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A Study on the Thai Consumers’ Perception and Willingness to
Pay for Korean Paprika and Tomatoes

Lee, Je-Yun - Lee, Choon—-Soo

This study investigated Thai consumers’ perception and willingness to pay for
Korean paprika and tomatoes to establish effective export strategies, To this end,
an online survey was conducted on 300 consumers living in Bangkok, Thailand,
and the factors affecting the purchase intent and willingness to pay price premium
for Korean paprika and tomatoes were analyzed. The results are as follows. First,
Thai consumers usually buy fruit and vegetables offline, such as supermarkets and
large discount stores, but not a few respondents obtained purchase information
online. Second, the price competitiveness of Korean paprika and tomatoes is low
to Thai products, and the quality, safety, freshness, and cost-effectiveness are similar
or low to other exporting countries. Therefore it is important to improve non-price
competitiveness using positive perceptions of Korean products and Korean Wave.
Third, the most important reason why Thai consumers not buying Korean paprika
and tomatoes is the lack of stores and high prices. Fourth, as a result of analyzing
the factors affecting the purchase intent for Korean paprika and tomatoes, the
strategy of selling paprika and tomatoes through supermarkets to consumers with
high income is effective. Fifth, considering the factors of willingness to pay
premium prices for Korean paprika and tomatoes, a high pricing strategy targeted
consumers with high income and many family members is appropriate.

Key words : agricultural products export, paprika, Thailand, tomato, willingness to
pay
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Q. If the price of Thai paprika is 100, how much are you willing to buy Korean paprika at maximum?

[Select one]
(D 2 3 4) Q) (6) (7 ® ©) (10) | (D
100 ©J3} | 105 110 115 120 125 130 135 140 145 150
(12) (13) a4 | as | ae | an | as | 19 | o0 1)
155 160 165 170 175 180 185 190 195 200 ©]%

Fig. 1. Questions for willingness to pay of Korean paprika and tomatoes.
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Table 1. Characteristics of survey respondents

Freq. | Per. Freq. | Per.
Male 148 | 49.3 Office job 138 | 46.0
Gender
Female 152 | 50.7 Public official 20 6.7
18~24 75 | 25.0 Service & sales 9 3.0
25~34 75 | 25.0 Student 34 | 113
Age group Occupation
35~44 75 | 25.0 Homemaker 60 | 20.0
45~59 75 | 25.0 Self-ownership 12 4.0
Single 174 | 58.0 Not employed 13 43
Marital status Married 121 | 403 Others 14 4.7
Others 5 1.7 One 24 8.0
Below 4,000 8 2.7 Number of Two 34 | 113
4,000~6,000 1 0.3 household Three 69 | 23.0
6,000~8,000 6| 20 members Four 81 | 27.0
8,000~10,000 4 1.3 More than five 92 | 30.7
10,000~12,000 71 23 Family Yes 154 | 513
members under
12,000~14,000 4 1.3 | the age of 18 No 146 | 48.7
Monthly 14,000~16,00 8| 27 Less than middle
household hool 4 1.3
income 16,000~18,000 7 2.3 schoo
(THB) 18,000~20,000 12| 40
High school 33 | 11.0
20,000~22,000 8 2.7 Level of
22,000~24,000 9| 3.0 | education College or it | 770
24,000~26,000 6| 20 university graduate ’
26,000~28,000 7 2.3
More than 1 10.7
28,000~30,000 211 7.0 graduate school
More than 30,000 | 192 | 64.0 Total 300 | 100.0

Note: ‘Freq.” and ‘Per.” denote ‘frequency’ and ‘percentage’, respectively.

