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Factors Influencing the Level of Perceived Helpfulness of Country of Origin in
Predicting the Safety of Chicken Meat

Jong-Heon Kang'r and Seong-Hee Lee

Dept. of Cooking Science, Sunchon National University, Jeonnam 540-742, Korea

Abstract

The purposes of this study were to measure respondent's demographic characteristics, respondent's attitudes toward
chicken meat, and factors influencing the level of perceived helpfulness of country of origin in predicting the safety of
chicken. The data was collected through a consumer survey during the March 2006. Two hundred fifty meat consumers
living in Suncheon, the eastern part of Chonnam, were randomly selected as respondents. Eleven respondents did not
complete the survey instrument, resulting in a final sample size of 239. All estimations were carried out using correlation,
logistic procedure of SAS package, and plum procedure of SPSS. The level of perceived helpfulness of country of origin
in predicting the safety of chicken meat was significantly correlated with trust, antibiotics and salmonella/bacteria among
the attitude variables. The proportional odds assumption of the model was violated at p<0.05. The estimated results of
the multinomial logit model indicated that income, single, occupation, and education significantly affected helpful
perception over not helpful perception, while gender and occupation significantly affected very helpful perception over
not helpful perception in the case of the extended model. These study results from this study could be useful in developing
marketing and health promotion strategies, as well as government trade policy.
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Table 1. Respondent's demographic characteristics

Frequency
Characteristics
n(%)

Male 110(46.0)
Gender

Female 129(54.0)

>20 37(15.5)

20~30 110(46.0)
Age

30~40 47(19.7)

40< 45(18.8)

High 9( 3.8)
Income Middle 163(68.2)

Low 67(28.0)

Yes 60(25.1)
Children

No 179(74.9)

Yes 108(45.2)
Single

No 131(54.8)

White collar 46(19.2)
Occupation Blue collar 59(24.7)

Unemployee 134(56.1)

<High school 104(43.5)
Education

College< 135(56.5)

2. TAL CHAALS| B 0| FoKoll CHEE BfEeb X[ZHx

Table 2= ZAF t/d2te] a7l st ez} Hr|e
kA Al SFellA Aikr] BAY] =gl ek A 2= 2k BAE
MG 27 2A Xzt AL HE FEQR.54) 2= Ve
wom, H117]9] P oSl YAR] FAlY Tgel i
Azpzete] FHAA I AR CE F3 Aoz e
gsith A EeE BEG.A7)0IR e, Harle] o o S
Al DA A Egoll e Atz ele] AadAT A
Ao Fogt Aoz BAHAHp<0.01). 7o) Fo%
T BE o335 B Fom, Harle ok o &
A AR FA] =5l tig A4 Eele] FaREA T BA
Ao g Folg Aom Jeh A Ut e S85E B
2B.02)e2 FAHUE Ha7| b dS&oA] YikA &
Ale] Zgol et A Ztmoke] AauAt BAHCE #9
g Aoz YEA 25tk YA g3 BHEES
2 FEQRI0NE B Fon, Hurle ebd dFx 9
A BALY] Bl U@ Az =ele] AduaArt BAEL

>



16(4): 488~495 (2006)

Harzlo] kA dSelA DA FAle el g A4 B} 491

Table 2. Respondent's attitudes toward chicken (n=239)
Mean SD Pc Pu T Mi Pi An Sb

Pc 0.6192 0.75691 1.000 .

Pu 2.5356 1.06402 0.035 1.000

T 3.1674 1.02348 0.173" 0.339™ 1.000

Mi 3.3515 1.14583 0.028 0.070 0.025 1.000

Pi 3.0167 1.07284 0.099 0.128 0.014 0.384™" 1.000

An 2.7071 1.29883 0.134" 0.045 0.016 -0.062 -0.019 1.000

Sb 2.7238 1.27644 0.154" 0.088 0.039 -0.034 0.073 0.801"" ©1.000
Pc : Perceived helpfulness of country of origin, Pu : Perceived unsafe, . T : Trust, MMi : Meat important, Pi : Price important,
An : Antibiotics, Sb : Salmonella/bacteria, Correlation :  p<0.05, p<0.01, p<0.001.
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Table 3. Goodness of fit of chicken safety model

Indeces Statistics

Score test for the proportional
odds assumption

=23.0669, df=13, p=0.041

Log likelihood for full model 471.484

Log likelihood for restricted 410.990

model

Likelihood ratio test =60.495, df=26, p=0.000

Cox and Snell 0.224
Nagelkerke 0.260
McFadden 0.128
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Table 4. Predicted probabilities and survey value of
chicken safety model

