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Abstract: Globalization has led diverse stakeholders to join the market and has resulted in corporate
and product diversification; however, some markets remain monopolized by a few countries owing
to “shadow trade barriers” influencing willingness to purchase. The Korean cherry market has grown
rapidly since 2000 but is monopolized by U.S. cherries, which makes the market unsustainable;
however, Uzbekistan cherries are 1.75-times less expensive than U.S. cherries. We examined the
potential of Uzbekistan cherries to replace U.S. cherries as cherries are imported only from these coun-
tries during the spring–summer season. After collecting data through a web survey, we conducted
logistic regression analyses to investigate what specific factors affect Korean consumers’ willingness
to purchase Uzbekistan cherries over U.S. cherries: price perception, brand familiarity, perceived risk,
and country of origin. Results showed that the more price awareness (price perception), experience
(brand familiarity), and higher confidence of safety (perceived risk) that consumers had, the more
they were willing to purchase Uzbekistan cherries. Consumers who checked the country of origin
were less likely to purchase Uzbekistan cherries. The results provide useful information for exporters,
importers, researchers, decision-makers, and policymakers concerning the utilization of products for
sustainability in a monopolized market.

Keywords: willingness to purchase; fruit; cherry; country of origin; marketing; monopolization;
consumers’ preference; market sustainability

1. Introduction

Globalization has reduced technical barriers to trade through negotiations and en-
couraged stakeholders to join the global market, which in turn has led to heightened
competition in national and global markets [1]. Overall, globalization has resulted in
corporate and product diversification; however, some markets remain monopolized by a
few countries or large companies [2]. The regulated markets have had several negative
impacts on sustainability in the market, such as higher prices in spite of cost advantages,
allocative inefficiency, production inefficiency, supernormal profit, lack of choice, and less
innovation than in a competitive market [3]. The main reasons why monopolies emerge
are the pre-existing monopoly power of developed countries and “shadow trade barriers”
that influence consumers’ willingness to purchase (WTP) [2]. To enhance food security and
minimize the negative impacts of monopolies against sustainability, it is critical to draw
up solutions to reduce import reliance and encourage diversification in import sources [4].
Although developing countries have tried to break into pre-occupied markets with less
expensive products, it is becoming increasingly difficult to benefit equitably from global-
ization owing to trade barriers [5]. Developing countries also experience a lack of capacity
in meeting quality demands in global markets [6].

Cherries are an imported fruit in South Korea, which is witnessing an increasing trend
of cherry imports [7]. The volume of cherry imports was only about 5000 tons in 2011;
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however, it increased to 18,000 tons in 2018, with an average annual growth rate of 20.2%
(Figure 1). Cherry imports are also expected to increase in the future, as Korean consumers
have a strong preference for them. Korea’s main import partner for cherries is the U.S.,
and the proportion of U.S. cherries (90%) is far higher than that of cherries from other
small partners such as Uzbekistan and Chile [7]. In other words, the U.S. has a monopoly
over the Korean cherry market, although the unit price of U.S. cherries is almost twice
as high as the price of Uzbekistan cherries (Table 1). Cherry imports are concentrated in
the period from May to August (Figure 2). This is also a season when U.S. cherries are
imported intensively. The only alternatives are Uzbekistan cherries in the same importing
season; however, their imports are relatively small (less than 1%). Other options from Chile,
Australia, and New Zealand are mainly imported from November to February but do not
compete with U.S. cherries because of the difference in the importing season (Figure 2).

Figure 1. Korea’s cherry import trend. Source: Drawing by the author based on data from Trade
Statistics Service.

Figure 2. Monthly cherry import status of Korea. Source: Drawing by the author based on data from
Trade Statistics Service. Note: The monthly proportion was calculated based on the three-year import
statistics from October 2015 to September 2018. The brightness of shading indicates the difference in
the proportion of monthly imports.
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Table 1. Cherry import unit price by country.

Year Average Uzbekistan United States Chile Australia New Zealand

2010 9581 3916 8516 - 13,214 12,679
2011 9866 4300 9598 - 12,882 12,684
2012 10,221 3900 8679 - 14,517 13,789
2013 10,126 3400 9793 - 12,558 14,754
2014 10,511 3739 9409 - 13,039 15,859
2015 9764 4162 9925 - 12,438 12,529
2016 9257 3600 8876 11,826 10,663 11,323
2017 9055 2757 9061 9658 11,631 12,168
2018 8714 5213 9140 8941 9143 11,134

Unit: USD ($). Source: writing by the author based on data from source.

Although U.S. cherries monopolize the Korean cherry market, Uzbekistan cherries
have high export potential due to price competitiveness, pre-cooling, and packaging
technology [8]. By upgrading the value chain encompassing production, processing,
distribution, and exports, Uzbekistan cherries can be expected to expand their market share
in the Korean cherry market and possibly replace U.S. cherries. However, it is difficult
to guarantee whether Uzbekistan cherry exports to Korea will increase, because of the
uncertainty regarding Korean consumers’ preferences and WTP for Uzbekistan cherries.
Therefore, it is necessary to examine the factors that influence Korean consumers’ purchase
of cherries in advance. Such factors, including empirical purchases, origin, pricing, and
quality, create a certain brand image that affects consumers’ WTP. Therefore, it is necessary
to analyze consumers’ personalities and use appropriate marketing strategies to establish
long-term competitiveness in the market.

