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Investigation of the Relative Importance and Optimal Utility
on Choice Attributes of Fermented Milk
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Department of Food and Nutrition, Hanyang Women's University, Korea

Abstract

This study examined the relative importance and the effective utility of fermented milk by consumers. The questionnaire

was developed by an in-depth interview and literature review and was surveyed on-line. Statistical analysis was carried out
descriptive analysis, ANOVA, paired t-test, and conjoint analysis using the SPSS package. First, an analysis of the
consumption status of fermented milk found that the consumption frequency was 1-2 times/week (36.2%), 3-4 times/week
(26.5%). The product choice attributes of fermented milk were found to be the same with ‘taste’ (3.93) and ‘manufacturing
date/expired date’ (3.92), rated the highest, followed in order by, ‘sanitary quality’ (3.82), ‘origin of ingredient’ (3.81).
Comparative analysis of the importance and satisfaction level of the choice attributes of fermented milk showed that the
choice attributes with lower satisfaction compared to importance were ‘taste’, ‘nutrients’, ‘manufacturing data/expired date’,

‘sanitation quality’, ‘price’, ‘manufacturing method’ and ‘certification of quality’ (p<0.001, p<0.01). ‘Price’ and
‘certification of quality’ were the choice attributes of fermented milk classified as ‘Focus Here’ because of its high importance
and low satisfaction. The preferred combination of relative importance in choice attributes of the fermented milk was
‘domestic resource’, ‘Eat with spoon’, and ‘none additives’. Therefore, it is believed that sales will increase if dairy companies

can improve the ‘price’ and ‘certification of quality’. In addition, the use of domestic ingredients in the development of new

fermented milk products in the future could be an important marketing factor in consumer choice.
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<Table 1> General characteristics of subjects

20’s 30’s 40’s 50’s 60’s Total )

no. % no. % no. % no. % no. % no. % r
Male 36 364 44 436 59  46.1 54 435 43 467 236 434

Gender Female 63 63.6 57 564 69 539 70 565 49 533 308 56.6 2.793
Total 99 100.0 101 100.0 128 100.0 124 100.0 92 100.0 544 100.0
<High school 0 0.0 1 1.0 2 1.6 4 32 8 8.7 15 2.8
High school 25 253 7 6.9 17 133 38 306 24 26.1 111 204
Education University 68 687 80 792 9% 75.0 73 589 48 522 365 671  49.51%**

Graduate school 6 6.1 13 129 13 102 9 7.3 12 13.0 53 9.7
Total 99 100.0 101 100.0 128 100.0 124 100.0 92 100.0 544 100.0

#£%p<0.001
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<Table 2> Consumption of fermented milk
20’s 30’s 40’s 50’s 60’s Total 5
no. % no. % no. % no. % no. % no. % x
>7 times/wk 4 4.0 10 9.9 17 133 11 89 18 19.6 60 110
5-6 times/wk 14 141 11 109 13 102 16 129 11 120 65 119
frequency  1-2 times/wk 38 384 34 337 49 383 43 347 33 359 197 362 '
<1 times/wk 16 162 12 119 15 117 26 21.0 9 9.8 78 143
Total 99 1000 101 100.0 128 100.0 124 100.0 92 100.0 544 100.0
Before breakfast 15 152 18 178 17 133 17 137 15 163 82 151
Breakfast 8 8.1 4 4.0 13 102 11 89 9 9.8 45 83
Breakfast~lunch 11 111 25 248 31 242 2 177 25 272 114 210
Lunch 5 5.1 3 3.0 4 3.1 9 7.3 8 8.7 29 53
Intake time Lunch~dinner 27 273 18 178 37 289 36 29.0 23 250 141 259 39398
Dinner 4 4.0 6 59 4 3.1 6 4.8 4 43 24 44
Dinner~bedtime 24 242 23 228 19 148 15 121 6.5 87 160
Etcs 5 5.1 4 4.0 3 2.3 8 6.5 22 22 4.0
Total 99 100.0 101 100.0 128 100.0 124 100.0 92 100.0 544 100.0
Eat with spoon (plain yogurt) == == o = e
Drinking (plain yogurt) = o o o =
Eat with spoon (fruit yogurt) [0 57 =5 =% =
Drinking (fruit yogurt) LRSS ETETEE
Home-made yogurt T "
None additives yogurt & o7
Etc i
20's #30’s #40’s “50's =60's

<Figure 1> Main purchasing types of fermented milk (duplicate response)
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<Table 3> Satisfaction on choice attributes of fermented milk

20’s 30’s 40’s 50’s 60’s Total
F-value
M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

