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Abstract. Chicken meat is widely recognized as a healthy and affordable source of protein
and plays an important role in ensuring proper nutrition for many families. Compared with other
protein sources such as red meat or fish, chicken meat is generally more economical and accessible,
which makes it a strategic food product in the daily diet of the population. Therefore, understanding
the characteristics of the chicken meat market and the factors influencing consumer preferences is
important for both producers and policymakers. The main objective of this study is to determine the
socio-economic factors that influence families’ preference for chicken meat and to provide sectoral
information that may contribute to the development of the poultry industry. The primary data of the
research were collected through a survey conducted in 2,810 households. Logistic regression
analysis was applied to identify the variables affecting the probability of chicken meat consumption.
The results show that education level, household income, and the number of family members
significantly influence chicken meat consumption. In contrast, variables such as gender, age, and
the presence of cardiovascular diseases were found not to have a significant effect on chicken meat
preference among families.
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Introduction

Agricultural activities are primarily carried out in order to provide nutrient for people. Since
people cannot live without food, nutrients are of vital importance. Healthy nourishment which is
quite important in the sense of health and efficiency of people is possible only by taking
nourishment at specific level in the sense of type, quality and amount. Taking 75-80 gr protein, a
day is enough for people to have balanced nourishment. However, nearly half of this protein (30-35
gr) should be of animal origin protein. Meat and meat products are among the most nutrient-dense
foods in the human diet and represent a major source of high-quality animal protein and essential
micronutrients, including highly bioavailable iron, zinc and B vitamins (Stadnik, 2024; Sheffield et
al., 2024) [1].

Today the level of consumption of animal product is considered as one of the indicators of
development level of countries. The reason of this is the importance of animal protein nutrient such
as meat, milk, egg in nourishment of people. In developing countries, the structure of animal
product consumption changes in parallel with social and economic developments and amount of
consumption increases every day (FAO, 2023; Kan and Direk, 2005) [2]. Although there is
generally consistency in demand for animal products, the demand structure may change in time;
there might be a shift towards rival commodities or substitute goods in current demand. This
situation is about cultural level, purchasing power, social level of consumer and development
process. As the level of culture and civilization rise and level of income increases, consumption of
starchy foods decrease, consumption of protein foods increase.

Meat is necessary source of food for human health for taking adequate amount of protein.
However, in recent years, consumption of red meat has been discussed for health reasons.
Sociocultural structure, habits and economic conditions are effective in formation of consumption
structure and all of these factors influence consumption.
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Since before now, the meat has a special place being primary source of protein within the
range of food and nutrition of Turkish society. According to researches; the amount of animal
protein consumption per person is 19 grams in Turkey (Alpan, 1993; Odabasioglu et al., 1995;
Arpacik, 1999) [3]. According to this value, it is clear that there is deficiency of protein for Turkey.
Annual total meat consumption per person is 123 kg in the USA, 91 kg in EU (15) and while the
world average is 39 kg, this value is 20 kg in Turkey. The amount of annual chicken meat
consumption per person (16.0 kg/year) in Turkey is close to the value of consumption in European
Union member nations (16.1 kg/year) yet quite behind the consumption level of USA (44.8
kg/year).

Poultry is important among other branches of stock breeding for providing animal protein in
short time and the cheapest way, apart from its superior food content. Deficiency of animal protein
which results from population growth rate and decrease of red meat consumption in Turkey could
be balanced with the increases in chicken meat production. In this sense, in order to popularize
chicken meat consumption; it is quite important to determine consumption habits and apply suitable
strategies apart from efforts for increasing the production. Increasing population and life standards
made it compulsory to evaluate sources used in nutrition and carry them to more efficient level.
These issues should be planned in national and sectorial basis by policy makers and policies should
be established (Cankurt et al. 2010) [4].

The aim of study is to determine factors which influence chicken meat preference. In this
sense, consumer behaviors were analyzed in the sense of chicken meat preference. Determination of
factors which are effective in consumption of chicken meat is important for policy-makers,
producers, mediators and marketers in order to develop strategies.

A wide range of methods are used in modeling consumption structures (Bellemare and
Barrett, 2006). With the help of limited dependent variable models, econometric analysis of demand
for food consumption of household in Kahramanmaras was done (Akbay, 2005) [5, 6].

