
Chapter 5 

Discussion 

 The aim of this study was to identify the  factors which affect 

the people in purchasing Korean products in Indonesia by using the 

Theory of Planned  Behaviour (TPB). It has been explained in chapter 

2 that there are ten hypotheses in this study. After collecting and 

analyzing the data, it was found that: 

1. Korean Wave towards Attitude 

 The result shows that the P value of Korean Wave towards 

Attitude is less than 5% (0.05) which means that Korean Wave 

significantly affects Attitude. It supports the study held by Tada-

amnuaychai (2006) in which she found that the fans of Korean 

drama have impressive perceptions towards Korea and its 

product, so that usually most of them think that all of the 

products that made in South Korea are good. In other words, 

generally, the people who love watching Korean dramas, 

listening to Korean songs, and looking for any information about 

Korean products would have good attitudes towards Korean 

products. It is also supported by the demographic data (table 3, 

4, 5, 6, 7, 8) which show that the higher the average scores in 



the Korean wave variable, the higher the average scores in the 

Attitude variable. Therefore, H1 is accepted. 

2. Attitude towards Behavioral Intention 

 The result shows that the P value of Attitude towards 

Behavioral Intention is less than 5% (0.05) which means that 

Attitude significantly affects Behavioral Intention. It supports the 

TPB studies held by Ajzen (2008) which stated that attitude 

towards behavior generally affects the intention more than the 

dimensions of subjective norm and perceived behavioral control. 

Besides that, this result is also in line with Krueger et al. (2000), 

in Atilgan-Inan and Karaca (2011), who suggested that attitudes 

successfully predict intentions. It can be concluded that the 

people who have positive attitudes towards Korean wave would 

have more desire to buy Korean products. It is also supported by 

the demographic data (table 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8) which show that the 

higher the average scores in the Attitudes variable, the higher 

the average scores in the Behavioral Intention variable. Thus, H2 

is accepted. 

3. Korean Wave towards Subjective Norms 

 The result shows that the P value of Korean Wave towards 

Subjective Norms is 0.329, which is more than 5% (0.05). It 

means that Korean Wave does not significantly affect Subjective 

Norms. This result does not support the previous study held by 



Mariani (2008) who stated that a phenomenon of cultural wave 

(including Korean wave) had drawn the world, especially 

teenagers, to appreciate certain aspects of popular culture, such 

as TV dramas, music, and games, and to embrace everything 

about the country and culture, including its products and people. 

Also, Thorbjornsen et al.(2007) and Kwong and Park (2008), in 

Atilgan-Inan and Karaca (2011), indicated that subjective norms 

may be more important for young people. In fact, the 

respondents of this study are mostly teenagers and youth who 

should have high subjective norms scores. However, the result 

shows that Korean wave only gives not significant influence 

towards subjective norms variable. It is unexpected result since 

Indonesia is one of high collectivist countries. When the 

researcher asked some respondents about it, most of them 

answered that they were addicted to Korean wave because of 

their own feelings, not because of any influences from other 

people. It is in line with the previous study held by Tada-

Amnuaychai (2006) which said that most women in Thailand 

knew about Korean dramas aired in Thailand because of their 

friends or relatives, but they started to fall in love and adore 

them because the actors’ characters meet their criteria 

individually (not because of any influences from others). The 

demographic data (table 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8) also show that if the 



average scores in the Korean wave variable are higher, it doesn’t 

mean that the average scores in the Subjective Norms variable 

are higher, too. Therefore, H3 is rejected. 

4. Subjective Norms towards Behavioral Intention 

 The result shows that the P value of Subjective Norms 

towards Behavioral Intention is 0.034, which is less than 5% 

(0.05). It means that Subjective Norms significantly affects 

Behavioral Intention. This result is in line with Ajzen (1991) who 

said that specifically, an individual is  influenced by other people, 

such as, for example, family, friends, coworker, social status, or 

media, with regard to his/her  attitudes, attentions, norms, and 

buying behavior. A previous study held in  Thailand by Hofstede 

(1980) also found out that there is  a  strong group-orientation  

tendency  in a collectivist country like Thailand. Thai people  pay  

great  attention to  interpersonal relationships and  others’ 

wishes  and feelings (Albert, 1996). This is basically almost 

similar to Indonesia, which is also a high collectivist country. It 

can be concluded that the more positive Indonesian society’s 

perspectives or beliefs toward Korean wave, the more likely they 

intend to buy Korean products. It is also supported by the 

demographic data (table 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8) which show that the 

higher the average scores in the Subjective Norms variable, the 



higher the average scores in the Behavioral Intention variable. 

Thus, H4 is accepted. 

5. Korean wave towards Perceived Behavioral Control 

 The result shows that the P value of Korean Wave towards 

Perceived Behavioral Control is 0.697, which is more than 5% 

(0.05). It means that Korean wave does not significantly affect 

Perceived Behavioral Control. This result does not support a 

previous study held by Huang (2009) in Potipan and 

Worrawutteerakul (2011) which argued that the media factors 

(Korean dramas, songs, cuisines) are the beginning of an 

overwhelming so-called  Korean Wave and the consequences of 

these factors have turned out to be  superb as people who 

perceive these media products are also willing to spend their 

money for buying products that are used in the TV dramas or 

presented by their favorite actors  or singers. Based on the 

results, Korean wave does not have any direct relationship with 

Perceived Behavioral Control. Meanwhile the scores for Korean 

wave is around 3.00 – 3.90 in the average, the scores for 

Perceived Behavioral Control is more than 4.00. It indicates that 

Korean wave does not encourage Indonesian people to be more 

confident that they are able to buy Korean products. It in in line 

with an argument stated by Lee (2010) that people consider 

Korean products as good quality products (almost as good as 



Japanese products) but with reasonable prices. Because of this 

perception, many people believe that buying Korean products in 

not difficult even if they do not have enough understanding 

about Korean wave. Therefore, H5 is rejected. 