We thus examined whether price perception, brand familiarity, perceived risk, and
country of origin influence consumers’ WTP for imported cherries and determined the
potential of cherries imported from developing countries, especially Uzbekistan, in the
Korean cherry market, which is currently monopolized by the U.S. cherry imports. We in-
vestigated the factors affecting Korean consumers’ WTP for Uzbekistan cherries, assuming
a quality improvement in Uzbekistan cherries as compared to U.S. cherries.

2. Materials and Methods

Consumers’ WTP has been widely researched, especially in terms of consumers’ psy-
chology; however, few studies have focused on the WTP for imported fruits. Previous
research has explored diverse predictors of WTP, such as product information [9,10], price
perception [11–13], brand familiarity [13,14], perceived risk [15–18], and country of ori-
gin [14,19]. Concerning the WTP for imported fruits, Kathuria and Singh [10] used nutrition,
price, perceived risk, country of origin, labeling, and brand image as important variables
affecting the WTP for imported fruits in India. Considering the distinct characteristics
of cherries and the general attributes of WTP, we set price perception, brand familiarity,
perceived risk, and country of origin as influential factors, to model hypotheses based on
the utility theory. We postulated a conceptual model of the WTP for cherries in Korea.

2.1. Price Perception (Value for Money)

Consumers purchase any product or service while considering its utility [20]. In other
words, the more value compared to the price that products have, the greater is the demand
for these products. This is the utility maximization rule [21]. The utility is the subjective
state of satisfaction that consumers obtain when consuming goods for a certain period [22].
As price perception depends on the subjective perspective of consumers, such as utility,
perception varies with the purchasing power or preferences of individuals. Generally, value
is evaluated by comparing the perceived price and quality of products [23]. Perceived price
also affects consumers’ choice of brand [12] and perception of product quality [24]. For
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example, Kim and Ha [25] found that price fisheries have a significant impact on consumer
satisfaction and WTP.

Moreover, consumers consider the relative price to be more important than the actual
cost [24]. Consumers value products by comparing their prices with those of other com-
panies or from past purchasing experience. Hence, a favorable perceived price facilitates
utility and WTP. Consequently, we posited that Korean consumers would set a low value
on cherries as they perceive the market price as high. They would thus be more likely
to choose less-expensive products with a low cherry value rather than considering high
quality or other properties. Consequently, during the competition between Uzbekistan
cherries and U.S. cherries in the Korean imported cherry market, it is highly feasible that
consumers would prefer Uzbekistan cherries if the quality is increasing while maintaining
lower prices than the U.S. cherries. Those who purchase U.S. cherries but have lower
satisfaction with the current cherry price may switch to Uzbekistan cherries.

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Consumers with lower (vs. higher) satisfaction with the current cherry price
will be more willing to purchase less-expensive cherries from Uzbekistan.

In addition, we assumed that those who place great importance on price would
have a low valuation of product quality. Korean consumers would be more favorable to
Uzbekistan cherries than U.S. cherries when the quality of both cherries is equal but when
Uzbekistan ones are less expensive.

Hypothesis 1-1 (H1-1). Consumers who value price more than quality will be more willing to
purchase cherries from Uzbekistan at lower prices as compared to the U.S. cherries.

2.2. Brand Familiarity (Purchasing Experience)

Brand familiarity means to have a positive impression about the consumption expe-
rience of a specific brand [26], and familiarity is based on the level of direct and indirect
experience [27]. The concept of brand familiarity is used to raise brand recognition using
diverse communication methods, which is a marketing strategy to make consumers pur-
chase familiar products [13]. Brand familiarity is considerably related to brand awareness,
brand image, brand trust, and eventually decision-making [28].

Kwag and Ryu [29] investigated consumers’ brand preferences to check product
information when purchasing. Their results showed that people tend to choose a familiar
brand of the same quality as the product. Generally, purchasing experience and advertising
exposure have a positive impact on brand familiarity. The country of origin replaces brand
familiarity when no specific brand stands out (e.g., fruits). In this case, the purchasing
experience highly affects brand familiarity through the verification of quality. As mentioned
above, only the U.S. cherry has a large market share in Korea, which means that the brand
familiarity of Uzbekistan cherries is relatively low in the Korean cherry market. Therefore,
we suppose that the brand familiarity of those who have experienced Uzbekistan cherries
is higher than that of those who do not.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Consumers with higher (vs. lower) brand familiarity (purchasing and eating
experience) will be more willing to purchase cherries from that brand.

2.3. Perceived Risk (Safety)

Consumers try to minimize the risk factors in the purchase decision-making process.
Of course, although risk factors exist in this process, these factors will not influence the
purchasing decision-making process if consumers are not aware of them [30], which is an
unknown and uncertain risk in purchasing decisions.

Perceived risk is determined by consumers’ supervision [31], and its contents include
financial, functional, physical, psychological, and social risks [32]. Safety among the
perceived risks of food purchases had the most significant impact in that previous study [32].
Food safety is a severe risk factor because it is directly associated with individuals’ health
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or even mortality. There are financial and functional risks from purchasing, but they are
secondary risk factors compared to physical risks.

To overcome perceived risks, consumers should actively explore information and
seek countermeasures, which affect their attitude and WTP [33]. When choosing imported
agricultural products such as cherries, consumers assess the risks of the products based on
relevant information that the purchasers have and reflect them in their purchasing behav-
iors. It is difficult to ensure accuracy because perceived risk depends on the information
held by individuals. Direct and indirect information, including purchasing experience and
the image of the exporting country, will affect final decision-making.