In the study which was carried in Sanliurfa, which is located in the south of Turkey, factors
which influence consumption of meat and meat products were determined according to two-stage
decision choice modeling (Karlt and Bilgic, 2007). There are many studies which analyze the
structure of meat consumption in classical sense (Richardson, 1994; 9. Karakus et al., 2008). Meat
consumption was modeled econometrically as well (Jabarin, 2005; Tosun, 2006; Yen et al, 2008;
Gunduz and Bayramoglu, 2011). [7, 8, 9, 10]

Although logistic regression models are used in various fields, it is commonly used in the
fields of marketing, sociology, economy, psychology and medicine. There is few numbers of
studies which analyze consumption structure of chicken meat with Logistic Regression. There are
studies in which dependent variables of various consumption structures are considered as
categorical or dummy variable. In a study which is carried out about preference reasons of fast-food
restaurant and in determination of factors which affect preference of meat including quality label,
logistic regression model was used (Rydell ez al., 2008; Sepulveda et al., 2008) [10].

Material and method

The main material of study is composed of data collected from survey study which was done
cross-sectional in Izmir. Proportional approach was used in determination of number of sample that
would represent the main population (Miran, 2003).

_ Np(1-p)
(N-Do,, +p(1-p)

1
. . .0 .
n- Volume of sample, N- size of main population; - Variance';p- The rate of meat consumers>

! This value was accepted as 2.58 s> = 0.025 and calculated as sp*> = 0.0097.
2 This rate is not known. In such cases, in order to enable sample size as great as posible it is suggested that the value of p=0.5 that
would give the greatest value from p(1-p). Therefore in determination of sample volume, p=0.5 was taken.
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According to data of population records, total population of izmir was 3,175,133 (TUIK,
2007). With the assumption that each household is nearly composed of 4 people, it was assumed
that there are 793783 houses. The formula above was used in order to determine sample volume of
survey made within the boundaries of Izmir Metropolitan Municipality. The sample size which was
obtained with this formula according to 99% confidence interval and 2.5% error margin was
determined to be 2660 at least. 2810 surveys were applied in total, 5% of the calculated volume of
sample being spare.

In his book titled Coincidence and Chaos, theoretical physics professor Davit Ruelle says
“considering chances provides us more concrete things instead of leaving them to doubtful
coincidence”. As is known, statistical methods are used in order to explain real phenomena in the
nature. Methods developed as a result of specific hypotheses are not suitable, efficient and adequate
for every case. Analysis method of regression in which causal links are analyzed requires data to be
compatible with its nature. Analysis methods to be used are limited in cases where there might be
two (0,1) dependent variables. The most common ones are Logistic Regression (=LR), Logit, Probit
and Linear Probability Models (Gujarati, 1995). These are also called limited dependent variable
models. In this study Logistic Regression was used considering the easiness of interpretation, in
order to determine the factors and their amount on chicken meat preference (Cankurt et al, 2010;
Cankurt, 2003) [4].

Logistic regression has been intensively used especially in recent years. This method is
alternative for linear regression analysis due to failure of normality assumption in case of two-class
or multi-class discrete variable. Apart from the easiness of usage due to having no limit of
assumption, the interest towards this method increased since the model obtained from analysis is
very flexible in mathematical sense.

When in linear regression Y (explained) is defined as indicator variable which has either of
two values (0,1), there is no assumption defined in which expected value of error term (<) related to

these will be zero, #(<) =° and variances are stable and Var(e;) = ¢ . As a result of this, estimations
obtained in case of deviation from assumptions would not be the best linear and unbiased
estimators. This inadequacy prevents using linear regression in classification analyses (Ozdinc,
1999). Therefore, logistic regression is regarded as a suitable method in cases where other
regression methods do not provide necessary assumptions and it is commonly used in classification
analyses. Since logistic regression does not require multivariate normal distribution assumption, it
provides superiority in such applications.

It is easy to establish and interpret regression model when there are a few independent
variables. However, as the number of independent variables included in the model increases it
becomes more difficult and complex to establish and analyze the model. As the number of variables
added to model increases, estimated standard error would be that much and would be more
dependent on observed data set. Therefore, logistic regression is considered as a suitable method
where other regression methods do not provide assumptions and becomes one of the methods which
1s commonly used in classification analyses. Since logistic regression does not require multivariate
normal distribution assumption, it provides superiority in such applications. Moreover, it also
determines probabilities about class membership.

