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This study aims to understand the consumers’ attitude and their buying and consuming
behavior concerning pomelo and to discern the attributes of pomelo that would bear relationship
with the prices paid by consumers using hedonic price model. Primary data for this study were
compiled from interviewing 160 samples of consumers in Chiang Mai Urban Area during
October - November 2009,
The analysis an consumers’ behavior and attitude in buying pomelo revealed that the
regular pomelo buyers mostly could be described as female (60%), aged 26-35 (41.25%),
bachelor’ degree graduated (58.12%), private company employee (33.12%), having income under
10,000 baht per month (38.75%), buying pomelo an the average more than five times per year
(61.83%), with Thong Dee pomelo variety was the most favorable choice (31.30%), other
preferences included choosing medium-sized fruits in most cases (67.94%), buying generally
from fresh food markets (61.84%), and with the preferable buying price range of 26-35 baht per
fruit (51.15%). With respect to their attitudes, the majority of consumers under study considered
the on-going prices of pomelo to be moderate (43.51%), the fruits having flavor as expected, or
reasonable with the buying prices (79.39%). They also felt sure that the pomelo fruits having
passed through certain agricultural chemical application processed would be safe for consumption
(72.52%). On general, they were of opinion that attractive packaging was important for sale
promotion (74.05%).

Estimation of the hedonic price model revealed that, consumers would be willing to pay
higher prices when bought pomelo from supermarkets, if the fruit skin looked yellowish-green,
and if they had greater income with the increasing price 9.56-10.55 bath/fruit 6.23-6.50 bath/fruit
and 0.14-1.72 bath/fruit respectively. However, the consumer would pay less 0.14-3.60 bath/fruit
if the pomelos were of Thong Dee variety as compared to Kao Tang Kwa variety.

The findings suggest that growers who are able to seek for upper market, e.g.
supermarket, and able to grow Kao Tang Kwa may consider this variety and an alternative
market. As for Kao Nam Pueng, supermarket could be another choice after taking into account of

the price and involving costs.





