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Abstract

In this study, we analyzed consumers’ extra willingness-to-pay for the organic farmed
laver, which recently is related to the increased interests in health. Survey questionnaires,
which are targeted the urban consumers and based on the equivalent surplus concept, were
intended to calculate extra willingness-to-pay for the organic farmed laver. Payment card
format was used as the questionnaires type and tobit model was used for the analysis.
Variables used for the analysis are sex, age, region, occupation, number in family and
income. The results were that the consumers had extra willness-to-pay of 17.16% on average
for the eco-friendly organic farmed laver. The higher the income and the more the family
number, the customers had more extra willingness-to-pay.

Key Words : Contingent Valuation Method, Willingness to Pay, Organic Farmed Laver,
Equivalent Surplus, Tobit Model
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