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Measuring Preferences for Leaf Mustard Kimchi across Visit Purpose
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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to identify the combinated factors of leaf mustard kimchi which confer the highest utility on
tourists, and to establish the relative factors of importance in terms of tourists” contribution to total utility to their tour purpose.

Conjoint model, X 2

analysis, Max. Utility model, BTL model, Logit model, K-means cluster analysis, and one-way ANOVA

analysis are used for this study. The findings from this study are as follows: First, the Pearson’s R and Kendall’s tau( 1) statistics
shows that the model fits the data well to the tourists’ visit purpose. Second, when they choose a sightseeing place, tourists’ taste
for food renowned in the local area is a very important factor. Third, the leaf mustard kimchi some tourists most prefer has light
red color and mild taste, and they buy it in a shaped packing, at a cheap price and directly at the kimchi factory. The leaf
mustard kimchi the other tourists most prefer has light red color and highly pungent taste, and they buy it in a shaped packing,
at a cheap price and directly at the kimchi factory. Fourth, by the results of BTL model and Logit Model analysis, some tourists
most prefer an experimental model of leaf mustard kimchi which has light red color and mild taste. They want to buy it in a
shaped packing, at a cheap price and directly at the kimchi factory. The other tourists most prefer an experimental model of leaf
mustard kimchi which has light red color and highly pungent taste. They want to buy it in a shaped packing, at a cheap price
and directly in the kimchi factory. Finally, the writer hopes this study will provide the kimchi marketers with some insights into
the types of popular leaf mustard kimchi designs that could be successfully developed.
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(Table 1) P.roduct profiles presented to respondents

No. Color Package Taste Price Availability Status

1 Light red Ptain Mild Cheap Factory Design

2 Dark red Plain Highly pungent Expensive Corner shop Design

3 Dark red Shaped Mild Expensive Corner shop Design

4 Dark red Plain Mild Reasonable Factory Design

5 Light red Shaped Highly pungent Reasonable Factory Design

6 Light red Plain Highly pungent Reasonable Corner shop Design

7 Light red Shaped Mild Expensive Corner shop Design

8 Dark red Plain Highly pungent Cheap Corner shop Design

9 Light red Plain Moderately pungent Expensive Factory Design
10 Light red Plain Highly pungent Expensive Corner shop Design

11 Dark red Shaped Moderately pungent Reasonable Corner shop Design

12 Dark red Shaped Highly pungent Expensive Factory Design

13 Dark red Shaped Highly pungent Cheap Factory Design
14 Light red Shaped Highly pungent Expensive Factory Design

15 Light red Shaped Moderately pungent Cheap Corner shop Design

16 Dark red Plain Moderately pungent Expensive Factory Design

17 Light red Shaped Highly pungent Cheap Factory Simulation
18 Light red Shaped Moderately pungent Cheap Factory Simulation
19 Light red Shaped Mild Cheap Factory Simulation
20 Dark red Shaped Highly pungent Cheap Factory Simulation
21 Dark red Shaped Moderatley pungent Cheap Factory Simulation
22 Dark red Shaped Mild Cheap Factory Simulation
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(Table 2) Characteristics of respondents by visit purpose

Visit purpose .
Item Xl
Pleasure Other Total
Male 61(49.2) 63(50.8) 124(100) 1.717
Gender
Female 43(40.6) 63(59.4) 06(100)
Individual 93(59.2) 64(40.8) 157(100) 39.242"
Travel type
Group 1(15.1) 62(84.9) 73(100)
Myself 52(61.2) 33(38.8) 85(100) 22.300""
Decision—maker Companion 37(46.8) 42(53.2) 79(100)
Others 15(22.7) 51(77.3) 66(100)
Total 104(45.2) 126(54.8) 230(100)
=+ p<0.001.
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(Table 3) Part-worths of factor levels for pleasure tourists

Cluster .
Factor leves Total F Sig.
1(34) 2(36) 3(34)
Constant 7.983 6.664° 9.080° 8.142° 9.53 .000™"
Col Dark red -.346 -1.243° -2o78° 478° 37.78 .000™
oor Light red 346 243 278° - 478° 37.78 000"
Shaped 112 -.324° -.285° .967° 18.67 .000™"
Package . a s b
Plain -112 324 285 -.967 18.67 .000
Highly pungent .096 476° -1.028° .907° 19.87 .000™"
Taste Moderately pungent -.344 -1.881c 2.035° -1.325% 119.608 .000™
Mild 248 1.406° -1.007¢ 418° 34.08 .000™
o Factory 153 210 -.063 .324 .97 .385
Availability
Corner shop -.153 -210 .063 -.324 .97 .385
Price coefficient .282 .981° -.184° .075° 10.35 .000™*
Statistics 522
Pearson's R i .
Sig. 019
Statistics 417
Kendall's tau .
Sig. 012

a>b>c=ANOVA Duncan test at 0.05 significance level.
* p<0.05, ** p<0.001.
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(Table 4) Part-worths of factor levels for other tourists

