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A Study on Consumers’ Purchasing Behavior and Perception of the
Low-carbon Certificated Agricultural Products

Lee, Choon-Soo - Yang, Hun-Min

This study investigates consumers’ purchasing behavior and perception of the low-
carbon certificated agricultural product. To this end, we surveyed 1,000 consumers
and the main findings are as follows. First, Even after six years of national certifi-
cation, it is important to promote the low-carbon certification system due to insuft-
icient awareness and purchase experience. Second, the certificated area is small at
around 5% of the area of environment-friendly agricultural products and GAP
certification, and certification is concentrated on fruit trees. Third, an appropriate
level of high-priced strategy can be useful considering the cost of low-carbon
certification, image management of low-carbon certificated agricultural products,
and quality is the most important factor for consumers to consider when purchasing
fresh agricultural products. Fourth, consumers recognized that the contribution of
low carbon certification in reducing greenhouse gas emissions and preserving the
environment was higher than that of environment-friendly agricultural products or
GAP certification. Considering that, promotional activities linked to environment-
friendly agricultural products and GAP certification may be effective when promoting
low-carbon certification. Finally, the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural
Affairs is implementing a carbon point system linked to Green Card to revitalize
low carbon certification, but 25.7% of consumers are aware of it, and 8.4% have
little experience in issuing it.

Key words : climate change, environment-friendly agricultural products, GAP,
green card, low-carbon agriculture certification system
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Table 1. Annual low-carbon certification status (2012~2020)

Number of cases Number of farmers Certification area (ha)
2012 7 60 92
2013 34 479 815
2014 91 570 674
2015 194 1,294 1,302
2016 292 1,989 2,151
2017 478 2,763 3,564
2018 598 3,373 4,367
2019 646 3,976 4,855
2020 706 4,700 5,657

Source: Internal data of Foundation of Agri. Tech, Commercialization & Transfer (2020. 12. 31).

Table 2. Status of certificated farmers and areas by region in 2020

unit: ha
Low-carbon (A) GAP (B) Env-friendly (C) Agriculture (D)
Farmers | Area | Farmers | Area | Farmers | Area Farmers Area
Gyeonggi 270 387 | 19,786 | 27,041 5,653 6,009 | 123,642 | 175,125
Gangwon 24 41 6,567 | 13,214 2,466 3,675 66,659 99,258
Chungbuk 261 330 7,385 7,574 3,148 3,004 70,735 | 100,880
Chungnam 446 525 | 13,376 | 13,514 4,468 5,308 | 134,701 | 219,764
Number of | jeonbuk 471 508 | 12,458 | 13,869 4,136 5,633 94,735 | 193,791
at:gnaerr; Jeonnam 569 1,120 | 12,165 | 12,757 | 28,460 | 46,621 | 154,036 | 295,479
Gyeongbuk 1,983 2,094 | 27,236 | 25,199 4,261 3,870 | 190,664 | 264,781
Gyeongnam 301 437 9,238 8,511 5,423 5,496 | 140,875 | 157,065
Jeju 375 215 4,706 4,623 1,234 2,211 31,111 58,654
Total 4,700 5,657 | 112,917 | 126,301 | 59,249 | 81,827 | 1,007,158 | 1,564,797
Percentage to Percentage to Percentage to sum Percentage to
GAP Env-friendly of GAP and Env. | overall agriculture
(A/B) (A/C) (A/B+C) (A/D)
Farmers | Area | Farmers | Area | Farmers | Area | Farmers | Area
Percentage Gyeonggi 1.36 1.43 4.78 6.45 1.06 1.17 0.22 0.22
of Gangwon 0.37 0.31 0.97 1.11 0.27 0.24 0.04 0.04
low-carbon
certification| Chungbuk 3.53 4.36 8.29 11.00 2.48 3.12 0.37 0.33
)| Chungnam | 333 | 38 | 998 | 98 | 250 | 279 | 033 | 024
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Percentage to Percentage to Percentage to sum Percentage to
GAP Env-friendly of GAP and Env. | overall agriculture
(A/B) (A/C) (A/B+C) (A/D)

Farmers Area Farmers Area Farmers Area Farmers Area
Jeonbuk 3.78 3.66 11.39 9.01 2.84 2.60 0.50 0.26
Percentage Jeonnam 4.68 8.78 2.00 2.40 1.40 1.89 0.37 0.38

of Gyeongbuk 7.28 8.31 46.54 54.10 6.30 7.20 1.04 0.79
low-carbon
certification| Gyeongnam 3.26 5.14 5.55 7.96 2.05 3.12 0.21 0.28

(%) Jeju 797 | 465 | 3039 | 972 | 631 3.14 121 0.37

Total 4.16 4.48 7.93 6.91 2.73 2.72 0.47 0.36

Sources: Low-carbon certification results are internal data from FACT (Dec. 31. 2020), GAP certification results
are data from the National Agricultural Product Quality Management Service (Feb. 28. 2021) and
Environment-friendly certification statistics (2020).