Consumers assess the safety of cherries imported from each country, which also
depends heavily on their purchasing experience and the image of the exporting country.
The higher the assessment of safety, the greater the consumers’ WTP. In contrast, perceived
risk has a more pronounced impact if assessed to be relatively less secure.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Consumers with less (vs. more) perceived risk of cherry origin (U.S. or
Uzbekistan) will be more willing to purchase cherries from that country.

2.4. The Country of Origin (National Preference)

The country of origin has a significant impact on purchasing decisions because it
represents the quality of the product as well as its value and safety [34]. In other words,
the country of origin serves as a key factor in making a purchase decision because it
implies additional information presented earlier, such as price-to-value, perceived risk,
and brand familiarity. The country of origin also plays an essential role in determining
the price [35] and perceive hazards, including food safety, so that consumers can assess
products differently according to the country of origin [36]. In addition, the halo effect of
origin has a positive impact on national image and brand familiarity [34]. Even if brand
familiarity is low, the stability and understanding of the country of origin may increase the
purchase rate [37].

The origin of raw materials is sometimes recognized as the origin of such food, espe-
cially for processed foods [38], which is also related to the country of origin effect. The
recent opening of agri-food trade and the multi-nationalization of food-related compa-
nies have made the country of origin a critical consideration for consumers’ food pur-
chases [38,39]. If the country of origin is a developed country, it is more likely to get a
more positive evaluation than developing countries regarding product quality, safety, and
value. Therefore, identifying the country of origin can be understood as a preference for
developed countries’ products like Americans, among other countries of origin. Hence,
recognition of origin is a self-rescue measure used by consumers to guard against the
monopolized market, where relatively low-quality goods are distributed.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Consumers who check the country of origin will be more willing to purchase
cherries from advanced countries as compared to their counterparts.

3. Design and Data
3.1. Survey Design and Data

Data were collected through EMBRAIN, a survey company, from July 9 to July 23,
2019. Participants were adult women, aged 20 years or older, and living in Seoul, Incheon,
or Gyeonggi-do, Korea (N = 584). Participants were asked, “If the quality is the same,
which would you prefer, American or Uzbekistan cherries?” (Table 2). Among them,
272 participants (46.6%) said they would purchase U.S. cherries, 286 (49.0%) responded
that they would make their purchase regardless of the origin, and 26 (4.4%) replied that
they would purchase Uzbekistan cherries.

We aimed to determine whether consumers’ intention to purchase cherries would
change in the monopoly market occupied by the U.S. We examined consumers’ preference
between U.S. and Uzbekistan cherries since the only competitor over the U.S. is Uzbekistan
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in the season when U.S. cherries are imported into the Korean cherry market. We excluded
108 respondents who had no experience purchasing cherries over the past three years.
Finally, 476 people were asked, “If the quality (newness, sugar content) of Uzbekistan
cherries is the same as that of the U.S., would you be willing to purchase them?”

Table 2. Descriptive tabulation of explanatory variables.

Construct Definition Value

Willingness to
purchase

Consumers’ willingness to purchase Uzbekistan cherries if they meet the
same quality as the U.S. cherries and are less expensive than the U.S.

cherries
0: Uzbekistan, 1: U.S.

Price perception
1: The degree that consumers feel appropriate about the current price of

cherries or not.
1: very cheap, 2: affordable, 3: reasonable, 4:

expensive, 5: highly expensive
2: The degree that consumers consider price important when purchasing

cherries. 0 points to 1 point

Brand familiarity 1: Experience eating U.S. cherries. 0: never tried, 1: tried U.S. cherries
2: Experience eating Uzbekistan cherries. 0: never tried, 1: tried Uzbekistan cherries

Perceived Risk
1: Whether consumers feel safe about foods imported from the U.S or not. 1: highly risky, 2: risky,

3: moderate, 4: safe, 5: very safe
2: Whether consumers feel safe about foods imported from Uzbekistan

or not.
1: highly risky, 2: risky,

3: moderate, 4: safe, 5: very safe

Country of Origin Whether consumers buy cherries with the awareness of country of origin,
or not.

0: no check,
1: checking country of origin

3.2. Analysis

Participants’ demographic data are displayed with frequency analysis in Table 3.

Table 3. Participants’ demographic characteristics.

Variable Group Coding Value N % F (p > z) *

Age (years)

20–29 1 86 18.07 2.6 (0.036)
30–39 2 96 20.17
40–49 3 96 20.17
50–59 4 101 21.22
60–69 5 97 20.38

Homemaker or
other

Homemaker 1 127 26.68 0.38 (0.538)
Other 0 349 73.32

Marital status
Married 1 312 65.55 0.07 (0.791)

Unmarried 0 164 34.45

Number of family
members

0 0 32 6.72 0.56 (0.728)
1 1 100 21.01
2 2 126 26.47
3 3 167 35.08
4 4 47 9.87
5 5 4 0.84

Income

1,000,000–3,000,000 won Income level 1 104 21.85 2.62 (0.035)
3,000,001–5,000,000 won Income level 2 169 35.50
5,000,001–7,000,000 won Income level 3 126 26.47
7,000,001–9,000,000 won Income level 4 50 10.50

