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E-commerce in agriculture — The case of crop protection product purchases in a discrete

choice experiment
Abstract

The internet is playing an increasing role in the development of rural areas. For farmers in
particular, reliable internet access creates opportunities concerning farm management deci-
sions. Hence, the goal of this study was to investigate German farmers’ willingness to buy
inputs online. Primary data was collected by conducting a discrete choice experiment about
the purchase of crop protection products. Selection decisions of 165 arable farmers were ana-
lyzed by a generalized multinomial logit model (GMNL) resulting in willingness to accept
(WTA) space estimation. WTA estimates show that farmers are willing to switch to an online
merchant if they are offered a significantly lower price. However, word-of-mouth-reputation
and consultation offered via traditional media do not influence farmers” WTA for an online
merchant. In contrast, delivery time significantly affects farmers’ WTA for inputs purchased
online. We also show that farmers’ risk attitudes, prior online shopping experiences, and edu-
cation are influential factors for the WTA for an online merchant. Surprisingly, age and farm
size do not impact farmers” WTA. Since e-commerce has not been widely established in agri-
culture yet, these results are of great practical importance. The findings of this study give
online merchants of agricultural inputs a first orientation for choosing appropriate marketing

measures. Moreover, results are interesting for education policy.

Keywords: Internet use; E-commerce; Input purchasing; Online merchants; German farmers

1 Introduction

Nowadays, in most rural areas in Europe, the internet is no longer a new territory. The Digital
Agenda driven by the European Commission aims to achieve nationwide coverage of high-
speed internet (30 Mbps) for all member countries by 2020 (European Commission, 2016). To
mention a few specific examples, even in rural areas in Germany, 97.3 % of households had
the ability to go online in 2014 (BMEL, 2014) and 98.2% of rural communities had a mini-
mum broadband internet speed between 2 Mbps and 6 Mbps in 2016 (BMVI, 2016a). Very
fast internet speeds of 50 Mbps or more were reached in 29.9% of rural communities. By

2018, the German government wants to supply every household with 50 Mbps (BMVI,
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2016b). These developments in internet infrastructure make life in rural areas more appealing,
such as by enabling home office work and online shopping (BMEL, 2014; Rentenbank,
2015). Especially for farmers, access to high-speed internet is more important than ever due to
the growing importance of internet-linked management innovations (Rentenbank, 2015). Ka-
loxylos et al. (2012) suggested that there is a change from outdated farm management systems

to sophisticated ones which make use of the internet.

The use of future internet technologies is expected to affect the agricultural sector to a great
extent (Kaloxylos et al., 2013). Regarding business purposes in particular, the availability of
the internet plays a promising role for farmers (Canavari et al., 2010; Hennessy et al., 2016;
Warren, 2004). Farmers can improve farm income and performance by benefiting from the
capabilities of the internet (Chang and Just, 2009) in order to reduce transaction costs (Do-
luschitz, 2002, Hennessy et al., 2016; Mishra et al., 2009). In this respect, the internet facili-
tates acquisition of price and product information and supports interaction with a broader pool
of both suppliers and customers (Henderson et al., 2004; Zapata et al., 2016). Therefore, e-
commerce, defined as internet use for business purposes (Fruhling and Digman, 2000), is an
interesting field for agriculture (Mueller, 2001; Wen, 2007). Leroux et al. (2001) described
that there is much optimism about the development of e-commerce in the US. Similarly, the
prominent German farmers’ magazine top agrar reports that experts attach great importance
to e-commerce for agriculture in the future (top agrar, 2000). The New Media Tracker pro-
vides first numbers on German farmers’ online purchases. In 2015, machine parts were
bought online by 71% of German farmers, whereas only a small share bought fertilizers and
crop protection products online (Kleffmann Group, 2016). In this context, the agriculture in-
dustry's economic barometer gives insights into German farmers’ intentions to use the internet
for business purposes in the future. Interestingly, around 70% of farmers stated that selling
and purchasing by means of e-commerce are conceivable for future decision making (Renten-
bank, 2015). In addition, the internet was used by 95% of German farmers in 2016, of which

more than two thirds were online daily (Kleffmann Group, 2016).

However, it is surprising that, as of yet, few German farmers buy production inputs online,
although the growing internet infrastructure opens up new markets. Against this background,
the objective of this paper is to analyze German farmers’ preferences for the use of e-
commerce for input purchases. Our research contribution is further highlighted by prior stud-
ies, which have mentioned that recent literature in the field of internet use by farmers is rather

rare (Mishra et al., 2009) and that the vast majority of studies in this field concentrate on US
3



farm businesses (Hennessy et al., 2016). Although Batte and Ernst (2007) delivered first ex-
perimental results on US farmers’ internet purchasing behavior concerning herbicides and
machine parts, their study is now several years old. To derive recommendations for both
online merchants and policy makers, new research is necessary since the development of in-
ternet infrastructure in rural areas is a great political goal in the European Union. Further-
more, Batte and Ernst (2007) did not consider how merchant reputation and the buyer-
supplier relationship impact e-commerce behavior of farmers. To the best of our knowledge,
we are the first to focus on this topic.

To get first insights into the acceptance of e-commerce in German agriculture, we conducted a
discrete choice experiment (DCE). In a hypothetical scenario, farmers were invited to imagine
that they had to decide today where they will buy all their crop protection products for the
upcoming year. In addition to choosing to stick with their current merchant, farmers could
alternatively choose a local merchant or an online merchant. Farmers’ preferences and will-
ingness to accept (WTA) e-commerce were investigated using a generalized multinomial logit
model (GMNL) in WTA space. With this approach, we build on previous studies in the fields
of agricultural and environmental research estimating farmers WTA (Christensen et al.,
2011; Schreiner and Latacz-Lohmann, 2015; Schulz et al., 2014). All of these prior studies
estimated the WTA in preference space, which, unfortunately, often leads to unrealistic and
invalid WTA estimations (Hensher and Greene, 2011; Scarpa et al., 2008). Nevertheless,
models in WTA space have been found to produce more realistic estimations (Train and
Weeks, 2005). Therefore, the model estimation in WTA space is an important feature in our
study. Compared to Batte and Ernst (2007), this is also a further improvement made by our

study.

This paper is organized as follows. In the next section, research hypotheses are derived on the
basis of a review of literature in the fields of e-commerce and technology adoption by farm-
ers. In section 3, the idea of the DCE approach is explained, followed by a presentation of the
experimental setting and the introduction of the econometric model. Findings are presented

and discussed in section 4. Finally, the paper ends up with a conclusion section.
2 Factors influencing e-commerce activities

In the following section, we derive our research hypotheses from a literature review. Firstly,

we concentrate on literature related to attributes characterizing merchants (Hypotheses 1a-1d).



Subsequently, we formulate hypotheses concerning the influence of personal characteristics

on e-commerce (Hypotheses 2a-2c).
2.1 Price in e-commerce

The price of traded products is known to be of great importance for online purchasing deci-
sions (Kim et al., 2012). In line with this, Reibstein (2002) showed that price influences a
customer’s initial decision to buy from an online store. First evidence in the agricultural con-
text was provided by Batte and Ernst (2007). They conducted a joint analysis on U.S. farmers’
herbicide and machine parts purchasing behavior. They found, amongst other things, that
farmers are willing to buy from an online or national merchant outside their community if
they can expect a significantly lower price. As an example, the estimated price advantage to
justify an online purchase has to be around 10% in the case of herbicides. Additionally,
around 34% of those surveyed stated that price influences their decision to purchase inputs
online. Similar findings are conceivable for German farmers’ behavior regarding online pur-
chasing. Also taking into account that e-commerce introduces risk compared to traditional
commerce (Chang et al., 2005; Chiu et al., 2014; Hong, 2015; Tan and Thoen, 2002; Wu and
Chang, 2007), we therefore hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1a: Farmers have a higher WTA for an online merchant than for a local mer-

chant.
2.2 Trust in e-commerce

Aside from price, trust is also an important factor in the online shopping context. Lack of trust
is often discussed as an important reason for consumers’ avoidance of online shopping (Kim
et al., 2012; Kim and Benbasat, 2003; Lee and Turban, 2001; Perea y Monsuwé et al., 2004).
Doney and Cannon (1997) described that the salesman is the most important source of trust in
the buyer-supplier relationship. Unfortunately, this physical salesman is not available in the
online shopping context (Hong, 2015; Lohse and Spiller, 1999). In this respect, Walsh et al.
(2017) suggested that a positive reputation of an online merchant reduces consumers’ per-
ceived risk and engenders trust. Hence, merchant reputation can serve as an important trust-
building factor (Caruana and Ewing, 2010; Eisenbeiss et al., 2014). Cheung and Lee (2012)
argued that word-of-mouth reputation in particular plays a prominent role in the e-commerce
setting. In more detail, recommendations of acquaintances can influence a consumer’s evalua-

tion of merchant competence and reduce perceived risks (Senecal and Nantel, 2004). In the
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agricultural context, Jarvis (1990) found that the adoption of computers is affected by the ac-
tions of peers and family. Additionally, Foster and Rosenzweig (1995) suggested that farmers
learn from neighbors concerning the adoption of new technologies. Underpinned by the fact
that 43% of German farmers stated in a recent survey that they distrust e-commerce (Kleff-
mann Group, 2016), we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1b: Recommendations of peers reduce the farmer’s WTA for the online merchant.

