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of Marking the Country of Origin in Predicting
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to measure the factors influencing on the perception of
helpfulness of marking the country of origin in predicting the quality and safety of pork.
A total of 239 questionnaires were completed. A multinomial logit model is specified in
order to estimate which factors influence the probability that a consumer perceives the
country of origin as helpful in assessing food quality and food safety. The estimations
were carried out using the logistic procedure of SAS. The results are as follows. The
proportional odds assumptions of models were not violated at p<0.05. The effects of age,
income, children, occupation and respondents informed on the importance of the country
of origin in pork quality model were statistically significant. The effects of age, children,
occupation and trust on the importance of the country of origin in pork safety model were
statistically significant. The results from this study could be useful in developing marketing
and health promotion strategies as well as government trade policies.

Key words : country of origin, pork, perception of helpfulness, multinomial logit model,
proportional odds assumption, logistic procedure.
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{Table 1> Respondent's demographic characteristics

Characteristics Not helpful Helpful ~ Very helpful Total P
Male 35(50.0%)  32(29.1%)  23(20.9%) 110 2557
Gender Female 70(54.3%)  42(32.6%) 17(13.2%) 129
>20 30(81.1%) 6(16.2%) 1( 2.7%) 37 26.690***
20~30 58(52.7%)  39(35.5%)  13(11.8%) 110
Aee 30~40 22(46.8%)  13(27.7%)  12(25.5%) 47
40< 15(333%)  16(35.6%)  14(31.1%) 45
High 4(44.4%) 3333%)  2(22.2%) 9 5.640
Income Middle 90(55.2%)  52(31.9%) 21(12.9%) 163
Low 31(46.3%)  19(28.4%)  17(25.4%) 67
) Yes 29(48.3%)  21(35.0%)  10(16.7%) 60  0.663
Children No 96(53.6%)  53(29.6%)  30(16.8%) 179
) Yes 63(583%)  35(324%) 10( 9.3%) 108  8.086*
Single No 62(47.3%)  39(29.8%)  30(22.9%) 131

White collar 13(28.3%)  19(41.3%)  14(30.4%) 46 18.461%**
Occupation Blue collar 28(47.5%)  21(35.6%)  10(16.9%) 59
Unemployee 84(62.7%)  34(254%) 16(11.9%) 134

>High school 59(56.7%) 31(29.8%)  14(13.5%) 104 1.950
Education

College< 66(48.9%)  43(31.9%) 26(193%) 135
* p<0.05, *** p<0.001.

(Table 2> A 1710 g BEst AAL7]e) FA} B alZol A 2]
BA9] 2ol e ARt BAS BAT A%E HeiFED Yok AR &S 4
F, awdeydeigol] o BAE, FASA0) tid BAEe} Azte Ee
o2 FEYel WA vekdnk 7149 20, A%, sl FRE} 5
BA9) Fowe £o02 Bagel A eyt

ARe $5 57, A%, FPRA @ BAS Amaehmezol] oig
BAET} A 1718 FAT H AZolH A B2 £ g AzkEskel
48 A7 BAZLE fro Ao2 UBT(p<0.05).
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{Table 2> Respondent's attitudes toward pork

Mean SD Pp R Pu T Mi Pi  Aw An Sb

Pp 6444 75250 1.000

R 28410 1.03298 .268*** 1.000

Pu 25356 1.06402 .089 330%*% 1.000

T 3.1674 102348 .144* A14%%% - 339%%* 1,000

Mi 33515 1.14583 .034 —.021 070 025 1.000

Pi  3.0167 107284 045 —.026 J428* 014 384+ 1.000

Aw 44728 87825 .042 026 —.121 074 195** 019 1.000

An 27071 1.29883 .199** 089 045 016 —.062 —.019 .042 1.000

Sb 27238 127644 .239***  138* .088 .039 —.034 073 .040 .801*** 1.000

P: Perceived helpfulness of country of origin. R: Respondent informed, Pu: Perceived unsafe, T:
Trust, Mi: Meat important, Pi: Price important, Aw: Animal welfare important, An: Antibiotics, Sb:
Salmonella/bacteria.

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.

(Table 3>2 23178 FA7} A ol SollA A B9 =80 3 Az
o PlAe 9% 89 iRyl ulF HP=E BHF A9E BojFm gt v
g Sk 73 tigk AAl o3 e Aato] 2shd 27) BE ] 52 BAFEO]
AR FoahA Yeh A sty WE(p>0.05), BE I AAGEC] 2
FTEHG WP we} St BlE) 54 7F3(Bender & Benner 2000; Chen

{Table 3> Goodness of fit of pork quality and safety model

Indeces Quality model Safety model

2= = 2— —
Score test for the proportional odds assumption 2°=16.394, df=11, - x"=18.0445, dE=T3,

p=0.121 p=0.156
Log likelihood for full model 478.559 478.559
Log likelihood for restricted model 420.289 420.680
Likelihood ratio test 22=58.270, df=11,  x?=57.879, df=13,
=0.000 p=0.000
Cox and Snell 0.216 0.215
Nagelkerke 0.250 0.249

McFadden 0.122 0.121
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(Table 4> Analysis of maximum likelihood estimates of pork quality model