Table 2. Interest in Korea and perception of the Korean product and the Korean Wave

Score

Level of interest in Korea 4.270
Perception of the Korean product quality 4.293
Perception of the Korean Wave 4.247

Note: The Score is calculated as following: Not interested at all (Not superior at all, Strongly dislike) =1, Not
slightly interested (Not slightly superior, Weakly dislike)=2, So so=3, Slightly interested (Slightly
superior, Weakly like) =4, Strongly interested (Strongly superior, Strongly like)=5.
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Table 3. Main place to purchase fruits and vegetables

Frequency Percentage (%)
Supermarket 78 26.0
Large discount store 70 233
Agricultural products wholesale market 43 14.3
Stall 41 13.7
Department store 36 12.0
Premium store 17 5.7
Online shopping mall 9 3.0
Others 6 2.0
Total 300 100.0

Table 4. Reasons for purchasing fruits and vegetables on the main place

Percentage (%)
Frequency
Based on total |Based on respondents

Product variety 190 223 63.3
Good quality 184 21.6 61.3
Good accessibility 165 193 55.0
Cheap price 128 15.0 42.7
To purchase from preferred countries 84 9.8 28.0
Good consumer service 50 5.9 16.7
Conducting various promotions 50 5.9 16.7
Others 2 0.2 0.7

Total 853 100.0 -




Table 5. Source of information when purchasing fruits and vegetables

Frequency Percentage (%)
Based on total | Based on respondents

Sales stores 143 19.1 47.7
Through an acquaintance 135 18.0 45.0
Store website 128 17.1 42.7
SNS 111 14.8 37.0
TV and radio advertisement 95 12.7 31.7
Online portal site 79 10.6 26.3
Prints 48 6.4 16.0

Others 9 1.2 3.0

Total 748 100.0 -
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Table 6. Important factors to consider when purchasing paprika (n=300)

Frequency Percentage (%)
Based on total | Based on respondents

Freshness 163 18.8 543
Price 153 17.6 51.0
Health functionality 130 15.0 433
Safety 130 15.0 433
Organic certification 75 8.6 25.0
Size 57 6.6 19.0
Crunchy 51 5.9 17.0
Color 30 3.5 10.0
Origin of country 28 32 9.3
Sugar content 27 3.1 9.0
Hardness 24 2.8 8.0
Others 0 0.0 0.0

Total 868 100.0 -




B &b @4t shzelvh gl EviEe)] thit oAt AEojbel] #d AT 9

Table 7. Important factors to consider when purchasing tomatoes (n=2300)

Percentage (%)
Frequency
Based on total | Based on respondents

Freshness 201 23.1 67.0
Health functionality 119 13.7 39.7
Safety 114 13.1 38.0
Price 112 12.9 373
Organic certification 88 10.1 29.3
Color 62 7.1 20.7
Size 57 6.6 19.0
Hardness 39 4.5 13.0
Shape 34 3.9 11.3
Origin of country 26 3.0 8.7
Sugar content 15 1.7 5.0
Others 2 0.2 0.7

Total 869 100.0 -
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Table 8. Importance of origin of country to price when purchasing paprika and tomatoes

Paprika Tomatoes
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Much more important 55 18.3 63 21.0
Price More important 41 13.7 44 14.7
Slightly important 42 14.0 38 12.7
Both are equally important 103 343 99 33.0
Slightly important 19 6.3 17 5.7
Origin More important 23 7.7 17 5.7
Much more important 17 5.7 22 7.3
Total 300 100.0 300 100.0
Score (¢-statistics) 3.425™" (-6.470) 3.343" (-5.872)

Note: 1. The Score is calculated as following: price is much more important=1, price is more important=2,
price is slightly more important=3, both are equally important=4, origin of country is slightly more
important =5, origin of country is more important=6, origin of country is much more important="7.

2. The single, double and, triple asterisks (") denote that the null hypothesis ‘Z, : p=4" is rejected at a
significant level of 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.

