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ABSTRACT

Data were collected via a survey of patrons of farmers” markets in Keatueky to determine consnmer
perceptions of chicken products. A conjoint experiment was included in the survey that elicited respondent
preferences for different chicken product attributes. Results showed that a wwjority of consnmers were
willing to buy chickens in frmers” markets, with strosg preference towards chicken beeast quarters and
whole-dressed birds, Certified organie chickens weee more popular among Cavcasian consomers. Conjoint
analysis results indicated that product price and form were more important to consumers than the product’s

origin or whether or not the chickens were orgunic.

INTRODUCTION

Kentucky's agricultural landscape consists
of many small-scale farmers seeking to he
profitable using low-investment enterprises.
Small-scale broiler production is one such
enterprise where chickens are raised on
pastures in bottomless cages so that they can
access  vegetation, seeds, insects, ete. in
addition to prepured feed. This is unlike
intensive  commercial  broiler production
where the animals are grown in climate-
controlled enclosed buildings without access
to & more natural environment (Cunningham
2008). It is obvious that small-scale pastured
broiler farming has higher production costs
per chicken than large scale intensive farms
where cost efficiency is a primary manage-
ment goal. Cunningham (2009) reported that
intensive  broiler operations  received, on
average, $040 per bird from integrated
chicken processors while Dasgupta and Skel-
ton (2007) used Kentucky pastured poultry
data to project a breakeven production cost of
84.67 per bird. Higher costs make much of
Kentucky's pastured broilers a higher-priced
product, leading to marketing concerns
among farmers, Concerns usually result in
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producers seeking niche markets where they
could receive a greater share of retail prices.

Farmers’ markets were designed to offer
consumers with locally-grown food products.
In many cases these outlets have evolved to
hecome sources of ‘naturally grown’ and
certified organic foods, and patrons have
come to expect such products, These markets
allow producers to receive retail prices, which
is necessary for most small-scale agriculture to
survive financially.

Over the last 20 years there had been many
media reports on intensive farming of chick-
ens that highlighted the reliance of producers
on antibiotics and other medications to keep
their stock healthy. Bemard et al. (2007)
reported that concerns over the use of
genetically modified (GM) feedstuff and
antibiotics/hormones coupled with the lack
of a natural growth environment in intensive
chicken production had led to increased
consumer interest in medication-free pastured
poultry. This puper investigates the consumer
perceptions of locally-grown pastured broilers
in Kentucky's farmers’ markets. Results of this
paper could be useful tools to delincate the
type of chicken products that farmers” market
consumers prefer.

The agricultural marketing literature has
many examples of farmers” market research.
Govindswamy et al. (1998) provided general-
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ized attitudes, preferences, and characteristics
of consumers at farmers’ markets. They
reported consumption trends of fresh fruits/
vegetables and organic produce. Using New
Jersey data, they discovered that lack of
knowledge arising out of poor promotional
efforts was a chief reason for consumers to not
attend furmers’ markets. As expected, most
farmers’ market consumers placed a high
premium on freshness and quality of the
produce and most were willing to pay a
premium for supporting local agriculture.
Henneberry and Agustini (2004) reported
results of a survey of consumers, producers,
and managers of Oklahoma farmers’ markets.
Consumers reported that purchasing fresh,
high quality produce and supporting local
farmers were the primary reasons for shop-
ping in farmers’ markets. These consumers
did not consider “price shopping” as a very
important reason for shopping at farmers’
markets. Producers cited “receiving retail
prices” as the most common reason for using
farmers” market as their outlet: however,
having customer interaction also was another
important reason. Fanmers” market managers
in(E ated that they never received any spe-
cialized training for their jobs at the farmers’
markets. Econometric results showed  that
urban and suburban consumers were much
more likely to patronize farmers’ markets
located conveniently near urban areas.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Data for this study came from a 2005 survey
of consumers in Kentucky's farmers’ markets
conducted in collaboration with the Kentucky
Departinent of Agriculture (KDA). The sur-
vey was conducted by face-to-face interviews
during which respondents tasted different
Kentucky-grown {oods and answered ques-
tions regarding 1) familiarity and willingness
to purchase food products in farmers’ mar-
kets, 2) visiting and spending patterns in a
farmers’ market, and 3) consumer demo-
graphics. A total of 166 useful observations
were obtained from Ashland (N = 20), Corbin
(N = 12), Erlanger (N = 10), Frankfort (N =
27), Lawrenceburg (N = 5), Louisville (N =
26), Lexington (N = 12), Owenshoro (N =
23}, and Paducah (N = 31) farmers’ markets.
These murkets were chosen randomly from a
subset of Kentucky farmers” markets, available
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to the KDA that had been identified to be
strongly patronized by consumers. Because
chickens were available only at the Erlanger,
Louisville, Lexington, and Owensboro farm-
ers’ markets, data from these sources were
used in our analyses. The relatively low
number of respondents in some markets was
due to the scheduling of data gathering
activities during the week when the survey
staff were availuble. Queries made to farmers’
market managers indicated that the number of
patrons varied hased upon the season, day of
the week, weather, ete. For example, the
Lexington farmers’ market had as few as 85
patrons per day during certain times of the
year and occasionally as many as 500 patrons
per day. Attendance in Owensboro and other
farmers’” markets was usually from (fewer
than} 100 to 250 patrons per day (Table 1).

