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ABSTRACT : The goal of this study is to promote the spread of environmentally friendly agricultural products, which have been
receiving a lot of attention lately, as a way to improve food safety and quality. As a result of the increased labor input, increased
production costs, and an aging population, environmentally friendly agriculture is making it more difficult for farmers to expand their
enterprises. In the meantime, consumers find it difficult to spread eco-friendly agricultural products due to their high expectations for
safety and quality, as well as the desire to purchase products at a reasonable price. Previous studies have revealed differences in
perceptions between eco-friendly agricultural producers and consumers. In light of this, this study divided consumers based on their
characteristics (such as age, purchase history, health concerns, etc.), and different policies were proposed in order to increase
purchasing factors for each group based on their characteristics. In order to gather information for this study, general citizens were
asked about their perceptions of eco-friendly agricultural products, future purchase intentions and awareness, reliability, necessity,
purpose, and information sources. A two-step clustering analysis was conducted using nominal and continuous variables
simultaneously. The paper presents the three derived group differences (senior organic interest group, middle-aged organic interest
group, and indifferent young organics) as well as group differences for the purchasing/non-purchasing factor analysis and policy

improvement for each group. An eco-friendly agricultural product distribution proposal was made at the end of this article.
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Table 1. Respondent characteristics

1.00
Category " ”

Total 1,500 | 100.0

. Male 744 | 49.6
Female 756 | 50.4

20s 243 | 16.2

30s 228 | 15.2

Age 40s 279 | 18.6
50s 296 | 19.7

Above 60s 454 | 303
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1.00

Category - o

White color 622 | 41.5

Blue color 218 | 145

Self-employee 126 8.4

Occupation Agricult;lir:he/ril;;)restry / 27 1.8
Housewife 259 | 173

Student 80 53

Unemployed 168 | 11.2

Less than high school | 353 | 23.5

Education

Over college degree 1,147 | 76.5

< 2,000 151 10.0

l 2,000~4,000 445 | 29.7

(unit L won) 4,000~6,000 439 | 293
6,000~ 8,000 248 | 16.6

> 8,000 217 | 145

1 184 | 123

2 404 | 26.9

Family size 3 419 | 28.0

4 402 | 26.8

More than 5 91 6.1

Tuterest in health Interested 1,458 | 97.2
Not interested 42 2.8

Concerns about Concerned 1,164 | 77.6
food safety Not concerned 336 | 224
Awareness of Aware 1,208 | 80.5
eco-friendly agriculture Not aware 292 | 195
Buying eco-friendly Considered 1,082 | 72.1
agricultural products Not considered 418 | 279
Health effects of Effective 1,251 | 83.4
eco-friendly agriculture Not effective 249 | 166
Recent purchases of Experienced 1,126 | 75.1
eco-friendly agriculture Not experienced 374 | 24.9
A desire to purchase Desired 1,350 | 90.0
eco-friendly agriculture Not desired 150 | 10.0
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Table 2. Consumer Groups for Eco-Friendly Agricultural Products

D7 AR 2vKe] Fehd 2u1SY L P et AN

Cluster 1

Cluster 2

Cluster 3

(Senior organic interest group)

(A middle-aged organic group)

(Indifferent young organics)

Age

Above 60s

50s

20s

Recent organic food purchases

Experienced

Experienced

Not experienced

Eco-friendly agriculture:
Should we consider it?

Somewhat - very considerate

Somewhat considerate

Unconsiderated

Organic agricultural product
certification and logo awareness

Some I know about, but not their
details - I know their meaning

Some 1 know about,
but not their details

Some I know about, but not
their details — never saw or heard

Concerns with health

Very interested

Very - somewhat interested

Somewhat interested

The number of
agricultural purchases

3-4 times a week -
1-2 times a week

1-2 times a week

Once every 2 weeks

Where to buy
agricultural products

Groceries, supermarkets

Groceries, supermarkets

Groceries, supermarkets

Organic product
information source

Hypermarket/Department Store

Hypermarket/Department Store

Online portal site

Table 3. Comparison of factors influencing purchase/non-purchase of eco-friendly agricultural products