2.3 Service quality in e-commerce

Ho et al. (2010) provided a broad literature review showing that 87% of the papers have fo-
cused on quality in the supplier selection process. Service quality is one of the mentioned at-
tributes. Kolesar and Galbraith (2000) argued that the internet is a poor service delivery medi-
um, and, hence, service quality experience is influenced by the relationship between buyer
and supplier. Thus, the interaction between buyer and supplier is important in an e-commerce
setting since there is uncertainty about whether ordered products will meet prior expectations
(Weathers et al., 2007). For instance, Basso et al. (2001) provided evidence that consultation
via richer communication media can reduce this uncertainty. In the agricultural context,
Schulze et al. (2006) suggested that communication is a very important determinant of the
buyer-supplier relationship. In line with this, service quality was found to influence farmers’
relationship satisfaction (Aji, 2016). Furthermore, 45 % of German farmers stated the lack of
personal consultation makes online purchasing unattractive (Kleffmann Group, 2016). Simi-
larly, Briggeman and Whitacre (2008) noted that the acceptance of e-commerce in agriculture
is impeded by a lack of personal interaction. We therefore hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1c: The more personal the consultation offered by the merchant, the lower the

farmers’ WTA for the online merchant.
2.4 Delivery time in e-commerce

Furthermore, a good delivery service plays a decisive role in e-commerce as well (San Martin
and Camarero, 2009). In line with this, Ho et al. (2010) found that delivery is an important
criterion considered by the decision maker for selecting a suitable merchant: around 82% of
the reviewed papers focused on delivery aspects in consumers’ choice of merchant. Batte and
Ernst (2007) provided evidence regarding the importance of delivery in the agricultural con-
text. Their investigation showed that, besides price, improved delivery service influences a
farmer’s decision to buy outside his/her community. More concretely, farmers are around
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51% less likely to choose an online or national merchant if they expect longer waiting times
for urgently needed machine parts. Surprisingly, they did not find an influence of delivery
time on herbicide purchases outside farmers’ communities. However, the delivery service
would logically seem to be an important criterion for farmers’ merchant selection, especially
regarding crop protection products. This can be illustrated with an example: concerning cost-
effective crop protection, farmers often refer to economic thresholds. These thresholds are
critical infestation levels at which measures should be implemented to avoid economic losses
(Ramsden et al., 2017); therefore, delayed delivery would waste valuable time. In this respect,
issues with timely delivery could cause the failure of merchants in e-commerce (Briggeman

and Whitacre, 2008). Hence, we hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 1d: A shorter delivery time reduces farmers’ WTA for the online merchant.

2.5 Risk aversion of consumers and e-commerce

Chang et al. (2005) showed that consumers’ risk aversion affects e-commerce activities as
follows: the higher the risk aversion, the lower the probability to shop online. This agrees with
the findings of Wu and Chang (2007), who also investigated the role of risk attitude in online
shopping. Their results support the idea that the risk attitudes of conventional offline buyers
and online buyers are different. In addition, Swinyard and Smith (2003) delivered similar re-
sults. In the field of agricultural research, there is no study which specifically looks at the re-
lationship between farmers’ risk attitudes and the use of e-commerce. However, Carrer et al.
(2017) examined, amongst other aspects, the influence of risk aversion (using production con-
tract uptake as a proxy) on the adoption of computers by Brazilian farmers. Although they did
not find a significant effect, the estimated coefficient has a negative sign, as expected. Based
on this literature, we conclude the risk aversion should also play a role in farmers’ internet

purchasing decisions. Hence, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 2a: Risk aversion increases farmers’ WTA for the online merchant.

2.6 Prior experiences with e-commerce

There is also a broad range of literature focusing on the effect of a consumer’s internet shop-
ping history on future purchases over the internet (Bilgihan, 2016; Brown et al., 2003; Chang
et al., 2005; Farag et al., 2007; Ling et al., 2010; Shim et al., 2001; Teo and Yu, 2005). The

majority of these studies found that prior online purchases can influence the willingness to



buy goods online again. As an explanation for this, Perea y Monsuwé et al. (2004) argued that
prior online experiences can reduce the perceived risk of a consumer. Similarly, Chen and
Barnes (2007) explained that familiarity induced by experiences with online transactions im-
pact future online purchasing behavior. Apart from that, there are also some studies concen-
trating on the effect of farmers’ experiences on computer or internet use. In this case, off-farm
work is sometimes used as a proxy for farmers’ experiences with computers and the internet
(Huffman and Mercier, 1991; Mishra et al. 2005; Mishra et al., 2009). For instance, Mishra et
al. (2005) described that part-time farmers are more likely to use computers and the internet.
In line with this, Mishra et al. (2009) found that farmers’ adoption of the internet is positively
affected by off-farm work and, therefore, by farmers’ experiences. Taking the aforementioned

studies into account, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 2b: First online shopping experiences reduce farmers’ WTA for the online mer-

chant.
2.7 Sociodemographic and business characteristics in e-commerce

Many studies show that personal and business characteristics affect the computer and internet
use of farmers (Alvarez and Nuthall, 2006; Amponsah, 1995; Batte et al., 1990; Batte, 2005;
Carrer et al., 2017; Gloy and Akridge, 2000; Huffman and Mercier, 1991; Jarvis, 1990; Mish-
ra and Park, 2005; Ortmann et al., 1994; Putler and Zilberman, 1988; Woodburn et al., 1994).
Concerning the internet purchasing behavior of farmers, some studies are available. One of
these studies was carried out by Smith et al. (2004). Amongst other aspects, they explored
farmers’ decisions to make online purchases. Concerning business characteristics, farm size
was the most influential variable in their investigation. According to the results of Batte and
Ernst (2007), age of the farm operator and farm size did not have significant effects on the
probability to make online purchases. Furthermore, the findings regarding the influence of
education are mixed. Contrary to their expectations, farmers with post high school education
were less willing to buy herbicides from an online provider, whereas post high-school educa-
tion was related to a higher probability to buy machine parts online. Additionally, Briggeman
and Whitacre (2008) showed that farmers that purchase inputs online tend to be more educat-
ed and that younger farmers are more likely to use e-commerce applications. Mishra et al.
(2009) concentrated on internet access and internet purchasing patterns of farmers. In this
study, they found that age, education, and farm size positively affect farmers’ decisions to use

computers. In contrast, internet purchasing patterns of farmers are neither influenced by age
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nor by farm size. In this regard, education has a significant influence. Taragola and van Lierde
(2010) provided evidence that age negatively affects horticulturists’ decision to use e-
commerce applications. Furthermore, they found that higher education promotes internet use
for business purposes and suggested that for larger businesses, the perceived advantages of e-

commerce are greater. Based on the aforementioned findings, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 2c: Personal and business characteristics of the farmer influence the WTA for the

online merchant.

3. Material and Methods

3.1 Data collection

For the empirical analysis, primary data was collected from German arable farmers. An anon-
ymous online survey was developed and available for participants in February and March of
2017. Farmers were invited to participate in the survey through a reference to the study in
online forums where farmers discuss several issues related to agriculture and further social
media channels. The surveys of 165 farmers were included in the evaluation. The question-
naire was structured as follows: At the beginning, farmers were asked to provide general data
concerning their farm operation. Secondly, we provided necessary information on the experi-
mental setting (see Appendix). Subsequently, the DCE was conducted. Then, questions were
raised to gain information on the farmers’ usual input purchases and prior internet buying
behavior. The risk attitude of the farmers was measured using an eleven-point risk attitude
scale (Dohmen et al., 2011). The questionnaire ended with the collection of socio-

demographic data.

3.2 The experimental approach

The underlying idea of a DCE is the stated preference approach, which can be attributed to
Random Utility Theory. This approach allows conclusions to be drawn from previously unar-
ticulated preferences about real choice decisions (Louviere et al., 2000). It is thereby possible
to investigate the individual’s preferences using an attribute-based measure in a hypothetical
decision-making context (List et al., 2006). In detail, choice sets including different alterna-
tives are presented to the participant, who is invited to choose the most preferable alternative.
For each presented alternative, the attributes and their associated levels are pre-defined. Fur-
thermore, these attributes are systematically varied in their levels, leading to different choice
sets. In doing so, it is possible to detect the respective influences on the participant’s choices

in the DCE (Louviere et al., 2000). To investigate the preferences of German farmers regard-
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ing engagement in e-commerce, a DCE is appropriate since there is a lack of data about real
internet purchases of farmers. Hence, preferences for different attributes of online merchants
can be identified through an experimental design. Using this approach, initial predictions can
be made about how online merchants should target their marketing in order to acquire agricul-

tural customers.

After an introduction to the experimental procedure, the following decision situation was pre-
sented to the participating farmers: the farmers had to choose one of two merchants for the
purchase of their crop protection products for one year or could decide to retain their current
merchant (opt-out). Each decision situation (choice set) provided two different and mutually
exclusive purchasing alternatives. These purchasing alternatives (local merchant or online
merchant) were described by the following four attributes: consultation, recommendations of
peers, delivery time, and price advantage. To make the choice decision as realistic as possible,
attributes and their levels were chosen based on our literature review, the results of a pretest
with 17 farmers, and expert discussions with both farmers and merchants. The used attributes
and their levels are shown in Table 1. Following Batte and Ernst (2007), the monetary attrib-
ute (in our case, the price advantage) took possible costs for consultation and delivery into
account. When there was no price advantage offered, the farmer was asked to assume that the

costs are identical to his/her current merchant.