Applying the work of Lancaster (1966),
which stated that consumers derived utility
from attributes that goods possess instead ol
the goods per se, we describe chickens sold in
farmers’ markets as a collection of attributes
such as the product’s price, the product’s form
(i.e., whether it was a whole chicken or certain
cuts), whether the chicken was certified
organic or if it were raised in Kentucky. These
attributes and their levels (Table 2) were
chosen to represent chicken characteristics
that are both relevant in a farmers” market
setting and under control of producers/pro-
Cessors.

Consumer preference data indicated the
importance Elaced on these attributes on a
five-point Likert scale: very important, impor-
tant, somewhat important, slightly important,
and not important (Wuensch 20035). These
duta were used to generate binary (0/1)
variables for product attributes such as price,
product origin (local vs. imported), ete. Each
variable was equal to 1 if consumers consid-
ered the corresponding attribute to be at least
“somewhat important,” and 0 if othenwise. It
was hypothesized that consumer demograph-
ics might exert a systematic influence over
their aseribed importance for different prod-
uct attributes (Dasgupta et al. 2000). Hence,
several demographic parameters (Table 1)
were used as independent variables in a
logistic regression model (eEquation 1)
(Greene 1993). Plconsumer i considers attri-
bute j to be important] = A(f;" X X;} where A
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Table 1. Distribution of key demographic information expressed as a percentage of respondents in cach market
Fanners’ market
Ak Cor* lex Lamy’ Fra* Lumd Pads Etl Own
Ape
21 or less 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 6.45 0.00 0.60
21-35 5.00 B33 1667 3077 1111 0.00  §290 000 1304
36-50 1500 4167 2500 1923  40.74 60,00 3226 20,00 17.39
51-65 50.00 1667 5833 30,77 2503 40,00 4L 4000 21,74
66 or more 3000 3333 0.00 11.54 14582 0.00 323 2000 3913
Education
Not high school grad 10.00 500 0.00 7.69 0.00 0.00 323 .00 4.35
High school grad 3000 833 0oo 1134 1852 0.00 645 1000 2609
Some college 2500 5000 1667 2308 2222 4000 3871 3000 2609
d-year degree 10,00 2500 2500 1539 074 000 2381 2000 2609
Muore advanced degree 25.00 833 5833 3462 1482 6000 2258 20,00 70
Race
African American 5.00 800 0 46,15 1852 40.00 1280 0.00 13.04
Native American 0.00 533 533 0.00 (LOD 0.0 643 10.00 1304
Caneasian 85.00 75.00 8333 42.31 7407 60.00 7.74 G600 6522
Astan 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 (.00 0.00 3.23 000 0.00
Hispunic 0.00 533 0.00 0.00 370 0.00 3.23 0.00 0.00
Other 0.00 1) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3123 0.00 000
Residence
Urhan 45.00 17.00 41.67 80.77 3333 2000 2258 40.00 47.83
Suburban 40,00 833 4167 1154 2593 4000 4194 30,00 3045
Rural 15.00 66.67 533 0.00 29.63 40.00 2003 10.00 435
Annumal income
$20K or luss 10,00 8.00 0,00 1539 11.11 0.00 9,68 0,00 13.04
=$20K hut =$40K 2060 833 1667 2692 741 000 2258 2000 26.09
=840 bt <$60K 20,60 025 3333 2308 2222 4000 068 2000 1739
>$G0K hut <$S0K 2000 33.33 8§33 11.54 23963 2000 2258 0.00 8.70
>$80K hut <$100K 0.00 0 833 3.835 14.82 0.00 968  20.00 0.00
S100K or more 5.00 16.67 16.67 7.69 74 0.00 16.13 10.00 4.35
Houschold size
Muean 347 3.00 & a3 2.65 1.80 259 a7l 2.20
Standard deviation .96 1.34 1.52 1.01 127 1.3 L2 1.70 1.11
N i 12 12 26 a7 5 31 10 23

