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ABSTRACT : Recently, the value and awareness of Environment-friendly agriculture in terms of sustainability are gradually

increasing not only globally but also in South Korea. Accordingly, several previous studies have mentioned the necessity of

expanding Environment-friendly agriculture and supporting farmers. But studies reflecting the opinions of actual farmers are

insufficient. In this study, opinions on the status of Environment-friendly agriculture, overall perception, and certification system

were investigated and analyzed for those engaged in Environment-friendly agriculture and Conventional agriculture. It was intended

to derive humanities and social implications that could be generalized through a quantitative approach of the national population,

and basic data based on the field were prepared that could be reflected in future agricultural policies. To this end, a regression

analysis of satisfaction with the Environment-friendly certification system was conducted to derive significant variables. As a result,

it was found that age and the expertise of the certification authority and the role of the related agency had a positive relationship

with the satisfaction of the certification system. On the other hand, duration of Environment-friendly agriculture, the strictness

of the certification standards and the lack of benefits for certified farmers had a negative relationship with the satisfaction of the

certification system. From this, although the reliability of the certification system and the certification authority itself is high, the

necessity of improving the system further considering the reality of the rural environment was derived. From a mid to long-term

perspective, this study, which investigated the perceptions and conditions of actual farmers to expand Environment-friendly

agriculture, can contribute to improving Environment-friendly agriculture policies in the future.
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Table 1. An overview of the survey

Survey items

Classification

Environment-friendly agriculture workers

Conventional agriculture workers

Participant

Farmers who engaged in certified Environment-friendly agriculture

Farmers who engaged in Conventional agriculture

Method of survey

Face to face interview

Sampling method

Purposive Sampling through considering the proportion of
Environment-friendly farmers by region

Random Sampling through rural survey unit
"Survey within 5 households per unit

Survey area

Gangwon - Gyeonggi (60), Sejong + Chungbuk - Chungnam (90),
Gyeongnam - Gyeongbuk (90), Jeonnam - Jeonbuk (114), Jeju (26)

Gyeonggi (100), Chungnam (100), Jeonbuk (100),
Jeonnam (100), Gyeongbuk (100)

Total valid sample

380

500

Survey period

2022. 11. 10 ~ 2022. 12. 09

2023. 07. 07 ~ 2023. 08. 18
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Table 3. Survey items of awareness of Environment-friendly agriculture

Classification

Level of empathy for Environment-friendly agricultural public interest factors

Awareness of the Environment-friendly certification system

Awareness of Environment-friendly Intention to continue/convert Environment-friendly agriculture

agriculture Environment-friendly agricultural farming/expected difficulties

Potential for the development of Environment-friendly agriculture

Satisfaction of Environment-friendly agriculture by region (Environment-friendly agriculture workers only)

Table 4. Major issues of the Environment-friendly agricultural certification system

Classification

Overly strict standards of certification

Appropriateness of certification authority

Major issues of the
Environment-friendly agricultural
certification system

Possible detection of harmful components unrelated to me

Lack of certified farm benefits

Complexity of certification documents and administrative procedures

Evaluation of prevention of illegal distribution by related agencies
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Table 5. Level of empathy for Environment-friendly agricultural public interest factors (%)

Classification Improvement of | Reduction of soil | The expansion of| Rural culture Revitalization of

water quality pollution biodiversity diversity the rural economy
Environment-friendly agriculture workers 97.1 95.3 92.6 81.8 73.2
Conventional agriculture workers 87.0 84.6 51.8 524 54.4

* Base=Environment-friendly agriculture workers (N=380), Conventional agriculture workers (N=500)

Table 6. Awareness of the Environment-friendly certification system (%)

Classification Environment-friendly agriculture workers (%) Conventional agriculture workers (%)
Well aware of it 28.7 12
Moderately aware of it 67.4 62.6
Don’t properly aware of it 39 36.2

* Base=Environment-friendly agriculture workers (N=380), Conventional agriculture workers (N=500)

Table 7. Intention to continue/convert Environment-friendly agriculture (%)

Classification Environment-friendly agriculture workers (%) Conventional agriculture workers (%)
Have intention 93.4 8.2
Don’t have intention 5.8 91.8
Non-response 0.8 -
Total 100.0 100.0

* Base=Environment-friendly agriculture workers (N=380), Conventional agriculture workers (N=500)
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Table 8. Environment-friendly agricultural farming/expected difficulties (%)

Classification Environment-friendly agriculture | Conventional agriculture workers
workers (%) (%)
Complex certification system 124 10.4
Unstable farming profits 9.2 22
Difficulty in securing a market 22.6 4.0
A lack of Environment-friendly agricultural information/technology 1.1 21.6
The issue of securing human resources 15.3 16.8
High production costs 332 -
A lack of consumer demand/interest 53 -
Difficulty in Environment-friendly cultivation technology - 34.2
A small output - 10.8
Others/non-response 0.9 -
Total 100.0 100.0

