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A Study on Factors Affecting Purchase Intention and
Price Sensitivity Analysis of Korean Shine-muscat
for Consumers in Beijing China

Lee, Jung-Myoung + Kim, Seung-Gyu - Choi, Se-Hyun

The objective of this study is to analyze factors affecting purchase intention and
conduct price sensitivity analysis of Korean Shine-muscat for Chinese consumers.
Logit model has been set up to find purchase intention with survey data which
was conducted in Beijing China. The results show that the high-income, unmarried
consumers are more sensitive to the price of Korean Shine-muscat than low-income,
married consumers, but have higher purchase intention. Also, consumers who
perceive Korea positively and those who prefer Korean dramas are more sensitive
to the price but have higher purchase intention. Consumers with a high monthly
purchase frequency of Shine-muscat have higher purchase intention of Korean Shine-
muscat, but are more sensitive to the price. The results of this study can be utilized
as basic information for promoting the export of Korean Shine- muscat to China.
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2) 7tARIZE 2M(Price Sensitivity Analysis)

HANGE B B4 AF wE Az o A4E FA U 5§ s 149
A WSSk BAste] 1 AF £ AHFOEA 2ulAe AAME HASHE WY

Q1A E & e(Perceived Benefit)
Q1A E 7} (Perceived Price)
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gg] &85 3 JQti(McCall and Bruneau, 2010).
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ANAE ARt AR EE e 1) AFoly Anlart AHsinta A7 EE 7HE
2) AFolvt Au 27} BT Azbetks 7hACd ik Ao ® B Aol = 22} cheap
9} priceZ YERAT

(A) (8)

Percentage of Percentage of
respondents respondents
100% 100%

Expensive
Not cheap

IDP Too expensive

PMC PME Too expensive
Cheap

OPP< Not expensive
I

\-\\_\Eicheap

Price Stress Range of Acceptable Prices

—

Too cheap

Low price High price 0 Low price High price

Fig. 1. Price-sensitivity measurement.
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WeTE 7H40d B vk ofvgth(Fig. 1A).
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WAES T, 1 Aol A7FgHA A o] | Th(Fig. 1B).

317}_EA & (Point of Marginal Expensiveness: PME)2 Aoy AH| 27} UF HIATAL
Azbehe SHI HIRAl Fokal Azbehe SEe 4 Ut AR v Foltk At
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ol ‘expensive’ 1S <

.
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8714t (Range of Acceptable Prices: RAP)= A 7}8HAI A& 313 o2 stal 31713+
< Ao R ste Helolth. F87HAT oA = 7HE o] F- ] tie AxEA Y o
= T =, 123 7P A ARl e Ao g Ao AT kAN 11 W
Hojd 7HA & AlFoly Anj2 Fdof| thet Fa3% A 7|Eo® A8 4 YT Garbor
and Granger, 1966). ©] M7} 2t2=2 7140 3 wzt=r} wolxith wrebA Fig. 1B}
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Table 1. Summary of survey results
Questionnaire Frequency (person) Percentage (%)
Do not buy 77 23.98
Willingness to purchase
. Not sure 102 31.78
Korean Shine-muscat

Will buy 142 44.24
Male 139 43.30

Gender
Female 182 56.70
Lower than 20 23 7.17
20’s 131 40.81
30’s 119 37.07

Age

40’s 35 10.90
50’s 8 2.49
60 or higher 5 1.56
No child 155 48.29
1 122 38.01
Children status 2 39 12.15
3 4 1.24
4 1 0.31
Elementary school or lower 11 343
Middle school 27 8.41

Education
High school 51 15.89
University or higher 232 72.27
Less than 5,000 Yuan 56 17.45
5,000-Less than 10,000 Yuan 94 29.28
10,000-Less than 15,000 Yuan 50 15.58

Monthly household

. 15,000-Less than 20,000 Yuan 27 8.41

income
20,000-Less than 25,000 Yuan 42 13.08
25,000-Less than 30,000 Yuan 20 6.23
30,000 Yuan or higher 32 9.97
Single 155 48.29

Marriage status

Married 166 51.71




F5 87 avlde] ARlv A el A4 8el 3 AANGE B 163

Questionnaire Frequency (person) Percentage (%)

Very bad 22 6.85
Bad 27 8.41
Perception on Korea Medium 132 41.12
Good 123 38.32
Very good 17 5.30
Not preferred at all 33 10.28
Not preferred 42 13.08

Preference for Korean .
Medium 113 35.21

drama

Preferred 88 2741
Very preferred 45 14.02
0 149 46.42
Number of purchase 1 94 29.28
in a month 2 40 12.46
3 or higher 38 11.84
Total 321 100.0

2197) EE3)Q] QAFEA A T2 HEEo] Tarit ARIH 749
T o) gk mX= PGS F4H3 A= Table 29 2k WA Pseudo RP7F 0.1510.2 23
(e}

o] AWtz HAF=E w& Aoz Yehgth a4k ARIM A ol o] ol FgS 1] X
= HMFEEE FAFE 1% A E &5 st st Ql4o], fo4F 5% ol &
o Sl AsEr) O3 FY5E 10% WA AEAR} ARIHAA 4 Fu3lsF=
FAFEAL &5, ARIHAA 4 Foj3lg, Stol tigk <14, I =elnl HaTE Al
o] 57} FolH, wetr] A50] 2E&54E, 4 ARIHAA Ful3l5TE BETE, gl
3k Q2o FAHANLFE I cenlS NETFE A ARIT2AS Fujd o] gko]