6. Perceived Behavioral Control towards Behavioral Intention 

 The result shows that the P value of Perceived Behavioral 

Control towards Behavioral Intention is 0.005, which is less 

than 5% (0.05). It means that Perceived Behavioral Control 

significantly affects Behavioral Intention. This result is in line 

with Chang (1998) in Atilgan-Inan and Karaca (2011) which 

stated that  the perception of volitional control or the perceived 

difficulty towards the behaviour will affect intention. It can be 

concluded that the greater individuals’ perceived behavioral 

control regarding Korean wave, the higher their intentions to buy 

Korean products. It is also supported by the demographic data 

(table 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8) which show that the higher the average 

scores in the Perceived Behavioral Control variable, the higher 

the average scores in the Behavioral Intention variable. Thus, H6 

is accepted. 

7. Perceived Behavioral Control towards Behavior 

 The result shows that the P value of Perceived Behavioral 

Control towards Behavior is 0.688, which is more than 5% (0.05). 

It means that Perceived Behavioral Control does not significantly 



affect Behavior. However, actually, it is related to H6 (PBC 

towards Behavioral Intention). It can be seen in Figure 1 and 2 

that Behavioral Intention has a direct line unto Behavior. Since 

PBC significantly affects Behavioral Intention, and Behavioral 

Intention significantly affects Behavior (it will be explained in the 

10th point later on), it can be concluded that PBC indirectly 

affects Behavior. The previous study held by Lim and Dubinsky 

(2005) hypothesised that perceived behavioural control will be 

positively associated with consumers’ purchase intention on the 

Internet. Moreover, they also stated that if someone have 

stronger intention to perform a behaviour, he/she would be 

more likely to engage in that behaviour. It can be concluded that 

Indonesian people who decide to buy Korean products are those 

who have enough confidence and high intention to buy them. 

Thus, H7 is rejected because PBC does not directly affect 

Behavior.  

8. Actual Control towards Perceived Behavioral Control 

 The result shows that the P value of Actual Control towards 

Perceived Behavioral Control is much less than 5% (0.05). It 

means that Actual Control significantly affects Perceived 

Behavioral Control. This result supports Foster and Cadogan 

(2000) who stated that price is the most important consideration 

for the average customer when purchasing products. 



Furthermore, Lichtenstein et al. (1993) in Bachleda, Fakhar, and 

Hlimi (2012) also said that higher prices are likely to negatively 

affect the probability of purchase. In other words, it can be said 

that money (resources) owned by the people affects their 

confidence in buying something (in this case is Korean products). 

It is also supported by the demographic data (table 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 

8) which show that the higher the average scores in the Actual 

Control variable, the higher the average scores in the Perceived 

Behavioral Control variable. Therefore, H8 is accepted. 

9. Actual Control towards Behavior 

 The result shows that the P value of Actual Control towards 

Behavior is 0.677, which is more than 5% (0.05). It means that 

Actual Control does not significantly affects Behavior. It does not 

support Sahni (1994) in Atilgan-Inan and Karaca (2011) who 

stated that factors such as skills, abilities (money/resources), 

time, and requisite information have significant roles in 

predicting and performing the behavior. Nevertheless, it has 

almost similar case with the discussion in the 7th point. In 

Figure 1 and 2, it is shown that Actual Control has a direct line 

to Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC), then PBC has a direct line 

to Behavioral Intention, and Behavioral Intention has a direct 

line to Behavior. It has been explained in the previous points 

that Actual Control significantly affects PBC (the 8th point) and 



PBC significantly affects Behavioral Intention (the 6th point). 

Later on, there would be an explanation (in the 10th point) that 

Behavioral Intention significantly affects Behavior. Therefore, it 

can be concluded that Actual Control indirectly affects Behavior. 

Indonesian people who have a lot of resources may not directly 

decide to buy Korean products because they may have some 

other considerations. Those who decide to buy Korean products 

are those who have enough resources, enough confidence, and 

high intention to buy Korean products. Thus, H9 is rejected 

because Actual Control does not directly affect Behavior. 

10. Behavioral Intention towards Behavior 

 The result shows that the P value of Behavioral Intention 

towards Behavior is much less than 5% (0.05). It means that 

Behavioral Intention significantly affects Behavior. It is in line 

with Lwin and Williams (2003) in Atilgan-Inan and Karaca (2011) 

who emphasised that the stronger the intention to perform a 

behavior, the greater the likelihood of the individual engaging in 

that behavior. It also strengthen the TPB by Ajzen 92008) which 

stated that in TPB, behavioral intention is an immediate 

antecedent of behavior. It is also supported by the demographic 

data (table 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8) which show that the higher the 

average scores in the Behavioral Intention variable, the higher 



the average scores in the Behavior variable. Thus, H10 is 

accepted. 


