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Conjoint Measurement of Tourists' Preferences for Dolsan Leaf Mustard
Kimchi(Brassica juncea) across Gender

Jong-Heon Kang' and Hang-Jin Jeong
Dept. of Cooking Science, Sunchon National University, Jeonnam 540-742, Korea

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to identify tourist product factor combinations which confer the highest utility to tourists
and to establish the relative importance of factors in terms of their contribution to total utility across gender. Among 250
questionnaires, 230 questionnaires were utilized for the analysis. 12 analysis, Conjoint model, Max. Utility model, BTL
model, Logit model, K-means cluster analysis, and one-way anova analysis were used for this study. The findings from
this study were as follows. First, the Pearson's R and Kendall's tau statistics showed that the model fitted the data well
across gender. Second, it was found that total respondents and three clusters regarded taste price as the very important
factor across gender. Third, it was found that the male and female tourists most preferred product with light red color,
shaped package, and highly pungent taste sold at a cheap price in factory. Fourth, it was found that the male tourists
most preferred simulation product with light red color, shaped package, and highly pungent taste sold at a cheap price
in factory. The female tourists most preferred simulation product with light red color, shaped package, and mild taste sold
at a cheap price in factory. Finally, the results of the study provide some insights into the types of effective product designs
that can be successfully developed by marketers.

Key words : Conjoint model, preference, factor, leaf mustard Kimchi.
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Table 1. Product profiles presented to respondents

g g A
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No. Color Package Taste Price Availability Status

1 Light red Plain’ Mild Cheap Factory Design

2 Dark red Plain Highly pungent Expensive Corner shop Design

3 Dark red Shaped Mild Expensive Corner shop Design

4 Dark red Plain Mild Reasonable Factory Design

5 Light red Shaped Highly pungent Reasonable Factory Design

6 Light red Plain Highly pungent Reasonable Corner shop Design

7 Light red Shaped Mild Expensive Corner shop Design

8 Dark red Plain Highly pungent Cheap Corner shop Design

9 Light red Plain Moderately pungent Expensive Factory Design

10 Light red Plain Highly pungent Expensive Corner shop Design

11 Dark red Shaped Moderately pungent Reasonable Corner shop Design

12 Dark red Shaped Highly pungent Expensive Factory Design

13 Dark red Shaped Highly pungent Cheap Factory Design

14 Light red Shaped Highly pungent Expensive Factoryv Design

15 Light red Shaped Moderately pungent Cheap Corner shop Design

16 Dark red Plain Moderately pungent Expensive Factory Design

17 Light red Shaped Highly pungent Cheap Factory Simulation
18 Light red Shaped Moderately pungent Cheap Factory Simulation
19 Light red Shaped Mild Cheap Factory Simulation
20 Dark red Shaped Highly pungent Cheap Factory Simulation
21 Dark red Shaped Moderatley pungent Cheap Factory Simulation
22 Dark red Shaped Mild Cheap Factory Simulation
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Table 2. Characteristics of respondents across gender
Gender
Item Total
Male Female
Pleasure 61(58.7) 43(41.3) 104(100) 1.717
Visit of purpose
Other 63(50.0) 63(50.0) 126(100)
Individual 80(51.0) 77(49.0) 157(100) 1.741
Travel type
Group 44(60.3) 29(39.7) 73(100)
Myself 47(55.3) 38(44.7) 85(100) 1.079
Decision-maker Companion 39(49.4) 40(50.6) 79(100)
Other 38(57.6) 28(42.4) 66(100)
Total 124(53.9) 106(46.1) 230(100)
Table 3. Adequacy of model and part-worths of factor levels for male
Cluster
Factor leves Total F Sig.
1(52) 2(34) 3(38)
Constant 7.693 6.641° 8.712° 8.221° 8.86 000"
Dark red ~412 -1.245° -279° .609° 42.75 000"
Color b -
Light red 412 1.245° 279 -.609° 42,75 .000
Shaped 155 -291° -.460° 1.316* 42,97 000"
Package b
Plain -.155 291° A460° -1.316 42.97 .000
Highly pungent 401 1.074° - 763" 32.04 .000™"
— — c a _ b Ak
Taste Moderately pungent 789 2.289 1.999 1.230 129.02 .000
Mild 388 1.216° -.965° A467° 34.43 000"
Factory .002 .024 -.221 171 1.25 290
Availability
Corner shop —-.002 —-.024 221 -.171 1.25 .290
Price coefficient 404 909* 027° 050° 6.43 0027
o 670
Pearson's R Statistics .
Sig. .002
Statistics 517
Kendall's tau "
Sig. .003

a>b>c=ANOVA Duncan test at 0.05 significance level.
T p<0.01, ™ p<0.001.

