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Abstract

This study was carried out to investigate the consumption behaviors of environmentally-friendly agricultural products,
including satisfaction of purchases. Questionnaires completed consumers were statistically analyzed. Regarding purchase
frequencies of environmentally-friendly agricultural and animal products, consumers consumed them 1 time per month. No
significant differences in consumption by age, living area, family type, or BMI were found. Exactly 38.2% of consumers
preferred to purchase items in the packing amount of 0.2-0.5 kg, whereas 39.7% of consumers preferred amounts from 0.5-
1.0 kg. Significant differences in packing amount were found according to age (p<0.05) and family type (p<0.01).
However, there were no significant differences according to living area or BMI group. Many consumers made decisions
based on the outer packing label (69.6%). Significant differences by age and living area were not found, whereas there was
significant difference according to family type (p<0.05). Consumers answered that they purchased products in a general
supermarket (24.7%) and cooperative (24.2%). Significant differences were found by age and living area (p<0.01) but not
by family type. Consumer satisfaction of purchases scored 3.39 out of 5 points. In conclusion, significant differences in
consumer satisfaction were not found according to age, living area, family type, or BMI.
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<Table 1> Distribution of respondents by ages, living areas, family
types, and BMI groups

Classification RS

MN) (%)
N >40 93 41.7
£es <40 130 583
Livi Big city 191 84.9
IVING areaS - grnall and Medium city 34 15.1
Famil Small family 172 83.9
amily PES 1 arge family 33 16.1
. Normal weight 84 412

BMI .
Overweight 120 58.8

DBMI (Body Mass Index): Weight (kg)/Height (m)>.

=
Mass Index, kg/(m)*)7} 23.0Ul‘ﬂ—8— Xé*o* ]v, 2223l 23.00]
e AT T Vi 2FoE el AR THKorean
J. Obes. 2000).
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<Table 2> Frequency of purchase for environmentally-friendly agricultural products N (%)
Classification Llon3 i) ibess i 2 1/week WIZS e Total x>-test
week week month

=40 5 10 17 51 83
Ages 6.0) (12.0) (20.6) (61.4) (100) y2-values
<40 5 23 32 62 122 D349

= @.1) (18.9) (26.2) (50.8) (100)

Big city 3 26 48 102 179
Living areas g 1.7 (14.5) (26.8) (57.0) (100) yx2-values
& Small and 2 2 7 14 25 P 428"

Medium city (8.0) (8.0) (28.0) (56.0) (100)

Small famil 9 26 42 95 172
' Y (52) (15.1) (24.4) (55.3) (100) -values
Family types " p p 3 3 . 1,04

Large family (3.0) 212) 212) (54.6) (100)

4 12 24 44 84

Normal weight

I gh 4.8) (14.3) (28.6) (52.4) (100) -values
Overweight 5 21 25 68 119 D175

42) (17.6) (21.0) (57.1) (100)

