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ABSTRACT: The purpose of this study was to compare behaviors, influences of product brand
and fashion factors and willingness to pay for indigo dyed fabrics of Generation B, X and Y groups.
Data were collected from the customers who used to purchase indigo dyed fabrics. The groups of
customers consisted of three generations which each group had 130 customers (total of 390
customers). It was found that all three generation groups had were not able to perceive the product
brand, so they were unable to distinguish the differences or perceive any product brand. They also
showed the same buying behaviors. The product brand perceptions, differences of product brands
and fashion factors had different direct effects to willingness to pay for indigo dyed fabrics of three
generations. Moreover, the product brand perception was related to the willingness to pay for indigo
dyed fabrics, so the farmer groups and shops selling indigo dyed fabrics had to create their own
product identity to allow customers to distinguish the product brand out of the overall image of
Sakon Nakhon indigo dyed fabric markets.

Keywords: product Brand, willingness to pay, fashion, generation, indigo dyed fabric
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Table 1 Generational cohorts according to country
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Generation cohort

Birth Range A.D.

South Africa* USA* Europe/UK* Japan* Thailand**

The Traditionalists 1930-1949 1923-1942 1918-1945 1925-1945 -
The Baby Boomers 1950-1969 1943-1962 1946-1965 1945-1965 1946-1963
Generation X 1670-1989 1963-1983 1966-1984 1699-1985 1964-1976
Generation Y 1990-2000 1984-2001 1985-2001 1986-2001 1977-1999
Generation Z: born between 2001-2020 Upper 2000

Source: * Codrington and Grant-Marshall, 2006

Notes: ** 1A (2552), LT WAZATLY (2557) WaTNItinI (2558)
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Table 2 Factor Analysis and Cronbach’s Alpha

293

Factor Analysis, Chi— Square, Pearson correlation
coefficient, (Factorial) MANOVA Analysis kag Two
- Way ANOVA

TunaunnsairamiasiafililunnsAne (ie
WunuuaauamAsy 1Hnin1snmanINgnéiastes
WULARLAIN NUdn wuudeuainlffunisney
AnNATUNde uarliiauianaIATeINIRaL
LLLARLNNN Lﬁﬂlﬁmimmmumuuﬁﬁmtﬂﬂﬂ@ﬂ'w
wnnzan §adnlddnnguaauisfiaeds Factor
Analysis MQLLUU@@‘UOWN&'M?{ 3 nens Principal
Components Wi Varimax Rotation 29A6 wilshidl
AN Factor Loading ANdn 500 Wudn wiAesuls
36 318113 Wa1E 4 Tladefignunsnedunatiade i
1% 65.336 % A1 KMO 11nna1 .500 A1 Eigenvalues
17NN 1 (Hair, 2010) via 4 tladasadeluallian fu
L (Fashion) AAMNLANAINIBIATIAUAN
(Difference of Brand) m’m@uﬁﬁl%ﬂ"m (Willingness
to pay: WTP) uarn13fu3me@uAn (Brand
Perception) favia 4 TladeiiAn Cronbach's Alpha
41NN91 .700 (Nunnally, 1978) (Table 2)

Factor Item Eigenvalues Explained Variance Cronbach’s Alpha
Fashion 15 18.307 27.169 .967
Difference of Brand 9 2.682 41.566 .902
Willingness to pay 7 1.728 54.988 .925
Brand Perception 5 1.457 65.336 .836

" Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .965 (KMO > .500)

? Factor Loadings Max = .801, Min = .503 and X

=.677

Factor Loadings

NANISANE

fayadanyAnABdNgNAI0L e Generation B,
X uay Y gauunniiumwencls (52.30) ADTUNTWANTE
(52.60) AUNNIANHATEALTFUNANEMTRANNTN
(51.70) Usznavuandnunedy/dnvedananis (57.90)
ma‘mmummﬁgmﬁ' 1 1%a05 Chi— Square Tun1s

'wmaquﬁmwmﬁy@mamﬁmeﬁﬁﬁ@umwmm
ngu Generation B, X WAz Y wWuan Wq'ﬁmmﬁ%
8 et ag1fidn wenFuauNAgUMAN 4 91819
Hiop =y = pY;)Iummzﬁﬂﬁmﬁmuﬁgmuﬁﬂ Gk
HANTUANNAFIUTES 4 T18NNT Hip, W 7 u)
04 SFUTRIENATUNATAT 05 nansnEn Al
seNFLALLAFIT 1 (Hair et al,, 2010) (Table 3)
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Table 3 Purchasing Behavior on Products Indigoes dyes Cotton of group Generation B, X and Y

Purchasing Behavior

1. Know Brand on Products Indigoes dyes Cotton

2. Purchasing Products Indigo dyed Cotton because Brand

3. Feeling about indigo dyed brand

4. Frequently purchased product categories

5. The purpose of the purchase product

6. Where to purchase product
7. Person influences the buying decision.
8. Frequency of purchase

List X Sig.
Unknown or known 5.621 .060
Use or Not Use 0.812 .666
Expensive, Not easy 6.826 145
to find or Do not feel
the brand difference
Costume, Souveniror  22.974 .000~*
Home furniture
Souvenir, Festival or 16.131 .013*
State policy etc.