* Asllatnl Tarimces' inarkit, * Corbin Baemcets’ market, © Lesbigron fatpen matket, * Lontisville Baomers marbed, © Frankfon Brners narket.  Lawrentchung
farmers’ marked, ¥ Pacleealt fanners” warket * Edlanger Grmers” macket * Owenslom Grmers” imarket

represents the Logistic cumulative distribution
function, [l represents a (k X 1) vector of
regression coefficients for the jth attribute of a
pr()duct, and X represents a (k %X 1) vector
of consumer characteristics, as discussed above.

Examples of the above methodology exist in
Foltz et al. (1999) and Dasgupta et al. (2000)

Table 2. Product attributes and cocresponding levels
associnted with chickens offered in farmers” markets that
were wsed in the conjoint madel.

Attnbutes: Levels:

Price $6.60/%g ($3.00/Ih), $9.90/kg ($4.501b), or
$13.20/kg ($6.00/1h}

Fonn Whole, Leg quarters. or Breast quarlers

Type “Organic” or “Non organie”

Origin “KY grown” or “Not KY grown™

where consumer preferences, elicited on a
Likert scale, were regressed with respect to
demographic parameters to characterize re-
spondents that have systematically demon-
strated a high/low preference for products. By
applying Equation 1 to our data, we devel-
oped a logistic likelihood function for each
product attribute, which was maximized by
selecting the appropriate Bis. The Bjs were used
to identify subgroups of consumers that exhib-
ited a significantly (i.e., P = 5%) higher/lower
preference for different chicken products.

The farmers’ market survey also collected
data for a conjoint experiment; however, only
the Louisville and Owenshoro farmers” market
contributed useful data for this experiment.
Conjoint analysis was used to evaluate buyer
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acceptance of multi-attribute products (Wirth
et al. 1990). Product attributes were carefully
selected based upon characteristics that are
under control of sellers and thought to be
important to buyers. In this study, broilers sold
in farmers’ markets were described by the
following attributes 1) price (alternative levels:
$6.60/kg or $3.00/b, $9.90/kg or $4.50/b,
$13.20/kg or $6.001b), 2) form (alternative
levels: whole, leg quarter, breast quarter), 3)
origin (alternative levels: Kentucky-grown, not
Kentucky grown), and 4) type (alternative
levels: certified organic chicken, not organic).
Other attributes such as chicken breed, broiler
size, ele., were considered to follow industry
standards. Using the three levels of “price” and
“form” attributes, and two levels of “origin”
and “type” attributes, respectively, a list of 3 X
3 X 2 X 2 = 36 alternative product profiles was
developed (Dasgupta et al. 2007).

If respondents rated all 36 product profiles,
the resulting conjoint experiment would be a
full factorial design. However, requiring re-
spondents to rate 36 products is unreasonable;
hence, an orthogonal fractional factorial design
developed from the full factorial experiment
was used to reduce the total number of
products to be rated in the survey from 36 to
11. Orthogonal fractional factorial designs are
used in conjoint analyses in which a subset of all
factor-treatment  combinations is selected to
allow estimation of the main effects of each
product attribute on consumer perceptions of
the product (Dasgupta et al. 2007). Wirth et al.
{1990}, Halbrendt et al. (1993}, and Harrison et
al. (1998) provided details of methodology and
justification for using orthogonal fractional-
fuctorial designs in conjoint experiments.