>9,000,001 won Income level 5 27 5.67

Number of
all fruits purchases

< 5 times 1 150 31.51 0.69 (0.600)
5–9 times 2 205 43.07

10–15 times 3 86 18.07
16–19 times 4 16 3.36
≥20 times 5 19 3.99

Place to purchase
fruits

Supermarket Place 1 268 56.30 1.30 (0.270)
Small market Place 2 59 12.39

Traditional market Place 3 74 15.55
Online market Place 4 28 5.88

Fruit store Place 5 47 9.87

* F and p value from ANOVA and t-test.
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In order to figure out WTP of the demographic characteristics, analysis of variance
(ANOVA) and t-test were conducted (Table 3). In addition to these household characteris-
tics, we assumed that various factors affected cherry purchases, such as price perception,
brand familiarity, perceived risk, and country of origin. To determine ways to overcome
the monopolized market, we examined the factors that significantly impact the WTP for
imported cherries in the Korean market. We posited that the quality of Uzbekistan cherries
has been improved to the level of the U.S., and the price is relatively low. We then analyzed
the key factors that affect Korean consumers’ WTP using logistic regression analyses.

In this analysis, the dependent variable, WTP, was dichotomous, that is, U.S. or
Uzbekistan cherries. The WTP for U.S. cherries was coded as 1 while WTP for Uzbekistan
cherries was coded as 0. A binary logistic regression analysis [40] was employed to
model this dichotomous choice and investigate the influence of the dependent variables
on participants’ WTP for cherries. We defined the probability, p (WTP = 1), as p. First,
probabilities were transformed into odds, p/(1 − p), to determine p from the predictive
variables [41]. Then, we returned the logarithm of the odds to obtain the following equation:

Zi = log(odds) = ln
(

p
1 − p

)
(1)

where Zi is the log odds of respondents’ WTP [41]. By using Equation (1), we solved p as
follows:

p =
exp(Zi)

1 − exp(Zi)
=

exp(α+ β1x1 + β2x2 + · · · · · ·+ βnxn)

1 − exp(α+ β1x1 + β2x2 + · · · · · ·+ βnxn)
(2)

Finally, the following equation was used for the binary logistic regression analysis, as
a function of the following predictors:

Zi = log(odds) = ln
(

p
1 − p

)
= α+ β1x1 + β2x2 + · · · · · ·+ βnxn + ε (3)

where the intercept was a; the dependent variables, or predictors, were x1 to xn; the param-
eter coefficients were β1 to βn; and ε was the error term [42]. The parameter coefficients of
β show the amount of increase in participants’ WTP in response to a one-unit increase in
the predictor variable while holding other variables constant [43]. Based on participants’
responses, the independent variables were household characteristics, price perception (PP),
brand familiarity (BF), perceived risk (PR), and country of origin (CO), as listed in Table 2.
The final equation substituting x1 xn with the predictors (Table 2) is as follows:

Zi = log(odds) = ln
(

p
1−p

)
= α+ β1Age + β2Homemaker + β3Marriage
+β4Number of Family Member + β5Income
+β6Number of Fruit Purchase + β7Place to buy
+β8Price Perception (PP) + β9Brand Familiarity (BF)
+β10Perceived Risk (PR) + β11Country of Origin (CO) + ε

(4)

The model in Equation (4) shows the significant factors of WTP with the parameter
coefficients. For analysis, Stata 16.0. software [44] was used.

4. Empirical Results

Table 4 indicates the fitness of the estimation model and the coefficient estimates
of the variables using the logit model, which affected participants’ intent to purchase
cherries. Multiple regression analyses showed linear results and described the estimated
coefficient values as marginal effects; however, the logit model was nonlinear. Therefore,
it is necessary to separate the estimated coefficient values from the marginal effects. The
determinant value (Pseudo R2) of 10 explanatory variables from this model was 0.2334,
and the LR (likelihood ratio) χ2 value was 43.62. The probability of χ2 (43.62) (Prob > chi2)
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is 0.0007 given that the null hypothesis is true. Thus, these values like p-value indicate
that the model is significant and WTP was statistically different from 0, and the model
provided a better fit than the null model [45]. Therefore, the estimated expression of cherry
consumers’ WTP was considered a statistically appropriate model. Four of the seven
dependent variables affecting participants’ intent to purchase, excluding the assumed
characteristics, showed significant values.

Table 4. Binary logistic regression for willingness to purchase.

Category Variable OR CO (SE) z p > z 95% CI

Price perception 1 0.36 −1.02 (0.61) −1.67 * 0.09 0.11 1.19
2 1.17 0.16 (1.44) 0.11 0.91 0.07 19.57

Brand familiarity 1 2.65 0.97 (0.94) 1.03 0.30 0.42 16.77
2 0.28 −1.29 (0.63) −2.06 ** 0.04 0.08 0.94

Perceived risk
1 0.86 −0.15 (0.38) −0.39 0.70 0.41 1.81
2 0.38 −0.96 (0.37) −2.57 *** 0.01 0.18 0.80

Country of origin Country of origin 2.88 1.06 (0.53) 2.00 ** 0.05 1.02 8.11

Household
characteristics

Age 1.66 0.51 (0.25) 2.07 ** 0.04 1.03 2.68
Homemaker 0.78 −0.25 (0.59) −0.42 0.68 0.24 2.50

Married 0.45 −0.80 (0.73) −1.10 0.27 0.11 1.87
Number of family members 1.36 0.03 (0.25) 1.20 0.23 0.82 2.23

