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Abstract

This study surveys livestock manufacturers, and distributors' perceptions to promote consumption
and distribution of animal welfare certified livestock products.In the question on the appropriate
content of animal welfare certified livestock products in animal welfare certified livestock products,
15 people (46.9%) were employed by manufacturing and distributing companies, 7 people (21.9%)
were "50% or more", "30% or more", "70% or more", and "90% or more" were in the order of
5 people (15.6%). In the opinion on the rating of the animal welfare livestock farm certification
system in livestock processed foods, the respondents for manufacturing and distributors were
'positive.' Eight people (30.8%), 'very positive." Seven people (26.9%), normal.' Six people (23.1%),
‘not positive." Three people (11.5%) and two people (2.7%) were in order, and the difference
according to the size of the company was not found to show a statistically significant difference
(p>0.05). The animal welfare livestock farm certification system is expected to be activated if
processed foods are classified according to the content of animal welfare certified livestock products
to manufacture and distribute livestock products to the extent that there is no price burden on
consumers.
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22 oA ALEA| AR, TAIY, 2RISR 5 okt W Zw, 24180 Ttk Belkto]
AR ZAole. S4bEe] Tt SRS QAT S4MEe Tt AnlKe] 205 Z7SP Sl
FBEA, B, §7134 5 SAE B K15 Aol o A8 QA W o] S1et
31 9Ick(Yoon ef al., 2018). SEtete] 49, 1991400] APE FRETHE AROE 5 5B
Sl g) WA 5 5RE Aushl Busky elshe o BRs 14 AsrkWoo, 2017).
ol AHE 20089 FEETBA SN 20108 FERET 2 23 AL AR 5ERG

Y MRS B9 SREA 24 A5A £ 25N, 2014)
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seEA S ASAIE 20129 AFAIE AR 20131 S, 20149 57, 2015 k-5
A, A4, 2016| LE7HA] S5 Sfs) UL ICH(NIAS, 2016), S4hE0] 24871 59
TEEA SR ASA H2E ARSI SERA S A5 T2 AR Y B v
Y, AT, 5%, w89 A4S oA ®AIstolof gtk 3 A9 WEA VIS 59k 578l
A R S4keol ofd Aeole sERA A U S0 BIISPAL, WU, WA S &HAPE
seuA A BE seR 29 - E5T 7t Qe BAe FAISKAL QITHNLIC, 2012).

S7RISAE diRt 28R} A= 2AF B, FEEA] SARSE ASA AT ol ASA]
et AHRF AR wid ASste] 202090 80.6%, 202190]= 81.1%9] AAEE B o,
TEEARIS SAbEo] thet ) o vl o5 B0l AR vt olft FEEA
T SAUES 2] oA 7L 31 T%E 7FE #A UEhE T SEEAUS SAbEo] ARelIA A
She HIE2 A %2 208 WHEHTHMAFRA, 2021).

A LU FEEARIS SAEE AR, HA), Hal, 9 217F fEEA /e,
TEEAUS SAME 4H] BABE 5) SRS AL AR, 7RSshe AR JISH S Sist
o 7RAETHA 1S MRS St =54 S4AE, 2020). FHolAE 4k Ax 2 #5
Al TEEA S 52 T SAES BEsto] ANV, =7k, W, 8AE 5 TRt
7FSAES i 8 SO 7HEAE Azl Bt B el §i7] hiEell = w7101
AR FEEARJIT UIEE ARSI 9L “FEEAP ol ARBSIAL A AJERt FEEARIS
OIS ARSShE A0 WehdT E7E, A= 5 718 E9kEe] A7ME TRAES] A A= AlES
TEEANTE T2 S4E0] ofd %) ARG ASSPEA FEEA &otE ASHAY, ‘=71
SEARIS v S ARSShe AFE sl AEAEe] S 2AT & oAl ddE:

202313 FHSAAER, SHPMFRS RSP EANA AARE FEEA]0] gt =714 AL
A vl m=d SEEASA 5 ASA tidt 28R AR =T 743%2 HEFg e, &
RIS SRS UK olfs SERANS S4kE0] 9 F80] £ A ZobAl 37.3%,
FEEAAS EAME0] Bt BT A ZolA 33.6%2 7FY B UEh, AHAp BEEANS
Akl 7Idiske 9 4 B Aol wot £H[AF o] QIS AISAIE B0 it e
3 g0l BT AoR YAt

TEEA A IS SAbE AL - ol 8FF HHRAP] WEY, FEEA -7 B¢
FAE FEEARNS A2 2% o 29514 Xohs 44 LuF AR Agsiol wrfske
A7 om, 3F EFE A Fe=T T 40% oV AAIst] 744 Fgofja] EAo] HIHisHA
st A= HERATHMAFRA, 2021).