Store, OTOP etc. 35106  .009*
Self, Parents etc. 30.989  .001*
Once a month, 2-4 17.183 247

months/time) or etc.

"Means with the dependent variables significant at 0.05 probabilities level (2-tailed)

* = Means with Purchasing Behavior are significant different (P<.05)

Tupnei FBNsRdeTernnn thannsduniend
a = ' a & A e ey o PR
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2RIAINFUAT ANNEURNAZANE ULaTN9FLERAWAN)
8135 Pearson correlation coefficient THHALAAIIN

TP uAURUSIEnIFulInN A9 NNmagadL

annAgulnel¥3s MANOVA Analysis AsilAgnu
WN1Z4N (Zhang, 1996; Nargundkar, 2008; Hair
etal., 2010)
1lun1991A3129 MANOVA Analysis ilu
NTNARBLAINLANFINTBINGN Generation B, X
Al 1 o £% o'/ v dly 2
WAz Y I8AMNLANaANIU A wwNgY (N7 E@ N
de da 4 Y s )
w9 A NTUTR LAY, Aduiula
ol ADEN N 1A ANNNLANANUBIATNRUAN
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(ADENHAIBUANNANNLANFANAY, AR
a vy 1 1 dlgl v lﬂld a v
ATIABANNANNUNZUIANINNTN, BB NARIALWAN
HAMUNN ANHAINU UAZANANT “18+) N19FUTAI
a v o & o A a v o A Ay
AUAN (RuTULEetNNRMINAUAN, dutauNayiiing
ATRUANRANFIRRAUT “84) LazANNEURNAY
' & &y A a o \ & oy Ao
a8 (N1310LdiNARTIANAY, dauandatinni
A713WAIN MUNTE “1a4) HANITNARBUNLAIN
Generation B, X kA% Y wAAIHATIAREANUATNAWAN
TTaseIF T LaTANNEUANAENARS UTEN N
ATINHAHUANGNTLL (P < .05) AseaniLIANNFF Y
2 (Nargundkar, 2008; Hair et al., 2010) (Table 4)
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Table 4 MANOVA Analysis test between Generation (B, X and Y) and 4 Factor (Fashion, Difference of

Brand, Willingness to pay and Brand Perception)

Generation B

Generation X

Generation Y

Dependent measures Mean Sig. Mean Sig. Mean Sig.
Fashion 2.560 .000* 2.253 .000* 3.284 .000*

Generation Y .000*

Generation B .012*

Generation X 000*
Difference of Brand 3.128 .000* 2.890 .000* 3.717 .000*

Generation Y .000*

Generation B .025

Generation X 000*
Willingness to pay 3.072 .000* 2.835 .000* 3.689 .000*

Generation Y .000*

Generation B .035*

Generation X 000*
Brand Perception 2.921 .000* 2.639 .000* 3.195 .000*

Generation Y .021*

Generation B 016*

Generation X 000*

" Means with the dependent variables significant at 0.05 probabilities level (2-tailed)

TunsmaaeLavENA Teciladei 3 (ﬁﬁuLLWﬁLu
AINNUANANNTBIATIAUAT WATNITTLENINAUAN)
fifluastanay AuBLRTIazas T89ngN Generation
B, X uaz Y Fostinnsulasnasinueaiiadents 3 ey
ezt lunageas Two - Way ANOVA 1& (Nargundkar,
2008; Hair et al., 2010) {3qlfnmunlii 3 fads
fnsdiunansteansuziluunsiauuuwuntyas
2 Anteg (Ngu 1 Low uay Ngw 2 High) Tnedang
15u1/398127n Brito and Rambocas (2016) §3at/l5
NAAELIAEIAN Chi—Square 3¥1314 NgH Generation
B, X uaz Y uazTlades 3 wudn daonuuanseiy
(P<.05) annsnFiadaria 3 lumImageuaNNRFIY
71 3 K233 Two - Way ANOVA I& (Hair et al., 2010)