Cluster 1=Cluster preferred product with light red color, plain package, and mild taste, Cluster 2=Cluster preferred product with
light red color, plain package, and moderately pungent taste, Cluster 3=Cluster preferred product with dark red color,. shaped

package, and highly pungent taste.
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Table 4. Adequacy of model and part-worths of factor levels for female

Cluster
Factor leves Total F Sig.
137 2(32) 337)
Constant 7.587 6.913° 8.813° 7.202° 6.33 003"
Dark red -.185 -997° ~.098° 551° 28.75 000"
Color . -
Light red 185 997 .098 -551° 28.75 .000
Shaped .009 - 405 -.293 686" 12.79 000"
Package b -
Plain -.009 405° 293° -.686 12.79 .000
Highly pungent 277 -.032° -557° 1.306° 17.24 000"
Taste Moderately pungent -464 -1.467° 1.884° -1.491° 103.49 000"
Mild 187 1.499° -1.327° .185° 35.42 000"
Factory 241 -010 313 429 1.57 214
Availability
Corner shop -.241 .010 -313 —-.429 1.57 214
Price coefficient A82 912° -.099° 055° 526 007"
Statistics 602
Pearson's R o
Sig. 007
Statistics 483
Kendall's tau -
Sig. .005

a>b>c=ANOVA Duncan test at 0.05 significance level.
p<001, ™ p<0.001.

Cluster 1=Cluster preferred product with light red color, plain package, and mild taste, Cluster 2=Cluster preferred product with
light red color, plain package, and moderately pungent taste, Cluster 3=Cluster preferred product with dark red color, shaped

package, and highly pungent taste.

9] 735, A el A
7}t ~04129} -0.185 5 Yeh}
e Ao Yehyt) of
AR et dew Hrteld
AoR Yehhth 59 ¥73<]
7} 0.1559} 0.0098 e} BE Z7o] B
& AR et ofF viE o] BE
04013} 02775 Wehy ThE 59 5
Aoz eyt 2% 7o FE =
02412 VER 4 7]l 78 58
Eisich 4% #AE BME Al
2zt 04049} 04822 ety o] &3t Ao
BEF Y FRBAM DA SFAEE €2 A
st 24 7ol 29 £ESC]

Aoz L]'E]r"hﬂn

W

T OX

-

e

o

b flo o
LI

o
.l

dr #
l:p\.
oo

flo m?i ne

10
T
KeX
I
o]
AR
XN

=

2]

y Il
N
PF\ mR 3'9

w2
oo ain Lo
N

r

= ot

_?g

rl

g~
N

HU_&gl‘lo
o

S oot o iSO

.002

i)
2l S
ol

ch r\o

oz 1o orjo N oo oo o %o 1o 1o
At
1]
i
ol
or
Sl
=
do oF

b
gl
it

ko
e
4
e
Loy
& g
Mt

N bo
oo T
rulo

4
&,
r
N
o
it
(9%
Y
-

ox
it
0

4 19t 5299) SRSl A 29k el SHRE
ol, 282 &Y 39l 38| SUAE] EFHUYT, 4
ERo T 19E 3799] SRAF], T 2& 329