Factor | Total Cluster F Si
actor leves ota ig.
1(55) 2(30) 3(41) ¢
Constant 7.364 6.809° 8.379a 7.367%® 4.01 021
Col Dark red -.276 -1.080°¢ -.088° .665° 37.20 .000™"
olor
Light red 276 1.080° .088° -.665° 37.20 000"
Shaped .069 -.348° -.492° 1.037° 2997 .000"™
Package ) a b
Plain -.069 .348 .492a -1.037 29.97 .000
Highly pungent .548 .700° -.533" 1.134° 13.78 .000™"
Taste Moderately pungent -.883 -1.989° 1.833a -1.387° 97.10 .000™
Mild 335 1.289° -1.300¢c .253° 36.20 .000""
o Factory .078 -114 158 277 1.89 140
Availability
Corner shop -.078 114 -.158 -.277 1.99 140
Price coefficient 571 .866° 146° .486° 2.916 .058
Statistics 722
Pearson's R .
Sig. .000
Statistics .550
Kendall's tau ) -
Sig. .002
a>b>c=ANOVA Duncan test at 0.05 significance level,
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ** p<0.001,
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Pleasure Other
Factor
% Rank % Rank

Color 15.29 5 17.32 3
Package 15.58 4 15.77 4

Taste 32.65 1 32.18 1
Availability 17.33 3 14.01 5

Price 19.15 2 20.73 2
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(Table 6) Pleasure tourist preferences for leaf mustard kimchi

Cluster
Prﬁiw i 2 3 F Sig.
) Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.0.

1 12.789° 2.833 8.020° 2.766 7.663° 2.778 36.00 .000™
2 6.992° 2.140 7.937% 1.926 8.312° 2.064 3.78 026"
3 7.275° 2.374 7.388" 2.210 9.756° 2.826 10.96 .000™
4 9.323° 2.818 7.648° 1.974 8.545% 2.322 4.31 016"
5 10.231° 2.128 7.614° 2.277 10.011° 1.954 16.45 .000™
6 10.459° 1.802 8.308° 2.020 7.431° 2.007 21.81 .000™"
7 9.760° 2.527 7.944° 2.337 8.801% 2.809 4.40 015
8 8.955 1.986 7.568 3.156 8.461 2.397 2.62 078
g 7.540° 2.837 11.430° 2.588 5.771¢ 1.817 48.92 000"
10 9.477° 2.215 8.492° 1.727 7.356° 2.235 8.982 .000"™
11 4.970° 1.952 10.246° 1.891 8.089° 2.930 46.37 .000™
12 6.764° 1.841 7.242° 2.725 10.892° 1.947 35.47 .000™"
13 8.727° 2.844 6.874° 2.920 11.042° 2.358 20.54 .000™
14 9.249° 1.875 7.798° 2.581 9.937° 2.155 8.43 000"
15 8.436° 2.418 10.617° 2 567 7.208" 3.063 14.43 .000™
16 5.055° 2917 10.874° 2.576 6.727° 2072 48.77 .000™

a>b>c=ANOVA Duncan test at 0.05 significance level,
* p<0.05, *** p<0.001.

(Table 7) Other tourist preferences for leaf mustard kimchi

Product Cluster
No 1(89) 2(66) 3(75) F Sig.
' Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
1 12.010° 1.753 8.253° 3.036 7.653° 3.123 39.45 .000™"
2 7.757 1.680 8.237 2.169 8.337 2.124 1.20 .306
3 7.650° 2.454 6.487° 2.810 9.529° 3.458 10.20 .000™"
4 8.985 2.570 7.932 2.378 8.496 2.744 1.64 199
5 9.860° 2.523 7.891° 2.071 10.121° 1.857 10.21 .000™"
6 10.782¢ 1.933 8.557° 2.208 7.493° 2.215 30.73 .000™
7 9.810° 2.264 6.662° 2.721 8.200° 3.066 14.12 000"
8 9.490 2.140 8.530 2.958 9.308 2.968 1.34 265
9 7.00° 2.479 11.095° 2.202 5.041° 1.925 64.00 .000™
10 9.916° 2149 8.412° 2.055 7.008° 2.051 22.80 000"
1" 5.239° 2.047 9.766° 2.495 8.374° 2.339 45.53 .000™"
12 6.835° 1.928 7.570° 2.254 10.965° 1.727 55.91 .000™"
13 8.567° 2.633 7.861° 2.437 11.936° 2.236 30.63 .000™"
14 8.994° 2.553 7.745° 2287 9.636° 1.973 5.85 004"
15 8.265° 2.648 10.086° 2.783 7.531° 2.669 8.09 0017
16 4.841° 3.030 10.920° 2.396 6.371° 1.893 55.56 .000™"

a>b>c=ANOVA Duncan test at 0.05 significance level,
" p<0.01, *** p<0.001.
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(Table 8) Simulation summary

Product Max Utility=* BTL Logit
No. Pleasure Other Pleasure Other Pleasure Other
17 14.42 27.78 17.60 18.60 18.70 24,74
18 16.83 11.90 16.72 15.35 18.10 12.08
19 26.92 19.05 17.98 17.99 22.91 19.78
20 13.46 17.46 16.07 17.31 12.93 16.27
21 17.79 9.52 15.18 14.06 14.61 11.12
22 10.58 14.29 16.45 16.70 12.76 16.02

Note: * Includes tied simulations
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