3.3 Determination of choice sets

The experimental design of the DCE was comprised of two labeled alternatives (local mer-
chant and online merchant) and four attributes with different levels, as presented in Table 1.
In order to investigate farmers’ internet purchasing behavior, different choice sets had to be
generated. In a full-factorial design, all possible combinations of the levels for the different
attributes are considered, which leads to thousands of different choice sets. For greater practi-
cability, the number of choice sets was reduced by choosing a so-called “efficient design”.
Using an efficient design, it is possible to incorporate ex-ante information and the associated
uncertainty in terms of random distributions regarding the population’s utility parameters. In
such designs, prior parameter estimates are drawn from Bayesian parameter distributions and
are therefore known as Bayesian or D-efficient designs (Rose and Bliemer, 2009). To gather
ex-ante information for the final design, we conducted a pretest with 17 arable farmers. Based
on these pretest results, a D-efficient Bayesian design was created using the software Ngene
1.1.2 (Choice Metrics, 2016). In this way, the number of choice sets was reduced to twelve. In
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the experiment, the choice sets appeared in a randomized order. One of these twelve choice

sets is shown in Table 2.

Table 1: Attributes and their levels in the discrete choice experiment

Attribute Levels References

Price advantage® 0% (e.g., Batte and Ernst, 2007; Reib-
5% stein, 2002; Pretest results; Expert
10% discussions)

Recommendations of peers 0 (e.g., Eisenbeiss et al., 2014; Foster

5 and Rosenzweig, 1995; Jarvis,

10 1990; Pretest results)
15

Consultation No consultation
E-Mail consultation
Telephone consultation

Face-to-face consultation”

(e.g. Doluschitz, 2002; Santos,
2003; Schulze et al., 2006; Pretest

results; Expert discussions)

Delivery time 1 day (e.g., Batte and Ernst, 2007; Ho et
2 days al., 2010; Pretest results; Expert
3 days discussions)
4 days

% The price advantage refers to the costs for all crop protection products needed by the farmer per year.

®) Only appears for the local merchant since there is no face-to-face contact in e-commerce.
Source: Authors’ illustration

Table 2: Example of a choice set used in the experiment®

Merchant attributes Local merchant Online merchant Current merchant

? Price advantage 0% 5%
- Recommendations of 15 5
peers Your experiences
) Consultation Telephone consultation No consultation
? Delivery time 1day 4 days
| choose: 0 o) 0

% Question marks present mouse-over-buttons which concisely repeat the information about the merchant attrib-
utes given before the experiment.
Source: Authors’ illustration

Each choice set had a tabular structure. The first column showed the attributes by which the
merchant was characterized. In the next two columns, the alternatives were specified by the
levels of the attributes. The last column gave the opt-out alternative, which was defined as the

current merchant of the farmer. For every attribute, there were mouse-over-buttons (question
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marks in Table 2) which ensured that the farmers had access to information on the attributes

throughout the experiment (see Appendix).
3.4 Model choice for WTA estimation

In order to model consumer preferences, calculating an individual’s willingness to pay (WTP)
or WTA is of particular interest. Since WTP estimation can be readily extended to WTA es-
timation, we use WTP/WTA in the following (Rose and Masiero, 2010). With regard to the
estimation of WTP/WTA, models “in preference space” can be used. In these models, the
coefficients related to the choice attributes are specified to follow a specific distribution (e.g.
log-normal or normal). Thus, the WTP/WTA values are derived from the distribution of the
previously estimated coefficients by dividing the attribute coefficient by the price coefficient.
Therefore, the WTP/WTA is given by the ratio of two randomly distributed terms. However,
estimating the WTP/WTA in preference space has its shortcomings. Unfortunately, this ap-
proach often results in unrealistic and invalid distributions for WTP/WTA (Hensher and
Greene, 2011; Scarpa et al., 2008). To address these weaknesses of the estimation, models in
WTP/WTA space can be used. A major benefit of these models is that coefficients for
WTP/WTA are directly estimated by a reformulation of the model in preference space. Hence,
assumptions regarding the distributions of WTP/WTA are made directly rather than on the
attribute coefficients. There is evidence that this approach produces more realistic WTP/WTA

estimations than the preference space approach (Train and Weeks, 2005).

Following Train and Weeks (2005) and Scarpa et al. (2008), the idea of models in WTP/WTA
space can concisely be shown. The utility of alternative j perceived by farmer n in choice situ-

ation t is represented by U, . and can be split into a price component (p) and non-price attrib-
utes (x):

Upes = =@pPres T Bine; T En (1)
where «, and g, vary randomly across farmers and «,.; is an independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d.) error term. The variance of &, is farmer-specific: Var = k(7" /6), where
k. is the scale parameter for farmer n. Since utility is ordinal, equation (1) can be divided by
k, in order to obtain its scale-free equivalent. Thus, behavior of U, . is not affected by this

adjustment:
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Upe; = —(@, /K )Ppe; + (B k) Xy + € ?)
Then, ¢,,.; has a constant variance /6 for each farmer. Furthermore, defining the utility
coefficientas ., = («,/k,)and ¢, = (5, /k,), utility can be written as:

Upe; = —AgPrej T CrXpes T 80ej (3)

which is the so-called model in preference space. The WTP/WTA for an attribute is then giv-
en by the ratio of the attributes coefficient to the price coefficient calculated ex-post estima-

tion: w, = ¢, /4 . Hence, equation (3) can be rewritten as

U!'.:'_," - _‘:J".". Puej T (‘?1 Wy :I.I:L.!'.:'_," T S (4)
describing utility in WTP/WTA space. w,, is, therefore, a direct outcome of the estimation

process.

4 Results and discussion
4.1 Descriptive statistics

Table 3 shows descriptive statistics of the variables used in the econometric model. Participat-
ing farmers cultivated 230.98 hectares of arable land on average, which is more than the aver-
age arable farmer in Germany with 57 hectares. The average respondent is 39 years old, while
in the German farmer population, the average farmer is 53 and therefore older than the farm-
ers in our sample. A third of those surveyed held a university degree. Therefore, the share of
farmers with an academic education in our sample is higher than the German average, where
only 10 % have a university degree. This might be inter alia explained by the fact that we
generated our sample using an online survey. Online experiments have great advantages,
since they are both low cost and able to reach many potential participants easily (Granello and
Wheaton, 2004). With regards to first experiences with e-commerce, around 15% of the farm-
ers stated that they had bought production inputs (e.g. fertilizers or crop protection products)
online before. This is in line with the information of the New Media Tracker, which stated
that relatively few farmers have used the internet for purchasing production inputs so far
(Kleffmann Group, 2016). Finally, Table 3 provides information on the farmers’ willingness

to take risks. The average farmer in the sample was nearly risk neutral (6.29).
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Table 3: Descriptive statistics of the variables used for interactions in the econometric model (n = 165)

Variable Mean SD Min. Max. German averagea)

Farm size 230.98 343.78 7 2100 57

(in hectares arable land)

Age of farmer 39.00 11.95 20 71 53
(in years)
Education 0.34 0.47 0 1 0.10

(1 if farmer holds an university

degree; 0 otherwise)"’

Online experiences 0.15 0.35 0 1 0.07/0.05c)
(1 if farmer bought crop protec-

tion products and/or fertilizers

online before; 0 otherwise)b)

Risk self-assessment of farmer® 6.29 2.38 0 10 not available

3 (AgriDirect, 2013; Destatis, 2011; Destatis, 2017; Kleffmann Group, 2016).
Y) For the econometric analysis, the dummy variables are effect coded: -1 and 1.
© Crop protection products/fertilizers.

9 0-<5 = risk-averse, 5 = risk neutral, >5-10 = risk-seeking.

Source: Authors’ calculations

For greater clarity, Figure 1 provides an overview of the distribution of answers for the risk
self-assessment of the participating farmers. On the one hand, there were farmers who stated
that they are very willing to take risks. On the other hand, there were farmers who stated that
they are very risk-averse (0 on the risk attitude scale).
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Respondent farmers

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Distribution of answers
0 = not at all willing to take risks; 10 = very willing to take risks

Figure 1: Distribution of answers concerning farmers’ risk self-assessments (n = 165)
Source: Authors’ illustration

4.2 Estimation of WTA

According to Fiebig et al. (2010) and Greene and Hensher (2010), Models in WTP/WTA
space are a specified form of the generalized multinomial logit model (GMNL model). There-
fore, the Stata module of Gu et al. (2013) for GMNL estimation using 1,000 Halton draws
(iterations) was implemented. Table 4 presents the results of two models. First, we estimated a
basic model (Model 1), which represents the WTA of the average farmer. Next, we created a
more complex model by including farmer-specific variables as interaction terms with different
merchant attributes in the estimation (Model 2). These interaction terms account for possible
causes of the observed heterogeneity, which were characterized by significant standard devia-
tions of the random parameter distributions of Model 1. The goodness-of-fit of the estimated
models was measured using the McFadden pseudo-R?, which was 0.36 for Model 1 and 0.37
for Model 2. According to Hensher et al. (2005: 338), a pseudo-R? of at least 0.3 indicates that

the model fit is
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Table 4: Estimation results of the GMNL model in WTA space (n = 165)?

