Korean J. Org. Agric. 23
Volume 25, Number 1: 23-35, February 2017 ISSN 1229-3571 (Print)
http://dx.doi.org/10.11625/KJOA.2017.25.1.23 ISSN 2287-819X (Online)

2o A AF 7Rl t3E A7

A Study on the Value of Environmental-friendly’s
Certification for the Rice

Kim, Ji-Hoon - Yang, Sung-Bum

The objective of this study is to analyze a price of environment-friendly and
conventional rice with POS data. And we estimate the value of environment-
friendly’s certification with hedonic price model. In case of price level, organic
and pesticide-free rice is higher than conventional rice, 22.5% and 10.6%,
respectively. In contrast, price variation of conventional rice is higher environment-
friendly rice. The value of organic and pesticide are 839.5 Won and 313.7 Won,
respectively. As time goes by, the certification’s value goes down in environment-
friendly rice. In particular, price level and certification’s value of pesticide-free rice
is similar with conventional rice. The results of this study show that price of the
environment-friendly rice is not higher than expected. Therefore it is necessary to
establish a new marketing and promotion strategies for environment-friendly rice.

Key words : environmental-friendly’s certification value, rice, hedonic price model
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Table 1. Basic statistics of POS data

Variables N Mean S.D. C.V.
Mart 91 4,101.2 631.9 0.154
Organic Cooperative 260 3,588.3 219.8 0.061
Sub total 351 3,738.6 390.6 0.104
Mart 279 3,559.1 672.5 0.189
Pesticide-free Cooperative 194 3,098.8 358.0 0.116
Sub total 473 3,375.5 604.3 0.179
Mart 3,998 3,052.0 679.3 0.223

Conventional Cooperative - - - -
Sub total 3,998 3,052.0 679.3 0.223

C.V.: Coefficient of Variance = S.D./Mean
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Fig. 1. Changes on rice price (monthly).
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Table 2. Testing on mean and variance difference

Variables % of mean t value F value
Organic& Conventional 22.5% 29.274" 3.025™"
Pesticide-free Conventional 10.6% 9.904™" 1.264™
Organic© Pesticide-free 10.8% 10.452" 2.394™"

" p<0.10, " p<0.05, " p<0.01

A5 4 Ao MAFES Bl AT A= Table 337 2ok 7187 B
BA7HEL 20150 495E 69, 11LFE 129714 9] 57] 22 AYslae SAZOE 2o
7 Aok ol FE 2015¢ 3E7HA & fr1Eo] #PART =S TS FA