10 33 49 113 205

Total 4.9) (16.1) (23.9) (55.1) (100) i

NSNot-significant (p>0.05).
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<Table 3> Frequency of purchase for environmentally-friendly animal products N (%)
Classification More than 3/ Less than 2/ 1/ week More than 1/ Total y-test
week week month
~40 2 12 17 50 81
Ages 2.5) (14.8) (21.0) 61.7) (100) y2-values
<40 3 16 38 65 122 : 2.57
= (2.5) (13.1) (1.1 (533) (100)
Bic ci 3 26 48 102 179
Living areas g cty 1.7 (14.5) (26.8) (57.0) (100) yx2-values
¢ Small and 2 2 7 14 25 D 428
Medium city (8.0) (8.0) (28.0) (56.0) (100)
Small famil 5 24 45 97 171
Family types Y (2.9) (14.0) (26.3) (56.7) (100) -values
Laree fami 0 4 10 18 32 D123
e Y 0) (12.5) (13) (56.3) (100)
2 13 19 50 84
Normal weight
BMI gh 24 (15.5) (22.6) (59.5) (100) y2-values
Overweight 2 15 36 65 118 D 1.68%
1.7 12.7) (30.5) (55.1) (100)
4 28 55 115 202
Total (2.0) (13.9) (272) (56.9) (100) i
NSNot-significant (p>0.05).
<Table 4> Amount of purchase for environmentally-friendly agricultural products N (%)
Classification 100 (g) 200-500 500-1,000 1,000 Total x>-test
=40 17 32 19 13 81
Ages (21.0) (39.5) (23.5) (16.0) (100) -values
<40 14 45 27 37 123 1 7.04%
= (11.4) (36.6) (22.0) (30.0) (100)
Bie ci 28 69 39 44 180
. g city (15.6) (38.3) (21.9) (24.4) (100) y2-values
Living areas NS
Small and 3 9 7 6 25 2 0.61
Medium city (12.0) (36.0) (28.0) (24.0) (100)
Small famil 28 70 37 36 171
Family types Y (16.4) (40.9) (21.6) (21.1) (100) -values
Large famil 3 8 o 13 33 LT
e Y ©.1) (24.2) 273) (39.4) (100)
10 34 20 20 84
Normal weight
Ml gh (11.9) (40.5) (23.8) (23.8) (100) -values
Overweight 21 44 26 29 120 D130
(17.5) (36.7) (21.7) (242) (100)
31 78 46 49 204
Total (152) (382) (22.5) (24.0) (100) i
*p<0.05, Not-significant (p>0.05).
she AR UERHT o) AT AR BH, Aol 2) X187 SAk=
S 2R Febolu 7S Feoll A AT WA ZH|REe] 21873 SARES] Y ES <Table 5>9F 22t}
A= Ao T LR} o)= 7EEASlo] o A 70 FAkEo] AA Hae 0.5~1.0 kg T27F 7P Bol 74
gk Ao g Azt (39.7%)3k= AR UEREO™, 1 T2 0.2~0.5 kg 9]
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<Table 5> Amount of purchase for environmentally-friendly animal products N (%)
Classification 10 (g) 200-500 500-1,000 1,000 Total y-test
~40 17 25 27 12 81
Aocs (21.0) (30.9) (33.3) (14.8) (100) -values
£ <10 9 36 54 23 122 : 8.98*
= (7.4) (29.4) (443) (18.9) (100)
Bie ci 26 54 68 32 180
o g city (14.4) (30.0) (37.8) (17.8) (100) y2-values
Living areas . 530N
Small and 0 8 13 3 24 Lo
Medium city (0.0) (33.3) (54.2) (12.5) (100)
Small famil 24 51 73 23 171
' Y (14.0) (29.8) 2.7 (13.5) (100) -values
Family types farmil 2 1 8 11 32 - 10.61*
Large family (63) (34.4) (24.9) (34.4) (100)
. 9 25 37 13 84
. Normal weight (10.7) (29.8) (44.0) (15.5) (100) -values
Overmeiaht 17 37 44 21 119 127
g (14.3) (3L.1) (37.0) (17.6) (100)
Total 26 62 81 35 204 i
(12.7) (30.4) (39.7) (17.2) (100)
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, NSNot-significant (p>0.05).
<Table 6> Certification of environmentally-friendly agricultural and animal products N (%)
P . Trace- Packing >
Classification Seller asking ability check  label check Non-check Others Total X -test
=40 14 6 58 3 2 83
Ages (16.9) (7.2) (69.9) (3.6) 24 (100) y2-values
<40 20 5 86 7 6 124 P 2.16M
= (16.1) 4.0) (69.5) (5.6) 4.8) (100)
Bic ci 29 7 131 9 7 183
Living: areas g city (15.8) (3.8) (71.6) 4.9 (3.9) (100) x>-values
& Small and 5 4 14 1 1 25 :7.20%
Medium city (20.0) (16.0) (56.0) (4.0) (4.0) (100)
Small famil 26 10 123 10 4 173
Pl Y (15.0) (5.8) (71.1) (5.8) 23) (100) -values
amily types Laree famil 7 1 2 0 4 34 £ 9.68"
g Y (20.6) 2.9) (64.7) (0.0) (11.8) (100)
Total 34 11 144 10 8 207 )
(16.4) (5.3) (69.6) (4.8) (3.9) (100)
*p<0.05, MNot-significant (p>0.05).
2 FYsisleh. mEbA 218 S-S diAAo® 0.5~1.0 18 F5AREe] Rloj ol Agk SEAL A HdtS
kg TRIE ks A% AHREA] £2 RS B A HAEIZAE FRlstar 7P Bol $E38FA3L(69.6%), L th
OS2 ARHT it A 710] T B AR (54.8%) & wOoE WAl E=th(16.4%)aL Sk o#fe SR

2 0.6kgS] TR 13] FYshe 202 BRI (Kim &
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<Table 7> Places of purchasing by ages, living areas, and family types N (%)
Ages Living areas Famil es
Classification £ € Y 5P Total
>40 <40 Big city Small city Small family  Large family
Supermarket 23 32 47 8 49 6 55
P (24.7) (24.6) (24.6) (242) (26.3) (162) (24.7)
Direct marketin 12 42 44 10 46 7 53
e (12.9) (323) (23.0) (30.3) (24.6) (18.9) (23.8)
Cooperative 24 30 41 13 42 12 54
P (25.8) (23.1) (21.5) (39.4) (22.6) (32.4) (242)
Big discount mart 27 22 >0 0 41 9 50
8 (29.0) (16.9) (26.2) (0.0) (22.0) (243) (22.4)
Department 4 3 5 2 5 2 7
P 43) 23) 2.6) 6.1 @2.7) (5.4) @3.1)
. . 3 1 4 0 3 1 4
Home/internet shopping 32) (0.8) @.1) (0.0) (1.6) @7 (1.8)
Total 93 130 191 33 186 37 223
(100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)

Statistic-test y-values : 14.73%*

y*-values : 14.77%*

y*-values : 3.96™ -

*+p<0.01, MNot-significant (p>0.05).
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ol SHA= 10.5%8ta Rsh AxHn) 2 $£F02 1}
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<Table 8> Degree of satisfaction for purchase of environmentally-
friendly agricultural and animal products

Classification Mean+SD t-test

A >40 3.39+0.76"  t-values
£es <40 3.40£0.88 : -0.15M
Livi Big city 3.40+0.81  t-values
IVING Ar€3S  grall and medium city  3.3240.94  : 047
Famil Small family 3.36+0.81  t-values
amily types Large family 3568096  : -125"
Normal weight 3.40+0.81  t-values
BMI . NS

Overweight 3.39+0.85 :0.07

Total 3.39+0.83 -

NSNot-significant (p>0.05).
DMeans of satisfactory degree were evaluated from 1 point (very
bad) to 5 points (very good) by 5-points Likert's scale.
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