2 A A Ul s SEEAIS AR 5 A @l o
SEEARIS FAEY] v @43 Rte R FEEANS SibE TIAE Az A S
27 ol ek AR Alx 9 fEARR AHIR] oS FRFEsto] QISA] #Al 28 I
off theh Zfdrieke Ajtsarat et

1. ZALE A SE

1. ZAb Ot

ZAREE 24 AR A9, SEA HU0E FAZ AZAE 5, A, x5 Z42
HE 71902 FHHL, GEAE ontE, SIE vhE, JTAFET 5 SAE FEAS oz
Sk 339 St 5 /19 A TH012%). $A719 119633%) Tel3 $4719 159
(45.5%)0]CKTable 1).
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Table 1. Survey respondent characteristics of marketing and distribution workers (Unit: N, %)

Classification Frequency
Major company 7 (21.2)
Company size Middle-standing 11 (33.3)
Small business 15 (45.5)
Total 33 (100.0)
2. ZAL WY

T FREANE SAE, /1AEY 45 L 6] BYL TP olel FAB AR L 45
o FANE PPOR FBEAZS HAZ U /BAE W) L 7o) e, W) v, QA=
FA WP, S W) 9 ) O, BEEANF A2 R3] Tie oA So theh 2t
B2 9% 95 U ARA g AR o] 2T 790l thE 2AE AL, ol
4Ee R0l 269 guoz U o AN

3. SAXE| ¥ EM

B d79 49 Ame JAF fRof wet LES)al, SPSS(statistical package for the social
scences) WIN 250 22 192 A8310] SAL02 LA A7EATH S4L Tl 9
Sto] WA (frequency analysis)e AASH] Bl WiZ-8-3 AbEoglom, Ao 7t 2lo] #4125
91 FholAlE) AR AAsteck

0. Za Y o

-

=
(=]

re

1. SSEAQIE NS

S} 0] T SEEAQIE $4K2 Wl o} Table 29} 2. B} o] HE FEEA
5 242 W) ojRE rIelE $4719L FEBAS FA2E WU L SHo] 100%2
UEfCt b, 71992 WfRIe 7 6%(54.5%), “oRekA QRrh 7} 5(45.5%) 0.2 ek,
FAVIAE WksA) btk Seo] AR Y)Y, S4719RT 6 £ A0E SOl
SJleglrHp<0.01). 20239 SUSAA BRI UA|T FREA] et lolzAlo] HEw 5
BEAQIE 20E 5 79 HAL ADE T1E0R vE 854%, BUFEET 182% 22kl 17.2%,
MISKY 62%, 716} 1.7% $A12 (s US4, 2003), B 2419} §A10 AhS Uehhgleh

St o] WE Uit Sk o] FEEA|E 4 wof 1)@ ol Table 37} ek S
L 5EEARLS HAES Wittt SH 287 F SEEAS FABE 30% ol Mgk
7} 127(42.9%) 22 71 =A YEREL 10% H]TF 87H(28.6%), 10% ©]AY 4H(14.3%), 20% ©]

Table 2. Whether to sell animal welfare certified livestock products (Unit: N, %)

Classification Yes No Total X P
Major company 7 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 7 (100.0)
Company size Middle-standing 6 (54.5) 5 (45.5) 11 (100.0) 11.786™ 0.003
Small business 15 (100.0) 0 (0.0 15 (100.0)
Total 28 (84.8) 5 (15.2) 33 (100.0)

"p<0.01.
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Table 3. Sales ratio of animal welfare certified livestock products to general livestock products (Unit: N, %)

Sales ratio

Classification Total X p
60%=< 30%=< 20%=< 10%=< 10%>
Major company 0 (0.0 1 (14.3) 0 (0.0 1 (14.3) 5 (714 7 (100.0)
Company size Middle-standing 1 (16.7) 1 (16.7) 2 (33.3) 0 (0.0) 2 (33.3) 6 (100.0)  20.056° 0.010
Small business 0 (0.0 10 (66.7) 1 (6.7) 3 (20.0) 1 (6.7) 15 (100.0)
Total 1 (3.6) 12 (429) 3 (10.7) 4 (143) 8 (28.6) 28 (100.0)

*p<0.05.

