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ABSTRACT This study examined how consumer choices (i.e., selecting food safety certified products, health-related
products, and familiar brands) affect the purchase of Korean native chicken (KNC) and the demographics that influence KNC
purchases using secondary consumer panel data from the Rural Development Administration of Korea. The grocery purchase
data from 654 Korean households between 2017 and 2019 were used; the propensity for food safety certified products was
measured by the purchasing frequency of Good Agricultural Practice (GAP) and Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point
(HACCP) products, and the propensity for health-related products was measured by the purchasing frequency of home meal
replacement (HMR) and hedonic products. The propensity to purchase familiar brands was measured using a questionnaire.
Logistic regression was used to examine the determinants of the KNC purchase experience, and multiple linear regression was
used to determine the factors that influenced the KNC purchase frequency. The results showed that unemployed women
purchased more safety certified products, health-related products, familiar brands, and KNC. These findings suggest that
targeting consumers with differential marketing strategies may help promote KNC consumption. This study identified factors
that influence KNC purchases, which is important for understanding consumer behavior and revitalizing the market.

(Key words: Korean native chicken, consumer characteristics, consumer behavior)

= T BFsla, vE F3T0e 2 "ol F5e v #lS

7 AL Qe aBRkE 2R ¢ thTOlD}(Nam 2019).
Hile A AAHCRE 7P Bel aHEe FER Exgro Adul 8Ad B]g] AHlo] A1 2Ho| thtta}
2019 A ZAHE 2| 2R oF 43%2 2pA]gleH, 2020 m, Fo Fn)et HAE FEjopn]ite] dFR] IMP] ek
11 Azt Hl% 14.87 kgoll =23 o= o g o] ol EFH 5ol B gyt FH-8THAhn and

AAAQ 28] F7F A9} vzt
TR, T F8 FH4E 2n) Y vid e8] S8k

aglon, % 1919 A3 Har] anEe 7 2 371
&< Holr, 20101 10.7 kgoll A 20193 13.3 kgl & F7}
SFATHKIm, 2019). 28U o] 3 EFH] Al H{&S
20201 99 71E LARE SA tiv] =4 ZIEe® oF 2.5%
o E3}3ltHAnnual Report of Slaughter Animals in
Korea, 2020). °]& =We] Har7] 487 S7ksta el

THOECD/FAO, 2020). %

ﬁm{nr

F

off gigt A+&=
al., 2017; Lee et al., 2018), AH]A}
Sjo] 3ir.

A2 R AEY ARA =

" To whom correspondence should be addressed : moonj@snu.ac.kr

Park, 2002; Choe et al., 2010). S}X
o g &A= 142 =53
T3t EFH ﬂrﬂx 4 5
ZA 5= ¥bd

wol vjg AelAe] $a

T ~1 71 0
Holtk, g %
1 T4 548 5

_E‘

a7t F7eta lem(Jung et al, 2013), 7ol g =


https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.5536/KJPS.2020.47.4.247&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2020-12-31

248 o5 EZE Fledl 24

T sjole] &4 MYl o] =93l £7] golo =z e}
% THContento et al., 1988; Roininen et al., 2001; Sun, 2008).
w3 A)E obd e AE HEﬂrJr g vkl 914 4 o]
AAAR ] GES nRE F23F 94 F shvto]™(Grunert,
2005; Rohr et al., 2005), %‘?—*&%% x| b = R R ]
et Bebhs sbg A e AE fPom wEAn
(Lee and Kim, 2009). B3}e], B =(brand)= EFTH] &
4 F gz B3RS AF &

S4el U@ BEETL B A

2015)

ol met & AT AA Fof Hlole g o sk
g BAE 2], A% FA 20, HF A FA Avloh 2
& H9le] A AF A Aol EFH o] nlA &
G BAGls AL Bhow Aty o|F Bl W 55
av] 0L 913 anla) S9e) nAE dete] o A4
e ANGIL, BT BEE Aol g 2 B A
s wc