Cost- 4532 Cost- Vm 4521 Cost- E=———— 10w
effectiveness 4533 effectivenes |:| 4533 effectiveness i 4533
] v 4302 ]
Freshness 4.215 Freshness / < Freshness —————— 4.000
, 2 -
4761 L W 2725 = s000
) safety 1 Safety BV
Price 5644 oice ILISLGI, 3725 price ———— 4000
4810 s, 8 BTE = 4000
lit Quality Qualit s
e : B e— o — P

o1 2 3 4 5 &6 7 0o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0o 1 2 3 4 5 &6 7

m Netherlands OKorea « Mew zealand DkKorea =Thailand DOFKorea

Note: The Score is calculated as following: Thailand is much better (fresher, safer, cheaper, better) =1, Thailand
is better (fresher, safer, cheaper, better) =2, Thailand is slightly better (fresher, safer, cheaper, better)=3,
Both are equally better (fresher, safer, cheaper, better)=4, Imported is slightly better (fresher, safer,
cheaper, better) =35, Imported is better (fresher, safer, cheaper, better) =6, Imported is much better (fresher,
safer, cheaper, better)=7.

Fig. 2. Competitiveness of paprika compared to Korean by attribute.
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Note: The Score is calculated as following: Thailand is much better (fresher, safer, cheaper, better) =1, Thailand
is better (fresher, safer, cheaper, better) =2, Thailand is slightly better (fresher, safer, cheaper, better) =3,
Both are equally better (fresher, safer, cheaper, better)=4, Imported is slightly better (fresher, safer,
cheaper, better) =5, Imported is better (fresher, safer, cheaper, better) =6, Imported is much better (fresher,
safer, cheaper, better)=7.

Fig. 3. Competitiveness of tomatoes compared to Korean by attribute.
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Table 9. Pair-wise t-test results for competitiveness of paprika by attribute

Result of pair-wise t-test

Quality Netherlands (4.910) = New Zealand (4.878) > Korea (4.690) > Thailand (4)
Price Thailand (4) > Korea (3.753) = Netherlands (3.644) = New Zealand (3.729)
Safety Korea (4.627) = Netherlands (4.761) = New Zealand (4.725) > Thailand (4)
Freshness Korea (4.273) = Netherlands (4.215) = New Zealand (4.302) > Thailand (4)

Cost-effectiveness Korea (4.533) = Netherlands (4.532) = New Zealand (4.521) > Thailand (4)

Note: 1. The Score is calculated as following: Thailand is much better (cheaper, safer, fresher, better) = 1, Thailand
is better (cheaper, safer, fresher, better) =2, Thailand is slightly better (cheaper, safer, fresher, better) =3,
Both are equally better (cheaper, safer, fresher, better) =4, Imported is slightly better (cheaper, safer,
fresher, better) =5, Imported is better (cheaper, safer, fresher, better)=6, Imported is much better
(cheaper, safer, fresher, better)=7.
2. The inequality sign (>) denotes that the null hypothesis of “HO: Average score of upper country = average
score of the next-ranked country” is rejected, and the equal sign (=) denotes that the null hypothesis of
“HO: Average score of upper country = average score of the next-ranked country” is maintained at 10%
significant level.

Table 10. Pair-wise t-test results for competitiveness of tomatoes by attribute

Result of pair-wise t-test
Quality Netherlands (4.506) > Korea (4.354) > Thailand (4) > China (3.955)
Price Thailand (4) > China (3.890) = Korea (3.553) = Netherlands (3.439)
Safety Netherlands (4.421) > Korea (4.338) > Thailand (4) > China (3.861)
Freshness Thailand (4) > Korea (3.864) = Netherlands (3.947) > China (3.697)
Cost-effectiveness Korea (4.028) = Netherlands (4.110) > Thailand (4) > China (3.800)

Note: 1. The Score is calculated as following: Thailand is much better (cheaper, safer, fresher, better) = 1, Thailand
is better (cheaper, safer, fresher, better) =2, Thailand is slightly better (cheaper, safer, fresher, better) =3,
Both are equally better (cheaper, safer, fresher, better) =4, Imported is slightly better (cheaper, safer,
fresher, better) =5, Imported is better (cheaper, safer, fresher, better)=6, Imported is much better
(cheaper, safer, fresher, better)="7.
2. The inequality sign (>) denotes that the null hypothesis of “HO: Average score of upper country = average
score of the next-ranked country” is rejected, and the equal sign (=) denotes that the null hypothesis of
“HO: Average score of upper country = average score of the next-ranked country” is maintained at 10%
significant level.
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4. e zvlAe] @4 sz steh mole Folses A4 24 Az

