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Abstract This study investigated the operation criteria of
specialized complexes for horticultural production reflecting the
First, the analysis
activity included six factors: the group purchase of consumables
group purchase
cooperative seed raising, use of a common air

farmers’  preferences. of the communal
for common activity,
apparatus,
conditioning and heating system, cooperative shipping, and soil
results of the
Importance-Performance analysis can be summarized as follows.

of the greenhouse

examination and certification system. The
The factors requiring good management included the group
purchase of consumables for common activity, group purchase
of the greenhouse apparatus, and cooperative shipping. The
factors with a priority
and the use of a common air conditioning and

lower included cooperative seed
raising
heating system. While the importance of the soil examination
and certification system was low, the satisfaction was high, so
this factor needs to be managed to avoid overkill.
the analysis of information exchange and education included

six factors:

Second,

production technique information, greenhouse

facility management information, distribution-related information,
production technique education, greenhouse facility management
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education, and distribution-related education. The results of the

Importance-Performance  analysis can be summarized as
follows. The factor of production technique education was the
most important determinant, plus the factors requiring good
management  included information,
greenhouse facility management information, and distribution-

related information. The factors with a lower priority included

production  technique

greenhouse facility management education and distribution-
related education. Therefore, to enhance productivity through
facility modernization, the scaling up and creation of more
specialized horticulture complexes are recommended as policy
measures to gain export competitiveness. As
government is expected to expand the scale of specialized

the Korean
horticulture complexes, the results of this paper can be
widely utilized.

Key words: specialized complexes for horticultural production,
importance-preference activity,
information exchange and education
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o glom, 20139 ANGEATE o)} ko] Al ©A 70 or Higher 4 28
8- FREst ASETE, AT ] 9Ze EelelSe] 2} N‘o Response s5 3.5
W9 ez gRe) AAH A7} A saE o, 9 Middle School 15 105
A AEAAER] o] thek AFgAo] 7PAFe® UeRS Ao|th, Educat High School 95 66.4
-~ = ucation L
et s TR eddH dde Sl 5 University ” 189
Fol| W= oAEIEE xY3lZ Yt} (College) or Higher ’
AR AEA RS e AR 2 1AF oA No Response 6 42
ARANAE TFE Fojel Bk Y we w v o g o 3 1000
F TE FE 89s0] floH, AR AdATANEA Table 2. General Status of Horticultural Complex
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8 ;—1 o2 JgEr) Complex ’
A7) BAL Aot P 51ES WIOE Government-planned ; 49
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Al 21
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Table 3. Technology Adoption Method

Table 6. Local Community-linked Business

Classification Frequency Percent (%) MFe m AT
requency
Lectures .by. outside 71 29.7 8.0
specialists
Lectures by 16 6.7 1.8
foreign guests
Lectures by
Government 94 39.3 4.6
agencies
Education programs
of School Research 6 2.5 32
Institutes
Education programs
of Agricultural 7 29 3.6
Cooperative Federation
Lectures by Leading
Farms inside 45 18.8 12.3
Horticultural Complex
Total 239 100.0 -

Note: Respondents were allowed to give multiple responses.

Table 4. Decision Makers for Technology Adoption

Classification Frequency Percent(%)

By representatives 23 12.5

From meetings 88 47.8
According to schedule of 60 326

Government Agency Programs
According to schedule of School 10 54
Research Institute Programs

Etc. 3 1.6

Total 184 100.0

Note: Respondents were allowed to give multiple responses.

Table 5. Style of Farm Meeting in Horticultural Complex

Classification Frequency Percent (%)
Depending on situation 36 22.5
No official 88 55.0

meeting dates

Not specified 36 22.5
Total 160 100.0

Classification Mean S.D.

Annual number of 107 583

meetings inside Complex

Note: Respondents were allowed to give multiple responses.

