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An Analysis on Students' Behavior for Consumption of Chicken Meat at
the Cafeterias of University

Jae-Han Han' and Sounghun Kim®>'
!Korea Rural Economic Institute, Seoul 130-710, Korea
“Dept. of Agricultural Economics, Chungnam National University, Daejeon 305-764, Korea

ABSTRACT The cafeteria of university is one of the largest consumption point for the chicken meat of university students.
However, few papers conducted research to analyze the consumption behavior of university students. The object of this paper
is to conduct survey analysis about the students' behavior for consumption of chicken meat at the cafeterias of university and
to measure WTP (Willingness-to-pay) for food cooked with domestic chicken meat. The results present that most of students
show higher preference of domestic chicken meat and that they can pay 4,426 Korean won for food cooked with domestic
chicken meat.

(Key words : consumption of chicken, cafeterias of university, tobit model)

M B Fh, H4 AgellAe] AE anle g A7 T Harvl
Hlof| th3t A= Ztol & 5= gISlaL, Akl tigh &n]

A
B4 A7} A9k ol R 5002 T F4 8 25

Sl Sevet FUES T8 Wl 339 3o o
gl el diHos ARsa, SsHE Bl Aol e GRAE RO AR RAE AAS] AR Lulo]
Be A 03 grk URRY AMASe] ARAL W @ AN ARG, FIE SQ08)E 37 A9 I
EAL HolA] £efste] Hofol Bk Ml A7 Bl Wl m B4 429 RS IR AT 2] BHL HE
A, 997 5ol gl x2) 4ES Asm e B 2AR Fal Agsdnh olgel A9 s Seluet
st AP JbAoR olgetn ek aelE ek 7 AAe] B A sl ek durEel v @
4 ARl S 2 o % viire] AHSe B WARA A4S Amsh st 34 AReAe) AR an) $4E
Hlal Aol Ha] AH] 2718 Adshs adle] B3 Ak JPAEL MR Aol H37] Fa A o
Shay] 2o B Aol oheE AT A2e) AR A el osse] st 34 Ageld 2vlshe Halel o
39 EACR AEA AN B A @ AT R4S TA RE HAS 29
A U@ 2uA HGL BA3) ) AHPFRES O ¥ Aol Bae vekm F4 A%elAe %] AHg
ow AE ZAE ANAle U, Harld tg A AR QNS BAem, A6 S ¥ebe Rasls del o 1
7} 4157180k e S B DT PHHQDE S o PARCRE hetm 34 49 F 2049 s
Vet £ Ale) @99t gl b 29 A2EE B S uaeR syl ARg el e 4nl dee S H
Sk A ke AN B, B3] A4S A% 97k 3] Wil T 3 AR S AE 2l AY 2
of Tl BE F/bsHe WAoE AYE AL AdeE BN B w=oldhn, FF Hus) vl v HiE A

" To whom correspondence should be addressed : sounghunkim@hotmail.com



152

Aol Ae] gt g AelE EH3] 9
Al BEAES IO 1,000%-9] HEAE )
felnl @ Ane Susigc

F Age] ek 9 o

2012\ 39 199 5E 49

- A

2. 29 24
AR AL AT 3 dRE 2ot St Hav) vl o

< FF3I0. FAIF 2 7HI7EXH7PH(CVM: Contin-
gent Valuation Method)< ©]-8-3F A& oA} 59 4= 4

=} O
g

get] A8l Fohz AR o
A A AR 5 g
o, @l ABA 37}
Aol $U S8

S FANAom AAEYGE ), o]
|

)
AR

d
o!

.

Wi 7h2Ee] Bitgelth 4% ¥
ol ol g=glE |, o RYe UY

e

e

g FAol|Art AF
FE % WUFE St T4 (censored)® Tl o] E]
gF=d Fdsith Aol AFgE BEX 2322
DI} o] de 4 UTKGreene, 2003).