Variable Coefficient
Model 1 Model 2

Merchants and attributes:

Online merchant -8.99 *** -9.78 ***
E-Mail consultation® 0.52 0.30
Telephone consultation® 0.39 0.39
Delivery time -2.76 *** =271 ***
Recommendations of peers 0.04 0.05

Local merchant -4.89 *** 2.50
E-Mail consultation® -0.06 0.79 *
Telephone consultation® -1.33 ** -0.81 *
Face-to-face consultation” 2.27 *** 1.80 ***
Delivery time -1.99 *** -3.91 ***
Recommendations of peers 0.09 ** 0.07

Interaction terms:

Risk attitude x Online merchant 0.27 **

Online experience® x Online merchant 3.53 ***

Farm size x Online merchant 0.05

Education® x Online merchant 2.16 ***

Age x Online merchant 0.02

Risk attitude x Local merchant 0.32*

Farm size x Local merchant 0.32 **

Education® x Local merchant -0.34

Age x Local merchant -0.21 ***

Standard deviation (SD) of random parameters:

SD Online merchant 7.62 *** 8.63 ***

SD Local merchant 10.26 *** 5.13 ***

SD Delivery time (Online merchant) 1.49 *** 1.56 ***

SD Delivery time (Local merchant) 2.46 *** 5.40 ***

SD Face-to-face consultation (Local merchant) 1.82 *** 1.88 ***

Scale heterogeneity:

Tau 1.24 *** 1.33 ***

Goodness of fit:

Log-Likelihood -1051.95 -1031.54

AIC 2137.89 2115.10

McFadden pseudo R? 0.36 0.37

Notes: ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.10; Number of random Halton draws = 1000.
DWTA = willingness to accept; AIC = Akaike’s information criterion.

b Effect coded variable; base level is “no consultation”.

9 Effect coded variable; base level is “no experience with purchasing inputs online”.
% Effect coded variable; base level is “no university degree”.

Source: Authors’ calculations

appropriate. For estimating a model in WTP/WTA space, Balogh et al. (2016) and Train and

Weeks (2005) suggested that the price coefficient (in our case the coefficient for the price

advantage) has to be normalized to one (for further discussion on this topic, see e.g. Scarpa et

al., 2008; Scarpa and Willis, 2010). Hence, estimates allow a very convenient interpretation as
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they can directly be treated as WTP/WTA values. We therefore do not show the normalized
coefficient for the monetary attribute “price advantage” in Table 4. For effect-coded variables,
the WTA for the base level (WTAgasis) was calculated as the negative sum of the estimated
WTA values for the other levels of the variable. For calculation of WTAgasis, coefficients

which were statistically not different from zero are not considered.

4.3 Hypotheses testing

Hypothesis la: Farmers’ WTA for an online merchant is higher than for a local merchant.

Model 1 provides estimates for the average farmer’s WTA for both the online and the local
merchant. In order to switch from the current merchant to the online merchant, the average
farmer requires a price discount of around 9% on the annual costs for his/her crop protection
products. In comparison, the WTA for the local merchant is around 5% on average. In other
words, the online alternative is more strongly rejected by the farmers than the local one.
Hence, we cannot reject Hypothesis 1a. Considering that 85% of the farmers in our sample
did not buy inputs online before, this result is plausible. Our results are in close agreement
with the findings of Batte and Ernst (2007), who suggested that farmers require 10% lower
prices to incentivize the purchase of herbicides online. Thus, one possible strategy for online
merchants could be to offer price discounts in order to motivate farmers to make initial pur-
chases. Nonetheless, online merchants should not only focus on price policy. This became

clear once the remaining hypotheses were tested.

Hypothesis 1b: Recommendations of peers reduce the farmer’s WTA for the online merchant.

The estimated coefficient for the variable “Recommendations of peers” was 0.04 (Model 1).
Although the coefficient had the expected positive sign (interpreted as a decrease in WTA), it
was not statistically significant. We therefore reject Hypothesis 1b. In contrast, there was a
positive significant effect of recommendations of peers on the WTA for the local merchant.
Nonetheless, this effect was rather small. Every additional recommendation led to a decrease
of 0.09 percentage points in the WTA. For instance, ten recommendations for the local mer-
chant reduced the WTA of the average farmer by 0.9 percentage points. A possible explana-
tion for this could be that only 8% of the farmers in our sample indicated that they have dis-
cussed their current merchant with peers. We therefore conclude that there is not intensive
exchange of information regarding prior experiences with merchants among German farmers.

Hence, new e-commerce retailers, in particular, should invest in trust-developing measures to
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strengthen or build a reputation, such as cooperating with partners who are already integrated
in an electronic marketplace (Grabner-Kraeuter, 2002). As a German example, early e-
commerce platforms such as agrando.de and agra2b.de both aim to improve the procurement
of agricultural inputs by bringing merchants and farmers together. According to our results,

this approach seems to be promising for the success of e-commerce in agriculture.

Hypothesis 1c: The more personal the consultation offered by the merchant, the lower the

farmers’ WTA for the online merchant.

Model 1 shows that the offered communication medium for consultation does not affect the
average farmer’s WTA for the online merchant. As expected, the estimated coefficients for
“E-Mail consultation” and “Telephone consultation™ are positive (interpreted as a decrease in
WTA), but are not significant. Thus, we reject Hypothesis 1c. Furthermore, it is striking that
offered consultation significantly influences farmers” WTA for the local purchase. If the local
merchant provides communication via telephone, farmers request a higher price advantage on
average compared to the base level of no communication. Compared to the case of no com-
munication, a face-to-face relationship between the local merchant and the average farmer
leads to a decrease of the WTA by 3.21 percentage points (WTAgasis = - (-1.33+2.27) = - 0.94;
3.21 = 2.27 - (-0.94)). One possible explanation for this could be that the average farmer re-
quires an intimate business relationship when switching from his or her current merchant to
another local one. In line with this, 75% of the participating farmers stated that they were of-
fered a face-to-face consultation by their current merchant if needed. Altogether, results indi-
cate that traditional communication media for consultation in e-commerce are not relevant for
farmers. By implementing more interactive media, such as online chats or real-time feedback
via video telephony, online merchants could offset the missing face-to-face contact (Basso,
2001). Hence, the choice of communication media for consultation should be strategically

considered by online merchants in order to build a trusting and sustainable relationship.
Hypothesis 1d: A shorter delivery time reduces farmers’ WTA for the online merchant.

Model 1 indicates that the delivery time plays an important role in farmers’ merchant choice.
Delivery times influence the average farmers’ WTA for both online and local merchants sig-
nificantly. Hence, we can accept Hypothesis 1d. According to the results of Model 1, the av-
erage farmer requests a price advantage of around 2.76% for an online purchase if the deliv-
ery time increases by one day. Similarly, for the local merchant, an increase in delivery time

by one day leads to an increased WTA by around 1.99 percentage points. This finding indi-
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cates that farmers’ reactions are more sensitive when longer waiting times are expected in the
e-commerce setting. This agrees with results of prior studies, which underlined the im-
portance of delivery time for online shopping decisions (see, for instance, Batte and Ernst,
2007; Briggeman and Whitacre, 2008). Hence, online merchants of agricultural inputs should
attach great importance to delivery service in order to take farmers’ time constraints into ac-
count. Overnight delivery, as is offered by many online shops, could also be contemplated by

online merchants of agricultural products.

Hypothesis 2a: Risk aversion reduces farmers’ WTA for the online merchant.

The interaction variable “Risk attitude x Online merchant” provides information regarding the
extent to which the WTA for the online merchant is related to farmers’ risk attitude. Accord-
ing to the estimates of Model 2, the more risk-averse the farmer, the higher the WTA for an
online purchase. In other words, the positive coefficient shows that the WTA decreases by
0.27 if the farmer rates his/her risk tolerance as higher. To give an example, a rather risk-
seeking farmer (8 on the risk attitude scale) has a decreased WTA of 2.16 percentage points
(= 8 x 0.27) for the online merchant. In comparison, a rather risk-averse farmer (2 on the risk
attitude scale) has a 1.62 percentage point higher WTA for buying crop protection products
online (=8 x 0.27 - 2 x 0.27). Thus, Hypothesis 2a can be accepted. Moreover, the risk atti-
tude of farmers significantly impacts the WTA for the local merchant. The estimated coeffi-
cient is similar to the changes in WTA for the online merchant (-0.32). Altogether, these find-
ings are in line with prior results in the field of risk attitude and e-commerce adoption (see,
for instance, Chang et al., 2005; Wu and Chang, 2007). The positive effect of farmers’ risk
attitude on the WTA for the online merchant is a further indication of the importance of build-
ing trust in an e-commerce setting. Therefore, online merchants should consider this result in

their marketing efforts concerning trust-building.

Hypothesis 2b: First online shopping experiences reduce farmers’ WTA for the online mer-

chant.

The interaction term “Online experience x Online merchant” provides evidence for the rela-
tionship between prior online purchases and future e-commerce activities of farmers. Hence, a
farmer with prior e-commerce activities has a 7.06 percentage points lower WTA for the
online merchant compared to a farmer without online purchasing experiences (WTAg.-
sis = -(-3.53); 7.06 = 3.53-(-3.53)). We therefore cannot reject Hypothesis 2b. This result is in

line with the findings of other studies which investigated the effect of experiences on e-
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commerce or computer adoption behavior (see, for instance Mishra et al., 2009; Mishra and
Park, 2005; Shim et al., 2001). Due to the fact that, as of yet, only a small share of German
farmers have bought production inputs online (Kleffmann Group, 2016), we suggest that
online merchants should implement marketing measures in order to alleviate the initial doubts
of inexperienced farmers. In this respect, guarantee policies can be combined with quality
labels of trusted authorities. E.g., the Trusted Shops certificate provides a money-back guar-
antee for the consumer (Grabner-Kraeuter, 2002). Along these lines, this result suggests that
first impressions greatly influence later behavior. Therefore, this result further indicates that
retailers should strive to achieve customer satisfaction in order to build loyalty. Hence, Hy-
potheses 1b and 1c, which both focus on the effect of service quality on farmers’ online pur-

chasing behavior, are supported too.

Hypothesis 2c: Personal and business characteristics of the farmer influence the WTA for the

online merchant.