Like in linear regression analysis, estimations are done depending on specific variable
values in logistic regression. However, there are five important differences between these two
methods.

e While dependent variable to be estimated in linear regression analysis is continuous,
dependent variable in logistic regression analysis is discrete.

e In linear regression analysis the values of dependent variable is estimated while in
logistic regression analysis probability of one of dependent values is estimated.

e While there is a condition that independent variable should have multivariate normal
distribution in linear regression analysis, there is no such condition in logistic regression analysis.

As it is seen, Logistic Regression method is preferred due to its advantages and flexibility
such as while dependent variable is discrete, independent variable can either be discrete or

88



Nel (54) 2026 «Yessenov Science Journal»

continuous; the number of parameters in function; there is no limit for independent variable in
distribution on probability functions; being more resistant towards assumption failures (Anderson
and Blair, 1982).

Assumptions for logistic model are briefly as such:

e YI1,..... ,Yn values are statistically independent.

e Independent variables (Xk) are independent from each other.
e Yi€(0,1) i=12,...... ,n

e P(Yi=1/Xi)=Pi i=12,...... ,n

There are three basic methods of logistic regression (Tathdil, 1996). These are Binary
Logistic Regression; Ordinary Logistic Regression and Nominal Logistic Regression. In this study
Binary Logistic Regression method will be used.

FINDINGS and DISCUSSION

In the scope of study first of all data collected from houses through survey form were
analyzed. General information and descriptive statistics about household structure and chicken meat
preferences were given, then analyses were made.

Some of the variables in logistic model were transformed to categorical variable in order to
obtain difference between categories as probability ratios. In this sense, the size of household was
divided into four categories; age average of household was divided into three categories; education
average of household was divided into five categories. Similarly, income variable was divided into
five categories starting from 500 TL which is close to minimum wage to 2500 TL. These categories
are compatible with current literature (Ozcicek Dolekoglu, 2003; Tosun, 2006; Karakus et al,
2008). For variables which represent gender and existence of patients at hospital, dummy variables
which have categorical structure were used.

Variables, their categories, explanations for variables and descriptive statistics were given in
Table 1.

33% of participants are male; 11% are below 25 years old, 52% are between 25-45 and 37%
are above 45 years old. Age distribution is similar with the literature (Karakus et al., 2008). When
marital status is analyzed, while the rate of single people is below 1%, 84% of participants are
married, the rest of 15% are those whose couple has died, divorced or who lives apart. When
educational status of participants is analyzed, the rate of university graduates is 12%. While the rate
of those who could not graduate from elementary school is 7%, 43% is graduates of elementary
school, 16% is graduates of secondary school and 22% is graduates of high-school. Educational
status is parallel with the study carried out in Gaziantep (Karakus et al., 2008). Apart from those
who have been interviewed, characteristics of other members of family are also effective in
consumption habits. In this sense, the number of households, average of age, average of education,
whether there is patient at home was included in evaluation. According to the variable which was
formed by taking the average of age of household, 28% of the household are below 25 years old,
51% are between 25-45 and 21% are above 45 years old. When the household are evaluated
through average of education, while the rate while the rate of those who are not graduate from
elementary school is 15%, 38% are graduates of elementary school, 25% are graduates of secondary
school, 12% are graduates of high-school and 10 are graduates of university. It was determined that
2692 household (95.6%) out of 2810 consume chicken meat (Table 1). This value supports previous
studies and shows that chicken meat consumption is common in Turkey (Ulas, 2011).

Nearly 5% of the household does not consume chicken meat. Consumption of those who
consume chicken meat was determined to be 5.4 kg per household. When non-consumers are
included in the evaluation, the average of chicken meat consumption is 5.1 kg per month. It was
calculated that an individual consumes 2.0 kg/month (24,4 kg/year) chicken meat averagely.
Although this value is above the average of Turkey (15.3 kg/year/person), it is below the average of
developed countries and level of balanced nutrition.

