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Abstract

A total 178 housewives in Gyoungnam province were surveyed with regard to branded pork purchasing
behavior. The results of this study suggest the existence of income and age differences in attitudes toward
branded pork. Based on the collected survey data, income level plays a significant role in the infor-
mation/perception channel (p<0.01), purchasing power associated with brand name value (p<0.1), and attitudes
toward quality assurance (p<0.01) of branded pork. Consumer age was significantly different with regard to the
purchase place (p<0.05) and purchase frequency (p<0.1) of branded pork.
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Table 1. Distribution of consumers participated in the sur-

vey (n=178)
Consumer
Classification
Number %
20 27 15.2
30 90 50.6
40 52 292
Age
50 5 2.8
>60 4 22
Total 178 100
<100 9 5.1
Monthly 101~199 47 26.4
ineome 0 122 68.5
(ten thousand) >20 .
Total 178 100
2 35 19.7
3 39 21.9
Members of 4 2 46.1
family )
>5 22 12.4
Total 178 100
Changwon 107 60.1
Masan 23 12.9
Residental Jinju 8 15.7
district '
Other 20 11.3
Total 178 100
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Table 2. Comparisons of information channel for branded pork between type group

D::;:slee ot Item Independent variable DF SS F value P value
Age 4 1.0653 0.09 0.9859
Type 1 Income 2 30.4120 5.06 0.0074
Age*Income 5 24.9848 1.66 0.1467
Channel Age 4 1.5377 0.13 09722
Type Il Income 2 36.4959 6.07 0.0029
Age*Income 5 24.9848 1.66 0.1467
Model 11 499.3357 1.71 0.0758
R=0.11, n=178.
Table 3. Comparisons of purchase frequency for the branded pork between type group
Dj:;:gfe ot Item Independent Variable D.F SS F value P value
Age 4 223512 2.83 0.0265
Type I Income 2 9.0172 2.28 0.1054
Age*Income 5 10.4623 1.06 0.3854
Frequency Age 4 10.6982 1.35 0.2526
Type Tl Income 2 6.2510 1.58 0.2089
Age*Income 5 10.4623 1.06 0.3854
Model 11 41.8307 1.92 0.0396
R'=0.11, n=178
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Table 4. Comparisons of purchase place for branded pork between Type group

Dependent variable Item Independent variable DF SS F value P value
Age 4 26.9856 3.44 0.0098
Type 1 Income 2 8.5148 2.17 0.1170
Age*Income 5 46221 0.47 0.7968
Place Age 4 23.1866 2.96 0.0215
Type 1l Income 2 2.7758 0.71 0.4938
Age*Income 5 4.6221 0.47 0.7968
Model 11 40.1225 1.86 0.0477
R=0.11, n=178.

Table 5. Comparisons of purchase frequency for branded pork by age

1 times /week 2 times /week 1 times /2 week 1 times /3 week <1 times Total
/month

20's age 4 3 3 6 11 27
30's age 12 10 20 27 21 90
40's age 17 5 8 13 9 52
50's age 0 0 0 3 2 5
60's age 1 0 0 0 3 4

Total 34 18 31 49 46 178
DF : 16, 2 : 24.1677, P value : 0.0859, n = 178.
Table 6. Comparisons of preferred purchase place for branded pork by age

Supermarket  Butcher shop  Department store Agr. corpo. store  Meat shop Other Total

20's age 6 4 7 6 2 2 27
30's age 16 24 16 18 14 2 90
40's age 12 20 6 8 6 0 52
50's age 0 0 0 3 0 2 5
60's age 1 2 0 1 0 0 4

Total 35 50 29 36 22 6 178

D.F : 20, x? : 41.769, P value : 0.003, n=178.
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Table 7. Comparisons of purchase influence of branded pork naming value by income (30's age)

Extreme Moderate Slight No-answer Total
<100 ten thousand 0 1 0 4 5
101 ~199 ten thousand 2 16 2 4 24
>200 ten thousand 10 36 5 10 61
Total 12 53 7 18 90

DF : 6, x2%: 13.0181, P value : 0.0427, n=90.
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Table 8. Comparisons of preferred approval organ for pork quality assurance by income (40's age)

Government agency  Consumer group Producer group Univ. institute Total
<100 ten thousand 0 1 3 0 4
101~199 ten thousand 3 7 0 1 11
>200 ten thousand 11 20 3 3 37
Total 14 28 6 4 52

DF : 6, % : 17952, P value : 0.0064, n=52.
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