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An Analysis of Consumers’ Preference on the Brand Rice

Soon-Seok Lee, Sang-Duk Lee* and Yong-Hee Kim

RDA, Farm Management & Information Bureau - International Technical Corporation Center Suwon 441-707, Korea

Abstract

This aims is to estimate the consumers’ preference on the brand rice using factor analysis, completed research on the
consumption of brand rice revealed that the household supply in the Seoul area is increasing. An analysis whether housewives’
preference in chosing the brand of rice was developed through the consumption experience and re-purchase intention
investigation for the brand rice. Also the paper analyzed the consumers’ preference using the logit and probit model. Number of
respondents who participated in the study(95%) totaled 1000 and the sampling method utilized was the multistage stratification
and assignment abstraction. Results showed that the preference of housewives’ depends on age, education and level of income.
Such that as age, education, income level increase so thus their preference for brand rices also increase. Also the re-purchasing
of brand rice is high when housewives have a higher educational attainment and prefers to go to work. Conclusively, the
long-term sale view for brand rice is closely related to the economic conditions of a household. Hence, with the economic
growth, there is a possibility that consumption of brand rice would increase compared to the ordinary rice. We can propose the
following political intent from analysis of these results. First, There is a need for continuous public information as reinforcement
for brand rice. Second, Marketing operation reinforcement could also be done for customer class security etc.
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Table 1. Age and family size of respondents

Division Mean Min Max S.D
Age 42.12 20 79 10.34
Family Size 3.69 2 7 1.00
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Table 2. Respondent’s education level, monthly income and
so on unit: ten thousand won

Education ~ Monthly Living  Employment  Residence
lems Level Income  Arrangement EmTence Region Toal
HghiUiv 290 301 APTORs SO G GB

499 33 M 36 61 451 486 937
90 419 581 401 599 481519 1000

Respondents 668 269 478
% n3 87 510
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Table 3. Recognition, Consumption Experience, Re-purchase
Intention

.. C ion Re-purchase
P Epcioe S bewim S
Yes No Yes No Yes No
Respondents 481 4% 937 95 8 481 24 181 395
% 513 487 1000 821 179 1000 42 458 1000
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Table 4. Purchase preference of brand rice

Coefficient ~ Probit Model” Logit Model”

Variable Coefficient tratio  Coefficient  t-ratio
ao(Constant) -1.7%0 18117 2898 1765
a(Monthly Incorme) 0.115 9677 0.187 957"
aAge) 0015 10287 005 10107
ay(Education Level) 0.056 692" 009 674"
ay(Family Size) 0.001 001 0.001 001
as(Living Amangement)  0.191 48" 0312 486"
ag(Employment Existence) 0227 6627 0373 673"
a(Residence Region) 0373 19067 0604 1890
® Log Likelihood for NORMAL -605.08
¥ Log Likelihood for LOGISTIC -605.09
N significant at. 1 level

significant at. 5 level
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Table 5. Re-purchase preference of brand rice

Coefficient ~ probit Model” logit Model”
Variable Coefficient  t-ratio Coefficient  t-ratio
by(Constant) -1578 5647 257 ssTT
by(Monthly Income) 0030 031 0047 031
by(Age) 0008 102 0012 0%
by(Bducation Level) 0000 345 0096 339
by(Family Size) 0083 143 0136 145
bs(Living Arrangement) 0107 066 0174 068
be(Employment Existence) 0260 3.50° 0419 348
br(Residence Region) 0.030 0.05 0.048 0.05

® Log Likelihood for NORMAL -266.92
& Log Likelihood for LOGISTIC -266.91
o significant at. 1 level

significant at. 10 level
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