Senior organic A middle-aged Indifferent
Reasons to consume/non-consume organic food interest group organic group young organics | Total
(n=509, 33.9%) (n=656, 43.7%) (n=335, 22.3%)
SNS (Twitter, Instagram, etc.) 24 (4.7%) 35 (5.3%) 32 (9.6%) 91
™V 44 (8.6%) 64 (9.8%) 38 (11.3%) 146
Agency website 31 (6.1%) 19 (2.9%) 12 (3.6%) 62
Hypermarket/Department Store 117 (23.0%) 147 (22.4%) 50 (14.9%) 314
How do you find . . o o o
information on eco-friendly Online community (cafe, etc.) 36 (7.1%) 67 (10.2%) 29 (8.7%) 132
agricultural products? Online portal site 82 (16.1%) 122 (18.6%) 63 (18.8%) 267
(X?=44.802 p< 0.000) Paper (newspaper, magazine, etc. 30 (5.9% 19 (2.9% 14 (4.2% 63
p pap g
Acquaintances o
. 9.39 .39
(family, co-workers, etc.) 58 (11.4%) 61 (9.3%) 48 (14.3%) 167
Eco-friendly agricultural 83 (16.3%) 118 (18.0%) 46 (13.7%) 247
products specialty store
How effsctive is it 1o Very effective 161 (31.6%) 83 (12.7%) 12 (3.6%) 256
consume eco-friend]y Effective 323 (635%) 467 (712%) 205 (612%) 995
agricultural products? Not very effective 25 (4.9%) 105 (16.0%) 112 (33.4%) 242
2~
(X*=231.416 p=< 0.000) No Effect at all 0 (0.0%) 1 (02%) 6 (1.8%) 7
) ) Very high 44 (8.6%) 7 (1.1%) 0 (0.0%) 51
How much information do you
see being acquired on organic Relativel high 168 (33.0%) 124 (18.9%) 13 (3.9%) 305
agriculture, organic products, Normal 232 (45.6%) 345 (52.6%) 129 (38.5%) 706
and organic processed foods? Relatively low 59 (11.6%) 161 (24.5%) 139 (41.5%) 359
(X?=336.750 p< 0.000)
Very low 6 (1.2%) 19 (2.9%) 54 (16.1%) 79
Supportive 216 (42.4%) 168 (25.6%) 42 (12.5%) 426
Are you in favor of expanding Somewhat agree 284 (55.8%) 432 (65.9%) 195 (58.2%) 911
organic farming practices? -
(X?=233.203 p< 0.000) Somewhat disagree 9 (1.8%) 54 (8.2%) 77 (23.0%) 140
Disagree 0 (0.0%) 2 (0.3%) 21 (6.3%) 23
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Senior organic A middle-aged Indifferent
Reasons to consume/non-consume organic food interest group organic group young organics Total
(n=509, 33.9%) (n=656, 43.7%) (n=335, 22.3%)
What is your trust level in Reliable 91 (17.9%) 50 (7.6%) 9 (2.7%) 150
eco-ﬁ‘iendly agricu]tural Generally reliable 366 (719%) 489 (745%) 204 (609%) 1059
products? Unreliable 51 (10.0%) 112 (17.1%) 103 (30.7%) 266
(X*=125.468 o< 0.000) No reliable 1 (0.2%) 5 (0.8%) 19 (5.7%) 25
Health and safety 395 (84.4%) 496 (76.0%) 2 (33.3%) 893
Ofﬁc}llally accredited by 1 (02%) 18 (2.8%) 0 (0.0%) 0
What’s the biggest reason to the government
i icultural R« i h
buy organic/agricultural educing greenhouse 5 (1.1%) 13 (2.0%) 0 (0.0%) 3
products? gases and carbon
(X?=59.460 p< 0.000) Keepi 1 1
ping rural areas clean, 0 0 0
healthy, and ecological 10 (2.1%) 22 (3.4%) 1 (16.7%) 51
Taste, shape, color, etc. 22 (4.7%) 29 (4.4%) 0 (0.0%) 74
Prices are higher than regular 19 (46.3%) 1 (33.3%) 168 (51.1%) 188
agricultural products.
Quality (shape, color, etc.) is
Why didn’t you purchase the same as general 1 (2.4%) 1 (33.3%) 26 (7.9%) 28
eco-friendly agricultural agricultural products
products/organic processed It’s not trustworthy to certify o . o
foods last year? eco-friendly agricultural products 12 (29.3%) 0 (0.0%) 24 (7:3%) 36
(X*=35.981 p< 0.005) I don’t care about
0, 0, 0,
eco-friendly products. 1 (2.4%) 1 (33.3%) 49 (14.9%) 51
Eco-ftiendly products are 2 (4.9%) 0 (0.0%) 34 (10.3%) 36
unfamiliar to me.
Cost 61 (12.0%) 121 (18.4%) 111 (33.1%) 293
Simplicity 31 (6.1%) 62 (9.5%) 40 (11.9%) 133
Which factors are most Locals or not 120 (23.6%) 95 (14.5%) 30 (9.0%) 245
important to you?
(X>=112.862 p< 0.000) Safe and clean 64 (12.6%) 58 (8.8%) 28 (8.4%) 150
Quality 214 (42.0%) 315 (48.0%) 119 (35.5%) 648
Eco-protection 11 (22%) 3 (0.5%) 4 (12%) 18
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Table 4. Policy comparisons for spreading eco-friendly agriculture

