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ABSTRACT

The aims of this research are to study the relationship of consumer’s perception, attitude and
purchasing decision, which towards processed carbon footprint of labeled food product. The
maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) and marginal effect technique were used to analyze an affect

factors of purchasing decision by logit model.

The findings from a consumer study in Chiang Mai Province on 400 samples of those
consumers residing in urban area. The results showed that the most respondents were female (61 %),
bachelor’s student in university, age around 15-25 years old and monthly income by average to be
lower than 10,000 baht per month. Only 21.75 % of the consumers under study were found to know
what carbon footprint labeling is, while the majority 43 % indicated they could get correct
understanding about the carbon labeled product after viewing it. The total average of perceived level
in labeling carbon footprint sample was 3.18 in the medium level. Consumer’s totally attitude was
3.65 with the labeling carbon footprint product in the good level. These consumer’s attitude indicated
that the acceptable in the labeling carbon footprint product would be increased. Moreover, results
showed that the most impact factor to purchasing decision of labeling carbon footprint product was

the safety environment (3.94 points).



The logit regression model was applied for analysis of the probability that consumers make
their choice to buy carbon footprint labeled processed food. The results revealed the most crucial
factor in consumers’ purchase decision to buy carbon-labeled products to be the positive attitude
toward the small size of carbon dioxide emission which will increase the likelihood for consumers to
purchase by 25.40 %. The second most important factor was the consumers’ trust in the certification
system for the standard of carbon-labeled products which will increase their likelihood to purchase
by 16.04 %. On the basis of personal characteristics, those consumers with employment in
government agency and state enterprise are more likely than those in other occupational categories to
make purchase decision in favor of carbon-labeled products while the older aged consumers are less

likely than the younger generations to do so.

Consequently, the provision of understanding about carbon footprint labeling and the
creation of consumers’ confidence in product standards certification system become the policy
recommendations for the government sector to foster and drive the effective mechanisms to mitigate

the greenhouse gas emissions arising from the activities in the food product processing industry.