]
o~
T

WTP, = X,f+wu, if Xf(+u, >0
WIP, =0 if X,8+u; <0

A wrpPeE i AR A T4 g2
& 717 0] A&t} sk
HpEo] MEE on|git) 14

oAy

T ] e} 24

=
(<X}

4, ii) T2 ol8sh= 4 iii) ©14] &
8 8]l iv) ¢4 v Al 18 82l v)
2k vi) §ar] 28] A5 A& vil) FYA F

THEE 2
Zeno]] tlgE Q14 vii)) SEol|Ae] 9]2]H] & H] S0,
A
|

A el

=

X

R

]
1) %

o] Wg), ael3 ue S Jepdth

%+ $-% 3H(likelihood function)= (2] 2)

(]

xg 1'¢
)

(@)

=i
=

4 2)°l et
density function)©] 3, E(cumulative density
function)©|t}. WTP AHeEE 23 $= 3(log-

likelihood function)= ©}&l] (& 3)3} Zo] B
N
InL=">d,

2 (—lna—i—lnqﬁ(iyi_aXiﬂ))

+(17di)1n(17¢(¥))

45 8H<=(probability

—
i

&

%3

3)

g21e] 47%7} €
Yo, Suxle] 46%7}F P A1S A
o2 e, Aol

& 3l
4T % 5 Ugn =

= Assta U5

A& 27

L

g

FHTHE %g Sl 914 4
o)

o
i
i)
Au)
&
=
4z
gis

2

=
bl
=2

A
oo
fr oo

ol
1%0] E2ste] garz]el
AN

fol
o

o~
R
&2
oo
tlo



Han and Kim: An Analysis on Students' Behavior for Consumption of Chicken Meat at the Cafeterias of University 153

Table 1. Characteristics of respondents (%)
Classification Ratio
Male 54
Gender Female 46
Total 100
Freshman 24
Sophomore 22
Junior 20
Grade
Senior 17
Graduate student 18
Total 100
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Table 2. Advantage and disadvantage of cafeterias of university

(%)
Classification Ratio
Delicious food 4
Convenience 22
Near location 39
Advantage
Cheap price 33
Wholesome food 2
Total 100
Savorless food 68
Inconvenience 13
Unkind server 1
Disadvantage High price 4
Unwholesome food 1
Others 13

Total 100
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Table 3. Preference of chicken food (%)
Classification Ratio
Good taste 76
Cheap price 11
Main preference Healthy 4
Convenience for eating 9
Total 100
Fried chicken 36
Beak-suk 20
Dak-do-Ri-Tang 21
Best menu
Kan-Pong-Ki 17
Others 6
Total 100
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Table 4. Advantage and disadvantage of chicken meat (%)
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Table 5. Variables and statics

Classification Ratio Variable Mean Std. Dev.
More healthy 22 Econom 0.263 0.441
Better for losing weight 21 Western 0.377 0.485
Advantage Good tast 49 Quality 0.069 0.253
Others 8 Price 0.230 0.421
Total 100 Freq 3.273 1.509
Inconvenience to eat 37 Chk_Like 4.096 0.847
Bad smell 10 Impchk 2.869 0.790
Disadvantage Poor taste 25 Allwan 5.549 2.040
Others 28
Total 100 15+ 3~43], 15 1~23], 719 P T s Adsie
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Table 6. Results of econometric analysis

Variable Coefficient Standard error  Probability
Econom -926.191" 560.725 0.099
Western 1148.849™ 484514 0.018
Quality 1875.594™ 903.885 0.038
Price -1055.52" 593.236 0.076
Freq -60.923 158.481 0.701
Chk_like 835.256™" 305.858 0.007
Impchk -1132.628™ 307.433 0.000
Allwan -266.114™ 120.907 0.028

s sk Sokeok

Value is significant at the level of 10%, 5%, 1%. Log-
Likelihood=-2185.2344, LR chi2(8)=39.05
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