Predicted
Observed
hgggul Helpful th;ran Ic)(e)rri::tt
Not helpful 114 11 6 87.0%
Helpful 46 18 4 26.5%
Very helpful 21 7 12 30.0%
Overall Percentage 75.7% 151% 9.2% 60.3%
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Table 5. Parameter estimates of basic chicken safety Model 1

Not helpful perception vs helpful perception

95% Wald confidence limits

B SE Wald Sig Exp(B)
Lower bound Upper bound

Intercept -2.546 906 7.899 005"

Perceived unsafe —-.255 159 2.581 108 775(1.290) 568 1.058
Trust 324 162 3.979 046 1.382 1.006 1.899
Meat important 280 153 3.341 .068 1.323 .980 1.785
Price important —-.052 .163 .104 747 .949(1.054) .690 1.305
Antibiotics —-.068 .145 219 .640 .934(1.071) 703 1.242
Salmonella/bacteria 259 157 2.728 .099 1.296 953 1.762

B : coefficient, SE : Standard Error, Sig : Significance, Parenthesis : inverted odds ratio. ' p<0.05, " p<0.01.

Table 6. Parameter estimates of basic chicken safety Model 2

Very helpful perception vs not helpful perception

95% Wald confidence limits

B SE Wald Sig Exp(B)
Lower bound Upper bound

Intercept -5.512 1.262 19.087 000"

Perceived unsafe 012 193 004 949 1.012 693 1.478
Trust 571 215 7.016 008" 1.769 1.160 2.699
Meat important -241 182 1.747 186 [786(1.272) 550 1.123
Price important 434 198 4.822 028" 1.543 1.048 2272
Antibiotics 273 177 2.376 123 1.314 929 1.859
Salmonella/bacteria 296 207 2.051 152 1.345 897 2.017

B : coefficient, SE : Standard Error, Sig : Significance, Parenthesis : inverted odds ratio. ' p<0.05, ” p<0.01, - p<0.001.
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Table 7. Parameter estimates of extended chicken safety Model 1

Helpful perception vs not helpful perception

95% Wald confidence limits

B SE Wald Sig Exp(B)
Lower bound Upper bound

Intercept -1.916 1.790 1.146 284

Gender 069 226 .092 762 1.071 .688 1.668
Age 399 .353 1.282 257 1.491 747 2.976
Income ~.655 253 6.690 010™ 520(1.923) 316 853
Children 137 365 141 .707 1.147 561 2.344
Single -335 170 3.905 048" 715(1.399) 513 997
Occupation 440 177 6.211 013" 1.553 1.099 2.195
Education .386 .165 5.512 019" 1.472 1.066 2.032
Perceived unsafe -.121 172 494 482 .886(1.129) 632 1.242
Trust 273 218 1.574 210 1.314 .857 2.015
Meat important —-.242 227 1.136 286 [785(1.274) 503 1.225
Price important 297 325 .834 361 1.346 712 2.546
Antibiotics —-.509 463 1.213 271 .601(1.664) 243 1.488
Salmonella/bacteria —-.143 379 .143 706 .866(1.155) 412 1.823

B : coefficient, SE : Standard Error, Sig : Significance, Parenthesis : inverted odds ratio. ’ p<0.05, ™ p<0.01.
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Table 8. Parameter estimates of extended chicken safety Model 2

FRotrlo} RS EEE

Very helpful perception vs not helpful perception

95% Wald confidence limits

B SE Wald Sig Exp(B)
Lower bound Upper bound
Intercept -7.038 2.278 9.546 002"
Gender 597 280 4.551 033" 1.817 1.050 3.146
Age 563 422 1.779 182 1.755 768 4.013
Income -430 308 1.951 163 650(1.539) 355 1.190
Children 387 460 709 400 1.473 598 3.625
Single 042 208 040 841 1.043 694 1.566
Occupation 721 231 9.765 002" 2.057 1.309 3.235
Education -.108 194 309 578 898(1.114) 613 1314
Perceived unsafe 299 207 2.080 .149 1.348 .898 2.023
Trust -.114 274 174 677 .892(1.121) 521 1.527
Meat important 364 287 1.605 205 1.439 820 2.526
Price important 249 416 357 550 1.282 567 2.897
Antibiotics -978 549 3.173 075 376(2.660) 128 1.103
Salmonella/bacteria -.543 AT3 1.321 250 581(1.721) 230 1.467
B : coefficient, SE : Standard Error, Sig : Significance, Parenthesis : inverted odds ratio. ' p<0.05, ” p<0.01.
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