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A Survey on the Consumer Packaging Preferences

for

Mini Pot Flower Plants on Domestic Market in Korea

Sun Yup Lee, Hyun Jeong Woo, and Youn Suk Lee*

Department of Packaging, Yonsei University, Wonju 26493, Korea

Abstract In this study we surveyed the preferences of consumer packaging for mini pot flower plants to improve the
flower market application in Korea. The surveys were consisted of the consumers residing in Seoul metropolitan (221),
Gyeonsang (70), Jeonla (29), Chungceong (19), Gangwon (7), other provinces (3). A total of 349 eligible respondents
(male 173, female 176) were surveyed with a self-administered questionnaire asking on the general characteristics for res-
idents, packaging material, packaging design, type of flower pot, degree of transparency, convenience, consumer’s
demand for packaging development, a significant point when purchasing the flower pot product. The collected date was
analyzed using a chi-square (%) statistical test in SPSS program. Most residents prefer for mini pot flower plants packed
with packaging characteristics of plastic material (56.4%), packaging design of separated type (76.2%), angled type
(62.5%), and transparency (48.6%). The other question results showed that major consumer’s demand for mini pot flower
plants is maintaining the freshness quality and stability structure for them. Transparency of packaging can also affect
directly the preferences for purchasing the mini pot flower plants. The packaging structure with a proper shape design
may protect the fresh mini pot flower plants from shock or any other damage during distribution. The results of this study
help to provide consumer’s demand for packaging development and to give the greatest advantages in terms of production

and marketability of mini pot flower plants.
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Fig. 1. Types of packaging for mini pot flower plants according to several variations of packaging types and degree of transparency.

Table 1. General characteristics of survey respondents (N, %)

Characteristics Categories N Percentage
Male 173 49.6
Sex
Female 176 50.4
Less than 29 85 24.4
Age Between 30 and 49 88 25.2
Between 40 and 49 88 25.2
More than 50 88 25.2
Seoul Metropolitan area 221 63.3
Gangwon-do 7 2.0
. Chungcheong-do 19 5.4
Residence
Gyeongsang-do 70 20.1
Jeonla-do 29 8.3
Other 3 0.9
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Table 2. Respondent’s preference of packaging material for potted plant (N, %)

. Gender Age v% p value
Categories
Male Female ~29 30~39 40~49 50~ Gender Age
Plasti 88 109 49 55 53 40
astie (252%)  (312%)  (14.0%)  (158%)  (152%)  (11.5%)
Packaging 45 36 20 22 14 25 4.354 10.901
. Paperboard
material (129%)  (103%)  (5.7%)  (63%)  (4.0%)  (7.2%) 0.113 0.091
Glass 40 31 16 11 20 24
(11.5%)  (89%)  (4.6%)  (32%)  (5.7%)  (6.9%)
Table 3. Respondent’s preference of packaging type (N, %)
Gender Age 2
Categories g x> p value
Male Female 30~39 40~49 50~ Gender Age
Separated type 119 147 74 64 57
Packasing ¢ p YPE3401%)  @2.1%)  (203%)  (212%)  (183%) (163%) 10452 13.130
e e 54 29 14 23 32 0.001%%%  0,004%*
ntegral WPe 15500 (83%)  (4.0%)  (4.0%)  (6.6%)  (9.2%)
*%5<0.01, ***p<0.001
Table 4. Respondent’s preference of flowerpot type (N, %)
Gender Age 2 ]
Categories & X, p vale
Male Female ~29 30~39 40~49 50~ Gender Age
Round tvpe 58 33 26 19 25 21
YPE(16.6%)  (9.5%)  (74%)  (54%)  (72%)  (6.0%)
Flowerpot 97 121 48 59 59 52 9.885 11.539
Angled type
type (7.8%)  (347%)  (13.8%)  (16.9%)  (169%)  (149%)  0.007**  0.073
No matter 18 22 11 10 3 16
(52%)  (63%)  (32%)  (29%)  (0.9%)  (4.6%)
#*p<0.01
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Table S. Respondent’s preference for degree of transparency (N, %)

. Gender Age v% p value
Categories
Male Female ~29 30~39 40~49 50~ Gender Age
Overall transparent 84 112 50 55 42 49
type 24.1%)  (32.1%) (143%) (15.8%) (12.0%) (14.0%)
Partly transparent 68 45 27 19 41 26
Degree of type (19.5%)  (129%) (7.7%)  (54%) (11.7%) (7.4%) 9.953 19.344
transparency 9 5 4 2 4 0.019* 0.022*
Opaque type 2.6%)  (14%)  (1.1%)  (1.1%)  (0.6%)  (1.1%)
No matter 12 14 10 2 10
(3.4%) (4.0%) (1.1%) (2.9%) (0.6%) (2.9%)
*p<0.05
Table 6. Respondent’s demand for development of potted plant packaging (N, %)
Categories Gender Age ¥% p value
Male Female ~29 30~39 40~49 50~ Gender Age
Development of 63 69 30 35 36 31
design (18.1%) (19.8%) (8.6%) (10.0%) (10.3%) (8.9%)
Development of 72 85 38 35 38 46
functional packaging (20.6%) (24.4%) (10.9%) (10.0%) (10.9%) (13.2%)
Development of = o elease 17 11 7 6 10 5 7115 10.426
p"::lfa pilr‘f‘m packaging (4.9%)  (32%) (2.0%) (1.7%) (2.9%) (1.4%) 0130  0.579
P simne Maintain now 20 9 9 11 3 6
packaging (5.7%) (2.6%) (2.6%) (32%) (0.9%) (1.7%)
1 2 1 1 0 1
Other
(03%)  (0.6%)  (0.3%) (0.3%)  (0.0%)  (0.3%)
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Table 7. Respondent’s preference of convenient point among potted plant packaging (N, %)

. Gender Age x2 p value
Categories
Male Female ~29 30~39 40~49 50~ Gender Age
Handle structure 46 59 30 26 25 24
(13.2%) (16.9%)  (8.6%) (7.4%) (7.2%) (6.9%)
Stability structure 15 i >3 > >9 >9
Convenient Y (33.0%) (31.8%) (15.2%) (15.8%) (16.9%) (16.9%) 5537 7.177
point - ¢ struct 12 5 2 6 3 6 0.136 0.619
fansparent SWUCIUIe 3 4oy (14%)  (0.6%)  (1.7%)  (0.9%)  (1.7%)
0 1 0 1 0 0
Other
(0.0%) (0.3%) (0.0%) (0.3%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
Table 8. Respondent’s significant point when purchase potted plant product (N, %)
Gender Age 2 1
Categories g X P value
Male Female ~29 30~39 40~49 50~ Gender Age
Quality (Freshness) 84 114 49 44 48 57
of product 24.1%) (32.7%) (14.0%) (12.6%) (13.8%) (16.3%)
Price 41 29 14 18 18 20
(11.7%)  (8.3%) (4.0%) (5.2%) (5.2%) (5.7%)
Significant Convenience 19 10 8 8 10 3 11.332 12.936
point (5.4%) (2.9%) (2.3%) (2.3%) (2.9%) (0.9%) 0.023* 0.374
Display suitabilit 2 22 13 18 1 o
play Y (8.3%) (6.3%) (3.7%) (5.2%) (3.2%) (2.6%)
0 1 1 0 0 0
Other
(0.0%) (0.3%) (0.3%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
*p<0.05
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