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gow g A FE Aot HHo : o
1985~2005 =AIZHAl GAAEE AMESte] BHEATRI T RYow AEFE, T, w9, 7Ek
) A Roew AT FoAAS FAT A3 R HAREdE -0772 FAENT =1,
st FoAAE TS, HAeEAR wAtARH s FET A7 @ 2 /7] 7HE
W fEE o] A4E o] Fa UAthKim, Kang, Suh, 2008; Kim, Kim, Kang, 2007; Kim, Kim,
Suh, 2006; Kim, Yang, 2010).
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unk 3EINE FaFFG GRagre FAPPAS Ast, FHAARE HABh 480
A e Ara oo, HAH WaN =gt

TRYT, drady ¢ R A4S g8 R s A2 AN 23 g ves
ofd, ¥ AelM= Wl ek dnat V12, M e WS V1RAQ] JEE FaiA
AvE WA Sl ARE W % AEE Table 15 58 eI
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WA gee el FHUSE 289 WML b FEE wReta Yk Y Sk @<l
BT A Zejn] MM S gastal glow, B 500mt Z]Eelth & el vt
A MAE BF st F45 dAstaod, Zewel 7hAe] B4 diAQ Fads 52 9
FagFIAA BE W SAA ool gl Ao dERHTh o#fdt olf= <lsted, 500ml
LA TSR Fgdte] B4 AAelsE welEt

TR FEMSY, 5] $8 AuNee] NFan e WHOOA Fstar 9l
= ARE T st A4 WHOS 7 AHF AR 2008 S 7o ® dhal 7] wi



of @ AgelA= 20089 VR FEStoleh WA TR Ans AT dRE vl
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RGeS vl
Table 1. Variable description

Division Variable Explanation Source year

Consumption ~ per consumption Per capita beer consumption WHO 2008

BP1 500m¢ discounted beer prices WHO 2008

Price BP2 500m{ premium beer prices WHO 2008

SP liquor Price WHO 2008

Bamings per GDP Per capita income in terms of purchasing WDI 2008

power parity
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Table 2. Based statistics(2008)
. . Maximum  Minimum  Standard
Division Average Median Value Value Deviation
500m¢ discounted beer prices(us $) 1.223 0.990 3.650 0.250 0.721
500m¢ premium beer prices(us $) 1.962 1.900 4.380 0.540 0.898
Adult per capita Alcohol consumption(m) 7.385 7.030 16.270 0.170 4.514
Adult per capita Beer consumption(m{) 2.622 1.984 7.594 - 2.081
liquor Prices(us $) 10.736 4.975 57.900 0.170 13314
Per capita income(us $) 14,171 3,665 95,190 187 20,541
N2FASE Fa AT 5 e g dFe] WFAbA] Gl Zejug] BT 707)59) 3
THUE dddes mrhs Aotk 7H4 Aole dste Sikshe 44 200°J°ﬂ/\1 40091 TE E
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WA UG FF vl B Frhw Uegth @] 37 vl Auton 44 we
FEYE AT 5 odjlen, ols & AFlA JHAE onrt Aava A
Table 3. Comparison based statistics and Korea levels
L Based Statistics difference difference in
Division . Korea . .
Average Maximum Value in average  maximum
500m{ discounted beer prices(us $) 1.223 3.650 1.400 0.18 225
500m¢ premium beer prices(us $) 1.962 4.380 2.300 0.34 2.08
Alcohol consumption adult per capita(m{) 7.385 16.270 14.800 741 1.47
Beer consumption adult per capita(ml) 2.622 7.594 2.679 0.06 4.92
liquor Price(us $) 10.736 57.900 57.900 47.16 -
Fags 2o 9A Fo WS WAE TYLE B3 FeAsgh o oete] Wil B
ASA WoE wl, Fds o] BARE A3, Al AAAD AAeEA orE Fd
a7] 919 AAole & F Atk Fgwe 1& 25909 TR0 7o) BAZ YE R0l
A5 FF2NFPHE FH JBA 9SS AT & Ak o= AR AwlA e
A5 4uE 7ke] BAS ojnlahs Aow IR EF ojed Uvelzo] A4 Yrk: o]
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Figure 1. The relationship between Income and per capita alcohol consumption
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Figure 2. The relationship between beer price and per capita alcohol consumption
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483k %7hE 248 Bl
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3. AR B 42
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= A NA 7IRlseE ol deEh
5% 7bAe wYe] T Qo] BANOE felud A et etk o) WFaug
Aol EF7tAC] on] e GEgE vAA B udttE A 13} “er\iiul” Model(3)°ll A
ot 7t thES 1, WA tFe 002 AAg Ao, A or WFin o] ot oiF3t
Hastel B8-S Sulgh Bk Fee R quE Agsgon, $A4 Fo4e nelsel
Mg g Ao BEE A%E ANAYSS WalED
Table 4. Demand function estimated results of beer
Division Model(1) Model(2) Model(3)
c 2.404736 2.356296 2.254962
(6.29)%** (5.69)*** (5.70)%**
Pri -0.598142 -0.565691 -0.76076
e (-2.16)%** (-1.78)%** (-2.45)***
Income 6.44E-05 5.49E-05 5.57E-05
(6.64)*** (4.45)r++ (@.75)xx
Spirit pri i 0.016798 0.025435
pinit price (0.84) (1.32)
. 1.650287
Dcontinent - - (2.83)+++
R-square 0.34 0.33 0.40
Durbin-Watson stat. 1.42 1.72 1.77

