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(self-identified) principal grocery
shopper for each household. Prior to
survey administration, a panel of
experts was formed to provide input,
offer suggestions, and ultimately
review the three ethnic group selec-
tions and varieties of fruits and vege-
tables included in the questionnaire
for each Asian group. Upon comple-
tion of the crop selection and survey
design process, the questionnaires
were mailed to samples of Chinese,
Asian Indian, and Korean residences
(presumed households per address, as
identified by leads purchased via
InfoUSA.com) throughout New Jer-
sey, New York, and Pennsylvania.
Specifically, sample targets were iden-
tified based on 2000 Census popula-
tions for Chinese, Asian Indians, and
Koreans in the three Mid-Atlantic
states (NJ, NY, PA). A sample size of
1,800 surveys was statistically deter-
mined, with 600 surveys for each of
the three groups. Further sample size
requirements were established, based
upon ethnic group by state, in accor-
dance with a stratified random sam-
pling method. A total of 447 useable
surveys were returned. A roughly
25% response rate was realized and
was fairly consistent across groups.
The usable surveys by group were
152 from Chinese, 135 from Indians,
and 160 from Koreans, with overall
response rates of 25%, 23%, and
27%, respectively. The correspond-
ing results for each ethnic group
(irrespective of state) yields a margin
of error of approximately 8% in
order to achieve the desired 95%
confidence interval.

Respondents were separated into
two groups; consumers and noncon-
sumers (more than 90% and less than
10%, respectively, in each of the
three ethnicities), based on a sur-
veyed criteria of having purchased
ethnic (Chinese, Indian, or Korean)
produce in the past year.  Both

groups were questioned for socio-
demographic information. Only the
consumer group was questioned as to
their specific produce expenditures
and shopping patterns and prefer-
ences. Despite the variation in survey
usability by question (not every ques-
tion applied to each respondent; not
all questions were completed for each
survey), a margin of error of less than
9% is maintained throughout the
study. 

1. Prioritize Potential Production Crops 
for Local Entry (What?)
The respondents’ average weekly
expenditures for total fresh fruits and
vegetables, whether traditional U.S.
or ethnic produce, is $45.48 (all
respondents, consumers and non-
ethnic produce consumers; ranging
from $38.60 for Koreans to $54.06
for Chinese respondents, with
$43.53 for Indians being relatively
close to the average for all three
groups). Specific produce expendi-
tures for respondents that purchased
ethnic produce within the past year
(ethnic produce “consumers”) were
also documented. Expenditure data
was collected for thirteen ethnic pro-
duce items for each respective ethnic
group. The crops of interest were
selected based upon their potential
for production in the Mid-Atlantic
states and larger Northeast region,
with specific consideration for the
growing cycle of specialty crops and
their conduciveness to the climatic
patterns in the area. The top five eth-
nic produce items purchased in each
group, ranked in descending order on
the basis of average weekly respon-
dent expenditure are as follows (with
the corresponding expenditures in
parentheses); for Chinese, Flower
Chinese Cabbage ($3.18), Edible
Snow Peas ($2.68), Chinese Kale
($2.66), Bitter Gourd ($2.65), and
Oriental Eggplant ($2.36); for Indi-

ans, Bitter Gourd ($3.14), Okra
($2.95), Yam ($2.95), Mustard
Leaves ($2.73), and Black Eyed
Beans ($2.69); and for Koreans,
White Nectarine ($3.76), Fuji Apple
($3.39), Korean Cabbage ($2.58),
Korean Cucumber ($2.39), and
Green Onions ($2.32). The individ-
ual respondent expenditures for each
item were calculated based on the
corresponding quantity purchased
and price paid for each, in an attempt
to prioritize and target individual
ethnic crops with the highest market
potential in the Mid-Atlantic area.

2. Understand Shopping Patterns of 
Respondents (When? Where?)

i) Shopping Frequency . The shopping
patterns of respondents included the
responses of ethnic consumers who
identified themselves as having pur-
chased ethnic (Chinese, Indian, or
Korean) produce in the past year
(Figure 1). Just under half of these
ethnic produce consumers shop once
a week (ranging from 41% to 48%
by ethnicity). Another roughly 40%
shop either more than once a week or
once every two weeks. Fewer than
20% in each group shop once a
month or less. However, there is vari-
ation across the groups, as the Chi-
nese typically shop slightly more fre-
quently than their Indian and Korean
counterparts; 36% of Chinese shop
more than once a week compared to
15% of each of the Indian and
Korean groups in this category. 