=gt gzl vhe) EntE ?HH ARS A A9 $HA] 50.7%7F S22 7L, 55.7%
7t EUlEE Fulg o] ki Feith sta4k spxelviel BEntEE Fujdt H 3ol ¢
T SEAE e E %LHH%}XI B2 o5 AR A, HujH o] FA (e} 44.6%,
ENE 414%) 2 v 7 (327t 30.4%, EVHE 36.1%)°] Pl FEH 8ot
(Table 11). 227} 11.5%, EFLE 143%2] SHAE A2 AEE 2T 5 §lojAz
T g, o] B9 B B, S AR H ARE IR AARTE 24}
ARE AT W L4kA] FHO 4
gk Bz Elgkel EntE ) Ago] e AHAE tido 2 AR $48(7H4E
, U AX T obd A 7N WEEEE Fig. 40 WAME T2 A ASETE AekA o

A vl g7t 4.139%, EvlE 4.197@9& =4 vebgt. sz glgte] 7
(CFHE B E $)S 4270002 TP RS2 A Q1AEkA, theol kA A (4.2467), Al
S(4.2054), 21¥H4.1707), 7H3H1(4.136%), 7FA(3.7733) 9] w0ttt EnfEE oA

ol

-
-

(94}

> R N
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Table 11. Experience of purchasing Korean paprika and tomatoes and reasons for not
purchasing Korean

Paprika Tomatoes
Freq. Per. Freq. Per.
. Yes 152 50.7 167 55.7
Experience of
purchasing No 148 493 133 443
Korean Total 300 100.0 300 100.0
Per. Per.
Reasons Freq. Freq.
BoT BoR BoT BoR
Absence of a seller 66 359 44.6 55 31.6 414
More expensive than Thailand 45 24.5 30.4 48 27.6 36.1
Reasons . . .
for not No intention of purchasing imported 32 174 21.6 25 144 18.8
purchasing Quality is not differ from Thalland 1 114 142 25 14.4 18.8
Korean or more poor than Thailand
Country of orlgm. information is 17 92 115 19 10.9 143
not reliable
Others 3 1.6 2.0 2 1.1 1.5
Total 184 | 100.0 - | 174 | 100.0 -

Note: 1. ‘Freq.” and ‘Per.” denote frequency and percentage (%), respectively.
2. ‘BoT” and ‘BoR’ denote ‘based on total’ and ‘based on respondents’, respectively.
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Paprika Tomato
Price- 3.773 Price- 3.939
Cost-effectioveness Appearance Cost-effectioveness Appearance
4.136 217 4,119 4.293
Safety Taste Safery Taste
4.246 4,270 4.251 4,245

Freshness 4.205

Freshness 4.263

Note: The Score is calculated as following: very unsatisfied =1, unsatisfied =2, neutral =3, satisfied =4,

very satisfied = 5.

Fig. 4. Satisfaction of Korean paprika and tomatoes by attribute.
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Table 12. Purchase intent for Korean paprika and tomatoes

SHAZE Tl o) Fo] kAl Ha A TH(Table 12). &5 o] o] o]
2 ko] A BALE A A3, Bz g
ZF 94.8%(2017)7} BlgAtE T HIRA Fuld ofgo] Tt A THTable 13). ©]&

G A% ool QU AMAE BT & W wolE Aol F8T 5 ALE

e SRAE o

1947 F 94.8%(184%8), EVIEE 212

Paprika Tomatoes
Frequency Percentage (%) Frequency Percentage (%)
Yes 194 64.7 212 70.7
No 61 20.3 51 17.0
Do not know 45 15.0 37 12.3
Total 300 100.0 300 100.0
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Table 13. Willingness to pay for Korean paprika and tomatoes

Paprika Tomatoes
Less More Less More

than 100| % lthan 100| T |than 100] ' |than 100| TO®!