The 11 product profiles (Table 3) were
selected from the 36 total profiles using SAS
Gemktruns and %emktex macros (SAS 2008).
Surveyed consumers rated each of the 11
product profiles on a 0 to 10 scale (0: extreme
dislike; 10: extreme like). The 11 profiles
included two “heldout™ profiles which were
used to validate the conjoint results by
comparing predicted ratings of holdout prod-
ucts to their average observed ratings. Hold-
out products were chosen lo represent likely
products available in farmers” markets in the
future. Hence, their presence in the conjoint
experiments allowed us to investigate the
consumer utility for potential future products.
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A conjoint analytical model expresses a
causal relationship between a buyer's utility
to the combination of attribute levels that
defines the product (Bernard et al. 2007).
Using the preference ratings as proxy for
utiliti', model (2) was developed to investigate
which product attributes enhanced or dimin-
ished a typical respondent’s utility. We
adopted the part-worth utility model that
provided the greatest flexibility in the shape
of the utility function (Wirth and Davis 2003).
This analytical model allowed for separate
estimates of the effect of each level of every
attribute on the mean rating/utility of a
product. Mean deviation dummy variables
were vsed in (2) (Harrison et al. 1998). The
estimated coefficients (P's) are called “part
worths” of attribute levels towards caleulating
the consumer utility. Using product attributes
(Table 2} and following the conjoint method-
ology outlined in Harrison et al. (1998) and
Dasgupta et al. (2007), the conjoint model
used in this paper is outlined as (Equation 2)
Ry=po+ph % PriceMed, + Ba X Priceli; +
B3 X KY-Grown; + f; X BreastQuarter; + ps
X LegQuurter; + B X Organic, + g, where Ry
represents the rating of product ‘1", made by
respondent ‘', where PriceMed (PriceHi) is a
dummy variable which takes values of 1,0, —1
if product price was §9.90/kg ($13.20/kg),
$13.20/kg ($9.90/kg), or $6.60/kg, respectively.
KY-Grown is a dummy variable that takes a
value of 1 (—1) if a chicken product werre
grown (not grown) in Kentucky; BreastQuar-
ter (LegQuarter) was a dummy variable 1, 0,
or —1 if the chicken product form were a
breast quarter (leg quarter), leg quarter
(breast quarter}, or wlmle-dressed, respective-
ly. Organic is a dummy variable that takes a
value of 1 (-1) is a chicken product were
{were not) certified organic.

Equation (2) was estimated with 2-limit
TOBIT regressions using the SAS QLIM
procedure (SAS 2008).

The part worth estimates were used to
caleulate the relative importance (RI) of each
product attribute to the respondents. The RI
results help suppliers to prioritize their
attention on those product attributes that
their customers consider to be highly impor-
tant in suppliers efforts to develop an “ideal”
product for consumers. The RI of a product
attribute is caleulated by first measuring the
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Hypothetical chicken prixluets rated by sorvey  respondents in farmers” markets as part of
conjoint experiment.

Product number Prive: g (81} Form Type Origin
1 $13.20 (36.00) Whale Orpanic Not KY grown
2 $9.90 (54.50) Whaole Non-organic KY grown
3 $9.90 (54.50) Leg quarter Orgunic Not KY grown
4 $6.60 (33.00) Whole Non-organic Not KY grown
5 $13.20 (56.00) Breast quarter Non-orgunic Not KY grown
6 $6.60 ($3.00) Leg quarter Non-organic Not KY grown
7 $6.60 ($3.00} Breust quarter Organic KY grown
8 $13.20 ($6.00} Leg quarter Non-argunic KY grown
9 $9.90 ($4.50} Breust quarter Non-organic Nol KY grown
10 (Holdont) $9.00 ($4.50) Leg quarter Organic Not KY grown
11 (Holdout) $13.20 ($6.00) Breast quarter Organic KY grown

range of part worth estimates over all levels of
that atiribute. The RI of an attribute is
expressed as the ratio of the range of part
worth estimates of different levels of the
attribute over the sum of such ranges for all
attributes of the product, ie., RI(Attribute i)
= Part worth range(Attribute i) / Part worth
range (Attribute j), where ' indexes all
relevant attributes of the product (Halbrendt
et ul. 1993).

RESULTS

Surveyed consumers indicated their will-
ingness to purchase three alternative chicken
products  (whole-dressed chickens, breast
quarters, and leg quarters} (Table 4). By
aggregating data from all surveyed farmers’
murkets, a weighted average of results (Ta-
ble 4) indicated that overall 65%, 68%, and
88% of consumers preferred chicken leg
quarters, whole dressed chickens, and chicken
breast quarters, respectively. Chicken breast
quarters and chicken leg quarters were the
most and least popular products, respectively.

Respondents were asked to choose product
attributes such as product form, type, size and
price to formulate their “ideal” chicken

Table 4.

product. The most popular product was
certified organic  chicken breast  quarters
packaged in 0.83 kg (2 1b) portions and priced
between $2.20/kg and $4.40/kg ($1/1b and $2/
Ib) (Table 5). Also 34% of respondents
preferred whole-dressed chickens over ather,
more processed, product types. The “$6.60/4kg
(83/1b)-3$8.80/kg ($4/1b)” price category was
the second most populur of all price ranges
available to the respondents.