AP 39(10.7%), “60% olo] 1%(3.6%) 202 SIFIYLE. T7] L Ak 412 o] FEEAQ
F SAIBL 10% veHOR Witk S0 71L4%E. ek, Jrjs o S47]9, F4719uct
o] 9om], SA7194S 30% oS TR ol 66.7%z Leth, B9, F27]9 Rt 2
B SARE o] BEEAE 20| B8 AR Ny, BAHOE O Hol Mol
AR UeThp<0.01). £ 2AH F4v]de] SFehe St $REA, §7154e HEAOR
Tlshe A EEET vigo] 1, tIgo] SiFSh: tfY miEL BEEAS gL ilE
AERF ohleh, Qo ZAKES thoks Bofslel Uehd o= BRI

2. SESXQS FLUE T HIE

SAF o] TE FEEARIS FihE w Al §5713 W w7t $EEE HlE Zjol= Table
49} Zrom, SHAE FEEAYUS SAES Wity SERt 280|th BEEARIS SAE &
o] A] 9E7|7F 1 Tl AEEE S 80% OJAF 50.0%, 100% = 21.4%, 30% ©]AF 0] 10.7%,
‘60% ©14d°0] 10.7%, ‘40% OV 7.1% <02 UElHTh SEEXQIS S4E | A] R-8715t
a7t FaEl= HER 80% oldolgls SE0] 71U 57.1%, 47192 60.0%2 A e
1, FA719L 100% 35713t W 7} Hoks S50] 333%= Vel 7199 qikol] IA A
glo] 80% oMo R AZlgo] ¥ AL &+ Atk IAL o] wE FEEARIS SAE )
Al G715 ) w7l AR EE B1eL EAF 0 g [oJ5t 2jolS Holx] o= Ao FolF
(p>0.05). ASPCA(P]=FE-ESIHFAZ )0 Wi=2H SEEARIS FSAMES Wfok= 719 4% 5
EEARIS SAME TlE2 70%0]1L, A&EH 0 & Flok= A2 et 2 At AR 205
UERf I

3. ESEAQIE SMS JIZAE T 3
S} o] e FEEACE A8 71BAE we 3RS Table SO UERSIT, 24} 23}

Table 4. Percentage of animal welfare certified livestock products sold within the expiration date (Unit: N, %)

Percentage of sold

Classification Total X p
100% 80%=< 60%=< 40%=< 20%<
Major company 1 (143) 4 (57.) 0 (0.0 1 (14.3) 1 (14.3) 7 (100.0)
Company size ~ Middle-standing 2 (33.3) 1 (16.7) 1 (16.7) 1 (16.7) 1 (16.7) 6 (100.0) 6.171 0.628
Small business 32000 9 (60.0) 2 (13.3) 0 (0.0 1 (6.7 15 (100.0)
Total 6 (21.4) 14 (50.0) 3 (10.7) 2 (7.1 3 (10.7) 28 (100.0)"

*p<0.05.

Ypeople responded, ‘We sell animal welfare certified livestock products.’
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Table 5. Whether animal welfare certified processed food is sold or not (Unit: N, %)

Classification Yes No Total X P
Major company 2 (28.6) 5 (71.4) 7 (100.0)
Company size Middle-standing 9 (81.8) 2 (182) 11 (100.0) 14.661™ 0.001
Small business 15 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 15 (100.0)
Total 26 (78.8) 7 (212) 33 (100.0)

"p<0.001.

TIBAEE Woeich T SE HIES 78.8% UEton, ol muksh gerh 2 Suat
212%80h 7 Uehidth, FBEANE SARE /F3AE W) el SR ol AR
KO3 Aol Holi= 02 Uetip<000l). 7145 £5 U veL J]ek 4HTL A,
AAIA, B B)0] 7V 8 M8 BYOR, Bk AXIVA, S, Adola 191 RAE $A1R
LT Table 6). Veissier 5(2008)2 ole] S/julet SBRANS Z4% Wil 4% WS, Akt
W% 9 A st isle] ook B sy, aglojoh AgU) A9 e W} BREA)
¥go] ABHT YSolE BT, Aol BEEARS A 1340 426, ol FEEA
L= 4R0] Qo] v STk oheh QA0 Qls) AE T 2 @ o] At Eet
ofgrElol, mys, BRG] A9 7k oAl FBEAT D 75w 9] we] Aol 44
9912 FFa/] oleie) HEEA Bl AR Aakgo] BA5) WA Lehdrh(Veissier e al., 2008).
olo] T FREANS S AHTAE Wl A Tk o] Hle] &L WMo Mol WE
W A7} B AEche s AR Tkt Bl Al A Aol s Ao& Bald,