Frequency | Fred. 7 3 184 194 7 4 201 212
analysis per. 3.6 1.5 94.8 100.0 3.3 1.7 94.8 100.0
Mean 72.9 100 153.1 149.4 77.9 100 142.8 139.8

Max 80 100 800 800 90 100 800 800

WTP

Min 50 100 105 50 50 100 105 50

SD 11.1 0.0 80.0 79.6 14.7 0.0 61.3 61.1

Note: 1. ‘Freq.” and ‘Per.” denote frequency and percentage (%), respectively.
2. ‘SD’ denotes standard deviation.

6. BEAA A4S 3 AP wARA Azl

2 AFE dF7F 32 58 TACE FAITE Cho?t Sim (2013) 5 AT A3}
£ 13t %LH#OH T3k B FE, S AE E SR 4, a8 e gazelve)
EntE 7o A3 2 A odks < T35t wAEA A
= 4t E}Ealﬂ% EvlE A& 93 34 AA Al 53 AR A 7124
52 8% 4 9k

WAREA A} ghaol] Aol Aokl @k SHAF HIE2 25-34417F 90.7%E 7Y =4,
T}S-0] 18~24411(85.3%), 35~4441(81.3%), 45~59A41(77.3%) 52| <oloy, AHhE A2
FEo Aols TAALE FoShA B9 THTable 14). 3, 3= 7o) Fdo] $-3ith
= HIE5E 25-3441(90.7%)7F 7H8 =31, thaol 18~244(81.3%), 45~59411(81.3%), 35~444
(78.7%) 9] o2& ZAHAA R AHAE Aol= TAHCE FostA] It = &
°HK-POP), ¥3}, Ectu} 5 ghFoll gk A2 ZA A Folgith= 3EA HIE-2 25~344]
7} 86.7%= 71 =31, Ta-0] 35~4441(81.3%), 18~2441(78.7%), 45~5941(72.0%) 52 <=°]
Aow, AFUE 2ol7} AR Fosirta £ FHJATHTable 14). &34, 42> 5
o] FH O gh=ro] #g FAlo] T, T FFY FAH FFRE FHHOE QAAEA
on, 1824 IFRT}E 25-344 159 ol #g A=) S A F el tig

::LZJ)H O]A]o] l‘_-:_];]__—y]_ ‘C-g- 2= oh;]_‘

gt gtz ylel EntE ol AE 9 ol o el gt wAHEA] Ax gzl gle] A
T AP 2ot SAHOE FoatA gRoy, EnfEs AHE gl fovs
2ol 7k AATHTable 15). 25~344 152 =4t pze)7le) EntkE Fu) A3 (=7t
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Table 14. Level of interest in Korea and perception of Korean product quality and the
Korean Wave by age group

18~24 25~34 35~44 45~59
Freq. Per. Freq. Per. Freq. Per. Freq. Per.
Not interested 2 2.7 1 1.3 5 6.7 3 4.0
So so 9 12.0 6 8.0 9 12.0 14 18.7
Level of
interest in Interested 64 85.3 68 90.7 61 81.3 58 77.3
Korea Total 75 100.0 75 100.0 75 100.0 75 100.0
x> (p-value) 11.035 (0.526)
Not superior 2 2.7 0 0.0 1 1.3 0 0.0
Perception of So so 12 16.0 7 9.3 15 20.0 14 18.7
the Korean Superior 61 813 | 68 90.7 | 59 787 | 6l 81.3
product
quality Total 75 | 1000 | 75 | 1000 | 75 | 1000 | 75 | 100.0
X2 (p-value) 12.659 (0.179)
Dislike 2 2.7 1 1.3 1 1.3 6 8.0
P . So so 14 18.7 9 12.0 13 17.3 15 20.0
erception of
the Korean Like 59 78.7 65 86.7 61 81.3 54 72.0
Wave Total 75 100.0 75 100.0 75 100.0 75 100.0
x? (p-value) 19.244 (0.083)°