Income level 1 2.91 2.11 (0.73) 1.47 0.14 0.70 12.07
Income level 2 1.26 0.80 (0.64) 0.37 0.71 0.36 4.39
Income level 3 1.00 (omitted)
Income level 4 1.00 (omitted)
Income level 5 1.00 (omitted)

Number of fruit purchases 1.09 0.08 (0.24) 0.35 0.73 0.68 1.73
Place 1 (supermarket) 0.90 −0.11 (0.84) −0.13 0.90 0.17 4.61
Place 2 (small market) 0.55 −0.59 (1.13) −0.52 0.60 0.06 5.10

Place 3 (traditional market) 1.15 0.14 (0.95) 0.15 0.88 0.18 7.39
Place 4 (online market) 4.07 1.40 (1.00) 1.40 0.16 0.57 29.10

Place 5 (fruit store) 1.00 (omitted)

Note: OR = odds ratio, CO = coefficient, SE = standard error, and CI = confidence interval. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001.

Among the variables that represented demographic and sociological characteristics,
age (p < 0.05) was significant, which means that older people prefer U.S. cherries even
though they have the same quality as Uzbekistan cherries and Uzbekistan has a lower price.
In other words, the older one is, the more likely they were to recognize the Uzbekistan
cherry market. Each value of the income level and place to purchase was converted into
a dummy variable to obtain a fixed effect to obtain unbiased values. However, variables
such as income, place to purchase, marital status, number of family members, and number
of fruit purchases did not have significant explanatory power. Table A1 in the Appendix A
provides cross-correlations across variables.

Assuming that the quality of U.S. and Uzbekistan cherries is the same and the price of
Uzbekistan cherries is relatively low, consumers who perceive the current price of cherries
to be high are assumed to be more willing to purchase the less expensive Uzbekistan
cherries. Thus, H1 was supported.

In the case of brand family variables, consumers who tried Uzbekistan cherries were
more willing to purchase Uzbekistan cherries. This indicates that consumers with cherry-
eating experience have a good understanding of the quality of cherries from Uzbekistan
and are more familiar with them than those without the experience, which is likely to lead
to purchasing behavior. Regarding U.S. cherries, the correlation between familiarity and
WTP was non-significant. This partially supported H2.

The perceived risk variables showed that consumers who have high confidence in the
safety of Uzbekistan cherries were more willing to purchase them, which demonstrates
that perceived risks affect purchasing behavior through direct purchasing experience or
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access to relevant information. However, the correlation was non-significant between the
safety assessment of U.S. cherries and consumers’ WTP. This partially supported H3.

Consumers who check the country of origin are more willing to purchase U.S. cherries.
Given that the country of origin is a means of verifying brand familiarity as well as product
quality (safety), it indicates that preference for U.S. products is higher even if Uzbekistan
ones are the same as U.S. quality and less expensive. As explained, consumers who have
this tendency are highly likely to recognize the Uzbekistan cherry import market in South
Korea. Thus, H4 was supported (Table 5).

Table 5. The results of hypotheses testing.

Hypothesis Result

H1: Consumers with lower (vs. higher) satisfaction with the current cherry price will be more
willing to purchase less-expensive cherries from Uzbekistan Adopted

H1-1: Consumers who value price more than quality will be more willing to purchase cherries from
Uzbekistan at lower prices as compared to the U.S. Rejected

H2: Consumers with higher (vs. lower) brand familiarity (purchasing and eating experience) will
be more willing to purchase cherries from that brand Partially adopted

H3: Consumers with a less (vs. more) perceived risk of cherry origin (U.S. or Uzbekistan) will be
more willing to purchase cherries from that country. Partially adopted

H4: Consumers who check the country of origin will be more willing to purchase cherries from
advanced countries as compared to their counterparts Adopted

5. Discussion
5.1. Potential of Uzbekistan Cherries

Prices have a huge impact on consumers’ brand decisions [12], perceived quality [24],
satisfaction, and purchase intentions [25]. Between March and July, the Republic of Korea
imported cherries from the United States and Uzbekistan. Korea’s market share of Uzbek-
istan cherries is very small compared to U.S. cherries, although Uzbekistan cherries are
1.75-times less expensive (Table 1) than U.S. cherries and Uzbekistan is the world’s fifth-
largest exporter of cherries. Our results indicated that Korean consumers are more willing
to purchase Uzbekistan cherries over U.S. cherries, especially those who are dissatisfied
with the current price (H1). Since most cherries in the Korean market are U.S. cherries, the
affordability of Uzbekistan cherries has a high advantage in the future.

Brand familiarity has a direct or indirect impact on purchase intention [28]. Specifically,
when consumers decide to purchase, they compare product information displays with
other brands. If the quality is similar, consumers will typically purchase more familiar
products [29]. H2 holds that consumers with experience eating Uzbekistan cherries also
have a great likelihood of purchasing Uzbekistan cherries. This suggests that Uzbekistan
cherries potentially have greater market power once they increase their market share,
although U.S. cherries still share a large share in the Korean cherry market.

Each decision-making process attempts to reduce risk, and risk can impact purchase
decision-making if consumers are aware of the risks [30]. As expected, consumers who
perceived Uzbekistan cherries as safe were willing to choose Uzbekistan cherries, which
supports that potential customers may change their perception of Uzbekistan cherries
from risky to safe. However, consumers who check the origin of the country preferred U.S.
cherries because the halo effect of origin can have a positive effect on national image and
brand familiarity [46]. Korean cherry consumers still prefer U.S. products over Uzbekistan
products. Given that the stability and preference of origin increase the purchase rate when
brand familiarity is low [37], U.S. cherries still prevail over Uzbekistan cherries in the
market.