e #YE AT BAHOE Aolrt flvks A& onldith Feopda Age] Pt

ol



28

oy
N
ol

AL 20139 59, 69, 104, 20141 11€9] 47) 25 ALJg BE oA FAHC=Z Zo]7}
Atk o= AA ATl frEEw Feopdy AA 11 7 Aole A9 fltke AL 9
nete, 7183 ARl A9 A 7HA Aolrt 25D Uvke AS gtk
Table 3. Testing on mean difference for rice price (monthly)
Organic Pesticide-free Conventional
F value
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
2013.01 3,700.1° 365.5 3,357.2% 452.6 3,059.4° 581.3 7.697"
2013.02 3,709.5° 364.5 3,357.6® 452.2 3,045.6 563.9 8.771°"
2013.03 3,801.4° 314.5 3,372.8° 434.1 3,012.5° 576.5 11.058™
2013.04 3,760.6 281.3 3,396.3% 470.3 3,059.6° 575.5 10.366™"
2013.05 3,764.0° 292.9 3,431.1° 473.6 3,047.3° 571.8 11.297"
2013.06 3,759.8" 298.3 3,426.3° 476.0 3,045.4° 559.2 11.629™
2013.07 3,864.4" 305.7 3,413.4" 474.1 3,049.4° 556.1 12,5717
2013.08 3,875.0° 318.7 3,459.9° 505.3 3,050.4° 556.2 12.896"
2013.09 3,872.3 303.6 3,464.8% 480.7 3,084.6° 615.4 10.646™
2013.10 3,815.1° 351.9 3,440.1° 481.5 3,096.1° 630.2 7.135™
2013.11 3,456.5° 397.2 3,440.0° 494.1 3,078.8" 650.9 6.782""
2013.12 3,773.3° 426.9 3,341.8% 650.9 3,070.3° 671.4 5.079™"
2014.01 3,767.1° 404.5 3,290.8° 481.2 3,096.6° 669.8 52617
2014.02 3,756.9° 388.5 3,327.6® 447.1 3,086.0° 671.8 5507
2014.03 3,765.7* 343.3 3,305.0° 398.3 3,029.9° 664.8 7.422"
2014.04 3,734.9° 360.6 3,278.3° 430.5 3,019.8° 652.8 7.140™
2014.05 3,620.4° 623.3 3,264.7° 335.2 3,031.5° 657.5 4.630"
2014.06 3,783.1° 510.1 3,364.9" 523.6 3,014.6° 669.5 5.629™
2014.07 3,810.2° 329.1 3,274.5" 327.9 3,010.0° 682.1 8.169™
2014.08 3,893.4" 315.5 3,170.7° 494.9 3,000.2° 723.0 7.140™
2014.09 3,900.2° 296.0 3,212.8° 505.1 3,021.1° 732.2 6.049™"
2014.10 3,790.3 362.7 3,459.0% 508.9 3,081.7° 810.7 4.873™
2014.11 3,725.7° 368.9 3,562.3" 625.6 3,064.9° 755.5 6.192""
2014.12 3,738.5° 379.0 3,520.3% 654.7 3,059.0° 723.9 6.468""
2015.01 3,744.5° 366.7 3,515.5% 658.5 3,058.1° 749.8 6.110™"
2015.02 3,674.9° 301.5 3,519.9% 626.9 3,068.8° 751.2 4.925™
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Organic Pesticide-free Conventional
F value
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

2015.03 3,800.9° 358.6 3,519.0° 586.2 3,057.2° 746.1 7296
2015.04 3,569.6" 3722 3,398.5° 689.7 3,041.6" 801.4 3.110"
2015.05 3,662.5° 319.4 3,334.1° 749.5 3,066.1° 762.6 2.539"
2015.06 3,328.1° 637.4 3,315.9° 770.6 3,034.8 778.5 1307
2015.07 3,569.5° 535.1 3,234.0% 758.7 3,023.3° 764.0 2.524"
2015.08 3,642.0° 6166 | 3,191.5% 822.9 3,035.4° 751.0 2211
2015.09 3,745.6° 486.0 3,402.5% 745.1 3,053.0° 825.2 5296
2015.10 3,736.8° 591.0 3,458.9® 778.3 3,056.4° 825.3 4.139"
2015.11 3,450.1° 575.5 3,295.8" 811.1 3,011.5° 735.5 1.969
2015.12 3,483.2° 517.7 3,314.8" 793.0 3,042.3 718.5 2276

" p<0.10, * p<0.05, " p<0.01
a, b, c indicates significant difference Duncan’s multiple comparison at p<0.1
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Fig. 2. Changes on coefficient of variance for rice (monthly).
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Table 4. Changes on coefficient of variance for rice (monthly)

Month Organic Pest‘friec;de- Conventional Month Organic Pes;riec;de- Conventional

