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Abstract In order to present a realistic alternative to agricultural product brands which achieve quantitative growth
but minimal qualitative growth, this study attempted to identify the structural factors that affect the agricultural
product brand equity and quantitatively analyze the effects of the structural factors on the brand equity. For the
quantitative analysis, a survey was conducted among customers with a structured questionnaire. The major results of
the analysis are as follows. First, the structural factors of the agriculture product brand equity were theoretically
reviewed through many preceding studies in regard to the brand and brand equity. Awareness, quality and loyalty
were selected as the structural factors of the agriculture brand equity. Second, when the sub-structural factors of the
agriculture product brand equity were analyzed, it was found that awareness includes familiarity, first reminding level,
general awareness, sub-awareness, frequency of reference and level of people's logo recollection. Quality includes
quality consistence, quality reliability, quality stability, general quality and quality for price. Loyalty includes
recommendation, purchase intention, cost premium and repurchase intention. Third, in the analysis of the factors of
awareness, quality and loyalty were found to be statistically significant at the 1% level of significance, and it turned
out that the higher the awareness, quality and loyalty, the higher the brand equity. Fourth, the factors most influencing
the brand equity differed from those obtained using the standardized coefficients. The highest standardized coefficients
of the factors on rice and condiment vegetables were those for quality with values of 0.486 and 0.581, respectively,
and the highest standardized coefficients of the factors on fruits and fruit vegetables were those for loyalty with values
of 0.536 and 0.490, respectively. Finally, it was found to be more effective to develop brand policies using an
approach based on awareness, quality and loyalty by item. Also, focusing on enhancing the quality when developing
brand policies for rice and vegetables, or focusing on enhancing loyalty when developing brand policies for fruit and
vegetables was found to be more efficient using the limited resources.
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Table 2. Evaluation Model of Domestic

and Foreign Brand Equity

Companies Diagnosis Model

Structural Factors of Brand Diagnosis

Young & Rubicam Brand Asset Valuator

awareness, relevance, evaluation level, differentiation,

Total Research EquiTrend

specificity, quality, satisfaction

Brand Diagnosis, Cultivation

Dentsu Program(D-BREED) brand management index, brand equity structure analysis, brand equity analysis
The Landor L
Associates Image Power Index awareness(subsidiary awareness), preference
Daiko ARENA BEARING relevance to customers, extensibility of customer base, appropriate activity for customer
value change
KMA K-BPI awareness, loyalty(image, purchase likelihood, preference(satisfaction)
Cheil Brand Value-Up Master |awareness, quality, individual image, social image
Di B P
Kumkang lami);l;ex (gi;il) ower loyalty, quality, organization, character, price, leadership, recognized value
LG Ad LG-BREMS brand equity(quality, appropriacy), brand, activity(product, advertisement)

Jungang Research CRC Model-BPI

awareness

product and service image, price and A/S, shop image, company image, brand image,

Korea Productivity

marketing activity, brand awareness, brand image, brand loyalty, relation construction,

NBCI . .
Center purchase intention
Interbrand’s Brand Value |leadership,brand stability, —marketability, internationality, —market trend, support
Interbrand . .. . . ..
Evaluation Model activity(promotion costs, etc.), legal protection activity

The Institute of
Industrial Policy IPS Brand Asset Evaluator |Awareness, recognized quality, brand association, other proprietary assets

Studies
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Fig. 1. Agricultural Brand Equity Evaluation Model
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Table 4. Specific Index of Brand Equity Evaluation Model by Structural Factor

Structural Factor Specific Factors

Contents

Level of first recall

OO comes up in mind first.

Level of subsidiary awareness

I am well aware of OO.

Level of remembering logo

I will be able to remember LOGO or Symbol of OO.

Awareness T
Familiarity

I am familiar with OO.

Level of general awareness

00 is a well-known brand to others in general.

Level of talking among people

0O is often mentioned in conversion among friends and family.

Level of overall quality

0O has good quality in general.

Quality sustainability

Quality of OO is sustainable.

Quality Level of quality reliability

OO has sustained its quality.

Level of quality stability

Quality of OO is stable and hygienic.

Quality to price

0O has good quality to price.

Repurchase intention

1 am willing to repurchase OO.

Price premium

I am willing to purchase OO despite the higher price.

Loyalt
valy Purchase intention

I am willing to purchase OO if purchasing.

Recommendation to others

1 would recommend OO to others.

Brand value

OO is a valuable brand.

Brand power

OO has brand power.

Brand Equit
rand Bquily Brand excellence

OO0 is an excellent brand.