NANNINAAaL Two - Way ANOVA Laassauils
n35unsEuAdunaretfduwus (Interaction
effect) Ay Generahon B, X a¥ Y ansuasanI N
gufnazans mumﬁmm’mummLﬂu@wﬁwmmﬂ
(Main effects) fuANaEURTiazane Tuaniefign
U ULAZANUUANFN BRI ALEN IThuflesayana
s TuALELRTazane uliTuaes sy
Generation B, X and Y agi/lidn ffadainnsiugmam
'Zu%whlfuﬁLﬂummmﬂﬁﬁ’uﬁuﬁﬁuﬂwﬁmm@uﬁ
flazdne a1n Figure 1 dunaliidn ufiasinaaes
Ufdariug usn L Asuasidlinnefiazildeu
'1/1ﬂmwmmwmuwuiﬂuLﬂuiﬂumqmqmmu
atineAwds fariy N195U3AINABAIAILAASHE
U AN USULUANAL (Ordinal Interaction Effect)
Wil (Hair et al., 2010)
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Impact of brand perception between Willingness to pay and Genaration B, X
and Y
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Figure 1 Interaction effect between Generation (B, X and Y) and Brand Perception

{RdEn \eiEnAilag 1 Factorial MANOVA
Analysis Lﬁ'ﬂwmmummmﬂﬁzﬁ“uﬁuﬁmmmﬁuﬁ
AINAUAIGE Generation B, X and Y taainnviua i
i ANHLANANIT8IRINALEN LAz AN AR
fiazane iflugaualsmnu aan Table 5 W31 Generation
B, X WAz Y uazn19iuingdusin iuansnavaniu
i ANHLANANIT8IRINALEN LA AN AR
flazane Tunizil Generation B, X uaz Y Aun9iLs

peAudliTunae faaiusres L uidhy
HATRILIANAUSTLANNUANFANTBINTIAUAT UAY
ANBUATazAn Ay nan1ImAReUseN T
AunRgIUT 3 Generation B, X uar Y fifinnsii
perAusndunalffuiusseannuduifiang
NARAUTENEiaNAIN (P < .05) (Nargundkar, 2008;
Hair et al., 2010; Brito and Rambocas, 2016)

Table 5 Factorial MANOVA test Generation (B, X and Y) have Brand Perception affect to Difference of
Brand, Brand Perception and Willingness to pay.

Source F Sig.
Dependent : Variable
Generation
Fashion 31.103 .000
Difference of Brand 32.698 .000
Willingness to pay 31.302 .000
Brand Perception
Fashion 67.758 .000
Difference of Brand 61.077 .000
Willingness to pay 47.064 .000
Generation * Brand Perception
Fashion 467 627
Difference of Brand 4.599 .011
Willingness to pay 3.219 .041

" Means with the dependent variables significant at 0.05 probabilities
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mﬂﬁmﬁmLﬁquﬁmwmﬁy@Namﬁ’m%ﬁﬂ
fiaumsnaaengu Generation B, X uaz Y Taalii
flademananAun dnunRendies nsutidnmoe
1lse1n38iael Generation B, X uaz Y udaslfidiui
woFnssufifaauuanseiuludnuauiuafiag
318 NANTTIRENANABAARBITL WIRAT (2558);
Ko et al. (2012); Bumsed and Bickle (2015) sialy
Fnussinndudniide yaraidavisralunesnaula
n195u% waadans: LHUAILEINNI99RSI U U
qmnﬂivmrﬁﬂumﬂ@mum TUITZHZIAT WA A
TuTeUAUANRT AN INHAN A UL
A0AARBINL Choo and Kim (2014) AR
Generation B, X Waz Y ﬁwqﬁniimmnﬁmﬁu@ﬁmﬁm
AINNEANTINN9EELS uazuadsloniigauiosia
MUY (Schullery, 2013) LLmlumummmmaiu
masﬁfammmm@ﬂm\mmmLmqnmqmwauj dinaping

TurnisiRgaiumniansatasenians@uan
w1 wgRnssunaTerART T arauansnei
SleAnsdaedunnnlifadn wudn Generation B, X
uay Y W Fonaainsitindionasumey naEus
deeann gAndenanuuansineaesuansoueing
APNAUAN 158 HRTNAUA UTDANUANFANTZNING
RIALEN HANIANETIuENa1AYET84 Yoo et al,
(2000) AYVINANNUSURINNITLEMINAWAT UATAIIN
nrzmindaludnansuandullluianianaaiy
defAtnalbandludauniiaiumneauin e
ffnaAuAvesinan Jilneasliauisouenues
ANNLANFNG ViBeRssminDanIAnen 18 (Aaker, 1991)

Fau leRansunn NN 09N AN ENENL
waRnsTuNsTanARnS e fian A uedngy
Generation B, X uaz Y lilganndesinenindaand
WsHN1 (2558); Burnsed and Bickle (2015) slmjmx‘ﬁ
ladafinuangflddnnuaanniesiunanisdne,
WITENINDNT (2550) WANANNABAARBIAILINNIANE
984 Kansra (2014) Lﬁﬂﬁﬂquﬁm‘mfmﬁﬂ NARREl
AAnuaanAdeeiu Groapa and Caescu (2014):
Burnsed and Bickle (2015) AR Uas Generation

297

AngAnsINuANFNNTUY 11 Generation B T
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Generation B a8y X (Groapa and Caescu, 2014;
Burnsed and Bickle, 2015)
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