5.2. Future Implementation for More Competitive Uzbekistan Cherries

Important challenges remain for Uzbekistan cherries to be more competitive in the
Korean market, such as quality improvement, price maintenance, brand marketing, and so
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on. Considering the current level of Uzbekistan’s fruit production and distribution base,
it is unlikely that short-term traders will be activated between Korea and Uzbekistan [8].
However, the Korea Export Corporation has selected representative fruits, such as cherries,
apricots, melons, and pomegranates, which are of high interest to Korean investment
companies, and it aims to develop the manufacturing industry, which is expected to
increase quality. Uzbekistan’s cherry industry can be proposed as a model for cooperation
between the two countries through official development assistance (ODA). For example,
Aid for Trade (AfT) is one of the ODA initiatives that distribute the benefits of trade more
equitably across and within developing countries [47]. It was launched at the 2005 Hong
Kong World Trade Organization Ministerial Conference. AfT is a channel for developing
countries to strengthen their competitiveness in global markets. There are five types of AfT
activities: trade-related adjustment, building productive capacity, technical assistance for
trade policy and regulations, trade-related infrastructure, and other trade-related needs [48].
AfT activities can upgrade the value chain, promote fair trade, and eliminate poverty in
developing countries. Through AfT projects, Uzbekistan can hold a competitive position in
the Korean cherry market.

6. Conclusions

The Korean cherry market has grown rapidly since 2000, and the demand for cherries
is expected to continue to grow. U.S. cherries occupy most of the market even though
Uzbekistan cherries are 1.75-times less expensive than U.S. cherries. This monopolized
market has likely made the Korean cherry market unsustainable as only one provider
supplies the entire set with possible side effects, including no sustainable price vector [49]
and inefficiency of production and allocation [3].

By investigating WTP, this research analyzed the potential of Uzbekistan cherries to be
competitive against U.S. cherries and the reason the Uzbekistan cherry market share is low.
First, consumers who consider the price to be higher than the value of the product tend to
prefer less-expensive products. Therefore, price competitiveness must be maintained even
if the quality is improved. In particular, since products of developing countries are highly
likely to be devalued, a differentiated strategy targeting the market of low-and mid-priced
products would be more effective than competing with products of developed countries
by increasing quality. In particular, because developing countries’ products are likely to
be devalued, a differentiated strategy to target the low-and mid-priced products’ market
may be more effective than competing with developed countries’ products by increasing
quality.

Second, brand familiarity is an essential factor that boosts WTP. There is a big differ-
ence in evaluation between consumers who have used or eaten the product and those who
have not. Of course, if the quality of the goods does not meet consumers’ expectations,
any monopoly only becomes stronger. Therefore, improving consumer awareness through
quality improvement and increasing their familiarity with the product through aggres-
sive advertisement and promotion will gradually weaken the monopoly and increase
consumers’ preference for goods.

Third, foods such as cherries directly impact consumers’ WTP because their safety
is directly related to the health and life of consumers. Chinese agricultural products or
food formed a monopolized market in South Korea because consumers were aware of the
dangers of several food safety accidents. It takes a lot of time and cost to mitigate perceived
risks. Thus, exporters need to increase their confidence in food safety for consumers in
importing countries.

In conclusion, hardware-oriented support to developing countries, and support within
exporting countries, such as AfT programs, is also important, and support for policy
development and capacity building to establish marketing strategies, enhance safety, and
support eliminating monopolized market importing countries should be combined.

This research covered only three regions of South Korea—Seoul, Incheon, and Gyeonggi-
do—which limits the generalizability of our findings. Future studies should be based on
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surveys of consumers in countries where monopoly markets exist. This could lead to more
generalized conclusions regarding consumer preferences and purchasing patterns. More-
over, a lower level of significance concerning certain price perception, brand familiarity,
and perceived risk items indicates the need for further in-depth research. Researchers
should also employ a structural equation model, which can measure the indirect impact of
factors on consumers’ WTP in the Korean cherry market.

Despite these limitations, the results provide useful information for exporters, im-
porters, researchers, decision-makers, and policymakers, as they show the potential for a
sustainable market in the monopoly.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Correlation Matrices

WTP PP1 PP2 BF1 BF2 PR1 PR2 CO

WTP 1.000
PP1 −0.071 1.000
PP2 0.010 0.0906 * 1.000
BF1 0.052 −0.031 −0.007 1.000
BF2 −0.1401 * 0.074 0.031 0.066 1.000
PR1 −0.1212 * 0.007 −0.016 −0.039 −0.050 1.000
PR2 −0.1800 * −0.055 −0.015 0.026 −0.021 0.5776 * 1.000
CO 0.1228 * −0.002 −0.1126 * −0.088 −0.2964 * 0.061 0.013 1.000

WTP: willingness to purchase, PP: price perception, BF: brand familiarity, PR: perceived risk, CO: country of
origin. * p < 0.10.