4. JZNE BY Al SEEXQIS BA| W

ABE T A FREANZ BA P FFE Table 73} 2ok B4 o] BT BYo=
A % 2 3TH(100%) 02 vhebgon), o] 3 EYAo] “FBEA” o] Aol 67.6%2 71
] vebgh $BEA F10F ok Agol 189%, A ART FBEANE vha Agol
10:8%, 7]E7} 2.7% 220l ik, FARLARFOIE] 23 OfF BES MADIIR FEEA21S
AES 83t B2 FHAS ¥ 2ol dio) BRI, Bt AFAE EA A9 FA10] et
AENYS Wit O A AL ASY W) B 7129 B4 4912 7K AEL Bole]
ofRiekiL Slgste] (Raynolds, 2004) 959 Al 0| FBRANS S4B BA A7t ek
3 4 glol AEle] 2uA B ob|F 4 ke B ZASH SARE ARIS Uehick

Table 6. Types of animal welfare certified livestock products processed food sales (Unit: N, %)

Classification Frequency
Pork cutlet 11 (26.2)
Chicken nuggets 4 (9.5)
Canned ham 3 (7.1
Steak 2 (4.8)
Type of product processed food .
Beef jerky 3 (7.1
Cheese 124
Yogurt 2 (4.8)
Etc. 16 (38.1)
Total 42 (100.0)

This survey allowed multiple responses.

Resour Sci Res, Vol. 6, No. 1 | 23
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Table 7. Method of marking animal welfare certification when packaging processed food (Unit: N, %)

Classification Frequency

Use of national certification marks for animal welfare 7 (18.9)

How to mark animal Use of self-made animal welfare certification marks 4 (10.8)
welfare certification Use the term "animal welfare" on wrapping paper 25 (67.6)
Etc 1 (2.7

Total 37 (100.0)

This survey allowed multiple responses.

5. SERXUS M= I 7IBAE it A=

St o] G FF FE5AUT SAE R 7REAE TS AlY Aol Table 83 At
‘chgst AlFo] Sl 7} 75.8%, ‘Thgst AlZo] Qi 7} 24.2%2 VRGO, SAL o] TE Fo]
= AR Rt Aolg Holx] ghe A= UERITHp>0.05).

FF FEEAUT A 2 7RAE Tt Alglo] itk SH0l SIS 90.9%, $4719
= 75.8%, 7192 57.1%2 Yeh, S27]90] FdiH o= Aol itk = £9°] H w2 As
& o Stk s A0l SikE R TR SERAIY Site] BT ]] ol
Bl 2ARE A3, BE S30M FE5AY S4te] 284 E0lA Ejlo] wasirE el
Fagheks SOl 45% O 7P w2 HIES HoloH, YA Edoie 18T B
=9f Aol A Thilo] fictal St HlEo] o] =ge B =S Al 9o SH v
Eot #A et 2 2ARN: o 23S YERAT

6. SERXUS Fi= AR st oA

AL R WE FEEAYS SAE 7RElE ] Y FERAIT A YR
S 23 Aoz Table 99} At 50% ol olehs SH0] 46.9%= 7H EA Hehg e, 30%
ol o] 21.9%, 90% o130l 15.6%, 70% OVd ol 15.6% A= St o] wiE Alol= AL
= FOfRt AJolE HolA| o= A oR BRIEITHp>0.05). FEFARIT F4E 7HeFo= I
7] A3l FEEAIYT SAtE dRe AFOl 50% opde] Hojok dttreke 3ol $A7IUS

Table 8. Plans to diversify animal welfare certified livestock products and processed foods in the future (Unit: N, %)

Classification Yes No Total X P
Major company 4 (57.1) 3 (42.9) 7 (100.0)
Company size Middle-standing 10 (90.9) 1 9.1 11 (100.0) 2.744 0.254
Small business 11 (75.8) 4 (26.7) 15 (100.0)
Total 24 (75.8) 8 (24.2) 33 (100.0)

Table 9. Opinions on the content of animal welfare certified livestock products (Unit: N, %)

Addition ratio

Classification Total ¥ P
90%=< 70%=< 50%=< 30%<
Major company 3 (42.9) 0 (0.0 3 (42.9) 1 (14.3) 7 (100.0)
Company size  Middle-standing 0 (0.0 3 (27.3) 5 (45.5) 3 (27.3) 11 (100.0) 7.904 0.245
Small business 2 (13.3) 2 (13.3) 8 (53.3) 3 (20.0) 15 (100.0)
Total 5 (15.6) 5 (15.6) 15 (46.9) 7 (21.9) 33 (100.0)