Table 1. Variables used in model and characteristics according to groups
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Variable Groups Explanation Number %

GENDER Gender of shopper

GENDER(0) Female 1860 66.2

GENDER(1) Male 950 33.8
AGE Age of shopper

AGE(0) Below 25 312 11.1

AGE(1) Between 25-45 1458 51.9

AGE(2) Above 45 1040 37.0
AGEAVE Age average of household

AGEAVE (0) Below 25 783 27.9

AGEAVE (1) Between 25-45 1441 51.3

AGEAVE (2) Above 45 586 20.9
EDUCATION Education of shopper

EDUCATION(0) | Uneducated 191 6.8

EDUCATION(1) | Elementary school 1197 42.6

EDUCATION(2) | Secondary school 449 16.0

EDUCATION(3) | High-school 627 22.3

EDUCATION(4) | University 346 12.3
AVEEDU Average education of household

AVEEDU(0) Uneducated 434 15.4

AVEEDU(1) Elementary school 1061 37.8

AVEEDU(2) Secondary school 705 25.1

AVEEDU(3) High-school 342 12.2

AVEEDU(4) University 268 9.5
MARITAL Marital status of shopper

MARITAL(0) Single 16 0.6

MARITAL(1) Married 2366 84.2

MARITAL(2) Other 428 15.2
H.HOLD Number of household

H.HOLD(0) 4=> 2441 86.9

H.HOLD(1) 4< 369 13.1
PATIENT Existence of cardiovascular patient

PATIENT(0) No 1700 60.5

PATIENT(1) Yes 1110 39.5
INCOME Monthly income of household

INCOME(0) 0-500 TL 1478 52.6

INCOME(1) 501-1000 TL 1020 36.3

INCOME(2) 1001-1500 TL 200 7.1

INCOME(3) 1501-2000 TL 64 2.3

INCOME(4) 2001-2500 TL 48 1.7
CMCON Chicken consumption in the household

CMCON(0) No 118 4.4

CMCON() Yes 2692 95.6

Chicken Meat Consumption Model

With logistic regression analysis, it was analyzed “whether there is a difference in the sense
of chicken meat preferences?”, if so “what is the proportion of difference?”. For this, dummy
variable was taken as dependent variable which represents whether household consumes meat or
not. As the factors which influence dependent variable; household income, gender, number of
household, average of age in the household, average of education in the household and
existence/non-existence of cardiovascular patient were included within analyses. Estimation model
which was developed with mentioned variables was given in Table 2.

Table 1.Logistic regression model in chicken meat preference
Dependent variable (consuming=1 / not-consuming=0)

90



Nel (54) 2026 «Yessenov Science Journal»

Independent Variables Coefficient Std. error s t‘?;f;iis Probability Ratio
CONSTANT 343 e 0.30 130.13 30.92
GENDER(1) 0.23 0.22 1.14 1.25
INCOME(1) 1.19 i 0.27 19.41 3.29
INCOME(2) 1.59 bl 0.61 6.70 4.90
INCOME(3) 0.95 0.76 1.57 2.59
INCOME(4) 1.53 1.06 2.10 4.63

H.HOLD NU(1) -0.93 i 0.24 14.72 0.39
PATIENT(1) 0.12 0.21 0.33 1.12
AVEEDU(1) 0.38 0.25 2.32 1.45
AVEEDU(2) 0.81 > 0.35 5.58 2.25
AVEEDU(3) 0.16 0.39 0.17 1.17
AVEEDU(4) -0.31 0.42 0.54 0.73
AVEAGE(1) -0.20 0.24 0.67 0.82
AVEAGE(2) -0.36 0.31 1.35 0.70

R2 0.22
X 309.28 (p=0.01)

* Significant for 0.10; **0.05 and *** 0.01.

Determination coefficient of estimated model is at common level for cross-sectional study
(R*=0.22). Significant variables in the model are the number of household, income and average
education. As the number of household increase, chicken meat consumption decreases as expected.
According to results in the model, according to families which are composed of more than 4 people
demand for chicken meat 2.54 times more than families composed of 4 and fewer people.
Probability of chicken meat consumption families whose average education is secondary schools
graduates is 2.26 times more than base group. As the income group increase so does the demand for
chicken meat but this increase loses its significance as the income surpasses 1500 YTL. Compared
to first income group, second income group (with income level between 501 and 1000 YTL) has
3.29 times more, third income group has 4.91 times more probability of consuming chicken.

It is an important data whether variables are significant or insignificant statistically in
econometrics. Therefore, when we evaluate insignificant variables, contrary to red meat there is no
effect of gender in purchasing chicken meat (Cankurt et al., 2010; Karakus ef al., 2008). Existence
of cholesterol, cardiovascular disease again does not have significant effect on demand for chicken
meat, contrary to red meat. This result support expectations and puts forward that chicken meat is
an alternative product especially for families which include patients.

Conclusion

Chicken meat 1s among the most important food which fulfill animal protein requirement of
people. The main material of this study which aims to explain chicken meat demand of consumers
is data obtained from 2810 face-to-face interviews carried out in Izmir, one of the most important
city centers in Turkey. In the analysis of data, Logistic Regression Analysis was used. The model
was quite important and puts forward expected resulted in empiric way.