References
1. Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development. Section, C.2.2. In Exposure to International Trade Competition by

Industry; OECD: Paris, France, 2003.
2. De Vries, J. The limits of globalization in the early modern world. Econ. Hist. Rev. 2009, 63, 710–733. [CrossRef]
3. Areeda, P.; Hovenkamp, H.; Solow, J.L. Antitrust Law; Aspen Publishers: New York, NY, USA, 2001; Volume 4.
4. La, J. Effects of Import Reliance & Diversification of Import Source on Food Import Price in Terms of Food Security. Unpublished

Ph.D. Thesis, Seoul National University, Seoul, Korea, 2009.
5. Brun, J.-F.; Carrère, C.; Guillaumont, P.; De Melo, J. Has Distance Died? Evidence from a Panel Gravity Model. World Bank Econ.

Rev. 2005, 19, 99–120. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0289.2009.00497.x
http://doi.org/10.1093/wber/lhi004


Sustainability 2021, 13, 5420 12 of 13

6. Hudson, J.; Jones, P. International trade in quality goods?: Signalling problems for developing countries. J. Int. Dev. 2003, 15,
999–1013. [CrossRef]

7. Trade Statistics Service. Available online: https://www.bandtrass.or.kr/index.do (accessed on 3 September 2020).
8. Lee, D.S.; Choi, M.J.; Korea Rural Economic Institute. Establishment of International Agricultural Development Cooperation

Model Considering Value Chain: Cherry Industry in Uzbekistan. J. Korean Soc. Int. Agric. 2018, 30, 15–25. [CrossRef]
9. Dodds, W.B.; Monroe, K.M.; Grewal, D. Effect of process brand and store information on subjective product evaluations. Adv.

Consum. Res. 1999, 12, 85–90.
10. Kathuria, L.M.; Singh, V. Product Attributes as Purchase Determinants of Imported Fruits in Indian Consumers. J. Food Prod.

Mark. 2015, 22, 501–520. [CrossRef]
11. Maxwell, S. Rule-based price fairness and its effect on willingness to purchase. J. Econ. Psychol. 2002, 23, 191–212. [CrossRef]
12. Render, B.; O’Connor, T.S. The influence of price, store name, and brand name on perception of product quality. J. Acad. Mark. Sci.

1976, 4, 722–730. [CrossRef]
13. Oh, H. The Effect of Brand Class, Brand Awareness, and Price on Customer Value and Behavioral Intentions. J. Hosp. Tour. Res.

2000, 24, 136–162. [CrossRef]
14. Mirosa, M.; Mangan-Walker, E. Young Chinese and Functional Foods for Mobility Health: Perceptions of Importance, Trust, and

Willingness to Purchase and Pay a Premium. J. Food Prod. Mark. 2017, 24, 216–234. [CrossRef]
15. Wu, J.-H.; Wang, S.-H. What drives mobile commerce? An empirical evaluation of the revised technology acceptance model. Info.

Manag. 2005, 42, 719–729. [CrossRef]
16. De Matos, C.A.; Ituassu, C.T.; Rossi, C.A.V. Consumer attitudes toward counterfeits: A review and extension. J. Consum. Mark.

2007, 24, 36–47. [CrossRef]
17. López-Nicolás, C.; Molina-Castillo, F.J.; Bouwman, H. An assessment of advanced mobile services acceptance: Contributions

from TAM and diffusion theory models. Inf. Manag. 2008, 45, 359–364. [CrossRef]
18. Siegrist, M. The Influence of Trust and Perceptions of Risks and Benefits on the Acceptance of Gene Technology. Risk Anal. 2000,

20, 195–204. [CrossRef]
19. Chau, C.-F.; Wu, S.-H. The development of regulations of Chinese herbal medicines for both medicinal and food uses. Trends Food

Sci. Technol. 2006, 17, 313–323. [CrossRef]
20. Zeithaml, V.A. Consumer perceptions of price, quality, and value: A means-end model and synthesis of evidence. J. Mark. 1988,

52, 2–22. [CrossRef]
21. Strotz, R.H. Myopia and Inconsistency in Dynamic Utility Maximization. Rev. Econ. Stud. 1955, 23, 165–180. [CrossRef]
22. Cho, S.; Jung, U.C. The Principle of Economics; Beopmunsa: Seoul, Korea, 1996.
23. Kim, Y.J.; Kim, K.B.; Lee, J.H. A study on effects of hotel price fairness on brand equity and purchase intention. Tour. Manag. Res.

Org. 2012, 16, 1–25.
24. Park, Y.R. A study on the correlative analysis of the price and value for customer satisfaction of Korean restaurants. J. Tour. Manag.

Res. 2001, 13, 81–94.
25. Kim, J.S.; Ha, K.S. Selection attributes and pursuit benefits of processed fishery products. J. Kor. Soc. Diet. Cult. 2010, 25, 516–524.
26. Alba, J.W.; Hutchinson, J.W. Dimensions of Consumer Expertise. J. Consum. Res. 1987, 13, 411–454. [CrossRef]
27. Ross, D.G.; Bowles, J.; Koopman, P.; Lehnert, S. New insights into SRY regulation through identification of 5’ conserved sequences.

