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ABSTRACT

Willingness-to-pay (WTP) for pork produced by quality test was determined using a contingent valuation method. Three model
studies including a dichotomous-choice and two double dichotomous-choice types were conducted. The respondents in this study
appropriately understood the contingent valuation and the suggested price was significant as a characteristic variable. The results
imply that there is lower chance to select pork produced by the quality test, as the price difference is greater between
conventional and quality-tested pork. WTPs in double and single contingent valuation models were 735 and 547 won/100 g,
respectively. WTP was increased with increasing the educational level of respondents. The average WTPs analyzed by convariate
were 1,015 won/100 g for double contingent valuation and 580 won/100 g for single contingent valuation. Considering the
minimum price of WTP of pork produced by quality test(547.4 won/100 g), the total economic value was estimated to be
5,173,600 million won and per capita customer value was 106,000 won. Therefore, providing an institutional strategy for pork
quality test will be beneficial for the consumers.
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Table 1. Contents of the survey

Class Contents Details

Level 1
) Suggested price ) )
Quality-test Level 2 Quality-tested products, Conventional products

Suggested price

Sex Male, Female
Age 0 0 Years-old
Socio-economic Family size 0 0 Person

character Academic career Under elementary school, middle school, High school etc.
Occupation Businessman, Officer, Salaryman, Professional, House-wife, Student etc.
Income Family gross income monthly average
F AT aHAE goE HERAE Axstgon, dujd BANS B B5 58049 NS 2,
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Table 2. The explanation about independent variables of logit model

Variable name

Explanation

Price difference between quality-tested pork and conventional pork

B (suggested one among 50, 100, 200, 300, 400, 500 won)
Family gross income monthly average
Y (under 99=1, 100~149=2, 150~199=3, 200~249=4, 250~299=5, 300~349=6, 350~399=7, 400~449=8,
450~499=9, over 500=10)

SEX Sex (male=0, female=1)
AGE age (years-old)
FAM Family size living together (person)
EDU Academic career

(under elementary graduate = 1, middle school graduate =2, High school graduate = 3, over college graduate = 4)

Table 3. Results of the analysis

SBDC MBDC
Class Model 1 Model 2
Estimates t-value Estimates t-value Estimates t-value
Suggested price —0.003 -2.910 —0.003 -3.00 —0.001 -2.86
constant term 1.405 4.850 1.429 4.92 0.994 5.27
Suggested price —0.001 -1.33
Constant term 0.714 2.69
Correlation coefficient 0.236 0.326
Log-likelihood —52.339 —117.038 —119.237
McFadden R 0.079
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Table 4. The price of willing-to-pay (WTP) oAl FAHE HAIVY] 100gT =5 SEPA o #2
(unit : won/100g)  Z7ho] Awolriele AEdte] A FANE AW oldst
Class WTP (won) 2ol Yephdty, 2008Lﬂ AA AL F AHFE 9451 E
SBDC MBDC o, 1909 aHEe 194kgo® et HXT7le A9 43
Average price 547.41 735.07 AA] 3t AE ,] A B e B FolA HAE 547.49
95% confidence interval 410.12~1,109.11 531.66~1,632.69 /100 g& Agahd, dxar]e] et 7k F e 5% 1,736%
Table 5. The results of the analysis including covariate
MBDC
SBDC
Class Model 1 Model 2
Estimates t-value Estimates t-value Estimates t-value
Suggested price —0.002 —2.640*** —0.003 —2.690*** —0.001 —1.960**
Age 0.004 0.380 0.004 0.400 0.001 0.060
Family size 0.032 0.270 0.040 0.330 —0.023 —0.210
Academic career 0.447 1.660* 0.457 1.690* 0.301 1.420
Income 0.065 1.050 0.066 1.050 0.081 1.360
Constant —0.720 —0.560 —0.774 —0.600 —0.377 —0.410
Suggested price —0.001 —0.890
Age —0.002 —0.240
Family size —0.001 —0.010
Academic carrer 0.109 0.450
Income 0.069 1.290
Constant 0.026 0.020
Correlation coefficient 0.150 0.210
Log-likelihood —50.045 —113.879 —116.060
McFadden R’ 0.119
o] =22 =5 SEAAAART =4HY LRjAHEe] SiAay] Al FAe] SUITE AS vt & =5 SEAAA
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Table 6. Average WTP including covariate
(unit : won/100 g)
WTP (won)
MBDC
1,014.84

Class

SBDC
579.20

Average price

95% confidence

: 421.27~1,364.87
interval

—821.09~5,185.30

Table 7. Total value of direct benefit by quality-test

Average WTP Annual total value

Meat Consumption (won/100g) (won)
Whole 51,736
(1000 ton) %1 SAT4L - undred million)
Pork
Per person 19 4 547.41 106,198
(kg)
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