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A Study on Quality Attributes on Peach Consumer Satisfaction
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Abstract In this study, satisfaction with each attribute was collected through a survey of peach consumer
tasting, and actual data for each quality attribute was collected through direct measurement. The results
were summarized as follows: overall satisfaction with peaches was correlated with weight, shape and
sugar content. There was a difference in size satisfaction according to weight, and there was a difference
in sweetness satisfaction according to sugar content. As a result of the analysis using satisfaction by
quality attribute as an independent variable, sugar content satisfaction, shape satisfaction and size
satisfaction had an effect on overall satisfaction. When the quality attribute measurement value was used
as an independent variable, sugar content had the highest influence on overall satisfaction. Based on our
results, various efforts are needed to produce high-sugar peaches by considering the sugar content, size

and shape preferred by consumers when growing peach varieties.

Keywords : ANOVA, Consumer Tasting, Ordered Probit Model, Peach, Satisfaction.
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Table 1. Basic statistics on demographic characteristics

Variables Freq. Pct.
10's 120 17.52
20's 123 17.96
30's 81 11.82
Age
40's 118 17.23
50's 118 17.23
60's 125 18.25
1 68 9.9
2 114 16.6
Number of 3 136 19.9
household 4 196 28.6
members
5 41 6.0
6 10 1.5
Missing value” 120 17.5
Less than 2 million won 123 18.0
2~4 million won 130 19.0
4~6 million won 188 27.4
Household 6~8 million won 70 10.2
income
8~10 million won 19 2.8
More than 10 million won 32 4.7
Missing value 123 18.0

1) If the respondents are in their teens, they are excluded from
the number of household members and income statistics.
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Table 2. Frequency Analysis of Peach Quality
Attribute Satisfaction

Satisfaction | Dissatisfied | Neutral Satisfied V'er?l
Satisfied
48 158 438 41
Overall
(7.0) (3.1 63.9) 6.0)
74 136 440 35
Size
(10.8) (19.9) (64.2) (5.1
38 104 511 32
Shape
(5.5) (15.2) (74.6) 4.7)
Sugar 105 181 276 123
Content (15.3) (26.4) (40.3) (18.0)

1) Percentage in parentheses.
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Table 3. Spearman Correlation Analysis on Peach
Quality Attribute Satisfaction

Satisfaction Overall Size Shape Cilﬁ;;;t
1
Overall
0.424 1
Size
(€.0001)
0.277 0.138 1
Shape
(€.0001) (0.000)
Sugar 0.300 0.064 0.404 1
Content (0001 | (0.095) | (£0001)
1) P-values in parentheses.
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Table 4. Analysis of the difference between consumer satisfaction and quality measures of peaches
Category W?Sht V(];ifilzﬁtkl;;tc;o SugaZBgz)n tent S.D. F-value
Dissatisfied 236.2 44.752
Size Neutral 256.4 59.325
e 41.46%*
Satisfaction Satisfied 297.9 59.833
Very Satisfied 326.8 54.622
Dissatisfied 0.859 0.056
Shape Neutral 0.845 0.060
Satisfaction Satisfied 0.849 0.047 078
Very Satisfied 0.848 0.053
Dissatisfied 9.3 1.532
Sugar Content Neutral 9.8 1.480 .
Satisfaction Satisfied 10.8 1.608 973
Very Satisfied 11.5 1.711
1) ** p < 0.01
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Table 5. Spearman Correlation of Overall Satisfaction
and Quality Measures in Peaches

Categor Overall weisht Length to Sugar
atesory | satisfaction 8 Width Ratio| Content
Overall 1

Satisfaction
0.167 1
Weight
(€.0001)
Length to 0.073 -0.139 1
Width Ratio (0.056) (0.000)
Sugar 0.425 0.226 0.002 1
Content | ((.0001) | (0001) | (0.963)

1) P-values in parentheses.
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Table 6. Basic statistics of variables used in the
ordered probit model

Variables Mean S.D.
Dependent Overall
Variable” Satisfaction 3.689 0.689
Sugar Content | 3 6o | g5
Satisfaction
Satisfaction Size
by Quaht?)] Satisfaction 3.637 0.742
Attribute
Shape
Independent Satisfaction 3784 | 0612
Variable
Sugar ;ontent 10.44 174
(Brix)
Quality R
Measure Weight(g) 284 63
Length to
Width Ratio 0.849 | 0.050

1) Satisfaction: 1='Very Dissatisfied’ 2='Dissatisfied’ 3='Neutral'
4="Satisfied' 5='Very Satisfied’
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Table 7. Ordered Probit Model Estimation Results for
Satisfaction by Quality Attribute

Variables Parameter S.E. 7 VIF
Constant Term 1 2944 | 0360 | 8.167 -
Constant Term 2 41457 | 0373 | 11.116 -
Constant Term 3 6.678 " 0.421 | 15.860 -

Sugar Content 0597 | 0.053 | 11.370 | 1.15
Satisfaction
Size -
Satisfaction 0.237 0.065 3.650 1.13
Shape
. R 0.467 0.078 5.960 1.02
Satisfaction

1) LR test of X*: 212.82*
2) *** p € 0.01, *: p < 0.05
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Table 8. Conditional Marginal Effects on Satisfaction
by Quality Attribute

Table 9. Ordered Probit Model Estimation Results for
Quality Attribute Measurements

Variables M];lfrfii(ial SE.
Sugar Content ~
Satisfaction 0.044 0.007
Dissatisfied .Size ) ~0.017" 0.005
Satisfaction
Shape ~
Satisfaction 0.034 0.007
Sugar Content 01517 0.016
Satisfaction : -
Neutral Stze 20060 | 0.017
Satisfaction
?hape. -0.118" 0.021
Satisfaction
Sugar Content
Satisfaction 0.155 0.017
Satisfied Size 0.061"" 0.017
Satisfaction
?hape. 0.1217 0.022
Satisfaction
Sugar Content
Satisfaction 0.040 0.007
Very Size
Satisfied Satisfaction 0.016 0.005
Shape
Satisfaction 0.031 0.007
1) ™ p < 0.01, ™ p < 0.05
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Variables Parameter S.E. 7 VIF
Constant Term 1 1791 0.807 | 2.218 -
Constant Term 2 2.785"" 0.810 | 3.438 -
Constant Term 3 4951 0.823 | 6.016 -

Sugar Content 0123 0.028 | 4.460 | 1.20

Weight 0.002 " 0.001 | 2.480 | 1.18

Length to Width 1775" | 0877 | 2020 | 1.03
Ratio
1) LR test of XQI 43.69***

2) ¥ p {0.01, *: p < 0.05
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Table 10. Conditional Marginal Effects on Quality
Attribute Measurements

Variables Mgfrfgei:tal S.E.

Sugar Content -0.0150™" 0.0036

Dissatisfied Weight -0.0002" 0.0001

Length to Width Ratio| -0.2161" 0.1083

Sugar Content -0.0273"" | 0.0064

Neutral Weight -0.0004" 0.0002

Length to Width Ratio] -0.3937" | 0.1968

Sugar Content 0.0291™ 0.0070

Satisfied Weight 0.0004” 0.0002

Length to Width Ratio| 0.4192" 0.2100

Sugar Content 0.0132" 0.0032

Very Weight 0.0002" | 0.0001
Satisfied -

Length to Width Ratio| 0.1906 0.0963

1) ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05
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