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An Analysis on Perception of Trouts for Trout Consumption
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Abstract

The trout production is high in Korea's freshwater aquaculture farms and this species is gaining attention
as an alternative to replace rapidly increasing salmon imports. However, the low perception and the simple

consumption structure of trouts have been limiting the expansion of the trout consumption.

In this regard,

the study carried out a survey on the perception of trouts. According to the survey, about 40% of the
survey respondents had an experience of consuming trouts, mostly at fish restaurants. We also carried out

an binary logit analysis,

which showed that trouts are more consumed by female,

highly earning. This

conclusion shows that making easier for consumers to experience trouts by benchmarking marketing

strategies of salmons in Korea is important.
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7} 35275m* 0. % JEFGTH<Table 1> %),

<Table 1> Distribution of trout farms by region

No. of Size of
Farms Area(m?)
Gangwon-do 68 165,567
Gyounggi-do 9 19,998
Kyungsangbuk-do 33 56,843
Kyungsangnam-do 4 3,137
Jeollanam-Do 1 990
Jeollabuk-Do 4 4,170
Chungcheongnam-do 5 3,972
Chungcheongbuk-do 18 35,275
Daejeon 1 429
Ulsan 1 330
Total 144 290,711

Source: Statistics Korea, 2015 Census of Agriculture,

Forestry, and Fisheries, 2016
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<Table 2> Sample distribution of survey
Contents Note
Gender Male 200(51%) Female 195(49%) Nonresponse 108
20s 30s 40s over 50s
Age Nonresponse 3
180(36%) 193(38%) 64(13%) 63(12%)
Salaryman Business Owner Public Agent Specialized Job
130(27%) 49(10%) 48(10%) 33(7%) Ftc. 31
Job )
Student Blue Collar Job Service Job Housewife Nonresponse 23
149(31%) 8(2%) 10(2%) 22(5%)
Kyungsangnam Kyungsangbuk
Gangwon (including Ulsan)  (including Daegu) Busan
10(2%) 56(11%) 16(3%) 302(60%)
Region -
Capital Area . Chungcheong
(Gyounggi, Seoul) Jeolla Cheju (including Dagjeon)
47(9%) 51(10%) 13(3%) 8(2%)
Income under 1 million ~200million ~300million ~400million over 400 million
(Won) 167(35%) 68(15%) 109(23%) 86(18%) 44(9%)
Acquired : 632
Total 503 (129 excluded)
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<Table 4> Results of the species preference
FEARYS 7P des JHo ERFCR survey
FHGTE UL A A BRI, —— r—
Sung-Woo * Min, Sung-Hee - Park, Ji-Young & pectes (%)
Yoon, Sung-Do, 2005). 1 Salmon 309(20.6)
2 Japanese eel 297(19.8)
<Table 3> Structure of decision making model for 3 Chines Weather Fish 203(13.6)
frout 4 River snail & Marsh clam 173(11.6)
D\ii reir;fj:t Experience of Trout 5 Catfish 125(8.4)
6 Trout 109(7.3)
Gender Male Female 7 Pont Smelt 53(3.5)
Age 20s | 30s | 40s | 50s 8 Leather Carp 41(2.7)
Explanato i
VI;riableSry Region . Baseq on 190 C(;r::zln Ccarp ;K;(z])
administrative district arp 2.5)
11 Mandarin Fish 32(2.1)
(milllril(():r(im\;on) ~100 ~200 ~300 ~400 12 Northern Snake Head 31(2.1)
Total 503 13 Korean Bullhead 26(1.7)
14 Pale chub 12(0.8)
2 ATolM s FoE FHAT AP /77t 15 Soft-shelled Turtle 9(0.6)
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[Fig. 1] Experience of trouts
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[Fig. 2] Places where trouts were consumed
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[Fig. 3] Factors in trout consumption
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[Fig. 4] Experience of eating salmons
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[Fig. 6] Factors in salmon consumption
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<Table 5> Summary of the Binary logit modeling
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<Table 6> Analysis of factors in deciding trout

consumption

B se(f) P exp(B) i t-value
age 171 .091 060 : 1.186 i 10.563
gender || -.276 : .130 .034 759 18.851
region | .049 .088 576 1 1.050 i 0.785
Income || .189 .070 .007 1.208 | 93.322
constant || -.754 554 173 470 3.585
ot Aol A A o] ¥ AF(Korea

Maritime Institute Fisheries Outlook Center, 2017)<]
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