95% Wald

Confidence

B SE Wad Sig Exp(B) Limits
Lower Upper
bound bound

Intercept 2 —6.1379 1.634 14.110 0.000*** - - -
Intercept 1 —4.3053 1.608 7.166 0.007** - - -
Gender 0.2433 0272 0.800 0.371 1.275 0.748 2173
Age 0.5173 0.185 7.837 0.005** 1.677 1.168 2410
Income 0.7044 0292 5.806 0.016* 2.023 1.140  3.587
Children —0.8551 0370 5.343 0.021* 0.425(2.353) 0.206 0.878
Single —0.4312 0306 1.988 0.159 0.650(1.538) 0.357 1.183
Occupation —04616 0201 5283 0.022*  0.630(1.587) 0.425 0934
Education 0.2726 0.300 0.823 0.364 1.313 0.729  2.366
Respondent informed 0.6225 0.143 18.839 0.000*** 1.864 1.407  2.468
Meat important 0.1389 0.132 1.114 0.291 1.149 0.888 1.487
Price important 0.0574 0.136 0.002 0.966 1.006 0.771 1312
Animal welfare important 0.0171 0.153 0.013 0911 1.017 0.754 1373

Parenthesis: inverted odds ratio.
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.
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2 YERgth(p<0.05). A3 ] ke M8 ALE(Kim & Kim 1997; Kim HC 1999;
Verbeke & Ward 2006)3 22 AAGT, AR &5 30| ik My A7
(Hoffmann 2000)¢} 222 ATGCh &5 =25, 164 o]3} ojgdo] §-7¢} AY FFe
FFE-2 A3 TS (Hoffmann 2000; Verbeke & Ward 2006)7}= t}2 Aaldch

Y, &5 75, 49 %, 283 AR F5 FFo) 199 0 2HusE
Ao FEE dSset 944 BAVE 95X gEtha Azkshs (4w
2o ESHAY 34 =8ty Adshe AdEs 22} 16H), 20, 1.5819} 1.84H
& SV AL JEldth 164 o|sky] ojdo] f-Rol A ojdolrt gl 1A
o] oldo|7} A& 7HH BT} 2.3u) o] ] HRA17|e] FAL o|Esh=t] 924 ¥
A7t EXEA GO AZshs AR EEAY 34 =8dtkn Bzeke A

t‘g:

5. =HX[117[e] okd ol ZolAM HMK| EAIS] Z20)| CHEH X|ZHZ 0l D|X|=

rir

(Table 5>= MEHE F&HWUF T X e HAYAFES B3
AFI Aok A7 FEAE &shed AiA] A7 EHA gtk Az
= W EHAY a4 =¥Ethe AdE) HA= Y, 97, &5 §F, A
ZHe A, AFE, ALY Fat, asn Andalate ol gig #AE
o] =L Ao FBEoINY, 164 o]5} ojHo] 47, 54 4R, JY FF
7H49 8%, J2)1 FYER UiF BAE JFEL Ho] JEgSolrh

A%, 164 oJ3} ojdo] /%, AP 2, 281 A7} A 17)9) %A 4
ol A BAS] Bl e Adme] FFE WX A2 YEhTHp<0.05).
B, A T2 AHTIL 199 0F SHE5E G 1ur)e FAL oEsh=d)
WA A7 2EHA] gGeda Adshe AZERY 228 AY 24 £59
3 Az7He AZEE 22} 19u, 15us) 15w) ol Z48Ks Ao E ekt 16
A ol3te] olgle] el ojzlelrk i 71go] oo} gl H Rt 2.39) ol
3 o SAT)e] FRAE oSkt YA FAVL E851A Stdka 4 A
it E5EAY 32 =5dun Azshs ez yelygt.

V. got gl 4=

b B S — e

rr

2 A7 A7 FA3 2k o)A AR Bl Ego B AAEd



(Table 5> Analysis of maximum likelihood estimates of pork safety model

95% Wald
Confidence

B SE  Wald Sig. Exp(B) Limits

Lower Upper
bound bound

Intercept 2 —6.3945 1532 17428  0.000*** - - -

Intercept 1 —4.5511 1.501 9.188  0.002*%* - - -

Gender 0.2001 0.272 0542 0462 1.221 0.717  2.081
Age 0.6643 0.187  12.613  0.000*** 1.943 1.347  2.804
Income 0.4596 0.284 2622 0.105 1.583 0.908 2.762
Children —0.8742 0.373 5497  0.019* 0.417(2.398) 0201  0.866
Single —0.2441 0311 0.615 0433 0.783(1.277) 0426 1.442
Occupation —0.4299 0.203 4498  0.034* 0.651(1.536) 0.437  0.968
Education 0.3186 0.303 L1095 0292 1.375 0.760  2.488
Perceived unsafe 0.0566 0.136 0.173  0.677 1.058 0.811  1.382
Trust 04342 0.145 8933  0.003** 1.544 1.161 2052
Meat important 0.1515 0.130 1.366  0.243 1.164 0903  1.500
Price important —0.0481 0.137 0.123  0.726 0.953(1.049) 0.728  1.248
Antibiotics —0.0158 0.178 0.008  0.929 0.984(1.016) 0.695 1.394
Salmonella/bacteria 0.2742  0.186 2.184  0.140 1.315 0914  1.892

Parenthesis: inverted odds ratio.
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.
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