3) WA ARIE 2 Fulo el the AR % BE O $YW 10288 AsHnh
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Table 2. Results of logit model estimation
Variables Estimate Pr> 22
Constant -2.230 0.039
Gender
-0.049 0.886
(Female=0, Male=1)
Age
(Lower than 20=1, 20-29=2, 30-39=3, 40-49=4, 0.143 0.525
50-59=5, 60 or Higher=6)
Education
(Elementary school or lower=1, Middle school=2, -0.164 0.446
High school=3, University or higher=4)
Marriage status .
. . -0.958 0.079
(Single=0, Married=1)
Children status
. . -0.034 0.945
(No child=0, Otherwise=1)
Monthly household income
(Less than 5,000 Yuan=1, 5,000-10,000=2, 10,000-15,000=3, 0.268 0,004
15,000-20,000=4, 20,000-25,000=5, 25,000-30,000=6, 30,000 ' )
Yuan or higher=7)
Number of purchase in a month 0.183 0.051"
Perception on Korea i
. 0.572 0.004
(Very bad=1, Bad=2, Medium=3, Good=4, Very good=5)
Preference for Korean drama "
. 0.880 0.047
(Non-preference=0, Preference or Medium=1)
Number of sample N=219
Log likelihood -120.624
P-value p=0.000
Goodness of fit Pseudo R’=0.151
Note 1: ™, ™, " indicate statistical significance of 1%, 5%, 10%, respectively.
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Table 3. Price sensitivity of Korean Shine-muscat (1kg)

Point of Point of
Indifference | Percentage of |  Optimal . om. © om. ° Range of
. . .. . Price stress marginal marginal
price indifference | pricing point range cheapness | expensiveness acceptable
IDP i IDP PP i RAP
(IDP) | pricc (IDP) | (OPP) (PMO) (ME) | Price (RAP)
¥ 275 49% ¥ 29 ¥ (-)L.5 ¥ 24 ¥ 33 ¥ 24~33
100 . || —
N Hi.—l—wce Stress P .
* RAP ’l’ - .. -~
.... st ) ."".
80 — e
B T
LemmrmEE T T et
\ \ |
2 60 X Sl K
= N | o
®> 40 o N
N
PMC : ~5T
,¢‘ E;_I N s .
20 ,‘l : —
/,ﬂ"l._.-"". [or] x
o Lametie” — . |
o R ® & K3 & & s & K & TG
== cheap _—p}pensive 0 eeeee too—expensive
too-cheap —==—=not cheap not expensive ‘
Fig. 2. Price sensitivity graph of Korean Shine-muscat (1kg).
4) 20193 @A F= B ARoA T F EL ARIH AN 7148 Tuj Ao A 44.49]2Y/
kg, 2mIAIAA 5391%Yke, THUIEAA 17691%kg o2, B AFoA AZS FE&/HAtRT:
B4 B RO ZAHUL B, FA SN BT YRUT 2 Ao} YlomE, FF

Aol B0 ¥ % 3o
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ZH|A S48 JPANIZEE = Table 400 AAE o] Uohs) AA 7k A4S 157 9I9KE
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-2 300 1T 50%, 30T ©]d 47%E 30T ©]/d2] Hl-&o] %kowl 7HAZ R 91 30t
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Aol B} Rzt 202 yEhgitt

AE AR W& ztolo A ZHAZIAA = 71E 2918k PIE 491 B2 A nEATL W
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Table 4. Price sensitivity differences by consumer characteristic

IDP Percentage oPP Price stress PMC PME RAP
of IDP range
More than o
Monthly 15,000 Yuan ¥ 275 45% ¥ 30 ¥ ()25 |¥24 ¥ 325 | ¥ 24~325
Household
Income Less than o i N
15,000 Yuan ¥ 225 52% ¥ 25 ¥ ()25 [¥19 ¥ 29 ¥ 19~29
More than 30 | ¥ 24 47% ¥ 27 ¥ ()3 ¥ 20 ¥ 30 ¥ 20~30
Age
Under 30 ¥ 26 50% ¥ 28 ¥ ()2 ¥ 23 ¥ 33 ¥ 23~33
Marriage Married ¥ 23 50% ¥ 25 ¥ (-)2 ¥ 19 ¥ 29 ¥ 19~29
status Single ¥ 26 50% ¥30 | ¥ (M4 ¥24 |¥33 |¥24-33
Number of 0 ¥ 37 50% ¥ 37 ¥0 ¥ 31 ¥ 49 ¥ 31~49
purchase in
2 month 1 or higher | ¥ 25 50% ¥ 26 ¥ ()1 ¥ 19 ¥ 28 ¥ 19~28
Perception Positive ¥ 25 50% ¥ 28 ¥ ()3 ¥ 225 | ¥30 ¥ 22.5~30
on Korea Negative ¥ 23 50% ¥ 26 ¥ ()3 ¥ 20 ¥ 30 ¥ 20~30
Preference Preference ¥ 275 49% ¥ 30 ¥ (25 | ¥24 ¥ 33 ¥ 24~33
for Korean
drama Non-Preference | ¥ 27.5 49% ¥ 29 ¥ ()15 | ¥24 ¥ 337 | ¥ 24~33.7
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