Senior organic A middle-aged Indifferent
Reasons to consume/non-consume organic food interest group organic group young organics Total
(=509, 33.9%) | (n=656, 43.7%) | (n=335, 22.3%)
Supervision of certification 93 (18.3%) 170 (25.9%) 83 (24.8%) 346
management for illegal distribution
Enhanlcmg the benefits of e.co-fr?endly 54 (10.6%) 64 (9.8%) 28 (8.4%) 146
agricultural products certification
How can eco-friendly Certification of eco-friendly 51 (10.0%) 77 (11.7%) 48 (143%) 176
agricultural product agricultural products
certification be activated? |  Consumer interest in eco-friendly 0 0 0
(X?=40.637 p< 0.000) agricultural products 19 (3.7%) 35 (5:3%) 33 09%) 87
Eco'f“egizi;grs';‘ﬁ;”aﬁs product 249 (48.9%) 258 (39.3%) 112 (33.4%) 619
Technology development for N o o
cco-fiendly sericulturs 43 (8.4%) 51 (7.8%) 31 (9.3%) 125
Which of the following Purchasing convenience and accessibility 108 (21.2%) 161 (24.5%) 88 (26.3%) 357
is most urgent to A more rigorous certification process 101 (19.8%) 115 (17.5%) 71 (21.2%) 287
increase the purchase A transparent and fair sales process 129 (25.3%) 120 (18.3%) 56 (16.7%) 305
of eco-friendly Item variety 37 (7.3%) 90 (13.7%) 39 (11.6%) 166
agricultural products? | Eppancing quality (shape, color, taste 47 (9.2% 81 (12.3% 34 (10.1% 162
g quality P!
2=
(X*=31.129 p< 0.005) Cost-effective 86 (16.9%) 88 (13.4%) 47 (14.0%) 21
Distribution and sales transparency 115 (22.6%) 173 (26.4%) 95 (28.4%) 383
Certification system procedures
Which information do and s}tlandarcfs 64 (12.6%) 89 (13.6%) 54 (16.1%) 207
you think is most ; -
Publ fit of eco-fi I
important when ublic benefit of eco-friendly 29 (5.7%) 48 (7.3%) 28 (8.4%) 105
. . agricultural products
buying eco-friendly St : ond]
agricultural products? :fltz l‘t’ r:lco'rofnctsy 246 (48.3%) 201 (44.4%) 120 (35.8%) 657
(X2=20.247 p< 0.05) gricultural produ
Technology and environment of 55 (10.8%) 53 (8.1%) 38 (11.3%) 146
eco-friendly agriculture
Developing and o o 0
disseminating tochnology 62 (12.2%) 65 (9.9%) 45 (13.4%) 172
Awareness of farms and
What do you think is active. production 86 (16.9%) 74 (11.3%) 41 (12.2%) 201
m"s(ti lmf(’“amtf"rf the Consumers’ active purchases 42 (83%) 53 (8.1%) 32 (9.6%) 127
evelopment o — - .
organic farming? Q“a"tyn‘_“:pi?"‘mst a‘éd grgamc 66 (13.0%) 79 (12.0%) 44 (13.1%) 189
(X*=24.049 p< 0.05) certifica lon.sa.n a.r s
Sa;:zc‘;:: ;C‘tsitvr::iu;'lon 66 (13.0%) 104 (15.9%) 54 (16.1%) 24
Active support from the government 178 (35.0%) 265 (40.4%) 104 (31.0%) 547
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