2013.01 0.099 0.135 0.190 2014.07 0.086 0.100 0.227

2013.02 0.098 0.135 0.185 2014.08 0.081 0.156 0.241

2013.03 0.083 0.129 0.191 2014.09 0.076 0.157 0.239

2013.04 0.075 0.138 0.188 2014.10 0.096 0.147 0.263

2013.05 0.078 0.138 0.188 2014.11 0.099 0.176 0.247

2013.06 0.079 0.139 0.184 2014.12 0.101 0.186 0.237

2013.07 0.079 0.139 0.182 2015.01 0.098 0.187 0.245

2013.08 0.082 0.146 0.182 2015.02 0.082 0.178 0.245

2013.09 0.078 0.139 0.200 2015.03 0.094 0.167 0.244

2013.10 0.092 0.140 0.204 2015.04 0.104 0.203 0.263

2013.11 0.106 0.144 0.211 2015.05 0.087 0.225 0.249

2013.12 0.113 0.168 0.219 2015.06 0.037 0.232 0.257

2014.01 0.107 0.146 0.216 2015.07 0.150 0.235 0.253

2014.02 0.103 0.134 0.218 2015.08 0.169 0.258 0.247

2014.03 0.091 0.121 0.219 2015.09 0.130 0.219 0.270

2014.04 0.097 0.131 0.216 2015.10 0.158 0.225 0.257

2014.05 0.172 0.103 0.217 2015.11 0.167 0.246 0.244

2014.06 0.135 0.156 0.222 2015.12 0.149 0.239 0.236
3. AsHAAF7HA
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839.5¢3} 313.7¢01H, B AHES} AHAST] SAVIX = 242 212293 114.9Y o]t
=

6é] »é:— R |
A9 SATRA= A7), 5, A, AE, A5, S, Ad, A s=olth

Table 5. Changes on coefficient of variance for rice (monthly)

Coefficient t value
Constant 3,160.462""" 56.610
Weight -34351™ -35.156
Certification Organic 839.489™ 20.963
(conventional=0) Pesticide-free 313.711° 10.413
Special 150.045™" 2.595
Grade o
Upper 129.029 2.141
(general=0)
No test -45.590 -0.837
Brand 212.203™ 6.464
Gyeonggi 805.433"" 30.870
Gyeongnam -45.087 -0.903
Gyeongbuk 89.313"" 3.139
Region
Jeonnam -2.077 -0.071
(Chungnam=0)
Jeonbuk 71.550™" 2703
Chungbuk 322.404™" 10.369
Gangwon 227.300™" 5.220
Place(mart=0) 114.860™ 2721

F value: 358.529™, R*: 0.536

" p<0.10, " p<0.05, " p<0.01
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Table 6. Changes on value of environment-friendly’s certification (monthly)

Fig. 3. Changes on value of environment-friendly’'s certification (monthly).

Month Organic Pesticide-free Month Organic Pesticide-free
2013.01 690.58" 303.71 2014.07 840.87" 386.14
2013.02 625.5™" 336.63" 2014.08 1304.18" 257.14
2013.03 733.39™ 370.01" 2014.09 1196.78" 232.7
2013.04 798.58" 295.02" 2014.10 1126.95" 503.20"
2013.05 826.44™ 309.05 2014.11 1102.87" 648.02"
2013.06 777.43" 266.33 2014.12 1197217 702.07"
2013.07 823.50™ 303.69* 2015.01 1274.76™ 71617
2013.08 847.13" 309.29 2015.02 1065.37" 45537
2013.09 812.39” 302.82 2015.03 1141.29™ 478.96"
2013.10 410.07 439.69" 2015.04 842.15" 327.34
2013.11 793.25" 329.82 2015.05 1002.59" 281.99
2013.12 745.50" 259.47 2015.06 287.13 88.3
2014.01 1197217 702.07 2015.07 511.37 161.76
2014.02 670.06" 284.49 2015.08 505.70" -49.23
2014.03 721417 284.93 2015.09 954.41™ 79.06
2014.04 691.66™ 231.76 2015.10 946.97" 75.84
2014.05 740.19” 386.12 2015.11 799.19™ 71.27
2014.06 742.52° 576.53" 2015.12 615.63" 68.15

" p<0.10,

” p<0.05, ™" p<0.01
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