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Abstract

This study was conducted to identify the choice attributes in the purchase of chocolate and to identify differences between
the choices, by considering the purpose of purchase being self-gift or interpersonal gift. The preferred optional attributes
considered and assessed were capacity, package, product composition, brand reputation, and sensuality. The survey
included customers who purchased chocolates from June 1, 2017 to August 31, 2017. T-test was applied to verify the
difference in optional attributes depending on the purpose of purchase. Our results indicate that people consider packages,
product composition, and reputation for interpersonal gifts, and that Valentine's Day purchases are frequently for themselves
and others' gifts. Our results will help to identify chocolate consumption behavior, and will facilitate in establishing chocolate
product composition and development as well as brand positioning strategies, through factors affecting preferences based

on the purpose of purchase.
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<Table 1> Reliability and validity testing of concern for choice attribute

Factors Variables Factor loading Eigen value Variance (%) Cronbach’s o
. Quantity .885
Capacity . 1.928 13.773 786
Size 858
Shape 767
Package Packaging design 742 1.837 13.125 704
Packing size .600
Convenience of Purchase 763
Product Diversity 758 1.812 12.943 680
composition
Composition 697
Brand .806
Brand , 1.786 12.759 627
reputation recommended reputation 752
a sense of organization 818
. taste .650
Sensuality 1.780 12.714 614
texture .606
Sweetness 470
KMO=.755, Bartlett Chi-square=894.996, Sig.= .000, Total cumulative variance (%)=65.314
<Table 2> Verification of differences according to the properties of chocolate choice attribute (N=260)
Self-gift (N=148) Interpersonal gift (N=112)
Factors t-value p-value
M£SD M=£SD
Capacity 3.65+ .83 3.50+ .77 1.532 127
Package 3.37+ .76 3.70+ .71 -3.523 .001**
Product composition 371+ .72 3.95+ .70 -2.657 .008**
Brand reputation 3.12+ .90 3.37+ 84 -2.326 021*
Sensuality 4.14+ .60 4.12+ 52 244 .807
YMean+SD (5 points scale was used)
*p<0.05, **p<0.01
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<Table 3> Verification of general characteristics according to the purpose of chocolate purchase (N=260)
o purpose of chocolate purchase
Characteristics
Self-gift (n=148) Interpersonal gift (n=112)  Total (n=260) 1*/p-value
Gender Male 22(14.9%) 41(36.6%) 63(24.2%) 16416
Female 126(84.7%) 71(64.0%) 197(75.8%) .000**
10-15 8(5.4%) 3(2.7%) 11(4.2%)
16-20 39(26.4%) 25(22.3%) 64(24.6%)
Age 21-25 51(34.5%) 29(25.9%) 80(30.8%) 9.759
26-30 20(13.5%) 29(25.9%) 49(18.8%) .082
31-35 16(10.8%) 10(8.9%) 26(10.0%)
Above 36 14(9.5%) 16(14.3%) 30(11.5%)
Middle School 6(4.1%) 1(0.9%) 7(2.7%)
High School 27(18.2%) 19(17.0%) 46(17.7%)
Tob University student 49(33.1%) 29(25.9%) 78(30.0%) 6.046
Postgraduate 5(3.4%) 7(6.3%) 12(4.6%) 302
Office worker 33(22.3%) 33(29.5%) 66(25.4%)
Other job 28(18.9%) 23(20.5%) 51(19.6%)
not more than once a week 54(37.5%) 58(52.3% 112(43.9%)
frequency of 2-3 times 63(42.4%) 33(29.7%) 94(36.9%) 7852
consumption 4-5 times 21(13.9%) 14(12.6%) 34(13.3%) 697
a week 6-7 times 8(6.3%) 6(5.4%) 15(5.9%) ’
more than eight times 2(1.4%) 3(2.7%) 5(1.9%)
Valentine’s Day 81(54.7%) 56(50.0%) 137(52.7%)
White Day 13(8.8%) 25(22.3%) 38(14.6%)
the special day of College Scholastic Ability Test 17(11.5%) 15(13.4%) 32(12.3%) 14.095
purchase Christmas 19(12.8%) 11(9.8%) 30(11.5%) 015*
Halloween Day 3(2.0%) 2(1.8%) 5(1.9%)
Others 15(10.1%) 3(2.7%) 18(6.9%)
Bark chocolate 58(39.6%) 31(27.7%) 89(34.2%)
Bar chocolate 24(16.0%) 24(21.4%) 48(18.5%)
Mold chocolate 15(10.4%) 18(16.1%) 33(12.7%)
Purchase Shell chocolate 28(19.4%) 24(21.4%) 52(20.0%) > ;‘756]0
type Enrober chocolate 6(4.1%) 3(2.7%) 9(3.5%) '
Pan-work chocolate 10(6.8%) 7(6.3%) 17(6.5%)
others 7(4.7%) 5(4.5%) 12(4.6%)

#£p<0.05, **p<0.01
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