Logit regression results indicated that a
consumer’s demographics did impact their
opinions about the price of chickens. A
respondent’s age and the distance of residence
from the fanners’ market made them signif-
icantly more sensitive to chicken prices
(Table 6). Older respondents und those living
farther from a farmers’ market considered
price to be an important aspect in making
purchasing decisions than other demographic
groups of respondents. A contingency table
analysis found that a respondent’s race
significantly affected their opinions: Cauca-
sian respondents were more sensitive to
having “certified organic” chickens; they
considered this attribute to be significantly
more important in making purchasing deci-

Pereentage of respondents from cach farmers” market that wonld purchase the indicated produoct in a

Farmers” market, retadl grocery store, or directly from fmers

Farmers” imarket

Product Ashe Cor Lex Lo’ Fra Law® [E Erl Oun
Whole-dressed chicken 61 67 75 65 85 20 53 8 i
Chicken breast quarters 95 100 100 84 89 100 7l §9 95
Chicken leg quarters 56 70 ]| 50 ] 20 90 28 53

* Ashland farmers” market * Corbin farmers” marbet © Levington Gansers’ market * Lonisville farmers” madet * Franbfort farmen” marhe, ' Lisreacelong
Farmers” inarbet, ¢ Paducab farmers' market, * Edanger Tanners’ mathet | Oseenshom Ganiners” matket
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Table 5, Ideal chicken product as indicated by respon-
dents. Data agygregated over Lexington, Louisville, Erdun-
ger, nnd Owenshoro faurmers’ mackets.

Froqacney
(E'K.'I'l't.‘l'll'.lgl.'.
Praduct form
Whale chicken 19 (33)
Leg guarier 4(7}
Beeast quarter 32 (38)
Pradnct type
Certified organic 34 {67)
Not certified organic 17 {(33)
Packuge size
041 kg (11h) 3(3)
0.83 kg (2 ) 33 (62)
2.07 kg (5 1) 13 (25)
>207 kg (5 1) 4 (8)
Price in $/&g ($1h)
<$2.20/g (3111 3
=52.20/g ($1/11) and <$4.40/kg ($2/1b) 8 (28)
25440/ (V1) wnd <56.60/kg (33/1b) 3 (1)
=$6.60/kg ($¥Ib) and <$8.80/ky ($4/1b) T4
2$8.80/kg ($:11b) and <511.00/kg ($51h) 5(17)
Z$11.00/kg (35/1b) and <$13.20/kg ($61b} 2 (7)
2513.20/kg ($61D) and <$1540/kg (37/1b) 0 (0)
2815.40/kg (371b) and <$17.60/ky (S8/b) 1 (4)
=58 0 {0

sions than non-Caucasian respondents (chi-
squared test  statistic 4.13; P 0.04;
Mantel-Haenszel chi-squared test statistic =
406; P = 0.04; N = 53).

Conjuint  regression  results  (Table 7)
showed that a consumer’s rating of a chicken
product was significantly reduced when price
wis $13.20/kg ($6/1b) and the product form
was “leg quarters.” However, the ratings
significantly improved il product form was
“breast quarters” (except at Owensboro farm-
ers’ market), or the chickens were locally
grown, or were certified organic animals.

Table 6.
to identify systematic effedts of demograplic parameterss,
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Two holdout products were investigated to
evaluate the consumer preferences for chick-
en products that can be feasibly offered in
farmers” markets. These holdout products
were “organic chicken leg quarters, not KY
grown, priced at $9.90/kg ($4.50/b)” and
“organic chicken breast quarters, grown in
KY, priced at $13.20/kg ($6.00/1b),” and their
average respondent ratings were 2.60 and
3.44, respectively. Using the conjoint results
for the pooled data, the predicted ratings for
lioldout products 1 and 2 were 2.70 and 4.48,
respectively. These results clearly show that
offering the preferred form (e, breast
quarters) allowed products to command a
higher price and simultancously provided
buyers with a greater utility, as captured by
the product ratings.

Using the conjoint results, the relative
importance of different chicken attributes
was caleulated (Table 8). A product’s price
was deemed to be the most important
attribute. This was followed by a product’s
form (i.e., whole chicken, leg quarters, or
breast quarters), type (ie., organic or not
organic), and origin (i.e., locally grown or not)
for the Louisville farmers’ market. In the
Owensboro farmers” market, a product’s form,
origin, and type were considered by the
respondents to be in order of decreasing
relative importance.

