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A Measure of Improvement of the Shell Egg Grading System

Dong Jin Kim' and Sung Soo Lim®"

'Korea Poultry Association, Seoul 137-871, Korea
“Dept. of International Trade, Konkuk University, Chungju 380-701, Korea

ABSTRACT Eggs are an important source of protein for the human diet. Consumers want fresher, more delicious and more
sanitary eggs. In Korea, the Shell Egg Grading system (EGS) was employed in 2001. The portion of graded shell eggs has
increased every year, but graded shell eggs account for only 6% of all eggs. The EGS should satisfy producers, distributors
and consumers. However, the EGS does not have an official function because of many problems. Consumers cannot select
various graded shell eggs in the market, and producers do not receive enough profit even though they produce top-quality
graded shell eggs. There are few studies on the EGS, Therefore, this study was performed to improve the EGS. We surveyed
the EGS, GP Centers and farmers. Large companies (farmers) are more satisfied than small companies with the EGS. There
was a high tendency for the companies (farmers) that are not involved with the EGS to think that graded and ungraded shell
eggs are similar, in contrast to the companies (farmers) connected to the EGS. We should have to change the grading system
of grade shell eggs, establish of the cold chain system, change of the law for the school meals, minimize payment for the
grading shell eggs for developing EGS. Based on this study, the egg industry can benefit through the improvement of the

EGS.
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Table 2. Average size and grading percentage for the partici-
pated company (farm)

Table 1. Business types of survey participated company (farm) Processing Graded Processing
. . scale eggs rate of
Classification L o
Item Classification Frequency The © m};onent (A, million (B, million graded eggs
ratio (%) egg/day) egg/day) (B/A, %)
Farm 37 514 Farm 20.5 43 16.6
Unincorporated 3 42 Unincorporated 30.0 2.0 6.7
Farming association Farming association
; . 10 13.9
Business corporation corporation 28.6 5.1 17.9
types
Agricultural corporation 11 15.3 Agricultural corporation 44.0 15.6 35.6
Cooperative society 4 5.6 Cooperative society 575 13.5 235
Corporation 7 9.7 Corporation 60.0 225 375
Total - 72 100.0 Total (average) 39.8 11.2 28.4
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Table 3. Vendor of graded eggs

The component

Classification Frequency

ratio (%)
Communal (school) meals 23 44
Supermarket (department store) 20 38
Small grocery 5 10
Big company 4 8
Total 52 100
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Table 4. Levels of satisfaction for the egg grading system

The component

Classification Frequency ratio (%)
Very dissatisfaction 6 8
Dissatisfaction 24 33
Normal 21 29
Satisfaction 14 20
Very satisfaction 7 10

Total 72 100
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Table 5. Comparison of satisfaction levels for the egg grading system participated and non-participated companies (farms)

227

Participation Non-participation
Classification
Frequency The component ratio (%) Frequency The component ratio (%)
Very dissatisfaction 1 3 5 12
Dissatisfaction 5 16 19 46
Normal 7 23 14 34
Satisfaction 13 42 1 1
Very satisfaction 5 5 2 2.5
Total 31 100 41 100
Table 6. Pearson’s correlation analysis for satisfaction levels regarding the egg grading system
Classificaton sation nonpaticipion of comsion eesng sele P
Levels of satisfaction 1.000 484 406 331 390
Pearson’s Participation or non-participation 484 1.000 .397 .506 .556
correlation Optimal charge of commission 406 .397 1.000 103 353
coefficient  p, essing scale 331 506 103 1.000 613
Business types .390 556 353 .613 1.000
Levels of satisfaction - .000 .000 .002 .000
Participation or non-participation .000 - .000 .000 .000
(Oié‘j:il;:d) Optimal charge of commission .000 .000 - .194 .001
Processing scale .002 .000 .194 - .000
Business types .000 .000 .001 .000 -
Levels of satisfaction 72 72 72 72 72
Participation or non-participation 72 72 72 72 72
N Optimal charge of commission 72 72 72 72 72
Processing scale 72 72 72 72 72
Business types 72 72 72 72 72
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Table 7. Survey on the optimal levels of commission charges
for present egg grading system

Classification Frequency The component ratio (%)
Very expensive 5 7
Expensive 20 28
Suitable 44 61
Inexpensive 3 4
Very satisfaction 0 0

Total 72 100
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Table 8. Pearson’s correlation analysis for the recognition of differences between graded and normal eggs

Differences

Classification between graded Processing Pa.rticip'flti.on .or Business
and normal cggs scale non-participation types
Differences between graded and normal eggs 1.000 .044 207 .169
Pearson’s Processing scale .044 1.000 .506 613
correlation
coefficient Participation or non-participation 207 .506 1.000 .556
Business types 169 613 .556 1.000
Differences between graded and normal eggs - 358 .040 078
P-value Processing scale 358 - .000 .000
(one-sided) Participation or non-participation .040 .000 - .000
Business types .078 .000 .000 -
Differences between graded and normal eggs 72 72 72 72
Processing scale 72 72 72 72
N Participation or non-participation 72 72 72 72
Business types 72 72 72 72
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