1 24 3ol 3739 SHASe] TP
o R B8] TRY AlE MG A% sk Py

FEI A FENA TIA 89 FFESZ AYE BE &
ol Ee BE FREL IR gt Aojr} Y A

gy B2 A% 73 1004 e A4, ¢ e % e
1A AL UE THEG ¥ B 58S D 9t
891 FFEITh 27 2914 BE 2P vhg e v
FYRD & PE HEL /KR Y 89 FFOIA. T
%309 e AN B9 T U FHET e Ny
T4 AT Gt 29 FESOIUG oy HEe A,
TR 14 € A4, BF £, <k ol % el A oM
o tjE ARt B PE 289 /KT Ik 29 £FE

otk 24 2014 wlg st ThE RANT) Ee BE &G



16(3): 242~250 (2006) St RAAR A P H3E Ho} 247

2 73 Qi 89 FEoIATh 29 304 Ae A4, 5
23} o vlE BHe THE FRNT L NP 78S A

29 FESo|9ith ol AR s 89 &
Zo| ¥ BES P we} Ao} 18-S ¢ 4+ ek

3. Mdo|| mME 22l° FLE I}

Table 5o oJ3hd A FRAA 295 E o 2017 714
89le] o ¥& o8 BHAm, A7 29, 7 9l
I FYUA 8919 o7 B $35E By o4 BF
oAM FoEE % 8907 714 8Qle] o8 2 FATE
Bgou), YA 891, A7 g0l ¥4 g9le] o ¥
& FEE Byth Fe8tA Adste 8l AHol mek
o)zt Ytk AE 4+ Utk

W T8 A4 FEAA Bk 82lo] 8R1E FolA Tt
A Q3| VERE A3 Koo et al(1999)2] A2k Kupiec
& Revell(200)] A9} 2 At o3t s
ol #HlaEZolA HeiEla = F2olu A =e) 2
A Fo| A9} o] AR MR o] 7EF a3 aglojgt
€ A& & F itk Murphy e al(2000)2] A4 74 F
gk 991 B AT F Rlg T3 aglod 714
g9lo @ UeldA|ul Kupiee & Revell(2001)e] Ao A 71
A @e %7 7 8Rlo g YT o] F Mg A
o Ae olafdt Aol 714 afly} g AHE o2 8AE
o AdAd Fox wiel TS Aojgm AEEY =
Murphy et al(2000)2] Aol 714 QQ13} vlwslr] 913}
o] A" Az A7, diR9 273 2152 Kupiee &
Revell(2001)e] A7olr ARE o, k3 £59 8%
Hr} Joldoz @de 2aTE Hole 82150 uE

olekx Azhech

il

-

il

F

fo?

4. Mof E S X0l s M= "It
Table 69l <joPd P4 FEAA 167] 4 2R E F
2} 40 24 SR E Ases TE /% Ao

Table 5. Importance of factors across gender

Male Female
Factor
% Rank % Rank
Color 16.99 3 15.71 4
Package 16.39 4 14.86 5
Taste 32.30 1 32.49 1
Auvailability 14.93 5 16.19 3
Price 19.39 2 20.74 2
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Table 6. Male tourist preferences for leaf mustard Kimchi

Cluster
P r‘;‘?;mt i 2 3 F Sig.
' Mean SD. Mean SD. Mean SD.
1 12.144° 2.192 8.346" 2.897 7.086° 3.070 75.39 000"
2 7.645 1.943 8.105 1.873 8.156 1.914 4.05 377
3 7.205° 2.533 7.256° 2513 10.492° 2.936 19.69 000"
4 8.744 2.591 7.760 1.845 8.253 2.470 5.48 171
5 10.511° 2215 7.330° 2075 9.963 1.763 26.357 000"
6 11.045° 1.952 8.691° 1.886 6.990° 1.904 54.40 .000™
7 9.696" 2.506 7.815° 2.736 9.275" 2.313 16.54 003™
8 9.463"° 2.130 8.158° 3.103 8.257° 2.166 4.66 0217
9 6.821° 2.750 11.256° 2419 5.288° 2218 115.70 000"
10 10.136° 2.253 8.664° 1.673 6.939° 2.086 31.60 000"
11 4.610° 1.945 10.246° 2110 8.845° 2.545 93.39 .000™"
12 7.112° 1.839 6.745" 2479 11.130° 1.823 90.72 .000™"
13 8.930° 2.905 6.798° 2.799 11.231° 2.277 49.76 000"
14 9.602° 2.006 7.304° 2401 9.913* 1.849 14.00 000"
15 8.009° 2.686 10.831° 2,286 7.678° 2.737 22.68 000"
16 4330° 3.026 10.697° 2.303 6.505" 2.007 108.25 000"
17 9.602° 2.006 7.304° 2.401 9.913° 1.849 14.00 .000™"
18 6.239° 2244 10.337° 2872 7.920 2.025 53.99 000"
19 9.744° 1.983 7.373° 2,638 9.617 1.903 18.36 000"
20 7.112° 1.839 6.745° 2.479 11.130° 1.823 90.72 000"
21 3.749° 2.263 9.778* 2.813 9.137° 2.103 123.09 000"
22 7.253° 2.496 6.815° 2291 10.834° 2.505 32.40 000"