CONCLUSIONS

Our study of consumer perceptions of
chickens sold in Kentucky's farmers” markets
revealed that the majority of respondents
were willing to purchase locally-grown chick-
ens. Our results showed that chicken breast
quarters were the inost preferred product

Results of a logistic regression on the impodance that consumers place on chicken price in farmers” markets

Regressors'
Intereept Age > 36 White Hi-incne Distagee College VisitOfien
Cocflicient estimate =073 1.62 007 -1.05 .38 -0.91 0.54
Standard error 1.70 0.84 0.74 0.99 0.21 1.24 0.85
P-value .67 (L03 092 0.29 007 046 0.53

N = 5% Goneralized I8 = 021 LAV test = 1135 (1" = 007) Tan-a = .26,

* Dependent vurfabile: Price Dportant = | if respondents consider prodia price to be very important ienportant or someshat important on o Likert scale
Frice Important = 0§l respondents consider price to e sightly important or not inportant,

v Age > 30 bs a dichotomons vatiable whivh is 'L i respondent’s age eaceeds 36, °0" othenvise. Hicinoome tsadichotomons variable which is ) H respondents
age exceeils 36; 4 otherwise, Distance in miles lroom respondent’s sesidence (o the farmers” market. College s a dichotomous varable which is 1 eesprondent
leas colfege education; 0" otherwise VisitORen = *1 {F respondent visits a Eomer’ market an Teast weekly: othenwise it s 0°



Consumer Perceptions of Kentucky Grown Chicken—Dasgupta et al.

Tuble 7.

139

TOBIT regression results for estimating conjoint mode] for data from Lonisville and Owensboro Farmers’

mrkets. Dependent variable: product ratings on a 0-10 scale.,

Fartners” market

Hiegresars Lensinille Owenshorn Pooled data
IlllL‘rL‘cpl 369 (<0.0001%) 3.05 (<0.0001%) 2 88 (<0.0001%)
PriceMed ~.38 (0.440) 0.32 (0.430) =0.02 (0.961)
PriceHi =1.73 {(0.001") =1.27 (0.002") = 1.50 (<0.0001%}
KY grown 0.93 (0.013%) 0.68 (0,026") 0,50 (0.001%)
Breast Quarter 1.33 (0.007") 0.63 {(0.124) .97 (0.003")
Leg Quacter =1.00 (0.045") =1.05 (0.011") =1.03 (0.001%
Organic 111 {0.003%) 0.51 {0.09) 0.81 (0.001%)

N 171 162 313
Likelibood Ratio Index 0057 0.033 0.043

* Cocilicent estimate (Pvaluel
* The estimated eoctlicient is stmilicantly difTerent from zem for 3 = 5%,
The estitnated tociTiciont Is sigmificandy dillerent from zem foe g = )05,

form and whole-dressed chickens were pre-
ferred over leg quarters. This is encouraging
for producers/processors wanting to  sell
whole-dressed chickens, and it shows that
the commonly-held notion that highly pro-
cessed food products command greater con-
sumer demand than less-processed versions of
the same food may not always be true.

The main conclusions from this study are 1)
younger consumers and those that live close to
farmers’ markets were less price sensitive than
other consumers; 2} Caucasians were more
willing to buy certified organic chickens than
consumers of other racial groups; and 3} the
product form of chickens (i.e., whole chickens
vs. different cats) was more important to
buyers than the knowledge of whether the
chickens were certified organic or guaranteed
to be produced in Kentucky, although the
latter two attributes received 20% RI, each.

The “ideal” chicken product for farmers’
markets patrons was chicken breasts quarters
that were certified organic, available in 0.83 kg
(2 Ib) puckages, and priced from $2.20-54.40/
kg (81-82/1b). While this price range is likely
to be unacceptable for producers/processors

Tauble 8. Relative importance of different chicken prod-
uct uttributes,

Farmurs” markel

Auributes Laminitle Duensbor Pemlual data
Price 37A45% 35.37% 36.66%
Form 23 76% 26.67% 24.25%
T}']lL‘ 21.68% 16.37% 19.64%
Origin 18.11% 21.59% 19.45%

for breast quarters, it is more likely that such
prices are feasible for whole-dressed chickens,
which product form had received 68% of
respondent approval, on average. Hence, this
study’s recommendations are for continued
investigations into the willingness-to-pay for
Kentucky-grown  whole-dressed  chickens
among farmers’ markets patrons.
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