1. AFCie W AZ2sE
w A7 TELEH AN Faste anAd dolE
=, 2017 ~2019'd Atolel] =3 dHlolE o} FEX187
A APsidd 2ut did AEZAF 22 ARE ©]
ok 2H2t 71 g dolElE Mg, FEE 9 Bl A
Fole 7Hrel AFTuETrsS T volHwo]~m
T53% dolEolth. 2HA Hd AExAte il 7HE
o s Agetad AezAlR sid 7 F o 191¢]
e 7o 2Elginh AEzAL] SHElAE 654717

= Al &8sl

oot I

2

Bl E(rand)e ETH 7 2218% F shvE ESH
=, A 4H ]0}_ ASLT

2 7102 YETHKIm
et al, 2015). BH=<} T;}E;jsﬂ FAE Ao g} = AL
B=Y Mawrt re 2o 34T+ 2 om(Alba
and Hutchinson, 1987), B E=2] X442 Jrulj o] of 2|4
Al Y& v 424 JHDursun et al., 2011). w

T
B
o
i)
r
BN
ki
)
Hir
10

A 234 PePEDel o
scale) & AHE-3t] =339t

(1) HACCP

Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point((HACCP) 4t
2 AFe dAaFY Ax 7H, BE f5, Z2E
AprulA7L B A AN BAE sl G
slal g Abekels A=CHHACCP, 2020). HACCPS 4]
F A A =2 AEA ?_]/;]o]] 2} Cmﬂoi—o“l]
E Ball n A A AE S & ]’\]74
AH(Jung et al., 2014). SH|AA 2 F <
2] $24& 83ka Adgst=r a3 8l
THGrunert, 2005). ]S &g o g2 B AFdME 2F
FA] 28] A% A FZ AEFEW| ‘HACCP’ o] Eoi7t 43
Res Zgaqn

oft

l‘l

EEHE ':[_LUH /\'l‘

(2) GAP

Good Agricultural Practices(GAP)= F-F3Ait=#z] Q1%
Aes siHEe A4, 72, 79 5 d] I3 odxfe] kA
2 A Bel7ES AlAlsta, o] & FFstER ot Al
o] THNAQS, 2020). thH-2-2] b HA =7} T2 ikt
Aol kA Feld] X|Fgk WHH, GAPE= F3ollA 28714

(farm to table) ©]F 4/\15’%&& o] FolA] g #A
AFLE AR B AREA o
et al., 2008). 2] oFAA] & 2] ?UH -/V\]"ﬁz of =83 8
Q1 © Z(Smith and Rlethmuller, 1999; Fatimah et al., 2011), ¥
Al s 2 EFA FA] 4] A= A F2 AFH ‘GAP?
7 Eolit AEE EdE Tl 3l s SHATh

k>

3) & BA| 2|
(1) 2+ A (Home Meal Replacement) 70 A=
‘HMR-S Home Meal Replacement®] <FALZ, 717 (home)
oA &= 2]AKmeal)E thAISH= A(replacement) o2 717
211} o) 4FF o] thLee et al., 2005). =, 7FY <]ellA] Ty
ez S vk g 542 Faliste] gl



Park et al. : The Consumption Patterns of KNC 249

A vk HAY Ibe] zejste] He gAelekal o] W
g 4 glom(Lee et al., 2005), HIZ B 22(ready to eat;
RTE), 714 & U_it 52)(ready to heat; RTH)= ¥<]2] HMR

AE MR, 2hdet 28] T M= 32(ready to cook; RTC)
ded E@@D}L Felo] HMR M2 & 4 lthKang and
Jo, 2015).
HMR-Z Z2]7} ZHsithe A3 o2 B2 &HAt )
atar QAN AFAA o)A ekar Q191AQ1 =4, 7o) dl =
A 2= d 52 HMR 7 —r7§7‘4 J faRlo g Ag-

