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A Survey of Korean Consumers' Awareness on Animal Welfare of Laying Hens
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ABSTRACT This study was conducted twice to investigate egg purchase behavior and perception on animal welfare of
Korean consumers. This study included women, who were the main decision makers and caretakers in the household, and men
with one-person household. This survey was conducted with by the Computer Assisted Web Interview and Gang Survey
methods. On the key considerations factor, the highest response rate was considered to be 'price', and the response rate of
considering 'packing date' increased in the second survey. At a reasonable price based on 10 eggs, the response rate was the
highest at 53.8% and 42.9% in both the first and second surveys and the appropriate price averages were 2,482 won and 2,132
won, respectively. The highest rate of purchase of egg consumers from 'Large Mart' followed by 'Medium sized supermarket'
and 'Chain supermarket'. As for the awareness about animal welfare, the recognition ratio (73.5%) was higher in the result of
the second survey than the first. The cognitive period of animal welfare was 59.0% before the insecticide egg crisis and 41.0%
thereafter. Regarding whether or not they have ever seen an animal welfare certification mark and an animal welfare animal
farm certification mark, 59.6% of respondents said that they saw it for the first time and 37.6% answered that they knew the
animal welfare certification mark. On the animal welfare system, the 'free-range' response rate was the highest at 85.8%. The
‘free-range’ fit response decreased by 34.2%p, while the 'barn' and 'European type' fit response increased by 13.2%p and 24.1%p,
respectively. The number of ' have never seen' and 'l have ever eaten' responses to the recognition and eating experience of
animal welfare certified eggs decreased while the number of those who answered 'Have ever seen' and 'Have eaten' increased.
The answer of purchasing animal welfare certified eggs at department stores, organic farming cooperatives, and internet
shopping malls was higher than that of buying conventional eggs. Of the total respondents, 92.0% were willing to purchase
an animal welfare egg before the price was offered, but after offering the prices of animal welfare eggs, the intention to
purchase was 62.7%, which was about 30%p lower than before. The reason for purchasing an animal welfare certified egg
was the highest score of 71.0% for 'T think it is likely to be high in food safety’, and 38.1% for 'l think the price is high'
for lack of intention to purchase. In the sensory evaluation of animal welfare eggs, egg color and skin texture of conventional
eggs were significantly higher than those of certified welfare eggs (P<0.05), and boiled eggs showed that egg whites of animal
welfare certified eggs were more (P<0.05). As a result, the results of this study will contribute to the activation of the animal
welfare certification system for laying hens by providing basic data on consumer awareness to animal welfare certified farmers.

(Key words: animal welfare, consumer, purchase, awareness, sensory test)
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Table 1. Research survey distribution of web survey and gang
survey methods

Area City/province' 2017 2018
Metropolitan ~ Seoul / Incheon / Gyeonggi 261 798
Chungcheong  Daejeon / Sejong / CB/ CN 48 159

Honam Gwangju / Jeonbuk / 47 136
Jeonnam
Busan / Daegu / Ulsan /
Yeongnam GB / GN 125 375
Gangwon & Jeju Gangwon / Jeju 20 62
Total 502 1,530

' CB, Chungbuk; CN, Chungnam; GB, Gyeongbuk; GN, Gyeong-

nam.
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Table 2. The right price when you buy eggs (based on respon-
dents who consider price as the top price when buying eggs)

(Unit: %)
Price’ 2017 2018
<2,000 10.8 36.8
2,000~2,999 58.3 419
3,000~3,999 25.5 16.9
>4,000 54 34
Means (won) 2,482 2,132

! What do you think is the proper price to buy a pack of 10 eggs
based on the main reason?

m2017 m2018
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Fig. 1. Key considerations for buying eggs from Korean consumers: What do you usually consider when buying eggs?
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Table 3. Korean consumer’s egg purchase location (Unit: %)

Response' 2017 2018

Large mart 52.0 50.3
Medium sized supermarket 28.7 29.7
Small sized supermarket 3.6 3.0
Chain supermarket 8.2 7.4
Internet shopping mall 1.0 1.6
Traditional market 3.0 3.1
Organic related cooperatives 32 1.6
Farmer/raise chicken 0.8 1.7
Department store - 0.7
Convenience store 0.2 0.2
Etc. - 0.1

! Where do you usually buy eggs?
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Table 4. Animal welfare awareness of consumers in Korea

(Unit: %)

Animal welfare terminology'

Year -
I’ve heard I hear it .for the
first time
2017 62.4 6
2018 73.5 265

! Have you ever heard of animal welfare?

Table 5. Awareness timing of consumer on animal welfare in
Korea (Unit: %)

Insecticide egg situation

Awareness timing
Before After

Response' 41.0 59.0

' Did you know about animal welfare before the ‘insecticide egg
situation’?

Table 6. Animal welfare awareness of consumers in Korea
(2018)

Ratio
Index %) Mark
==
Only animal welfare 35 \,f.\’..mw:f;ﬂ]

certification mark e

&
sYENAYEY

Only animal welfare
livestock farm 2.9
certification mark

(ANIMALWELFARE)

Both certification mark 4.1

FUIMMNES

=
FUSRMUGER

I see it for the first time. 59.6

! Have you seen the following markings?