BMC Mol. Biol. 2008, 9, 85. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
28. Park, S.H.; Kim, Y.K. An examination of the effects of brand awareness, brand familiarity, and brand image on brand trust: A

structural model. Kor. Tour. Res. 2010, 25, 47–67.
29. Kwag, D.H.; Ryu, K.S. The relationships between corporate social responsibility (CSR), corporate reputation, and behavior

intention: The case of S brand. J. Foodserv. Manag. 2014, 17, 33–52.
30. Cox, D.F.; Stuart, U.R. Perceived risk and consumer decision-making: The case of telephone shopping. J. Mark. Res. 1964, 1, 32–39.
31. Bauer, R.A. Consumer Behavior as Risk Taking; American Marketing Association: Chicago, IL, USA, 1960; pp. 384–398.
32. Kaplan, L.B.; Szybillo, G.J.; Jacoby, J. Components of perceived risk in product purchase: A cross-validation. J. Appl. Psychol. 1974,

59, 287–291. [CrossRef]
33. Heo, J.-M.; Cho, B.-L. The study on the effect of the risk reduction strategy by product type in direct response advertising: Focused

on the influence to perceived risk level and buying intention. Kor. J. Adv. 2010, 21, 147–164.
34. Tse, D.K.; Gorn, G.J. An Experiment on the Salience of Country-of-Origin in the Era of Global Brands. J. Int. Mark. 1993, 1, 57–76.

[CrossRef]
35. Zeithaml, V.A.; Berry, L.L.; Parasuraman, A. The behavioral consequences of service quality. J. Mark. 1996, 60, 31–46. [CrossRef]
36. Loureiro, M.L.; Umberger, W.J. A choice experiment model for beef: What US consumer responses tell us about relative preferences

for food safety, country-of-origin labeling and traceability. Food Policy 2007, 32, 496–514. [CrossRef]
37. Han, C.M.; Terpstra, V. Country-of-Origin Effects for Uni-National and Bi-National Products. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 1988, 19, 235–255.

[CrossRef]
38. Erickson, G.M.; Johansson, J.K.; Chao, P. Image Variables in Multi-Attribute Product Evaluations: Country-of-Origin Effects. J.

Consum. Res. 1984, 11, 694–699. [CrossRef]
39. Michaelis, M.; Woisetschläger, D.M.; Backhaus, C.; Ahlert, D. The effects of country of origin and corporate reputation on initial

trust. Int. Mark. Rev. 2008, 25, 404–422. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1002/jid.1029
https://www.bandtrass.or.kr/index.do
http://doi.org/10.12719/KSIA.2018.30.1.15
http://doi.org/10.1080/10454446.2014.885865
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-4870(02)00063-6
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF02729832
http://doi.org/10.1177/109634800002400202
http://doi.org/10.1080/10454446.2017.1266555
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2004.07.001
http://doi.org/10.1108/07363760710720975
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2008.05.001
http://doi.org/10.1111/0272-4332.202020
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2005.12.005
http://doi.org/10.1177/002224298805200302
http://doi.org/10.2307/2295722
http://doi.org/10.1086/209080
http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2199-9-85
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18851760
http://doi.org/10.1037/h0036657
http://doi.org/10.1177/1069031X9300100105
http://doi.org/10.1177/002224299606000203
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2006.11.006
http://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490379
http://doi.org/10.1086/209005
http://doi.org/10.1108/02651330810887468


Sustainability 2021, 13, 5420 13 of 13

40. Verbeke, W. Profiling consumers who are ready to adopt insects as a meat substitute in a Western society. Food Qual. Preference
2015, 39, 147–155. [CrossRef]

41. Rodríguez, G. Generalized Linear Model: WWS509 [Lecture Notes]; Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs;
Princeton University: Princeton, NJ, USA, 2007.

42. StatsDirect. Logistic Regression. Available online: www.statsdirect.com/help/regression_and_correlation/logi.htm (accessed on
10 August 2020).

43. Chen, X.; Ender, P.; Mitchell, M.; Wells, C. Logistic Regression with Stata. Stata Web Books. Available online: http://www.ats.
ucla.edu/stat/stata/webbooks/logistic/ (accessed on 10 August 2020).

44. Stata-Corp LP. Stata Statistical Software (Release 10.1) [Computer Software]; Stata-Corp LP: College Station, TX, USA, 2009.
45. Liu, X. Ordinal Regression Analysis: Fitting the Proportional Odds Model Using Stata, SAS and SPSS. J. Mod. Appl. Stat. Methods

2009, 8, 632–642. [CrossRef]
46. Yang, B. The Impact of Country-of-Origin Effect and Brand Globalness on Co-Brand Evaluation: Focusing on Co-Brand of

Automobile in China. Unpublished Master’s Thesis, Hanyang University, Seoul, Korea, 2013.
47. Frans, L.; Michael, R. Aid for Trade 10 Years On: Keeping it Effective; OECD Development Policy Papers No. 1; OECD Publications:

Paris, France, 2015.
48. Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development. Aid for Trade: Making It Effective; OECD Publications: Paris, France,

2006.
49. Panzar, J.C.; Willig, R.D. Free Entry and the Sustainability of Natural Monopoly. Bell. J. Econ. 1977, 8. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2014.07.008
www.statsdirect.com/help/regression_and_correlation/logi.htm
http://www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/stata/webbooks/logistic/
http://www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/stata/webbooks/logistic/
http://doi.org/10.22237/jmasm/1257035340
http://doi.org/10.2307/3003484

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Price Perception (Value for Money) 
	Brand Familiarity (Purchasing Experience) 
	Perceived Risk (Safety) 
	The Country of Origin (National Preference) 

	Design and Data 
	Survey Design and Data 
	Analysis 

	Empirical Results 
	Discussion 
	Potential of Uzbekistan Cherries 
	Future Implementation for More Competitive Uzbekistan Cherries 

	Conclusions 
	
	References