31 A TH(Costa et al., 2003; Kang and Jo, 2015). ©] & H}&:
2, B ATIAE HMR 7o) B8 A7 2418 209
A £ 2 weslo] RTE, RTH, RTC #A|1&2] vf 24 ez
HMR 7 35S 439k

(2) b= (Hedonic) AE Tof HE
A s cdtaloln, TYA 4Pl S
3}

ol
b
I
o,
2
=31
ut
)
o
p‘L
32
£
)
£
x
o:,
:LJ
=
g
g
o

Williams, 2013)2 whEho 2 tix2<Ql =24 xﬂ%ﬂ A5
5} ofol~aR T Tof AE

4) SITEASR wis

AFEAAH W ARE el T, ARE o=

s
gol T, A, 717 AHT A5, AGFE o ¥, 77
= =

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of general characteristics of subjects
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Variable N Mean Standard deviation Min Max
Age 654 51.39 10.01 24 76
Household size (no. of members) 654 3.10 1.17 1 6
Online grocery purchase amount 507 913,248 1,893,455 4,000 18,386,536
Offline grocery purchase amount 654 11,818,255 6,287,158 1,149,880 62,369,832
Employment status of housewife 654 Unemployed housewife (1): n=286

Employed housewife (0): n=368

* Online grocery purchase amount: The amount of online grocery expenditure for 3 years.
™ Offline grocery purchase amount: The amount of offline grocery expenditure for 3 years.
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics of monthly household income

distribution
Monthly household income n (%)
<990,000 won 23( 3.52)
1,000,000 won~ 1,990,000 won 58( 8.87)
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>8,000,000 won 39( 3.96)
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Table 3. The results of logistic regression analysis
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Estimate Std. Error Pr (>ft) Odds ratio

(Intercept) —1.880 0.772 0.015" 0.153
Propensity to purchase familiar brands 0.205 0.163 0.207 1.227
Frequency of GAP/HACCP products 0.042 0.019 0.028" 1.043
Frequency of HMR products —0.005 0.001 0.001"" 0.995
Frequency of Hedonic products —0.001 0.000 0.092 0.999
Offline grocery purchase amount 0.000 0.000 0.000"" 1.000
Online grocery purchase amount 0.000 0.000 0.788 1.000
Age 0.001 0.010 0.938 1.001
Household size 0.095 0.083 0.252 1.100
Monthly household income 0.036 0.040 0.377 1.036
Employment status of housewife 0.423 0.169 0.012* 1.527
Cragg and Uhler’s 0.1257

Hosmer & lameshow P-value 0.6354

Hosmer & lameshow Chi-square 6.1052

Signif. codes: 0 < 0.001 <™ 0.01 <" 0.05 > 0.1.

DV, Korean native chicken intake status (1: yes, 0: no); IV, propensity to purchase familiar brands, frequency of GAP/HACCP, HMR and
hedonic products; CV, purchase of offline and online grocery shopping, age, number of family, family income, employment status of

housewife.
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Table 4. The results of multiple linear regression analysis

Estimate Std.Error Pr (>lt)
(Intercept) —0.018 0.052 0.731
Propensity to purchase familiar brands 0.022 0.011 0.049"
Frequency of GAP/HACCP products 0.002 0.001 0.137
Frequency of HMR products 0.000 0.000 0.003™
Frequency of hedonic products 0.000 0.000 0.011°
Offline grocery purchase amount 0.000 0.000 0.000™"
Online grocery purchase amount 0.000 0.000 0.630
Age 0.000 0.001 0.901
Household size 0.001 0.005 0.850
Monthly household income 0.002 0.003 0.576
Employment status of housewife 0.023 0.012 0.043"
P-value <0.000
R 0.0886
Adjusted R 0.0744

Signif. codes: 0 < 0.001 <™ 0.01 <" 0.05 > 0.1.

DV, proportion of Korean native chicken purchase frequency; IV, propensity to purchase familiar brands, frequency of GAP/HACCP, HMR
and hedonic products; CV, purchase of offline and online grocery shopping, age, number of family, family income, employment status of
housewife.
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