Model 2 indicates that there is evidence to support Hypothesis 2¢c. The interaction term “Edu-
cation x Online merchant” is highly significant. Hence, in comparison to the base level of “no
university degree”, the estimated coefficient shows that if the farmer holds a university de-
gree, the WTA for the online merchant is 4.32 percentage points lower (the calculation is the
same as before). This finding is in line with the aforementioned studies focusing on the effect
of farmers’ education on computer and internet adoption. Surprisingly, neither farm size nor
age significantly affects farmers’ WTA for the online merchant. Nonetheless, this is in line
with the findings of Batte and Ernst (2007), who did not find significant effects for these vari-
ables. Thus, Hypothesis 2c can be partially confirmed. Interestingly, we found that age and
farm size do influence farmers’ WTA for the local merchant. With each year of advancing
age, the WTA increases, whereas farm size reduces the WTA for the local merchant. Howev-
er, the positive effect of farmers’ education on the adoption of e-commerce is an important
finding of our analysis. As a practical implication, online merchants should make the purchas-
ing procedure as convenient as possible and provide assistance to address less-educated farm-
ers, who have most likely had fewer experiences with the use of internet applications for
business purposes. For instance, Chinese farmers are offered e-commerce trainings (AGRA-
EUROPE, 2017). In terms of education policy, e-commerce trainings could be integrated into

the agricultural apprenticeship.
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5. Concluding remarks

The Digital Agenda driven by the European Commission aims to achieve nationwide cover-
age of high-speed internet for member countries by 2020. This improvement in internet infra-
structure is promising regarding farmers’ ability to enter electronic markets for business pur-
poses. However, the majority of German farmers currently do not buy production inputs
online. Against this background, we provided a first investigation of German farmers” WTA
for e-commerce by utilizing a DCE about online purchase of crop protection products. By
referring to literature in the field of marketing and agriculture in particular, we derived re-
search hypotheses related to e-commerce behavior. WTA estimates showed that farmers are
willing to switch to an online merchant if they are offered a significantly lower price. Howev-
er, word-of-mouth-reputation and consultation offered via traditional media do not influence
farmers’ WTA for an online merchant. In contrast, delivery time significantly affects farmers’
WTA for an online merchant. Additionally, risk aversion increases the WTA, whereas prior
online shopping experiences and education reduce the WTA for online purchasing. Surpris-
ingly, age and farm size do not impact farmers’ WTA in the e-commerce setting. In summary,
most of our hypotheses could be confirmed by the results and, hence, can be used as guide-
lines for choosing marketing strategies in agricultural e-commerce. We recommend that
online merchants of agricultural inputs focus foremost on building trust, service quality and
timely delivery. We see further potential in offering e-commerce trainings and price discounts
to motivate initial purchases, since farmers who have gained some e-commerce experience
have lower WTA. Furthermore, our results provide an interesting recommendation for educa-
tion policy. E-commerce trainings could be integrated into farmers’ apprenticeships. Although
the results are quite logical, these are valuable insights into German farmers’ e-commerce
behavior since there was only anecdotal evidence explaining the failure of online merchants in

German agriculture before.

Additionally, the results demonstrate the need for further research on this topic, since e-
commerce is clearly multifaceted. On the one hand, farmers’ acceptance of labels as a basis
for trust in e-commerce could be analyzed in future work. On the other hand, online selling
behavior of farmers could also be an interesting field to investigate, especially when consider-
ing direct marketing. Due to the fact that there is no data on farmers’ actual online purchases
or sales, surveys and experimental approaches are appropriate. If data on real e-commerce
behavior becomes available in the future, it would be useful to validate first experimental re-

sults with empirical data.
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Appendix: Information on the Discrete Choice Experiment

[Could appear as online supplemental material]

“Please imagine that you have to decide today from which merchant you will buy all crop
protection products needed on your farm this year. In the following, you will be asked twelve
times which merchant you prefer. In each of the twelve decision situations, two different mer-
chants can be chosen. Please consider each decision situation independently of the others. We
are interested in your personal opinion. Therefore, there are no “wrong” answers. Within the
experiment, you will always be given the possibility to choose your current merchant if you
do not want to switch to one of the alternative merchants. The different merchants are charac-
terized by the following four attributes, with are described in detail according to their charac-
teristics:

1) Price advantage

The merchants can offer a price advantage. This price advantage can vary. If there is no
price advantage offered, please assume that the price is equal to the price offered by your
current merchant.

2) Recommendation of peers

For the merchants, the recommendations of your peers are available. For instance, think
of discussions with farmers at regular meetings or in your neighborhood. The recommen-
dations can vary.

3) Consultation
The merchants can offer different consultation concerning, e.g., product information and
the purchase procedure. This consultation can be provided by different communication
media. There are no further costs for the consultation services offered.

4) Delivery time
In order for you to be able to plan ahead, the expected delivery time is shown for each
merchant. For the delivery service, there are no additional costs. The delivery time can
vary.

The experience from previous similar surveys is that people often respond in one way, but act

differently in reality. Therefore, please make your choices as if you really have to decide from

which merchant you would like to buy your crop protection products. That is why it is partic-
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ularly important that you deal with the purchasing alternatives in each of the 12 decision situ-

ations.”

31



(LD
/"ﬁd_a Georg-August-Universitat Gottingen
= Department flr Agrarékonomie und Rurale Entwicklung
-

by

Sk

Diskussionspapiere

2000 bis 31. Mai 2006

Institut fir Agrarékonomie
Georg-August-Universitat, Gottingen

2000

Uber Selbstorganisation in Planspielen:

0001 | Brandes, W. ein Erfahrungsbericht, 2000

0002 |von Cramon-Taubadel, S. | Asymmetric Price Transmission:

u. J. Meyer Factor Artefact?, 2000
2001
0101 | Leserer, M. Zur Stochastik sequentieller Entscheidungen, 2001
0102 | Molua, E. The Economic Impacts of Global Climate Change on

African Agriculture, 2001

,Ich kaufe, also will ich?’: eine interdisziplindre Ana-
lyse der Entscheidung flr oder gegen den Kauf be-
sonders tier- u. umweltfreundlich erzeugter Lebens-
mittel, 2001

0103|Birner, R. et al.

Wertschopfung von GrolRschutzgebieten: Befragung
0104 |Wilkens, I. von Besuchern des Nationalparks Unteres Odertal als
Baustein einer Kosten-Nutzen-Analyse, 2001

2002

Optionen fiir die Verlagerung von Haushaltsmitteln
0201 | Grethe, H. aus der ersten in die zweite Saule der EU-
Agrarpolitik, 2002

Farm Audit als Element des Midterm-Review : zu-
0202 | Spiller, A. u. M. Schramm |gleich ein Beitrag zur Okonomie von Qualitatsiche-
rungssytemen, 2002

2003
0301 | Luth, M. et al. Qualitatssignaling in der Gastronomie, 2003
Einstellungen deutscher Landwirte zum QS-System:
0302|%8N, G., M. Peupert u. Ergebnisse einer ersten Sondierungsstudie, 2003
A. Spiller

Kooperationen in der Landwirtschaft: Formen, Wir-

0303 Theuvsen, L. kungen und aktuelle Bedeutung, 2003

32



Zur Glaubwiirdigkeit von Zertifizierungssystemen:

0304 |Jahn, G. eine 6konomische Analyse der Kontrollvaliditat, 2003
2004
0401 Meyer, J. U. Asymmetric Price Transmission: a Survey, 2004

S. von Cramon-Taubadel

0402

Barkmann, J. u. R. Marg-
graf

The Long-Term Protection of Biological Diversity:
Lessons from Market Ethics, 2004

0403

Bahrs, E.

VAT as an Impediment to Implementing Efficient
Agricultural Marketing Structures in Transition Coun-
tries, 2004

0404

Spiller, A., T. Staack u.
A. Zihlsdorf

Absatzwege fur landwirtschaftliche Spezialitaten:
Potenziale des Mehrkanalvertriebs, 2004

0405

Spiller, A. u. T. Staack

Brand Orientation in der deutschen Ernéhrungswirt-
schaft: Ergebnisse einer explorativen Online-
Befragung, 2004

0406

Gerlach, S. u. B. Kohler

Supplier Relationship Management im Agribusiness:
ein Konzept zur Messung der Geschéftsbeziehungs-
qualitat, 2004

0407

Inderhees, P. et al.

Determinanten der Kundenzufriedenheit im Fleischer-
fachhandel

Kdche als Kunden: Direktvermarktung landwirt-

0408 Lith, M. et al. schaftlicher Spezialitaten an die Gastronomie, 2004
2005
0501 Spiller, A., J. Engelken u. | Zur Zukunft des Bio-Fachhandels: eine Befragung

S. Gerlach

von Bio-Intensivkaufern, 2005

Verpackungsabgaben und Verpackungslizenzen als
Alternative fur 6kologisch nachteilige Einweggetran-

0502| Groth, M. keverpackungen? Eine umweltokonomische Diskussi-
on, 2005
Ergebnisse des Projektes ‘Randstreifen als Struktu-
0503 | Freese, J. u. H. Steinmann relemente in der intensiv genutzten Agrarlandschaft

Wolfenbiittels’, Nichtteilnehmerbefragung NAU
2003, 2005

0504

Jahn, G., M. Schramm u.
A. Spiller

Institutional Change in Quality Assurance: the Case of
Organic Farming in Germany, 2005

0505

Gerlach, S., R. Kenner-
knecht u. A. Spiller

Die Zukunft des GrolRhandels in der Bio-
Wertschopfungskette, 2005

33



2006

0601

HeR, S., H. Bergmann u.
L. Sudmann

Die Forderung alternativer Energien: eine kritische
Bestandsaufnahme, 2006

0602

Gerlach, S. u. A. Spiller

Anwohnerkonflikte bei landwirtschaftlichen Stallbau-
ten: Hintergriinde und Einflussfaktoren; Ergebnisse
einer empirischen Analyse, 2006

0603

Glenk, K.