Table 5= 2 dA39] 714 Q38 2ol 474 A
olM Zge] Aol 47418101 W g FRAGE B4R

5 Folw %(-)0 Fow o

ool WEIAe] & FULE WMFAvFo] vk AL onlhE £agse At

58 Heelth A59] A% Modle)® AT 2 o] dRAon EAROR Feld o
15l

19 F37F EEHATh ole A5 2 7SR

Table 5. Inverse demand function estimated results of beer

Division Model(1) Model(2) Model(3)
C 1.236103 1.121879 1.076723
(10.78) (8.48)*+ (8.37)%**
Beer consumption adult -0.08682 -0.080906 -0.11141
per capita(mf) (2.16)%* (1.78)* (2.45)%**%
Income 1.40E-05 7.06E-06 0.021735
(3.25)%* (1.34) (3.13)**
it Dri ) 0.019893 8.78E-06
Spinit price Q.77)w (1.72)*
. 0.566828
Dcontinent - - (Q.51)++*
R-square 0.11 0.20 0.27
Durbin-Watson stat. 225 2.09 2.01
5% H4e 2ge] TR glol BARCE fovld el FIvh AEHAG. ol W2
B BFAbAe JR4e A glon, Ase] FAGAe wet FAl] FEA sHde] AH
A7] wiolel vk
olelgt EF7tAN WErtA 3ho] wAl= T A XS AFeth dRkdor @
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SN W] ¥ A% BAAA EF ¥4 oM@t ol ol FAE Fis
Rl dHE 7HItE Alos dddn. dREYE Model3)ell A otz 7t 55 1, Y
A UES 002 AT Aolu, AviF oz W] ojeke] YF wwste] ¥&S ofv]dt
el g FAANE wEoR BT 44 WFAAL AEsuA @ H471Ae)
AEgAe FHE AAAFE @2 ARel HEste] ABshe Yol mZHA QolH
E A7 v E Model3)9] 232 nlgos AEshd I At 159 Table 63 2tk
Table 6. Fair price estimation results of Beer in Korea
Division Model(3) Data in Korea
Dependant Variable - 1.4
1.076723
Constant 837y 1.121879
-0.11141
PerC 243y 2.6788
0.021735
Income (.13 19,028
s 8.78E-06
spirit price (1.72)* 579
. 0.566828
Dcontinent (Q.51)*** 0
Fitted value 2203

A3 A (fitted value)E AbEShs WA 0 R AMEE Adks 220398 & 2008 7]E dwo] 14EY
Hrh oF 089 w2 FEolet @ glrk o= 2008'd°] FE 1110109 V]EoR Fitah,
@3t 8809 0] Aol BAFS odvjFth. B AT HEH B FHFEYLYe
A Agske ¥ deds WelEh oldd 23E F AAMNT A= BAH on= 500m
T 71IEeE T 19 FE Ve 52 Alwe] wapEoler dhrks Aotk wu] T Ee
e R JHAQVel e F8 A4S aesitely, 224 e AgE FRE F des 9
m gh},

4. 2%

B ATE WE AYAS 45 8 707 AR olgdtel G5adrE FEeL, o
MgoR 43tAS AEs e BHoR FYHUh AARNL Ba ehd Lagsst o
Fog5 A7k wgd] g A7AFY 5% FAH NS A dwolEn 2 Hol 7}
i Ao tehdth F7bE ARE o g3 BAA HEHow el 44 FF AHe
80091 A&o] Qo] Feasithe AdES st EA U= HdEs Hass W, &
Ae) el e E o, 25 $2 wsH QR A BRPL oy @k

T Al Slold das mpel w3 ZAI9 SATVE] F5EE §2 TR wds] o
Hrke Aol BT £ Az HEHOR dte] AHoE §F7 BiH F7) ol
el A 2 "HoblA X Aol Al AR Eeth ol d A E ek, o=
AAFEFHAS FHs] Aadel ARES AN ZHelA ovizt gut.
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Assessment of Optimum Liquor Price, Differentiated
by Country Data”

Bo-Young Kim', Won-nyun Kim*, Hyun-Seok Yang’

Abstract

Korea government raised cigarette price to discourage public’s smoking rate, which is
considered to be an important national health policy. Previous studies suggest that range of
cigarette price increase should be determined based on demand factors. Similar approach can
be made for a hedonic product such as liquor. Demand model was drawn from data of
seventy countries and the optimum price for liquor was determined based on this analysis.
Results suggest that increase of 800 KW from the current beer average price (i.e. 1400
KW) is appropriate. Current study has a limitation of omitting the difference in product
specification (i.e. alcohol contents), drinking culture of different countries. These factors may
have considerable influence on the liquor demand of consumers in different nations.
Nonetheless, the study provides a macro view of an approximate optimum price of liquor
which may be used by policy makers at national level. Furthermore, increase in price for
hedonic products with addictive natures (i.e. cigarette and liquor) may need to be changed
simultaneously to leverage on synergy effects. Thus, this analysis is timely output for
Korean circumstance.

Keywords : Optimum Liquor Price, Inverse Demand Function, Alcohol, Beer.
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