Note: 1. The certificated farms and areas of Seoul and the six major metropolitan cities and Sejong cities have
been added to the nearby provinces.

2. ‘Env-friendly’ and ‘Env.” denotes Environment-friendly certification.
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Table 3. Status of low-carbon certification in 2020 by number of products

. . Cert. maintenance
Number Certificated area (ha) Certificated farmers period (years)
of cert.
Total [Mean| Max | Min | Total |Mean| Max | Min |Mean| Max | Min
1 609 54413 | 89 | 330.8| 0.1 | 4579 | 7.5 | 201 1 3.0 7 1
2 72 1483 | 2.1 11.3] 0.1 88| 1.2 8 1 3.0 7 1
3 13 23.6 | 1.8 46| 0.3 141 1.1 2 1 2.9 7 1
Number |, 5 15.7] 3.1 510 12 1|22 71 ]22] 4|1
of
5 4 2341 59 11.8 ] 1.0 41 1.0 1 1 3.8 7 1
products
7 1 20| 2.0 201 2.0 2120 2 2 4.0 4 4
8 1 12 12 121 12 1] 1.0 1 1 1.0 1 1
15 1 12| 1.2 1.2 1.2 1] 1.0 1 1 6.0 6 6
A 706 | 5,656.7| 8.0 | 330.8| 0.1 | 4700 | 6.7 | 201 | 1 | 3.0 | 7 1

Source: Internal data from FACT (Dec. 31. 2020)
Note: The certification maintenance period is estimated based on the year of the certificate number listed in the

certificate.
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Table 4. Number of low-carbon certifications by product in 2020

Product Tj;“::;r Product I(\)I;lncq:retr Product I;I}Jrll:retr
Food crops 58 | Vegetables 155 | Vegetables (cont.) -
Rice 34 Tomato 24 Eggplant 1
Maize 8 Korean melon 21 Bell pepper 0
Potato 5 Cherry tomato 15 Carrot 0
Sweet potato 5 Pepper 10 Perilla leaf 0
Barley 3 Strawberry 10 Ginger 0
Bean 3 Melon 10 | Special crops 13
Fruit trees 636 Garlic 9 Schizandra chinensis 6
Apple 168 Lettuce 9 King oyster mushroom 4
Grape 118 Chinese cabbage 8 Green tea leaf 1
Sweet persimmon 86 Radish 7 Oyster mushroom 1
Peach 67 Spinach 5 Sesame 1
Pear 53 Onion 5 Codonopsis laceolata 0
Late maturing citrus 48 Cucumber 5 Peanut 0
Tangerine 47 Paprika 4 Button mushroom 0
Plum 21 Cabbage 3 Ginseng 0
Kiwifruit 17 Pumpkin 3
Japanese apricot 8 Chives 2
Citron 2 Watermelon 2
Raspberry 1 Green onion 2

Source: Internal data from FACT (Dec. 31. 2020).
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Table 5. Characteristics of respondents

Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen-
quency | tage (%) quency | tage (%)
Residence 1,000 100.0 Gender 1,000 100.0
Seoul 270 27.0 Male 504 50.4
Gyeonggi 381 | 381 Female 496 | 496
Incheon 84 8.4
Total 1,000 100.0
Daejeon 40 4.0
: Age group 1,000 100.0
Gwangju 39 3.9
Dacgu 65 65 30s 300 30.0
Busan 88 8.8 40s 349 34.9
Ulsan 33 33 50s 351 35.1
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Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen-

quency | tage (%) quency | tage (%)

Level of education 1,000 100.0 || Number of household members 1,000 100.0
Below middle school 15 1.5 One 131 13.1
High school 145 14.5 Two 165 16.5

College or University graduate 735 73.5 Three 297 29.7
Graduate school 105 10.5 Four 335 33.5
Occupation 1,000 100.0 More than five 72 7.2
Company employee 603 60.3 | Monthly household income 1,000 100.0
Self-ownership 116 11.6 Below 0.99 million 16 1.6
Profession 77 7.7 1.00 ~ 1.99 million 49 4.9

Public official 26 2.6 2.00 ~ 2.99 million 120 12.0
Homemaker 125 12.5 3.00 ~ 3.99 million 161 16.1

Jobless 53 5.3 4.00 ~ 4.99 million 155 15.5

Families members under the 5.00 ~ 5.99 million 173 17.3
age of 18 1000 10 6.00 ~ 6.9 million 92 9.2
Yes 373 373 7.00 ~ 7.99 million 86 8.6

No 627 62.7 8.00 ~ 8.99 million 48 4.8

Marital status 1,000 100.0 9.00 ~ 9.99 million 36 3.6
Single 323 32.3 More than 10.00 million 64 6.4