Design and Application of Choice Experiment Sur-
veys in So-Called Developing Countries: Issues and
Challenges,

0604

Bolten, J., R. Kennerknecht
u.
A. Spiller

Erfolgsfaktoren im Naturkostfachhandel: Ergebnisse
einer empirischen Analyse, 2006 (entfallt)

Einkaufsverhalten und Kundengruppen bei Direkt-

0605 |Hasan, Y. vermarktern in Deutschland: Ergebnisse einer empiri-
schen Analyse, 2006
Kunden(un-)zufriedenheit in der Schulverpflegung:
0606 | Lulfs, F. u. A. Spiller Ergebnisse einer vergleichenden Schulbefragung,

2006

0607

Schulze, H., F. Albersmeier
u. A. Spiller

Risikoorientierte Prifung in Zertifizierungssystemen
der Land- und Erndhrungswirtschaft, 2006

2007

0701

Buchs, A. K. u. J. Jasper

For whose Benefit? Benefit-Sharing within Contrac-
tural ABC-Agreements from an Economic Prespec-
tive: the Example of Pharmaceutical Bioprospection,
2007

Preis-Qualitats-Relationen im Lebensmittelmarkt:

0702 |B6hm, J. et al. eine Analyse auf Basis der Testergebnisse Stiftung
Warentest, 2007
0703 | Hurlin, J. u. H. Schulze Madglichkeiten und Grenzen der Qualitats-sicherung in

der Wildfleischvermarktung, 2007

Ab Heft 4, 2007:

Diskussionspapiere (Discussion Papers),

Department fur Agrarékonomie und Rurale Entwicklung
Georg-August-Universitat, Gottingen

(ISSN 1865-2697)

0704

Stockebrand, N. u. A. Spil-
ler

Agrarstudium in Gottingen: Fakultatsimage und Stu-
dienwahlentscheidungen; Erstsemesterbefragung im
WS 2006/2007

0705

Bahrs, E., J.-H. Held
u. J. Thiering

Auswirkungen der Bioenergieproduktion auf die Ag-
rarpolitik sowie auf Anreizstrukturen in der Landwirt-
schaft: eine partielle Analyse bedeutender Fragestel-

34



lungen anhand der Beispielregion Niedersachsen

0706

Yan, J., J. Barkmann

u. R. Marggraf

Chinese tourist preferences for nature based destina-
tions — a choice experiment analysis

2008

0801

Joswig, A. u. A. Zihlsdorf

Marketing fur Reformh&user: Senioren als Zielgruppe

0802

Schulze, H. u. A. Spiller

Qualitatssicherungssysteme in der europdischen Agri-
Food Chain: Ein Ruckblick auf das letzte Jahrzehnt

0803

Gille, C. u. A. Spiller

Kundenzufriedenheit in der Pensionspferdehaltung:
eine empirische Studie

0804

Voss, J. u. A. Spiller

Die Wahl des richtigen Vertriebswegs in den Vorleis-
tungsindustrien der Landwirtschaft — Konzeptionelle
Uberlegungen und empirische Ergebnisse

0805

Gille, C. u. A. Spiller

Agrarstudium in Géttingen. Erstsemester- und Studi-
enverlaufsbefragung im WS 2007/2008

0806

Schulze, B., C. Wocken u.
A. Spiller

(Dis)loyalty in the German dairy industry. A supplier
relationship management view Empirical evidence
and management implications

0807

Brimmer, B., U. Koster
u. J.-P. Loy

Tendenzen auf dem Weltgetreidemarkt: Anhaltender
Boom oder kurzfristige Spekulationsblase?

0808

Schlecht, S., F. Albersmeier
u. A. Spiller

Konflikte bei landwirtschaftlichen Stallbauprojekten:
Eine empirische Untersuchung zum Bedrohungspo-
tential kritischer Stakeholder

0809

Lulfs-Baden, F. u.
A. Spiller

Steuerungsmechanismen im deutschen Schulverpfle-
gungsmarkt: eine institutionenékonomische Analyse

0810

Deimel, M., L. Theuvsen u.
C. Ebbeskotte

Von der Wertschopfungskette zum Netzwerk: Metho-
dische Anséatze zur Analyse des Verbundsystems der
Veredelungswirtschaft Nordwestdeutschlands

0811

Albersmeier, F. u. A. Spil-
ler

Supply Chain Reputation in der Fleischwirtschaft

2009

0901

Bahlmann, J., A. Spiller u.
C.-H. Plumeyer

Status quo und Akzeptanz von Internet-basierten In-
formationssystemen: Ergebnisse einer empirischen
Analyse in der deutschen Veredelungswirtschaft

0902

Gille, C. u. A. Spiller

Agrarstudium in Gottingen. Eine vergleichende Un-
tersuchung der Erstsemester der Jahre 2006-2009

35



Gawron, J.-C. u.

,Zertifizierungssysteme des Agribusiness im interkul-

0903 turellen Kontext — Forschungsstand und Darstellung
L. Theuvsen der kulturellen Unterschiede”
Raupach, K. u. Verbraucherschutz vor dem Schimmelpilzgift Deoxy-
0904 nivalenol in Getreideprodukten Aktuelle Situation und
R. Marggraf Verbesserungsmdglichkeiten

0905

Busch, A. u. R. Marggraf

Analyse der deutschen globalen Waldpolitik im Kon-
text der Klimarahmenkonvention und des Uberein-
kommens uber die Biologische Vielfalt

0906

Zschache, U., S. von
Cramon-Taubadel u.

L. Theuvsen

Die offentliche Auseinandersetzung Gber Bioenergie
in den Massenmedien - Diskursanalytische Grundla-
gen und erste Ergebnisse

0907

Onumah, E. E.,G. Hoerst-
gen-Schwark u.

B. Briummer

Productivity of hired and family labour and determi-
nants of technical inefficiency in Ghana’s fish farms

Onumah, E. E., S. Wessels,
N. Wildenhayn, G. Hoerst-

Effects of stocking density and photoperiod manipula-

0908 | gen-Schwark u. tion in relation to estradiol profile to enhance spawn-
ing activity in female Nile tilapia
B. Brummer
0909 Steffen, N., S. Schlecht | Aysgestaltung von Milchliefervertragen nach der
u. A. Spiller Quote
0910 Steffen, N., S. Schlecht Das Preisfindungssystem von Genossenschaftsmolke-
u. A. Spiller reien
Granoszewski. K..C. Reise Entscheidungsverhalten landwirtschaftlicher Betriebs-
0911 L " |leiter bei Bioenergie-Investitionen - Erste Ergebnisse

A. Spiller u. O. MuBhoff

einer empirischen Untersuchung -

0912

Albersmeier, F., D. Morlein
u. A. Spiller

Zur Wahrnehmung der Qualitat von Schweinefleisch
beim Kunden

0913

lhle, R., B. Brimmer u.

S. R. Thompson

Spatial Market Integration in the EU Beef and Veal
Sector: Policy Decoupling and Export Bans

2010

1001

HeR, S., S. von Cramon-
Taubadel u. S. Sperlich

Numbers for Pascal: Explaining differences in the
estimated Benefits of the Doha Development Agenda

1002

Deimel, I., J. BOhm u.
B. Schulze

Low Meat Consumption als Vorstufe zum Vegetaris-
mus? Eine qualitative Studie zu den Motivstrukturen
geringen Fleischkonsums

1003

Franz, A. u. B. Nowak

Functional food consumption in Germany: A lifestyle

36



segmentation study

1004

Deimel, M. u. L. Theuvsen

Standortvorteil Nordwestdeutschland? Eine Untersu-
chung zum Einfluss von Netzwerk- und Clusterstruk-
turen in der Schweinefleischerzeugung

1005

Niens, C. u. R. Marggraf

Okonomische Bewertung von Kindergesundheit in der
Umweltpolitik - Aktuelle Ansétze und ihre Grenzen

1006

Hellberg-Bahr, A.,
M. Pfeuffer, N. Steffen,
A. Spiller u. B. Brimmer

Preisbildungssysteme in der Milchwirtschaft -Ein
Uberblick tiber die Supply Chain Milch

1007

Steffen, N., S. Schlecht,
H-C. Mdller u. A. Spiller

Wie viel Vertrag braucht die deutsche Milchwirt-
schaft?- Erste Uberlegungen zur Ausgestaltung des
Contract Designs nach der Quote aus Sicht der Mol-
kereien

1008

Prehn, S., B. Brimmer u.

S. R. Thompson

Payment Decoupling and the Intra — European Calf
Trade

1009

Maza, B., J. Barkmann,
F. von Walter u. R. Marg-
graf

Modelling smallholders production and agricultural
income in the area of the Biosphere reserve “Podocar-
pus - El Condor”, Ecuador

1010

Busse, S., B. Brimmer u.
R. lhle

Interdependencies between Fossil Fuel and Renewa-
ble Energy Markets: The German Biodiesel Market

2011

1101

Mylius, D., S. Kuest,
C. Klapp u. L. Theuvsen

Der GroRvieheinheitenschlissel im Stallbaurecht -
Uberblick und vergleichende Analyse der Abstands-
regelungen in der TA Luft und in den VDI-Richtlinien

1102

Klapp, C., L. Obermeyer u.
F. Thoms

Der Vieheinheitenschlissel im Steuerrecht - Rechtli-
che Aspekte und betriebswirtschaftliche Konsequen-
zen der Gewerblichkeit in der Tierhaltung

1103

Goser, T., L. Schroeder u.
C. Klapp

Agrarumweltprogramme: (Wann) lohnt sich die Teil-
nahme flr landwirtschaftliche Betriebe?