Origin of ingredient 371  0.64° 380 058 379 062° 380 0.64° 398 055 381 062 2493%
Taste 396 0.68 387 069 392 064 390 063 402 063 393 065 0.767
Nutrient 363 066 381 064 382 061 376 076 3.87 067 3.78 0.67 1.913
Manufacturing date/expired date  3.74  0.79° 3.83  0.71% 398 0.62® 398 0.67° 403 0.62° 392 069 3.255%
Sanitation quality 3.68 0705 373  0.65™ 3.84 0.66™ 391 0.66° 395 064° 3.8 067 3.037*
Price 308 090 311 09 321 087 331 077 336 08 322 086 2.004
Corporation (Brand) 347 070 350 061 351 061 354 058 359 056 352 061 0.469
Manufacturing method 341 0.62° 344 059 359  059° 363 063" 371 066° 356 063  4.178%*
Packaging quality 346 075 339 060 348 059 356 063 358 060 349 0.63 1.586
Packaging design 346 0.73 329 064 342 061 348 063 351 062 343 0.65 1.886
Packaging size 329 0.70 334 059 339 068 347 067 346 058 339 0.65 1.409
Certification of quality 336 065 349 063* 366 068° 370 066° 377 0.71° 3.60 068  6.344%**
Mean 352 049° 355  042™ 363 045 367 046° 373 0418 362 045  3.708%*

acDyuncan’s multiple comparison, *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Likert 5 point scale: 1=very unsatisfied, 2=unsatisfied 3=moderate, 4=satisfied, 5=very satisfied
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<Table 4> Comparison on importance and satisfaction of fermented milk

Importance” Satisfaction® Difference”
Attributes t-value
M SD M SD M SD

Origin of ingredient 3.85 0.76 3.81 0.62 0.04 0.68 1.514
Taste 422 0.65 3.93 0.65 0.28 0.70 9.427***
Nutrient 4.01 0.73 3.78 0.67 0.23 0.75 7.163%**
Manufacturing date/expired date 439 0.67 3.92 0.69 0.47 0.77 14.176***
Sanitation quality 4.29 0.70 3.82 0.67 047 0.74 14.715%**
Price 4.04 0.69 322 0.86 0.83 1.14 16.996***
Corporation (Brand) 3.57 0.79 3.52 0.61 0.05 0.82 1.465
Manufacturing method 3.64 0.75 3.56 0.63 0.08 0.71 2.644%*
Packaging quality 348 0.80 349 0.63 -0.01 0.82 -0.314
Packaging design 3.10 0.80 343 0.65 -0.33 0.87 -8.853***
Packaging size 3.40 0.74 3.39 0.65 0.01 0.81 0.212
Certification of quality 3.81 0.79 3.60 0.68 0.21 0.72 6.652%%*
Mean 3.82 0.45 3.62 045 0.19 045 10.165%**

#£%p<0.001, **p<0.01

D Likert 5 point scale: 1=very unimportant, 2=unimportant, 3=moderate, 4=important, 5=very important
D Likert 5 point scale: 1=very unsatisfied, 2=unsatisfied, 3=moderate, 4=satisfied, 5=very satisfied

3 Difference=importance - satisfaction

Focus Here Bed Doing Great, Keep It U,
9 Keep It Up
{
°
425 .
4,00 .E| ‘
= i * f=3
8 3757
5 .
5
é‘ 350 .
L]
= p
325
3097 Low Priority Overdone

T T T T
320 340 360 380 4.00

Satisfaction?

<Figure 2> Importance and satisfaction matrix analysis on choice
attributes of fermented milk

"Likert 5 point scale: 1=very unimportant, 2=unimportant, 3=

moderate, 4=important, 5=very important

ILikert 5 point scale: I=very unsatisfied, 2=unsatisfied, 3=

moderate, 4=satisfied, 5=very satisfied
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12. Certification of quality
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<Table 5 > Relative importance on choice attributes of fermented milk

Attributes Level

Utility value  Relative importance (%)  Utility combination

Domestic resource 1.960 56.655 1.110

Origin of ingredient =~ Combined by domestic and imported resources -0.206 56.655 -0.117
Imported resource -1.754 56.655 -0.994

Type of fermented milk Drmk. -0.072 10.202 -0.007
Eat with spoon 0.072 10.202 0.007

fruits 0.123 33.144 0.041

Preference of additives fruit flavour -0.838 33.144 -0.278
None additives 0.715 33.144 0.237

Model fit

Pearson’s R 0.997%%*
Kendall’s tau 0.944***

#4%p<0.001

<Table 6> Optimal combination of the quality attributes on
fermented milk

Utility Sum of

Attribut Level . .
uies eve combination  utility

Origin of ingredient Domestic resource  1.110
Type of fermented milk Eat with spoon 0.007 1.354

Preference of additives None additives 0.237
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