ARolM Age AdAe] ety g9 SRR 78
(4.9%), NEGA] 1247(86.7%), FADA] 12 (8.4%)°] ATh.
A Gl theh A=A Aok, 23S FEl7t 89'8(62.2%)
o2 71 wekeH, tee e /NEEHEER 5078 (35.0%),
71E} 38(2.1%), SAPES) 1798(0.7%) w22 YERgon, 3o
ke W 257870l AR E Bt 1,608.9a0 AT
(Table 2).

LA Yol 7er4S she YHS A8 49, A
73S B8l Ve et 'd SR 94%(39.3%)

.
)
Olt

o Jept /M B uFe ANsen, 4t duw

Classification Frequency Percent (%)
Tourist Business 3 9.1
Information Business
(E-commerce) 4 121
Local Food Business 3 9.1
Agricultural Cooperative Federation
and Local Government 15 45.5
Brand Business
Etc. 8 242
Total 33 100.0

Note: Respondents were allowed to give multiple responses.

Table 7. Current status of Common Facilities

; . Government
0,
Classification Frequency  Percent(%) ST
Seed Raising Ground 12 5.8 12(100.0)
Separator 83 39.9 69(83.1)
Storehouse/Warehouse 71 34.1 66(93.0)
Shipping Vehicles 23 11.1 19(82.6)
Large Agricultural
Machinery 2 1.0 2(100.0)
Air Condétlomng/Heatmg 13 63 11(84.6)
ystem
House Employed
Manpower 4 1.9 1(25.0)
Total 208 100.0 180

Note: Respondents wereallowed to give multiple responses.
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Table 8. Importance and Performance of Communal Activity Factors

Importance” Performance®
Factor
Mean S.D. Ranking  Mean S.D. Ranking
Group Purchase of Consumables (for Common Activity) 3.57 1.242 1 3.24 1312 1
Group Purchase of Greenhouse Apparatus 341 1.302 2 3.07 1.377 2
Cooperative Seed Raising 2.64 1.377 5 2.24 1.333 5
(Use of) Common Air Conditioning and Heating System 1.82 1.356 6 1.38 0.948 6
Cooperative Shipping 3.29 1.505 3 2.99 1.451 3
Soil Examination and Certification System 2.90 1.469 4 2.62 1.457 4

D1=not important at all, 2=not important, 3=neutral, 4=important, 5=very important.
D1 =not satisfied at all, 2=not satisfied, 3=neutral, 4=satisfied, S=very satisfied.
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Kim and Cha, 2011), AJ€ll(Lee and Kim, 2010; Kim, 2011)
T FopollA thFastAl ARE-EAL Sl

EAAzE ylle] AREel o) ARtk A, AR
@2 Athel 4%, FREE BAT BEEE 2ol 43 D
2](Concentrate Here)7} a3+ JJoln, 4|, BAHEH(TS
Hehe Fawsl BEEsl BE B goom A&Hom
2 fA&(Keep Up The Good Work) L7} = £4do]
23 o= N £ k. AA, CAHEHES sid)
LEG MEEIL BE Yo} AFo] 4 ole) 71 SHE
FAENE RO E(Low Priority) F& o], UlA, DA
BRHES sthe Fame WA BEEs) go Bad
) #YZ WA (Possible Overkill) D27t AE FGolth
(Kim et al., 2012).

ofN ofN HE

A3 g a3

FoEwUEE RaZAs

SEASI WA AR A QeAEANEA ] Bk AE
of Y MY e BEH] SaA FREMEE BHL

Curr Res Agric Life Sci (2015) 33(1): 25-31

Table 9. Difference between Importance and Performance of Communal

Activity Factors

Factor Mean S.D.  Ranking
Group Purchase of Consumables
(for Common Activity) 0.32 0.861 4
Group Purchase of
Greenhouse Apparatus 0.34 0.832 3
Cooperative Seed Raising 0.39 1.114 2
(Use of) Common Air Conditioning 0.44 1117 |
and Heating System ’ ’
Cooperative Shipping 0.30 0.788 5
Soil Examination and
Certification System 0.28 0.859 6
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Table 10. Importance and Performance of Information Exchange and Education Factors
Importance” Performance?®
Factor
Mean S.D. Ranking Mean S.D. Ranking