1104

Plumeyer, C.-H.,

F. Albersmeier, M. Freiherr
von Oer, C. H. Emmann u.
L. Theuvsen

Der niedersachsische Landpachtmarkt: Eine empiri-
sche Analyse aus Pachtersicht

1105

Voss, A. u. L. Theuvsen

Geschéftsmodelle im deutschen Viehhandel: Konzep-

37



tionelle Grundlagen und empirische Ergebnisse

1106

Wendler, C., S. von
Cramon-Taubadel, H. de
Haen, C. A. Padilla Bravo
u. S. Jrad

Food security in Syria: Preliminary results based on
the 2006/07 expenditure survey

1107

Prehn, S. u. B. Brimmer

Estimation Issues in Disaggregate Gravity Trade
Models

1108

Recke, G., L. Theuvsen,
N. Venhaus u. A. VVoss

Der Viehhandel in den Wertschépfungsketten der
Fleischwirtschaft: Entwicklungstendenzen und Per-
spektiven

1109

Prehn, S. u. B. Brimmer

“Distorted Gravity: The Intensive and Extensive Mar-
gins of International Trade”, revisited: An Application
to an Intermediate Melitz Model

2012

1201

Kayser, M., C. Gille,
K. Suttorp u. A. Spiller

Lack of pupils in German riding schools? — A causal-
analytical consideration of customer satisfaction in
children and adolescents

1202

Prehn, S. u. B. Briimmer

Bimodality & the Performance of PPML

1203

Tangermann, S.

Preisanstieg am EU-Zuckermarkt: Bestimmungsgrin-
de und Handlungsmaglichkeiten der Marktpolitik

1204

Wairriehausen, N.,
S. Lakner u. Rico Ihle

Market integration of conventional and organic wheat
in Germany

Calculating the Greening Effect — a case study ap-

1205 | Heinrich, B. proach to predict the gross margin losses in different
farm types in Germany due to the reform of the CAP
A Critical Judgement of the Applicability of ‘New

1206 |Prehn, S. u. B. Brummer New Trade Theory’ to Agricultural: Structural

Change, Productivity, and Trade

1207

Marggraf, R., P. Masius u.
C. Rumpf

Zur Integration von Tieren in wohlfahrtsékonomi-
schen Analysen

1208

S. Lakner, B. Briimmer,

S. von Cramon-Taubadel

J. HeB, J. Isselstein, U. Lie-
be,

R. Marggraf, O. Mul3hoff,
L. Theuvsen, T. Tscharnt-
ke,

C. Westphal u. G. Wiese

Der Kommissionsvorschlag zur GAP-Reform 2013 -
aus Sicht von Géttinger und Witzenhduser Agrarwis-
senschaftler(inne)n

1209

Prehn, S., B. Brimmer u. T.

Glauben

Structural Gravity Estimation & Agriculture

38



1210

Prehn, S., B. Brimmer u.

T. Glauben

An Extended Viner Model:

Trade Creation, Diversion & Reduction

1211

Salidas, R. u.

S. von Cramon-Taubadel

Access to Credit and the Determinants of Technical
Inefficiency among Specialized Small Farmers in
Chile

1212

Steffen, N. u. A. Spiller

Effizienzsteigerung in der Wertschopfungskette Milch
?

-Potentiale in der Zusammenarbeit zwischen Milcher-
zeugern und Molkereien aus Landwirtssicht

1213

MuBhoff, O., A. Tegtmeier
u. N. Hirschauer

Attraktivitat einer landwirtschaftlichen Tatigkeit

- Einflussfaktoren und Gestaltungsmaoglichkeiten

2013

1301

Lakner, S., C. Holst u.
B. Heinrich

Reform der Gemeinsamen Agrarpolitik der EU 2014
- mdgliche Folgen des Greenings

fur die niedersachsische Landwirtschaft

1302

Tangermann, S. u.

S. von Cramon-Taubadel

Agricultural Policy in the European Union : An Over-
view

1303

Granoszewski, K. u.

A. Spiller

Langfristige Rohstoffsicherung in der Supply Chain
Biogas : Status Quo und Potenziale vertraglicher Zu-
sammenarbeit

1304

Lakner, S., C. Holst,

B. Briimmer, S. von
Cramon-Taubadel, L.
Theuvsen, O. MuBhoff u.
T.Tscharntke

Zahlungen fiir Landwirte an gesellschaftliche Leis-
tungen koppeln! - Ein Kommentar zum aktuellen
Stand der EU-Agrarreform

1305

Prechtel, B., M. Kayser u.
L. Theuvsen

Organisation von Wertschopfungsketten in der Gem-
seproduktion : das Beispiel Spargel

1306

Anastassiadis, F., J.-H.
Feil, O. Musshoff
u. P. Schilling

Analysing farmers' use of price hedging instruments :
an experimental approach

1307

Holst, C. u. S. von Cramon-
Taubadel

Trade, Market Integration and Spatial Price Transmis-
sion on EU Pork Markets following Eastern Enlarge-
ment

1308

Granoszewki, K., S. San-
der, V. M. Aufmkolk u. A.
Spiller

Die Erzeugung regenerativer Energien unter gesell-
schaftlicher Kritik : Akzeptanz von Anwohnern ge-
genuber der Errichtung von Biogas- und Windener-
gieanlagen

39



2014

1401

Lakner, S., C. Holst, J.
Barkmann, J. Isselstein

Perspektiven der Niederséachsischen Agrarpolitik nach
2013 : Empfehlungen Gottinger Agrarwissenschaftler

u. A. Spiller fiir die Landespolitik
1402 Mdiller, K., MuBhoff, O. The More the Better? How Collateral Levels Affect
u. R. Weber Credit Risk in Agricultural Microfinance

1403

Marz, A., N. Klein,
T. Kneib u. O. MuRRhoff

Analysing farmland rental rates using Bayesian geo-
additive quantile regression

1404

Weber, R., O. MuRhoff
u. M. Petrick

How flexible repayment schedules affect credit risk in
agricultural microfinance

1405

Haverkamp, M., S. Henke,
C., Kleinschmitt, B. Mo6h-
ring, H., Mller, O. Mul3-
hoff, L., Rosenkranz, B.
Seintsch, K. Schlosser

u. L. Theuvsen

Vergleichende Bewertung der Nutzung von Biomasse
: Ergebnisse aus den Bioenergieregionen Goéttingen
und BERTA

1406

Wolbert-Haverkamp, M.
u. O. Musshoff

Die Bewertung der Umstellung einer einjahrigen
Ackerkultur auf den Anbau von Miscanthus — Eine
Anwendung des Realoptionsansatzes

1407

Wolbert-Haverkamp, M.,
J.-H. Feil u. O. Musshoff

The value chain of heat production from woody bio-
mass under market competition and different incen-
tive systems: An agent-based real options model

1408

Ikinger, C., A. Spiller
u. K. Wiegand

Reiter und Pferdebesitzer in Deutschland (Facts and
Figures on German Equestrians)

MuRhoff, O., N. Hirschau-
er, S. Griner u.

Der Einfluss begrenzter Rationalitat auf die Verbrei-

1409 tung von Wetterindexversicherungen : Ergebnisse
S. Pielsticker eines internetbasierten Experiments mit Landwirten
1410/ Spiller, A. u. B. Goetzke Zur Zukunft des Geschaftsmodells Markenartikel im

Lebensmittelmarkt

1411

Wille, M.

,Manche haben es satt, andere werden nicht satt* :
Anmerkungen zur polarisierten Auseinandersetzung
um Fragen des globalen Handels und der Welternéh-
rung

1412

Miller, J., J. Oehmen,

I. Janssen u. L. Theuvsen

Sportlermarkt Galopprennsport : Zucht und Besitz des
Englischen Vollbluts

2015

1501

Hartmann, L. u. A. Spiller

Luxusaffinitat deutscher Reitsportler : Implikationen
fiir das Marketing im Reitsportsegment

40



1502

Schneider, T., L. Hartmann
u. A. Spiller

Luxusmarketing bei Lebensmitteln : eine empirische
Studie zu Dimensionen des Luxuskonsums in der
Bundesrepublik Deutschland

1503

Wairriehausen, N. u. S.
Lakner

Stand des 6kologischen Strukturwandels in der 6kolo-
gischen Landwirtschaft

1504

Emmann, C. H.,

D. Surmann u. L. Theuvsen

Charakterisierung und Bedeutung auBerlandwirt-
schaftlicher Investoren : empirische Ergebnisse aus
Sicht des landwirtschaftlichen Berufsstandes

1505

Buchholz, M., G. Host u.
Oliver MuRRhoff

Water and Irrigation Policy Impact Assessment Using
Business Simulation Games : Evidence from Northern
Germany

1506

Hermann, D.,0. MuRRhoff
u. D. Rither

Measuring farmers‘ time preference : A comparison
of methods

1507

Riechers, M., J. Barkmann
u. T. Tscharntke

Bewertung kultureller Okosystemleistungen von Ber-
liner Stadtgriin entlang eines urbanen-periurbanen
Gradienten

1508

Lakner, S., S. Kirchweger,
D. Hopp, B. Briimmer u.