Analysis results put forwards a case which is quite important in economy. As the income
increases, demand for chicken meat which is cheaper compared to its substitutes increases at first,
but as the income increases further demand for chicken meat decreases. As the income increase,
alternative meat and protein resources which are more expensive are preferred more. The share of
medium income group in total population is quite high in most of developed and developing
countries. Proper nourishment of this group would be beneficial in medium and long run. Therefore,
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production and consumption of chicken meat — the protein resource — by majority of population has
importance in the sense of policy makers within market due to its being nutritious and cheap.

Chicken meat is commonly produced and consumed in Turkey. Consumption of chicken
meat is quite diverse and common since it has low protein content, cholesterol and calorie; due to
ease of digestion and health image, its place within Turkish cuisine and most importantly its being
cheaper than substitutes.
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TAYBIK ETIHE TYTBIHYIIBIJIAPABIH TAHAAYBIHA OCEP ETETIH
OAKTOPJAPABI DKOHOMETPUKAJIBIK TAJIIAY

Mypar Kankyprt, Teppenc Y. Tomac
Conryctik Kaponuna memiekerTtik yHuBepcureri, I'puncoopo, AKII
e-mail: mcankurt@ncat.edu, twthomas@ncat.edu

Anaarna. TaybIK eTi KeHIHEeH Maiaansl opl KOKETIMII aKybl3 KO31 PeTiH/Ie TAHBUIFaH KOHE

KOIITCTCH OT6aCI)IJ'IapJII)IH AYPBIC TaMaKTaHYBIH KaMTaMacCbl3 €TyA€ MAaHBI3AbI POJI aTKapalbl.
KBI3LIJ'I €T HEMECC 63.J'IBIK CHUSAKTBI 6acKa aKybI3 KGSI[CpiMCH CAJIBICTBIpTraHld, TAYBIK eTi QACTTEC
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ap3aHbIPaK JKOHE KOJDKETIMIIpeK 0oJbin Kememi. COHBIKTaH OJ1 XaJIBIKTBIH KYHJICTIKTI TaMaKTaHy
PaIMOHBIH/IA CTPATETHSUIBIK MaHBI3bl Oap TaFaMABIK OHIM OOJBIT CaHATIAIbI.

Con cebenTi TayblK €Tl HAPBIFBIHBIH €PEKIIETIKTEPIH JKOHE TYTHIHYIIBUIAP/IbIH TaH aybIlHA
ocep eTeTiH ¢akTopiapasl TYCIHY OHIIPYIIUIep YIIiH Je, cascaT >Kacaylbliap YIIH JIe MaHbI3IbI
00JIBIII TaOBLIAEL.

Byn 3eprreyain Herisri MakcaThl — OTOAchUIApJABIH TaybIK €TIH TaHIAayFa dcep eTeTiH
QJICYMETTIK-DKOHOMUKAJIBIK ~ (DaKTOpJIapbl aHBIKTAy JKOHE KYC IIapyallbUIbIFbl CaJachIHBIH
JaMyblHa BIKIAJ €Tyl MYMKIH CaJIAJIbIK aKmapar YChIHY.

3eprreyain Oactankbl Aepektepi 2810 yi mapyambUIBIFBIHIA KYPTi3UINeH cayaiaHama
apKBUIBI KUHAIBL. TayblK €TiH TYThIHY BIKTHMAJABIFBIHA OCEP €TeTiH alHBIMANbUIAP/IbI AHBIKTAY
YILIiH JIOTUCTHKAIIBIK PETPECCHs Taj1aybl KOJIaHbLIIbL.

3eprrey HoTWXKenepi OiMiM JAeHreii, yil IIapyallbUIBIFBIHBIH TaOBICKI JKOHE OTOACHI
MYIICJICPIHIH CaHbl TaybIK €TIH TYThIHYFa alTapJIbIKTall ocep €TETIHIH KOPCETTi. AJ JKBIHBIC, JKac
KOHE KYPEK-KaH TaMbIpJaphbl aypyJIapbIHBIH OOJIYbI CUSKTHI alfHBIMAIBUIAP OTOACKUIAPIBIH TaybIK
€TiH TaHJayblHa eJICYJIl 9Cep €TICUTIHI aHBIKTAJIIbI.

