems to further support the earlier-made suggestion
that U.S. consumers may consider local to be within 50 miles.

For the state-sponsored marketing logo Something Special from WisconsinTM, consumers
were willing to pay a premium when both SSFW and 50 miles were displayed, compared to
SSFW only. However, adding any of the remaining mileage cutoffs to the SSFW products’
labeling did not ensure an increased premium over SSFW. For established state programs
such as SSFW, working with retailers within a 50-mile radius of the product’s origin may
help secure increased premiums for program products. Likewise, retailers may wish to
display food miles for SSFW products from within a 50-mile radius, at the point of purchase.
For state-sponsored marketing programs, efforts targeting smaller areas within the state’s
borders could help increase product premiums. It is also possible that the consumers in
this study may have considered SSFW products to have originated from 100 or more miles
away. As previously mentioned, a limitation of this study is that the product investigated
was cheese, an item Wisconsin is well known for. Whether consumers are willing to pay
similar premiums for other value-added SSFW products, or fresh SSFW produce items,
requires further research.

Regional marketing initiatives should also consider paying particular attention to
establishing a sense of trustworthiness with consumers. The results uncovered here indicate
that consumers may be willing to pay more for a product bearing a logo they consider
to be trustworthy; this premium was estimated to increase by an additional amount
if they perceived BFBL or SSFW to be trustworthy. Future work investigating which
logo components and displayed locality information consumers consider to be the most
trustworthy may provide helpful information for regional marketing initiatives.

In conclusion, the results of this study suggest that regional logos referencing smaller
geographic areas, such as Buy Fresh Buy Local®, could be most preferred by consumers. The
BFBL logo is predominately blue; earlier work by Sirieix et al. [24] suggests that consumers
most prefer logos with blue coloring in their design. Both the BFBL and SSFW products
were preferred by consumers over those displaying food miles. That consumers appear
to most prefer the BFBL logo aligns with prior findings from an exploratory study of
consumers by Zepeda et al. [25]. This finding also aligns with Sirieix et al. [24], who suggest
that consumers are most receptive to logos referencing smaller regional areas. When faced
with products simultaneously displaying both a regional logo and food miles, consumers
in this study were generally not willing to pay a premium for the additional mileage
information. State and federal marketing initiatives may wish to reevaluate programs
utilizing a definition of local based on mileage cutoffs greater than 50 miles or based on
state borders. Future work should examine whether consumers may be willing to pay
for mileage information for non-value-added products, or if the mileage displayed is less
than 50 miles. While food miles did not appear to be of interest to the Midwestern U.S.
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participants in this study, it may be that in other regions of the U.S., they may be viewed
more favorably; future research in other regions is needed to investigate this.
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