Note: 1. ‘Freq.” and ‘Per.” denote frequency and percentage (%), respectively.
2. The single, double, and triple asterisks (*, ™, ***) denote that “HO: correlation between age and level of
interest in Korea (or perception of the Korean product quality or perception of the Korean Wave) is not

significant.” is rejected at 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

Table 15. Purchase experience and intent for Korean paprika and tomatoes by age group

Purchase experience Purchase intent
Yes No Total Yes No Do not know| Total
Freq. 33 42 75 50 16 9 75
18~24
Per. 44.0 56.0 100.0 66.7 21.3 12.0 100.0
Freq. 52 23 75 61 9 5 75
25~34
Per. 69.3 30.7 100.0 81.3 12.0 6.7 100.0
Paprika 3544 Freq. 42 33 75 53 15 7 75
Per. 56.0 44.0 100.0 70.7 20.0 9.3 100.0
Freq. 40 35 75 48 11 16 75
45~59
Per. 53.3 46.7 100.0 64.0 14.7 21.3 100.0
x> (p-value) 2.774 (0.428) 8.739 (0.189)
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Purchase experience Purchase intent
Yes No Total Yes No |Do not know | Total
Freq. 33 42 75 45 19 11 75
18~24
Per. 44.0 56.0 100.0 60.0 25.3 14.7 100.0
Freq. 43 32 75 53 14 8 75
25~34
Per. 57.3 42.7 100.0 70.7 18.7 10.7 100.0
Tomatoes 1544 Freq. 39 36 75 51 16 8 75
35~
Per. 52.0 48.0 100.0 68.0 21.3 10.7 100.0
Freq. 37 38 75 45 12 18 75
45~59
Per. 493 50.7 100.0 60.0 16.0 24.0 100.0
x? (p-value) 9.982 (0.019)” 11.850 (0.065)"

Note: 1. ‘Freq.” and ‘Per.’ denote frequency and percentage (%), respectively.
2. The single, double, and triple asterisks (*, ™, ™) denote that “HO: correlation between age and
experience to purchase Korean (or intention to purchase Korean) is not significant.” is rejected at 10%,
5%, and, 1% levels, respectively. And values in parentheses are p-value.

69.3%, EVFE 57.3%)3 Tl o387} 81.3%, ERFE 70.7%)°] B Q¥ IERT H&
Hl(Table 15), FF sl AHIFS FXEZE ot g 7tet EvtEe] du) ko] a4
d & Atk

7. 434 shzetsh Evbe ol o3 2 b4 melulel A% oJF AP edl ¥4

Sreztsh ErtEE 53 ) AZAES L BE 14 AP DA NZAE AT
2 s ol % L b ZeielY AR gl FFL AL 89S BHSAL. B4
W F Tl o WEY 4G BF B Sxevie ErES FuE o] e A
L AT 9% Qe e B B2 002 AYstark 4 Ty AR
ojgre] A9 ABoAF 24} A AR 100€ 2FeE A4S 1, UriAE 002 A4}
QEE, FHHS PG o] Gl aHAE ABINE EAEA Ygtont, x|
A% ool Yrkn 2 % o] 008 WRFA FHUE Pl &Pt 2hg Zejn)g)

ogko] 0 == 19 @S 7HA= 7P (dummy variable)2h= & 18iste] Z2H] &
3 (probit model)S ©]-8&3te] F43}A T}

N
m{u:

B4k shaelshel ErkE )o@ 9 b4 xelrle) A8 ofF AR el B Ay
MEEE AT AN GE S45 T8 AN WEE BEIAG. AT AT 54

6) ZZHl 2ol th3k AL Cameron and Trivedi(2005)S Za13}7] vl
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Table 16. Basic statistics of variables for specifying factors affecting intend to purchase