ii) Multi-Store Shopping and Establish-
ments Frequented. Consumer
responses indicated that approxi-
mately three-quarters of those pur-
chasing ethnic produce shop at more
than one food store for their ethnic
produce (Figure 2). Not surprisingly,
as seemingly correlated with more
frequent store visits, slightly more
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Chinese consumers shop multiple
stores than Indians or Koreans. To
ascertain which establishments con-
sumers shop at for ethnic produce,
respondents were asked to indicate all
types of establishments from which

they purchase ethnic produce during
the peak season or “summer” months
(as not all types are available at non-
peak times of year). Each respondent
was provided a list of five types of
establishments, as well as an “other”

category. They were then asked to
indicate all that apply. More than
three-quarters of the consumers in
each group indicated that they pur-
chase from ethnic stores. Although
all three ethnic groups display high
“brand loyalty,” there is notable varia-
tion across the sample groups as the
ethnic store shoppers range from
77% of Korean consumers, com-
pared to 90% of Chinese, and a stag-
gering 97% of Indian consumers.
Approximately 40% of the consum-
ers surveyed indicate that they pur-
chase ethnic produce at retail super-
markets (with relatively little
variation across groups, ranging from
35% to 44%). Between 10% and
23% of consumers surveyed indicate
that they make purchases at farmers’
markets, with Indians at the high
extreme and Chinese and Koreans at
or close to the bottom of that range.

iii) Proximity to Market. One factor that
may affect consumer shopping pat-
terns is each consumer’s ability to
shop, based upon store availability
(or lack thereof ). To assess store
availability, the consumers purchas-
ing ethnic produce were asked to
indicate how close the nearest ethnic
store is to them (Figure 3). The
results reveal that more than half
(53%-68%) of the consumers in each
sample group has access to an ethnic
market within 10 miles. Another
20% or so have a market within 10-
20 miles, while fewer than 25% do
not have an ethnic store within 20
miles. The Korean consumers sam-
pled appear to have fewer stores
within a 10-mile radius, relative to
the Chinese and Indians sampled. A
higher percentage of Koreans, relative
to Chinese and Indian consumers,
indicated that the nearest store is
greater than 20 miles away. 
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Figure 1. 2005 ethnic consumer survey: Shopping frequency of ethnic

respondents.
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3. Determine Willingness-to-Pay Ethnic 
Produce Premiums (How?)
The modeling section of the study
examined the consumer profiles of
respondents who purchase ethnic
produce to ascertain whether rela-
tionships exist between their percep-
tions, practices, and socio-demo-
graphics and their willingness to pay
(WTP) a premium over traditional
American produce for ethnic produce
(Figure 4). Roughly half of the
respondents from each ethnic group
indicated they would be willing to
pay a premium for ethnic produce.
The respondents were questioned as
to their willingness to pay premiums
in increments of 5%, up to 20% (1-
5%, 6-10%, 11-15%, 16-20%), or
more. Roughly 25% indicated a will-
ingness to pay a premium of up to
5%, and an additional 14% indicated
a willingness to pay premiums of up
to 10%. The results in subsequent
categories were significantly lower
and varied slightly by ethnicity (12%
or less, with most categories within
ethnic groups having 5% or less). As
such, the categories that captured
respondents’ willing to pay premiums
of more than 10% are determined to
be more discriminating for the pur-
pose of identifying and targeting eth-
nic consumer groups, and a criterion
for WTP modeling is established
accordingly.

A WTP variable is modeled
against relevant consumer ‘belief ’
and related practice variables, demo-
graphic variables (age, gender, num-
ber of adults in the household, edu-
cation, income, number of years in
the United States), and fixed effects
for the states and ethnicities (dummy
variables). The ‘belief ’ variables
reflect consumers’ opinions and per-
ceptions (for example; ‘availability’ is
an important/very important factor
in shopping for ethnic produce, and

‘prices’ of products from ethnic mar-
kets are better than American pro-
duce). Related practice variables
include consumers’ approximate
spending on all produce (traditional
and ethnic), whether or not they reg-
ularly read advertisement brochures,
and whether they have a garden at
home. 