A 35 A o] ARE dar Atk 3H0] 59.0%, 2L ©]
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Table 7. Breeding environment suitable for animal welfare before information presentation (Unit: %)
Ease of feed Ease of disease Easy to
Index and prevention collect and  Egg price Consumer’s respondence
water intake and treatment  manage eggs
b 0.8, 0% 0%¢ b8, 87 0% 07¢ KK High .
516
Free-range
C Wk
8.4
2 8.8 8% 2 8.8 8% 0%¢ Kk  Middle-high h
216
m Before imformation
presentation
26
] {\l‘t‘cr presenting
***** ****iﬁx’ ***** thdle—hlgh 26.9 imformation

European
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Table 8. Animal welfare egg recognition and eating experience

(Unit: %)
Index' 2017 2018
I have never seen. 74.1 535
I've see; ;téril;lrlltcfl:dhailze never 171 258
1 have experience eating. 8.8 20.8

! Have you ever seen or actually ate an animal welfare egg?

Table 9. Comparison of the purchase place between animal

welfare certified egg and conventional egg (Unit: %)
Response Animgl welfare  Conventional

certified egg egg
Large mart 59.1 50.3
Medium sized supermarket 3.8 29.7
Small sized supermarket 0.9 3.0
Chain supermarket 35 74
Internet shopping mall 53 1.6
Traditional market 0.3 3.1
Organic related cooperatives 6.3 1.6
Farmer/raise chicken 25 1.7
Department store 15.1 0.7
Convenience store 0.3 0.2
Etc. 2.8 0.1

Before price offer : 92.0%
After price offer : 62.7%

m Before price offer
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Before price offer : 8.0%
After price offer : 37.3%

m After price offer

I'll buy it by all means.

I'll buy it if possible.

There is no intention to

I will not buy.
purchase.

Fig. 2. Animal welfare eggs intent to purchase: price offering before vs. after comparison.
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Unit : %

I think food safety is -
high.

I think it look fresher.

nutrious.

I think it wood be

better. m2018

For animal welfare
sympathy and...

I think it's more l

m2017

Etc. |

(@)

Unit : %

I think the price is
expensive.

I don't think it's
actually an animal
welfare eggs.

I do not think it will be
any different from
conventional eggs.

m2018

m2017

I do not know where to
buy.

l

(b

Fig. 3. Reasons for purchasing animal welfare eggs and reasons for not buying (a: reasons to purchase; b: reasons not to purchase).
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Table 10. Maximum price to pay on animal welfare eggs (30

eggs) (Unit: won)
Conventional ~Animal welfare .
Year Variation
eggs eggs
2017 7,900 10,062 2,162
2018 4,000 6,433 2,433
Variation’ —3,900 —3,629 271

! Variation (won) = Conventional eggs (won) — Animal welfare
eggs (won).
2 Variation (won) = 2018 (won) — 2017 (won).
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Table 11. Sensory test of raw eggs by age (Unit: %)
Egg shell Egg shell . 4 Comprehensive
Age Eggs color! texture? F1shy3 Freshness satisfaction’®
Conventional 4.00 3.27 4.60 347 3.60
20s Animal welfare 3.07 3.00 4.47 3.60 3.60
(n=15)
P-value 0.000 0.433 0.164 0.709 1.000
Conventional 3.94 353 4.12 3.76 3.76
30s Animal welfare 3.00 3.29 4.00 3.65 3.65
(n=15)
P-value 0.000 0.410 0.431 0.696 0.632
Conventional 3.76 3.65 424 3.65 347
40s Animal welfare 2.65 329 429 3.88 3.88
(n=15)
P-value 0.000 0.163 0.718 0.509 0.219
Conventional 4.00 3.67 3.83 3.56 3.83
30s Animal welfare 2.67 322 3.94 3.83 3.78
(n=15)
P-value 0.000 0.016 0.695 0.491 0.884

Corresponding sample #-test result.

' Egg shell color is from 1 point (very light) to 5 point (very deep) (the higher the darkness).

% Egg shell texture is from 1 point (very rough) to 5 point (very smooth), and the results (the higher the

smoothness).

* Egg odor is from 1 point (very strong) to 5 point (very weak) (the higher the weakness).
* Freshness is from 1 point (not completely fresh) to 5 point (very fresh) (the higher the freshness).
> Comprehensive satisfaction is from 1 point (not satisfied at all) to 5 point (very satisfied) (the higher the satisfaction).
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Table 12. Sensory test of boiled eggs by age (Unit : %)
Fishy . Elasticity of 4 Comprehensive
Age Eggs (without shell)' Albumin color’ albumin® Taste satisfaction’®
Conventional 3.60 2.80 3.80 3.67 3.67
20s Animal welfare 3.60 3.00 3.67 353 347
(n=15)
P-value 1.000 0.384 0.719 0.709 0.567
Conventional 341 276 3.47 371 3.82
30s Animal welfare 3.29 2.94 3.53 3.71 4.00
(n=15)
P-value 0.431 0.332 0.826 1.000 0.593
Conventional 3.53 2.82 341 3.82 3.76
40s Animal welfare 341 3.24 3.29 3.59 3.59
(n=15)
P-value 0.543 0.030 0.773 0.332 0.565
Conventional 3.56 2.67 3.72 3.83 3.89
30 Animal welfare 322 3.22 3.06 3.78 3.72
(n=15)
P-value 0.454 0.056 0.062 0.863 0.579
Corresponding sample #-test result.
' Egg odor (without shell) is from 1 point (very bad) to 5 point (very good) (the higher the smell).
% Egg shell texture is from 1 point (very rough) to 5 point (very smooth), and the results (the higher the smoothness).
* Egg odor is from 1 point (very strong) to 5 point (very weak) (the higher the weakness).
* Freshness is from 1 point (not completely fresh) to 5 point (very fresh) (the higher the freshness).
> Comprehensive satisfaction is from 1 point (not satisfied at all) to 5 point (very satisfied) (the higher the satisfaction).
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