=300)

or pay a premium for Korean paprika and tomatoes (n
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Mean SD Max Min
Level of education (More than College or University graduate) 0.88 033 | 0
(D, base: less than high school)
Level of interest in Korea (C) 4.27 0.86 5 1
Perception of the Korean product quality (C) 4.29 0.77 5 2
Perception of the Korean Wave (C) 4.25 0.89 5 1
Large discount store 0.23 0.42 1 0
N v vy | wholeale maret Ol | 035 |10
Supermarket 0.26 0.44 1 0
Importance of origin of country information to price (C) 3.42 1.70 7 1
Price 0.17 0.37 1 0
Freshness 0.22 0.42 1 0
Paprika Health functionality 0.14 0.35 1 0
Organic certification 0.08 0.27 1 0
Important factor Safety 0.14 | 034 1 0
to consider

(D, base: no) Price 0.22 0.41 1 0
Freshness 0.33 0.47 1 0
Tomatoes Health functionality 0.11 0.31 1 0
Organic certification 0.07 0.25 1 0
Safety 0.13 0.34 1 0
Quality 4.69 1.51 7 1
Price 3.75 1.66 1
Paprika Safety 4.63 1.44 7 1
Freshness 4.27 1.56 7 1

Competitiveness
of Korean Cost-effectiveness 4.53 1.57 1
compared to Quality 435 1.61 1

Thai (C)

Price 3.55 1.69 7 1
Tomatoes Safety 4.34 1.51 7 1
Freshness 3.86 1.72 7 1
Cost-effectiveness 4.03 1.66 7 1

Note: ‘SD’ denotes standard deviation. ‘C’ and ‘D’ in parentheses denote continuous and dummy variables,
respectively, and words in dummy variables denotes reference variable.
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Table 17. Estimation results of model for specifying factors affecting purchase intent of
Korean paprika and tomatoes

1% levels, respectively.

Paprika Tomatoes
Mar. Mar.
Coef. stzf;t effect Coef. stze;t effect
© | (dF/dx) © | (dF/dx)
Intercept -6.680 | -6.800 - -5.780 0.929 -
Number of household members 0.091 1.140 0.031 0.112 1.370 0.034
Monthly household income 0.073™"| 2.820 | 0.025 | 0.051" | 1.940 | 0.015
Female (base: male) -0.245 -1.280 | -0.084 0.086 0.450 0.026
Age group -0.024 | -0250 | -0.008 | 0.075 0.760 | 0.023
Married (base: unmarried) 0.525" | 2.250 0.176 | -0.028 -0.120 | -0.008
Family members under the age of 18 0.063 | 0300 | 0022 | 0.131 | 0.620 | 0.040
(base: no)
Level of education
102 ) : -0.194 | -0. -0.
(base : less than high school) 0.10 0.370 0.036 0.19 0680 0.036
Level of interest in Korea 04217 | 2490 | 0.145 | 04617 | 2670 | 0.141
Perception of the Korean product quality | 0373 | 2.080 | 0.129 | 0.322* | 1.750 | 0.098
Perception of the Korean Wave 0.148 1.000 0.051 0.049 0.340 0.015
Large discount store -0.175 -0.700 | -0.062 0.096 0.380 0.029
Main place to Agricultural products
purchase g P 20203 | -0.750 | -0.073 | 0362 | 1250 | 0.100
wholesale market
(base: no)
Supermarket 0.439° | 1.820 | 0.142 | 0438 | 1.800 | 0.123
Importance of origin of country 0.138™ | 2300 | 0.048 | 0.091 1.640 | 0.028
Price -0.367 | -1.330 | -0.133 | -0483 | -1.520 | -0.165
Important factor Freshness -0.386 | -1.350 | -0.140 | -0.185 | -0.740 | -0.058
to consider Health functionality -0.265 -0.820 | -0.095 0.231 0.660 0.066
(base: n0) | Goanic 0427 | -1.110 | -0.159 | -0.146 | -0.350 | -0.047
Safety 0.028 0.080 | 0.010 | 0276 0.820 | 0.078
Quality 0.062 0.730 | 0.021 | 0.063 0.810 | 0.019
Price 0.198™| 2.660 | 0.068 | 0.191" | 2420 | 0.058
C titi
OMPEHVENESS | Safety 0.105 | -1.170 | -0.036 | -0.015 | -0.180 | -0.005
to Thai
Freshness 0.119 1.500 | 0.041 | -0.028 | -0.330 | -0.009
Cost-effectiveness 0.101 1.240 0.035 0.125 1.480 0.038
Pseudo R? 0.3083 0.2855
Note: 1. ‘Mar. effect’ denotes marginal effect.
2. The single, double, and triple asterisks (*, ™, ***) denote that coefficient is significant at 10%, 5%, and
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Table 18. Estimation results of model for specifying factors affecting pay a price premium
for Korean paprika and tomatoes