Brand reputation

00 is a well-known brand.
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Table 5. Basic Statistics of Socio-demographic Characteristics

Variable N percentage Variable N percentage
20-29 12 2.0 S male 279 46.5
X
30-39 138 230 * [female 321 53.5
Age 40-49 180 30.0 less than 2 million 48 8.0
50-59 165 27.5 Monthly |2~3.99 million 232 38.7
60-69 105 17.5 Household {4~5.99 million 245 40.8
lower than high school 58 9.7 Income  |6~7.99 million 52 8.7
. |high school 270 45.0 (KRW) 18999 million 14 23
Education —— o -
university 249 41.5 10 million and higher 9 1.5
graduate 23 3.8 Total 600 100.0
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Table 6. Factor Analysis on the Specific Factors of
Brand Equity Evaluation

. Factor
Variable -
Awareness | Quality | Loyalty
Familiarity 0.750 0.409 0.354
Level of first recall 0.740 0.418 0.315
Level of subsidiary awareness 0.727 0.404 0.353
Level of general awareness 0.718 0.456 0.317
Level of talking among people 0.708 0.356 0.410
Level of remembering logo 0.681 0.281 0.332
Quality sustainability 0.431 0.706 0.357
Level of quality reliability 0.430 0.691 0.392
Level of quality reliability 0.388 0.681 0.422
Level of overall quality 0.467 0.672 0.360
Quality to price 0.416 0.656 0.416
Recommendation to others 0.416 0.408 0.701
Purchase intention 0.422 0.469 0.646
Price premium 0.425 0.407 0.642
Repurchase intention 0.428 0.505 0.593
Eigenvalue 57.353 2.763 1.524
Cumulative variance raioo 0.930 0.975 0.998
Cronbach’s a: 0.976
KMO: 0.977
Bartlett test X 2: 43,310 (P<0.01)
=Rk ZA 821G HAE 54, HAE A
FA, B 99, BAE 71X G 47 5ol glal] )
Yz 1S F3 H-FA QA 445 Table
73} o] KMOZ%7} 0.874% e, Bartlett2] -
4 AR FrolAlF ol 11,751.80.2 1% frolael
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Table 7. Factor Analysis on the Brand Equity Measurement

Factor

Variabl
anable Brand Equity

0.950
0.949
0.924
0.906
28.673
1.000

Brand excellence

Brand reputation
Brand power
Brand value

Eigenvalue

Cumulative variance raioo
Cronbach’s a: 0.963
KMO: 0.874

Bartlett test X : 11,751.8 (P<0.01)
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Table 8. Influence Analysis on the Factor of Brand Equity

Rice Fruit Fruit and Vegetable Vegetable
. Standard Standard Standard Standard
Variable Parameter Parameter Parameter Parameter
. Parameter . Parameter . Parameter X Parameter
Estimate . Estimate X Estimate . Estimate X
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate
Intercept 0.196 0.062 -0.247 -0.209
P (0.155) (0.138) (0.143) (0.138)
0.444%*** 0.495%** 0.466%** 0.451%**
Awareness 0.023) 0.430 (0.022) 0.450 0.022) 0.445 0.021) 0.439
. 0.546%** 0.531%** 0.544%** 0.520%**
Quality 0.019) 0.489 (0.021) 0.509 0.022) 0.458 0.018) 0.581
0.527%** 0.507*** 0.534%%* 0.564%*

Loyal .44 . .4 .
oyalty (0.019) 0449 (0.019) 0.536 (0.020) 0490 (0.020) 0565
-0.178%** -0.043 0.064* 0.002
D 1 -0.084 -0.02 . .001
ummyT) (0.051) 0.08 (0.031) 0.028 (0.038) 0.036 (0.031) 0.00

Number of 0.099%** 0.034 -0.010 0.048*
.051 .024 -0. .034
purchase2) (0.030) 0.05 (0.028) 00 (0.029) 0.006 (0.029) 0.03
-0.003 0.026 0.009 0.028
Sex3) 0.033) -0.001 0.031) 0.017 0.032) 0.005 0.031) 0.018
. -0.013 -0.011 0.062%* 0.040
Education4) 0.029) -0.009 0.027) -0.010 0.028) 0.050 0.027) 0.037
0.005 -0.006 0.035%* -0.007
Age5) 0018) 0.005 0.017) -0.009 0.017) 0.043 0.017) -0.010
-0.004 -0.004 -0.045%* -0.008
Income6) 0.019) -0.003 0.018) -0.004 0.018) -0.048 0.018) -0.009
Fat 416.65%** 222.98%** 280.44%** 231.24%**
Note: 1) rice : 1=“Imgeumnimpyo Icheon rice”, 2=“Hannunae Banhan rice, fruit: 1="Naju pear”, 2=“Chungju apple” fruits and vegetables:

1="“Nonsan strawberry”, 2 =“Seongju oriental melon, condiment vegetable: 1=“Changnyeong onion”, 2=“Miryang green chilli”
2) 1="no purchase”, 2=“1~5 times per year”, 3="6~10times per year”, 4=11~20 times per years”, 5= over 20 times per year”

3) 1="“male”, 2=“female”

4) 1=“lower than high school”, 2=“high school”, 3="university”, 4="“graduate”

5) 1=20-297, 2="30-39”, 3=40-49”, 4="50-59”, 5="60-69"

6) 1="less 2 million”, 2=2~3.99million”, 3="4~5.99million”, 4="6~7.99million”. 5=°8~9.99million”, 6=*“10 million and higher”

() was standard error
T p<0.01 7 p<0.05 " p<0.1
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