J. Kantelhardt

Impact of Diversification on Technical Efficiency of
Organic Farming in Switzerland, Austria and South-
ern Germany

1509

Sauthoff, S., F. Anastassia-
dis u. O. MuRhoff

Analyzing farmers* preferences for substrate supply
contracts for sugar beets

1510

Feil, J.-H., F. Anastassiadis,
O. MuRthoff u. P. Kasten

Analyzing farmers* preferences for collaborative ar-
rangements : an experimental approach

1511

Weinrich, R., u. A. Spiller

Developing food labelling strategies with the help of
extremeness aversion

1512

Weinrich, R., A. Franz u.
A. Spiller

Multi-level labelling : too complex for consumers?

1513

Niens, C., R. Marggraf u.

F. Hoffmeister

Ambulante Pflege im landlichen Raum : Uberlegun-
gen zur effizienten Sicherstellung von Bedarfsgerech-
tigkeit

1514

Sauter, P., D. Hermann u.
O. MuBhoff

Risk attitudes of foresters, farmers and students : An
experimental multimethod comparison

2016

1601

Magrini, E., J. Balie u.
C. Morales Opazo

Price signals and supply responses for stable food
crops in SSAS countries

1602

Feil, J.-H.

Analyzing investment and disinvestment decisions
under uncertainty, firm-heterogeneity and tradable
output permits

41



1603

Sonntag, W. u. A. Spiller

Prozessqualitaten in der WTO : Ein Vorschlag fir die
reliable Messung von moralischen Bedenken

1604

Wiegand, K.

Marktorientierung von Reitschulen — zwischen Ver-
einsmanagement und Dienstleistungsmarketing

1605

Ikinger, C. M. u. A. Spiller

Tierwohlbewusstsein und —verhalten von Reitern :
Die Entwicklung eines Modells fiir das Tierwohlbe-
wusstsein und —verhalten im Reitsport

1606

Zinngrebe, Yves

Incorporating Biodiversity Conservation in Peruvian
Development : A history with different episodes

1607

Balié, J., E. Magrini u. C.
Morales Opazo

Cereal Price Shocks and Volatility in Sub-Saharan
Africa : what does really matter for Farmers® Wel-
fare?

1608

Spiller, A., M. von Meyer-
Hofer u. W. Sonntag

Gibt es eine Zukunft fur die moderne konventionelle
Tierhaltung in Nordwesteuropa?

1609

Gollisch, S., B. Hedderich
u. L. Theuvsen

Reference points and risky decision-making in agri-
cultural trade firms : A case study in Germany

1610

Carcamo, J. u.

S. von Cramon-Taubadel

Assessing small-scale raspberry producers’ risk and
ambiguity preferences : evidence from field-
experiment data in rural Chile

1611

Garcia-German, S., A. Ro-
meo, E. Magrini u.

J. Balié

The impact of food price shocks on weight loss : Evi-
dence from the adult population of Tanzania

2017

1701

Vollmer, E. u. D. Hermann,
O. MuBhoff

The disposition effect in farmers‘ selling behavior —
an experimental investigation

1702

Romer, U., O. MuBRhoff, R.
Weber u. C. G. Turvey

Truth and consequences : Bogus pipeline experiment
in informal small business lending

1703

Romer, U. u. O. MuBhoff

Can agricultural credit scoring for microfinance insti-
tutions be implemented and improved by weather da-
ta?

1704

Gauly, S., S. Kuhl u. A.
Spiller

Uncovering strategies of hidden intention in multi-
stakeholder initiatives : the case of pasture-raised milk

1705

Gauly, S., A. Miller u.
A. Spiller

New methods of increasing transparency : Does view-
ing webcam pictures change peoples® opinions to-
wards modern pig farming?

1706

Bauermeiser, G.-F. u.
O. MuB3hoff

Multiple switching behavior in different display for-
mats of multiple price lists

42



1707

Sauthoff, S., M. Danne u.
O. MuBhoff

To switch or not to switch? — Understanding German
consumers‘ willingness to pay for green electricity
tariff attributes

1708

Bilal, M., J. Barkmann u.
T. Jamali Jaghdani

To analyse the suitability of a set of social and eco-
nomic indicators that assesses the impact on Sl en-
hancing advanced technological inputs by farming

households in Punjab Pakistan

1709

Heyking, C.-A. von u.
T. Jamali Jaghdani

Expansion of photovoltaic technology (PV) as a solu-
tion for water energy nexus in rural areas of Iran;
comparative case study between Germany and Iran

Schueler, S. u. Naturschutz und Erholung im Stadtwald Géttingen:
1710 Darstellung von Interessenskonflikten anhand des
E. M. Noack Konzeptes der Okosystemleistungen
2018
1801 Danne, M. u. Producers’ valuation of animal welfare practices:
O. MuRhoff Does herd size matter?

1802

Danne, M., O. MuRhoff u.
M. Schulte

Analysing the importance of glyphosate as part of
agricultural strategies — a discrete choice experiment

43



~
L&

-

17

31

Georg-August-Universitat Gottingen
Department fiir Agrarékonomie und Rurale Entwicklung

Diskussionspapiere

2000 bis 31. Mai 2006:

Institut fir Rurale Entwicklung
Georg-August-Universitat, Gottingen)
Ed. Winfried Manig (ISSN 1433-2868)

Einflusse auf die Beschéftigung in nahrungsmittel-

32 | Dirks, Jorg J. verabeitenden landlichen Kleinindustrien in West-
Java/Indonesien, 2000
33 | Keil, Alwin Adoption of Leguminous Tree Fallows in Zambia,
2001
Women'’s Savings and Credit Co-operatives in
34 | Schott, Johanna Madagascar, 2001
35 Seeberg-Elberfeldt, Chris- | Production Systems and Livelihood Strategies in
tina Southern Bolivia, 2002
Rural Development and Agricultural Progress: Chal-
36 |Molua, Ernest L. lenges, Strategies and the Cameroonian Experience,
2002
. Factors Influencing the Adoption of Soil Conserva-
37 |Demeke, Abera Birhanu tion Practices in Northwestern Ethiopia, 2003
Zeller. Manfred u. Entwmklﬂungshemrlrlmlsse im afrl_k_anlschen Agr_arsek-
38 . tor: Erklarungsansétze und empirische Ergebnisse,
Julia Johannsen
2004
. . Institutional Arrangements of Sugar Cane Farmers
39 | Yustika, Ahmad Erani in East Java — Indonesia: Preliminary Results, 2004
. L Lehre und Forschung in der Sozialékonomie der
40| Manig, Winfried Ruralen Entwicklung, 2004
Transformation des chinesischen Arbeitsmarktes:
41 | Hebel, Jutta gesellschaftliche Herausforderungen des Beschéfti-
gungswandels, 2004
Patterns of Rural Non-Farm Activities and House-
42 | Khan, Mohammad Asif | hold Acdess to Informal Economy in Northwest Pa-
kistan, 2005
. . Transaction Costs and Corporate Governance of
Yustika, Ah E N .
43 ustika, Ahmad Erani Sugar Mills in East Java, Indovesia, 2005
Feulefack, Joseph Florent, | Accuracy Analysis of Participatory Wealth Ranking
44 | Manfred Zeller u. Stefan | (PWR) in Socio-economic Poverty Comparisons,

Schwarze

2006

44



Georg-August-Universitat Gottingen
Department fur Agrarékonomie und Rurale Entwicklung

Die Wurzeln der Fakultat fur Agrarwissenschaften reichen in das 19. Jahrhun-
dert zuriick. Mit Ausgang des Wintersemesters 1951/52 wurde sie als siebente Fa-
kultat an der Georgia-Augusta-Universitat durch Ausgliederung bereits existie-
render landwirtschaftlicher Disziplinen aus  der Mathematisch-
Naturwissenschaftlichen Fakultét etabliert.

1969/70 wurde durch Zusammenschluss mehrerer bis dahin selbsténdiger Institute
das Institut fir Agrarokonomie gegriindet. Im Jahr 2006 wurden das Institut fur
Agrarkonomie und das Institut fir Rurale Entwicklung zum heutigen Depart-
ment fur Agrarokonomie und Rurale Entwicklung zusammengefihrt.

Das Department fur Agrardkonomie und Rurale Entwicklung besteht aus insge-
samt neun Lehrstiihlen zu den folgenden Themenschwerpunkten:

- Agrarpolitik

- Betriebswirtschaftslehre des Agribusiness

- Internationale Agrarékonomie

- Landwirtschaftliche Betriebslehre

- Landwirtschaftliche Marktlehre

- Marketing fir Lebensmittel und Agrarprodukte

- Soziologie Landlicher Rdume

- Umwelt- und Ressourcendkonomik

- Welterndhrung und rurale Entwicklung

In der Lehre ist das Department fur Agrardkonomie und Rurale Entwicklung fiih-
rend fur die Studienrichtung Wirtschafts- und Sozialwissenschaften des Landbaus
sowie mafRgeblich eingebunden in die Studienrichtungen Agribusiness und Res-
sourcenmanagement. Das Forschungsspektrum des Departments ist breit gefa-
chert. Schwerpunkte liegen sowohl in der Grundlagenforschung als auch in ange-
wandten Forschungsbereichen. Das Department bildet heute eine schlagkraftige
Einheit mit international beachteten Forschungsleistungen.

Georg-August-Universitat Gottingen

Department fir Agrar6konomie und Rurale Entwicklung
Platz der Gottinger Sieben 5

37073 Gottingen

Tel. 0551-39-4819

Fax. 0551-39-12398

Mail: bibliol@gwdg.de

Homepage : http://www.uni-goettingen.de/de/18500.html

45


mailto:uaao@gwdg.de
http://www.uni-goettingen.de/de/18500.html