24 | Resour Sci Res, Vol. 6, No. 1
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45.5%, FA7|UZ 53.3%, t71UE 42.9%% HEREIL ©90% ol el Hofof gtk 71 S+Ho]
71D 42.9%, S4719901 13.3%, SA7IUS 0%k 71 GolAl FHrdel ©90% old ol S|t
SHARE SARE AFARNLH, 50% ol ol SHT SHAR: HAVIE T A SARAL 75,
I, "HIE 2% SEAEC] 50% oloF Y] W TS Aok A0E Ut SEEAE
715 AR Al AEFIAE E0f A, FE, 0] 5k ARSI HAVIE VIRl R B E
EARIS AR ARt SARE oy ok 30% a9 AJo|7t U= A 08 UehdtiPark, 2019). 5&5
AQUF FARE0] 7142 A50] ¥ ABAP} FHijsh] FEAstE 4 lou, SS9l 714
< 2L TEEA A ISAl HAIR B[R Eo] QIes dithd AHIR 85 =Y
& kg A 0= wker: FEEA|0] tigt epdo] ABR; S| ko) u]R|= Fo iRt FAl At
of BEH F=EA] Fpdof gk Aestal 371291 AE AlE- AHA] | 24 291 Test
A wkEo] T oRRE = 4 qlom, 1wl FEEA] ALY 2plS Ft AE AT AH R
7t H &2 7HE ALK FEEARIS SikEe Frllshet] 3449 8902 Alths o=
UEFHTHAmelia Rose Cornish).

7. S2EX UK EA| S30) tfe ofz

St R0 ME FEEARIS FitE 7ReAECIM ASAl BA] SH3lel HiRt 94 Alole
Table 103} Zth w}-¢- Aok 2he SHol 71U 42.9%, 47192 26.7%= EA ekt
AL, FAAeI Ehe 3ol 47190 40.0%, $77140] 25.0%, ti71Y40] 14.3%% E3kor, 3]
Ab RO T Aol FAACE RFOIF AolE HolA] gl Ao® Ve THp>0.05). ‘T 37
Zojtp, ~gAAelnt o SHe SEHAL 157 F§ WU 4%, FHVIY 19, $471 10%e=
Uerges, Hlde Foo] gizt E8= S7F, ‘aHAEl] AUY g, FEEAIS F4E]
et AdgE e W37 A3 5 37t A Bk B3 A grp, o 2gR] koo
SHT 5 SEAE W14 2%, $A7IY 17, 4719 2780]H, 578 F 4789 &% FA7F I,
17g0] iHA" FAQ1 Ao g el g, SH3lo] Fg2olste SHY SEAES AlE 1Y
e, SERAUS S 7 I 5 571 e EERl: (Eeeldh o] SHet SEA
+ 682 t7I 178, S471¥ 2%, $4719 3% 2= UERITh De Jonge(2015)= APE3LE A&
o EA] B o B2 AEl) gAo] sEEA AR Y HlE ol Ak STMITIEA 2ARE
A3, FEEA #BEQ APEsE BA AEAE AHAF Aot SEEA] 5 ol 384
QA FFE F= A0E Yeht, & A7t fARE aE eIt

N. 2 %

L =

2 e SAE AR B 759 FARE e FERARIT SAkE0l det o - )

Table 10. Opinion on the rating of the certification system of animal welfare certified livestock products processed foods (Unit: N, %)

Percentage of sold

Classification Total ¥
Ve.:r.y Positive Neutral Negative Ver?/ P
positive negative
Major company 3 (42.9) 1 (143) 1 (14.3) 1 (143) 1 (14.3) 7 (100.0)
Company size Middle-standing 0 (0.0) 1 (25.0) 2 (50.0) 1 (25.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (100.0) 6.073 0.639

Small business

4(267) 6 (40.0) 32000 1(6.7) 1 (6.7) 15 (100.0)

Total

769 8308 6231 3115 2 (77 26 (100.0)"

YRespondents after supplementing the survey as questions were added after supplementation.
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A% 9 ATEE BAslel 52EA0E 248 §5-40 RS 99 712 AR A AN
Ak 229 v AT, 2412 7FEA BN FEEA) 2415 Q157 S diet ool

SHASE WS FHE EE FHH Q] HESo] 747 30.8% B 26.9%S Lehfio] Tt 5 o4k
YeERET, e FHAolA] &2 B FAZA0|A] U222 717 11.5% D 2.7%S YERHoH, SIAF
0] T2 Aol BolA] ISk, W] BREANS FAE BaYel vt /1B FREA
HAE SHOIsI] At SR Adgsto] dis= 5531101" SAEE FAofetaL, Aujxief
A 74 Bl Q= AolM ZUE 71BAES A REANY, FBRA 245G ASAE g
2o & UZ A= THRitt.
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