Results derived from the model
indicate that consumers in house-
holds earning greater than $60K
seem 9% less willing to pay a pre-
mium of more than 10% compared
to consumers in lower income
groups, despite the counter-intuitive
nature of this response, given that
produce purchases represent a rela-
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Figure 3. 2005 ethnic consumer survey: Proximity of ethnic market to

respondents.
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tively small portion of total expendi-
tures for high income consumers.
However, it is plausible that, due to
their higher income, they have more
luxury-type food alternatives avail-
able to them (such as eating out)
than their lower-earning counterparts
who view ethnic produce as more of
a staple in their diet. Females are
13% more likely to pay a premium of
more than 10% for ethnic produce
than male shoppers. 

In addition, ethnicity and state of
residency appear to play a significant
role in consumers’ willingness to pay
a premium. For example, Koreans
and Chinese are 16% and 13%,
respectively, less likely to be willing to
pay a premium than Indians. Fur-
ther, consumers in New York and
New Jersey are 9% and 7%, respec-
tively, more likely to be willing to pay
a premium than those in Pennsylva-
nia. As a result of these predictions, it
would be most beneficial to growers
and retailers to place premiums of
greater than 10% on ethnic produce
purchased by consumers earning less
than $60,000 annual income,
females, Indians, and New York/New
Jersey residents. 

4. Combine Consumer Profiles and 
Predictive Modeling to Exploit Local 
Ethnic Market Opportunities (Why?)
This study assessed the survey results
of 447 respondents of three different
Asian ethnicities (Chinese, Indian,
and Korean) in the three Mid-Atlan-
tic states to identify the local demand
for ethnic produce, suggest crops for
potential local production, assess eth-
nic consumer shopping patterns, and
analyze consumer willingness to pay
for ethnic produce. The survey
results reveal that a vast majority
(more than 90%) of respondents in

each of the three ethnic groups pur-
chased ethnic produce within the
past year. Further, more than half of
the consumers in each group shop
once a week or more frequently for
ethnic produce. Three-quarters shop
at more than one food store for these
purchases. More than three-quarters
of those purchasing ethnic produce
have access to an ethnic market
(store) within 20 miles. The results of
the study’s “Willingness-to-Pay”
model suggest that premiums for eth-
nic produce in excess of 10% over
traditional American produce should
be limited to consumers earning less
than $60,000 annual income,
females, Indians, and New Jersey/
New York residents. These results can
be used by public policy makers,
retailers, and commercial growers in
each state to identify and address
niche market opportunities in the
ethnic produce sector.

For More Information 
Current Population Survey, 2004. 

2004 Annual Social and Economic 
Supplement. U.S. Census Bureau, 
United States Department of 
Commerce. Washington, D.C.

Current Population Survey, 2000. 
Median Household Income by Race 
and Hispanic Origin: 1967-1999. 
U.S. Census Bureau, United 
States Department of Commerce. 
Washington, D.C.

Mangan, F. (2002). Producing and 
Marketing Vegetable Crops for 
Ethnic Markets. UMass Vegetable 
Notes, 13(1), 1-6. Available 
online: http://
www.worldcrops.org//
documents/vegnotes_jan_02.pdf.

Tubene, S. (2002). Agricultural & 
Demographic Changes in the 

Mid-Atlantic Region 
Implications for Ethnic and 
Specialty Produce. University of 
Maryland Fact Sheet 793. 

Available online: http://
www.agnr.umd.edu/MCE/
Publications/
Publication.cfm?ID=542.

U.S. Census. (2000). United States 
Department of Commerce. 
Washington, DC. 

U.S. Census. (1990). United States 
Department of Commerce. 
Washington, D.C.

Acknowledgments
This research was supported by a
grant provided to the Department of
Agricultural, Food and Resource
Economics (DAFRE) at Rutgers by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) – Agricultural Marketing
Service (AMS) and New Jersey
Department of Agriculture (NJDA),
grant agreement #12-25-G-0398.
The opinions expressed in the article
are those of the authors and do not
necessarily reflect official positions or
policies of the USDA, NJDA,
DAFRE, or Rutgers University.

Ramu Govindasamy is Associate Pro-
fessor, Department of Agricultural,
Food and Resource Economics, and
Associate Director, Food Policy Insti-
tute, Rutgers, the State University of
New Jersey, New Brunswick, NJ.
Aparna Nemana is a graduate stu-
dent, Department of Agricultural,
Food and Resource Economics
(DAFRE) at Rutgers, the State Uni-
versity of New Jersey, New Brun-
swick, NJ. Venkata Puduri is a Post
Doctoral Associate, also with DAFRE
at Rutgers. Kim Pappas is Project
Coordinator, also with DAFRE at
Rutgers.



242 CHOICES 4th Quarter 2006 • 21(4)


