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An Analysis on Consumers Behavior of Chicken Meat at the
Cafeterias of University: Focusing on Comparison between
Food Safety Certified Chicken Meat and
Environment-friendly Chicken Meat

Han, Jae-Han - Kim, Soung-Hun

Even though consumers’ concern about food-safety certified or environment-friendly

chicken meat becomes one of the main issues of food consumption in Korea, uni-

versity students’ interest about food-safety certified or environment-friendly chicken

meat was not often discussed. We realized that the cafeteria of university is one of

the largest consumption points for the chicken meat of university students, and

tried to analyze university students’ consumption of food-safety certified or envi-

ronment-friendly chicken meat at the cafeterias of university. The object of this

paper is to conduct survey analysis about the students' behavior for consumption of

food-safety certified or environment-friendly chicken meat at the cafeterias of uni-
versity and to measure WTP(Willingness-to-pay) for the food cooked with food-

safety certified or environment-friendly chicken meat. The results present that most

of students show higher preference of environment-friendly chicken meat than

food-safety certified chicken meat, and that they can pay 1,329.9 Korean won for

food cooked with environment-friendly chicken meat.
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Table 1. Socio-economic characteristic of sample

Characterstic Ratio(%)
First-year student 24
Second-year student 22
Grade Third-year student 20
Fourth-year student 17
Graduate student 18
Male 54
Gender
Female 46
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WTP" if WTP" >0 )
0 if WIP" <0

WTP, =
A A (HellA wrr! & JEEA R A5 TEHTE AF wrrsE YEH,
, B BT BEA A HEEo] 4
2 #-3Z(independently and identically

!
& (censored regression model)] =1

InL(Bo)= Y] ln[l—é(ﬂf )] 2
WTP, =0
+ 5 (=)~ (o) (TP =6,
WTP, >0 27102 20

HU$-= 34 X|(maximum-likelihood estimator) G, Zti3s} 14 _%Zﬂ(the first-order condi-
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Eobd BHEAES WY F8 Y W g Asd Ha0]S 922 & WRTY
] FHAENS Fofatr] Al AFEAS FystATE HA
HAEEd] gk AW 7| 2EAFS ANSA=T, FAEQ] |ES
Th2 Table 29} 2T}

Table 2° AAE WFE ZF, Enjoys 24S E71=A9 55 U 502
=719 1, %A oW 05 Y =s
£ S A9 ARE YT, 29715 A 1, 1
th. Hygin 9|4 AZ(7)S A9 o 944 s al =
oA5-E deEbde, A8 e MRS $AAF R TelEtd 1, 183 ¥oW 05 st

A

Chicken @2l A 25 Awlsh= §77F §a7IIAS] Q7S YeEideH, HarlE
T2 4HsHE 1, 284 dod 0= YHSIUT Familyw 4ol tidk HRE 715l
A F5shs AE YEeHE, 7HEe g8 AEE g5t |, a8A FoW 0 dHst
Atk Chprices H3tal F44FE& ol&st= o7t AR 714 dEZAAE Ueler
@ 7HA el et FAAFE o83k 1, 2¥A RoH 05 JHSIATE Delice
Ha71E F2 AFlshs ol f7F gt WA 9] oF-E vERdeE, ot i HarlE 5

oft
2
R

2 2nlE 1, 394 o 02 JEstArh Ao R Chancels 3t F414)
g7 MRS Hahs 71871 Sojueksis AE e AeE, 53 DAE H=(Likert
scale) = ZARRE AAE YHstthS)

Table 2. Results of statistic

Variable Description Mean | Std. dev.
Enjoy If enjoying eating-out, then 1, 0 otherwise 0.466 0.499
Atmos If love the atmosphere or mood, then 1, 0 otherwise 0.090 0.287
Hygin If focusing food safety, then 1, 0 otherwise 0.012 0.108
Chicken | If most frequently consuming chicken meat, then 1, 0 otherwise 0.385 0.487
Family | If getting information of restraurant from family, then 1, 0 otherwise | 0.049 0.217
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Table 3. WTP of each chicken menu

Chicken mene certified Chicken mene certified
Variable by food safety certification by environment-friendly certification
Coeff.(Std. Err.) Prob. Coeff.(Std. Err.) Prob.
Constant 1848.48 (1034.526) 0.075%* 1454.829 (1110.854) 0.191
Enjoy 341.372  (533.117) 0.522 799.975 (571.260) 0.162
Atmos -2407.128 (1012.194) 0.018** -2003.072 (1048.815) 0.057*
Hygin 5211.992 (2720.671) 0.056* 5360.267 (2844.285) 0.060%*
Chicken 846.169 (545.186) 0.122 276.028 (586.543) 0.638
Family -6516.805 (2083.305) 0.002°%** -4495.005 (1733.917) 0.010**
Chprice -723.789  (570.090) 0.205 -605.547 (609.558) 0.321
Delic -1383.375 (618.366) 0.026** -983.651 (663.408) 0.139
Chance" 464.206 (280.102) 0.098* 565.709 (297.959) 0.058*
Sigma 4234936 (295.740) 4511.036 (324.365)

Note : 1) *: p<0.10, **: p<: 0.05, ***: p<0.01
2) Chicken mene certified by food safety certification : Log-likelihood =-1492.377, LR chi2(8)=33.85,
PseudoR’=0.011.
Chicken mene certified by environment-friendly certification : Log-likelihood = -1444.856, LR
chi2(8)=23.06, PseudoR’= 0.008.
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Table 4. Marginal effect of

chicken menu

Chicken mene certified Chicken mene certified
Variable by food safety certification by environment-friendly certification
dy/dx(Std. Err.) Prob. dy/dx(Std. Err.) Prob.
Enjoy 144.712 0.524 331.366 0.166
Atmos -812.247 0.002%** -687.541 0.019**
Hygin 3383.603 0.139 3383.595 0.149
Chicken 365.811 0.129 113.888 0.640
Family -1364.111 0.000*** -1159.791 0.000***
Chprice -297.513 0.193 -242.856 0.310
Delic -631.760 0.037** -425.476 0.159
Chance” 195.774 0.097* 231.604 0.057*

Note : 1) *: p<0.10, **: p<: 0.05, ***: p<0.01
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Table 5. Results of the estimation of WTP

Chicken mene certified
by food safety certification

Chicken mene certified

by environment-friendly certification

Mean WTP

1,304.2

1,329.9
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