Tyiiin ce3aep: TaybIK €Ti, TYTBIHYNIBUIAPJBIH TAaHAAYbI, Y IIApyallbUIBIFBI, dJICYMETTIK-
HYKOHOMHKAIIBIK (PaKTOpIIap, JJOTUCTUKAIIBIK PErPECCHs, €T TYTHIHYBI, KYC IapyalibUIbIFbI CAJIACHL.

3KOHOMETPUYECKHI AHAJIN3 XAPAKTEPUCTHK, BJIUAIOIINX HA
INOTPEBUTEJIbCKHUE NPEAINIOYTEHUA KYPUHOI'O MACA

Mypar Kankypt, Teppenc Y. Tomac
I'ocynapcrBennsiii yausepcuter CesepHoit Kaponunsl, I'punc6opo, CILIA
e-mail: mcankurt@ncat.edu, twthomas@ncat.edu

AHHoTauusi. KypuHoe MsCO IIMPOKO NPU3HAHO MOJE3HBIM M JOCTYIHBIM HCTOYHHKOM
OelKka W WrpaeT BAXHYIO pOJb B 00ECNEUYEHUH NPAaBWIBHOTO NHTaHUS MHOrHX cemeid. [lo
CPAaBHEHMIO C APYTUMH UCTOUYHUKAMU OeJika, TAKUMH KaK KpacHOE MSCO MM pblOa, KypHHOE MsICO,
KaK IpaBWio, fABIsETCS 0o0Jieeé SKOHOMHYHBIM U JIOCTYIIHBIM, YTO JEJIa€T €ro CTpaTernyecKu
BaXHBIM IMPOAYKTOM B €XEAHEBHOM palMOHE HaceieHus. [loaToMy moHMMaHuMe OCOOEHHOCTEH
pBIHKa KYpHUHOTO Msica M (PaKTOpPOB, BIUSIOLUIMX Ha IMOTPEOUTENbCKHE MPEANOYTEHUS, UMEET
BAXHOE 3HAYCHHME KaK JUIsl MPOU3BOJAUTENEH, TaKk W A JIML, NPUHUMAIOIIMX IOJIUTHYECKUE
pelIeHus.

OCHOBHOH  LENBI0  JIAHHOTO  MCCIIEJOBAHMS  SIBISIETCSI  ONPEACIEHUE  COLMAIBHO-
SKOHOMMYECKUX (PaKTOPOB, BIUSIOUINX HA MPEANOYTEHUE ceMel B NOTPeOIeHUN KypUHOTO Msca, a
TakXe IpeloCTaBIeHue OTpaciaeBod HH(POpPMALMU, KOTOpash MOXKET CHOCOOCTBOBAaTh PA3BUTHUIO
NTHUIIEBOTYECKON OTPACIH.

[TepBryHbIE JaHHBIE UCCIEA0BaHMS OBUIM COOpaHbl MOCPEACTBOM OMpPOCa, MPOBEIEHHOTO B
2810 nomoxo3saiicTBax. Jlyig BBISBICHUS NEPEMEHHBIX, BIMSIOMIMX HA BEPOATHOCTb MOTpPEOJICHUS
KypHUHOTO Msica, ObUT IPUMEHEH aHAJIN3 JIOTMCTUYECKOM perpeccum.

Pe3ynbTaTsl HccnenoBaHus MOKa3aid, YTO YPOBEHb 00pa30BaHus, JOXOJ TIOMOXO3SICTBA U
KOJINYECTBO YJICHOB CEMbH OKa3bIBAIOT 3HAUMTENILHOE BIUSHHE Ha MOTpeOieHne KypuHoro Msca. B
TO JK€ BpeMs TaKhe IepeMeHHble, KaK II0J, BO3PACT U HaJH4YUE€ CEePJIEeYHO-COCYIUCTHIX
3a00JIeBaHM, HE OKa3bIBAIOT CYIIECTBEHHOT'O BIHMSIHMUSA Ha MPEANOYTEHHE KYPHUHOTO Msica Cpeau
CEMEH.

KiaueBble cjioBa: KypuHOE MsICO, IOTPEOUTENBbCKUE NPEANOYTEHHs, JOMAIIHUE
XO0351ICTBa, COLMATbHO-IKOHOMUYECKHE (DaKTOPBI, JOTUCTHYECKasl perpeccusi, nmoTpediieHne msca,
NTULEBOIYECKAS OTPACIIb.
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