* Base=Environment-friendly agriculture workers (N=380), Conventional agriculture workers (N=500)

Table 9. Potential for the development of Environment-friendly agriculture (%)

Classification Environment-friendly agriculture workers (%) Conventional agriculture workers (%)

Very positive 16.6 1.6
A bit positive 384 61.6
Neutral 26.3 -

A bit negative 15.5 342
Very negative 2.9 2.6
Non-response 0.3 -

Total 100.0 100.0

* Base=Environment-friendly agriculture workers (N=380), Conventional agriculture workers (N=500)
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Table 10. Satisfaction of Environment-friendly agriculture by region (%)

Classification (%) Highly satisfied | Moderately satisfied | Neutral | Moderately dissatisfied | Highly dissatistied
Gyeonggi (48) 14.6 354 333 12.5 4.2
Gangwon (12) 0.0 583 25.0 16.7 0.0
Chungbuk (21) 19.0 47.6 19.0 14.3 0.0
Sejong + Chungnam (69) 18.8 27.5 36.2 13.0 43

Region |Jeonbuk (44) 9.1 40.9 38.6 9.1 23
Jeonnam (70) 14.3 47.1 30.0 8.6 0.0
Gyeongbuk (57) 53 45.6 24.6 19.3 5.3
Gyeongnam (33) 3.0 21.2 51.5 18.2 6.1
Jeju (26) 7.7 46.2 26.9 19.2 0.0

Total 11.6 39.2 32.6 13.7 29

" Base=Environment-friendly agriculture workers (N=380)
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Table 11. Overall satisfaction to certification system (%)

I STt H|80] 38.7%= 7F EQttHTable 11). AR}
9] 41.1%7} @ A|kof TEstal ot vi- ThE2 8.7%
of JX= AoE UEith B3 AYALE viges A
A5 QISA T 8 olg 67FA]°f thsf] 1~-55 HZ (-
F83% olfthF 83t olfretal ARt/ E g oo/ a5t
A 9 olqpth/mle- R 5HA] gF2 o|FthE RARE A,
82.2%9] SHAt IS5V e BE5S Fa3%t ot
B7F5FAtHTable 12). o]ojAl e} Faigt {sf/d+wo] 4
=4 7FsA(71.9%), JAS71E9 dA8(71.1%), JASAF
2 FFER B (66.8%), VST HEA(64.4%), TA)

e Highly Moderately Moderately Highly
lassifi 9 . . N 1 . L Non-
Classification (%) satisfied satisfied eutra dissatistied dissatisfied on-response
Environment-friendly agriculture workers 8.7 32.4 38.7 13.9 53 1.0

* Base=Environment-friendly agriculture workers (N=380)

Table 12. Evaluation of Environment-friendly agricultural workers on major issues of the Environment-friendly agricultural

certification system (%)

Classification (%) Very major issue | Major issue | Neutral | Minor issue | Very minor issue | Non-response
1) Overly strict standards of certification 35.8 353 22.4 34 2.6 0.5
2) Appropriateness of certification authority 19.7 447 28.7 4.7 1.1 1.1
3) Possible detection of harmful components 366 353 15.5 74 39 13
unrelated to me
4) Lack of certified farm benefits 53.8 28.4 12.6 2.6 1.1 1.3
5) Con%pliexny' of certification documents and 297 371 276 34 L1 L1
administrative procedures
6) Management to Prevent illegal distribution 211 36.8 8.9 39 29 13
of related agencies

* Base=Environment-friendly agriculture workers (N=380)
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Table 13. Regression analysis of the satisfaction of Environment-friendly agriculture workers with Environment-friendly

certification system

Unstandardized Standardized
coefficient coefficient | t-yalue Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant)
Age 0.011" 0.005 0.106 2.239 0.026
Duration of Environment-friendly agriculture -0.081" 0.037 -0.100 -2.201 0.028
Experience of cancellation of Environment-friendly certification (Experience 1)| -0.039 0.111 -0.015 -0.352 0.725
Recognition level of Environment-friendly certification system -0.139 0.086 -0.072 -1.629 0.104
Evaluation of certification system issues
Strictness of certification standards 0256 | 0.053 -0.256 -4.867 | 0.000
The professionalism of a certification organization 0323 0.056 0.277 5.777 0.000
Possible detection of harmful components 0.024 0.045 0.027 0.544 0.587
Lack of certified farm benefits -0.132° 0.055 -0.114 -2.377 0.018
Complexity of certification procedures -0.089 0.058 -0.080 -1.531 0.127
Management to prevent illegal distribution of related agencies 0351 0.048 0.353 7323 0.000
R*= 0.596, adjusted R= 0.337
T p<05 7 p<01 7 p<.001
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