a>b>c=ANOVA Duncan test at 0.05 significance level.
Y p<0.05, 7 p<0.01, T p<0.001.
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Table 7. Female tourist preferences for leaf mustard Kimchi

Cluster
Pr‘;?(‘)‘“ 1 2 3 F Sig.
Mean SD. Mean SD. Mean SD.
1 12,538 2328 7.891° 2.871 8.245 2.743 3431 000"
2 7.212° 1.820 8.040° 2214 8.500° 2.256 3.561 032"
3 7.931* 2.207 6.684° 2.540 8.749* 3.193 5.11 .008™
4 9.633" 2.696 7.796° 2471 8.791* 2.625 427 017
5 9.285° 2.435 8.174° 2223 10.183° 2.029 6.93 002"
6 10.116° 1.652 8.135° 2.291 7.953 2222 12.29 000"
7 9.924° 2.148 6.879° 2.352 7.648° 3315 12.44 000™"
8 9.035® 2.027 7.841° 3.100 9.610° 3.107 3.58 0317
9 7.749° 2.352 11.301° 2.435 5.459° 1.532 65.01 000"
10 9.205" 1.956 8.235% 2.061 7.398 2.176 7.09 001"
11 5.877° 1.870 9.796" 2.266 7.629° 2.562 26.05 000"
12 6.381° 1.890 8.079° 2.388 10.729* 1.815 43.11 0007
13 8.204° 2.358 7.880° 2.600 11.839° 2.354 29.38 .000™"
14 8.374° 2.536 8.274° 2.404 9.628° 2.252 3.55 032
15 8.781° 2.306 9.891° 2.967 7.083° 2.947 9.22 0007
16 5.756° 2.721 11.106° 2.670 6.560° 1.960 46.00 000"
17 8.374° 2.536 8.274° 2.404 9.628° 2.252 3.55 032
18 6.938" 2.065 10.715° 2.765 6.830° 2.573 26.87 000"
19 9.904* 1.950 7.504° 2.737 8.506° 3.271 6.88 002"
20 6.381° 1.890 8.079° 2.388 10.729° 1.815 43.11 000"
21 4.945° 1.896 10.520° 2.927 7.932° 2.436 45.45 000"
22 7911° 2.062 7.309" 2.818 9.607" 3.154 6.81 002"
ii>b>c=ANO\*/*A Duncan teis*E at 0.05 significance level.
p<0.05, p<0.01, p<0.001.
Table 8. Simulation summary across gender EAF Z 20 i3k M e A ule- A3t B4
Product  Max Utility’ BTL Logit Aie g5 2
No. Male Female Male Female Male Female AZRIE 2o o3 a9l 59 F-& 58S Hriet
17 2460 1840 1844 1781 2394 1978 2niol AP Y Bk ofd 2ol 4 agleze
18 1573 1226 1596 1598 1549 14.03 g 4, 9 gdleme 59 2, 3 aQlegE okF
19 2137 2406 1835 17.57 2079 21.66 i Bk a2l A adless 3 Tl FE A8
20 11.69 2028 1661 1690 12.65 17.15 Sl el 8816l B2 8%l FEe T L8R %:7?]
21 1210 1462 1412 1508 11.87 13.66 R, 891 FEE T S T Y Tae T A
|52 oY Aol7) gk 7N adlE F o e vt
2 1452 1038 1652 1666 1526 13.72 2 gole A EHu o4 HHH RS Zaw ud
* Includes tied simulations. 1, 9 BEOA FUA] eolx A 89, g oA &
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