Production Technique Information 4.36 0.808 1 3.86 1.025 3
Greenhouse Facility Management Information 434 0.806 2 3.92 0.965 1
Distribution-Related Information 4.29 0.854 3 3.90 1.053 2
Production Technique Education 4.24 0913 4 3.77 1.124 4
Greenhouse Facility Management Education 4.10 0.955 5 3.77 1.053 4
Distribution-Related Education 4.06 1.026 6 3.73 1.170 6

D1=not important at all, 2=ot important, 3=neutral, 4=important, 5=very important.
D1 =not satisfied at all, 2=not satisfied, 3=neutral, 4=satisfied, S=very satisfied.

262, TEEH A 224, Aol Hatgko] 1.38
TOE UFLI =& Ao Z UEPti(Table ).

<Table 9>& DA B ZA0) T3 T& FEREY &
v sk 7|25 A 7ol H, 2o
FTo%d Hjg] wEHEr} grks A
ASE o= vl HS

AR

%

P12 off & dlo 10 ox
o & 2 M oo
Mg I 2 ot o

ool 044, F5SE A 7AA FE Yl dig
o] ztz} 039¢} 034, ARE FETY 032,
EAA 2 QEAE 0282 YR, Fa5¢ H
< o AL PSS T S
o] EEvt W Foz HriEth

o2 AEWF 8 wSFE a3l theh PARY
1A ALt &2 elx ZHEg Aujsls w5 e
A dlEoA HEZARE W82 F ol FEoZ %

foi3
=

iy
_0|L
N
VO

ox 32

|

ol

Ark 7HA FES ATE FH

o~
e

A 3, a9 R 3f, Ale
-0

gul

(o o N
)

il

Iy

O
0 f:
1o
ol

ic)

o

ol

f

o

=

>

o

S

o

o

rJ
~ fg
vS o 2 rlo ofy

of
fo
o
)
o,
N
ol
kd

o,
o
tlo

©,

[eIR=R=]
AFHFF2 a2

B
k

Lém

o Heo® HRuF H

Ads BE aglo] 370149 Hdaks 7

olF 2AAA e AR FFol
=

T2

PR
o
o

A% An 6 386, AE 2§ 2 LANA B =
S0l gt W] 27 3772 vehdth sARtoE §%

A 2ol gk FE FHoll gk e Heto] 37391
12 Z A tH(Table 10).
<Table 11> YLt D2 ] FHuF 3

e et

et £ 29wl wEL] o] H|lwdt 7| ZEA L
olt}, AR $3 Hul(FERIYNSe BE 29l st

Table 11. Difference between Importance and Performance of
Information Exchange and Education Factors
Factor Mean S.D. Ranking
Production Te.chmque 0.50 0.999 1
Information
Greenhouse Facility
Management Information 042 0.982 3
Dlstrlbutlon-Belated 0.40 0.958 4
Information
Production T'echmque 0.48 1.100 2
Education
Greenhouse Facility
Management Education 0.34 0.956 >
Distribution-Related 033 1.040 6
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3.00 ['\ @

Importance
=

250

2,009

1.50

Performance

Note: 1) Group Purchase of Consumables, 2) Group Purchase of
Greenhouse Apparatus, 3) Cooperative Seed Raising, 4)
Common Air Conditioning and Heating System, 5) Cooperative
Shipping, 6) Soil Examination and Certification System

Figure 1. Comparison of Importance-Performance of Communal

Activity Factors.

4407

!

4.201

Importance

410 —

4.00

Performance

Note: 1) Production Technique Information, 2) Greenhouse Facility
Management Information, 3) Distribution-Related Information,
4) Production Technique Education, 5) Greenhouse Facility
Management Education, 6) Distribution-Related Education
Figure 2. Comparison of Importance-Performance of Information
Exchange and Education Factors.
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