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Influence Route Analysis of Certification Logo on Brand Trust of Agricultural Product

Zhang Lisheng' L uJuan' ,Wu Fang' ,Meng Yue’
(1. College of Economics & Management ,China Agriculture University ,Beijing 100083 ,China;
2. Track Laying and Bridge Erection Construction Company , The Predecessor of the Third Engineering Group Co. ,
Ltd.of China Railway ,Sanhe Hebei 065201 ,China)

Abstract : Snce marketing agricultural products through brand expanding is not long and less experienced in brand building in China,the agri-
cultura brand trust is very unstable. The quality incidentsfor the well-known brand of agricultural productsoften occur too. S brand distrust of
consumersincreasesin agricultural marketing. How to renew the brand trust in arelatively short periodin agricultural marketing ? This paper u-
ses the structural model to validate the influence of certification logo on brand trust based on the theory of asymmetric information. The results
show that certification logo can effectively enhance the capacity trust and goodwill trust of agricultura products and the goodwill trust in the
brand has a positive effect on capacity trust.
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Sudy on Relation between Technology Introduction and Industrial
Technology Progress in China

Wen Wen ,Hu Dengfeng , Hu Chengbao
(School of Manangement ,Anhui University of Finance & Economic ,Bengbu 233030 ,China)

Abstract : For the incond stent conclusion between technology introduction and technology progress,this paper selects the data of industry star
tisticsfrom 1999 to 2008 ,and proves that technology introductionis not a direct cause of technological progress by usng Granger causal relation-
ship test in our country ,and technologica progressisthe reasonfor technology introduction. Thereis no mutua growth trendin thelong run be-
tween technology introduction and technology progress by usng Engle- Granger cointegration test. Therefore ,technology progress stimulus tech-
nology introduction ,in the long-term point of development ,independent innovation isimportant to the improvment of technological progress.

Key words: technology introduction; technology progress; factor analyss; Granger; Engle Granger

62