Paprika Tomato

Mar. Mar.
Coef. = effect Coef. = effect
stat. (dF/dx) stat. (dF/dx)

Intercept -6.446 0.938 - -5.518 0.877 -
Number of household members 0.128" | 1.680 | 0.047 | 0.149" | 1910 | 0.051
Monthly household income 0.063" | 2470 | 0.023 | 0.025 0.990 | 0.008
Female (base: male) -0.165 -0.900 | -0.061 0.167 0.920 0.057
Age group -0.061 | -0.640 | -0.023 | 0.094 1.000 | 0.032
Married (base: unmarried) 0.508"™ | 2.230 0.183 0.116 0.520 0.039
if:;‘iynr(:‘)embers under the age of 18 0.114 | 0560 | 0042 | 0064 | 0310 | 0.022
ifavszl :Ofezgutﬁior}‘ﬁgh sehool) 0.040 | 0.150 | 0.015 | -0.253 | -0.910 | -0.081
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Paprika Tomato
Mar. Mar.
Coef. stzz;t effect Coef. stZz;t effect
© | (dF/dx) © | (dF/dx)
Level of interest in Korea 0365 | 2210 | 0.135 | 039 | 2360 | 0.135
Perception of the Korean product quality | 0.263 1.490 0.097 0.257 1.440 0.087
Perception of the Korean Wave 0.261" 1.810 0.097 0.088 0.630 0.030
Large discount store -0.125 -0.510 | -0.047 0.065 0.270 0.022
Main place to .
Agricultural
purchase gricultural products | e | 770 | 0078 | 0120 | 0450 | 0.040
wholesale market
(base: no)
Supermarket 0.134 0.590 | 0.049 | 0.422" | 1.810 | 0.134
Importance of origin of country 0.148™ | 2.550 | 0.055 | 0.099" | 1.840 | 0.034
Price -0.215 | -0.800 | -0.081 | -0.231 | -0.750 | -0.082
Freshness -0.467" | -1.670 | -0.179 | 0.085 0.360 | 0.029
Important factor
to consider Health functionality -0.091 -0.290 | -0.034 0.102 0.330 0.034
(base: no) Organic 0.182 | -0.480 | -0.069 | 0280 | 0.680 | 0.088
Safety 0.091 0290 | 0.033 | 0.562° | 1.740 | 0.165
Quality 0.064 0.790 | 0.024 | 0.075 1.000 | 0.025
Price 0.116° | 1.680 | 0.043 | 02007 | 2.690 | 0.068
Competitiveness | ¢ ey 0099 | -1.140 | -0.037 | 0043 | 0510 | 0014
to Thai
Freshness 0.126 1.630 | 0.047 | -0.082 | -0.970 | -0.028
Cost-effectiveness 0.136" 1.730 0.050 0.075 0.900 0.025
Pseudo R? 0.2866 0.2479

Note: 1. ‘Mar. effect’ denotes marginal effect.
2. The single, double, and triple asterisks
1% levels, respectively.
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V. 29 % #E
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