Married 663 66.3 | Member of the life cooperative 103 10.3

Divorce 13 1.3 Yes 103 10.3

Separation by death 1 0.1 No 897 89.7

Yes 75 7.5

No 925 92.5

2. AA sA=E FulEE

A sk Tl SR 1-2307F 51.7%(517%) 2 7P WAL, theol = 13] FIRk26.5%,
2659), T 3~43](17.0%, 1709), F 5~631(3.3%, 33%), "1L(1.5%, 158)2] ot} 2 &
A T A T8 84 FES 'Y SEAE 134%E M B, thsol 7HA(71.9%),
A4EA|(53.5%), BH43.8%), H(41.5%) 5 O = ZAE ATHTable 6). A &4 159

APz 37 AFo] F 3= SHAE 36.0%% AUF o2 FAa57) Yottt
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Table 6. Important factors in purchasing fresh agricultural products

Percentage (%)
Frequency
Based on total | Based on respondents
Quality 734 20.1 73.4
Price 719 19.7 71.9
Origin of country 535 14.6 53.5
Taste 438 12.0 43.8
Safety 415 11.4 41.5
Convenience of purchase 372 10.2 37.2
Environment-friendly cert. 360 9.8 36.0
Brand 81 2.2 8.1
Others 2 0.1 0.2
Total 3,656 100.0 -

Note: 1,000 consumers respond and multiple responses are possible.

24 FAEY] Fo PUAR HIES G SEAVE 43.9%=E 7P B3, ool 4
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Table 7. Main place of purchase when purchasing fresh agricultural products

Frequency Percentage (%)

Large discount store 439 43.9
Supermarket 170 17.0
Traditional market 127 12.7
Online shopping mall 83 8.3
Local food store 72 72
Environment-friendly specialty store 54 54
Life cooperative store 47 4.7
Department store 6 0.6
Convenience store 2 0.2
Others 0 0.0

Total 1,000 100.0
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Table 8. Reasons for purchasing fresh agricultural products on the main place

Percentage (%)
Frequency
Based on total | Based on respondents
It’s accessible 655 29.9 65.5
Be of good quality 370 16.9 37.0
Vary in merchandise 344 15.7 344
Be cheap 319 14.6 31.9
Be clean in hygiene 198 9.0 19.8
Provide delivery services 142 6.5 14.2
There are various promotions 95 43 9.5
Customer service is good 58 2.6 5.8
Others 8 0.4 0.8
Total 2,189 100.0 -

Note: 1,000 consumers respond and multiple responses are possible.

w
e
ot
o,
ofr
2
o
N2
)
>
}—U
r (o]
olN
=
=
ol
r‘ O’
>

Table 9. Recognition level of Environment-friendly and GAP certification

Environment-friendly GAP
Frequency Percentage (%) Frequency Percentage (%)

Have no idea 88 8.8 112 11.2
Not sure 297 29.7 425 42.5
Know a little 578 57.8 435 43.5
Know very well 37 3.7 28 2.8
Total 1,000 100.0 1,000 100.0

Score 2.56 2.38

Note: The Score is calculated by applying following: have no idea= 1, not sure =2, know a little =3, know very
well =4.
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Table 10. Perception of whether Environment-friendly and GAP certificated agricultural
products have been grown to meet certification standards

Environment-friendly GAP
Frequency Percentage (%) Frequency Percentage (%)

Strongly disagree 6 0.6 2 0.2
Weakly disagree 157 15.7 155 15.5
Weakly agree 744 74.4 745 74.5
Strongly agree 93 9.3 98 9.8
Total 1,000 100.0 1,000 100.0

Score 2.92 2.94

Note: The Score is calculated by applying following: strongly disagree =1, weakly disagree =2, weakly agree =
3, strongly agree =4.

g FibE ISAE A AthES ¢, v & behal 29 SHARS 21.2%2
o

L GAP Q15(46.3%) H T} 1A 0] Wkt Adkah ASAE il 9t

3 F3 SEAE O JASAE YA A AVIE A 23 A& VA B 11(39.6%)
7} 7 Bskan, theo] AE FulE B8(29.7%), AR AAA Y TRE HI(24.5%) 5

5) Ak B4R Q1EA Y QA F£F A AR AF BE 274% (2749), B EE 514% (514%), =
= 23 S 20.1% (2019), W 2 23 AL 1.1% (ll‘ﬁ)i ZALE AT
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Table 11. Responses on how to know the low-carbon certification

Frequency Percentage (%)

From the press 84 39.6
Through the purchase of the certificated products 63 29.7
Through the promotion of the government 52 24.5
Through promotional materials or exhibitions 10 4.7
Through the introduction of relatives or acquaintances 3 14
Others 0 0.0

Total 212 100.0

56.9%, A7t~ HlEFS 1HIT = SEAE 30.1% =
ZALE ATK(Table 12).6) o] A &4 )1IF $4HE TH A 2472 vjEFR Y 7] $/s]

Table 12. Purchasing behavior considering the effects of climate change or greenhouse
gas emissions due to awareness of the seriousness of climate change

Awareness of the seriousness of climate change

Total
No way serious | Not serious A little serious | Very serious

Fre- |Percent-| Fre- |Percent-| Fre- |Percent-| Fre- |Percent-| Fre- |Percent-
quency |age (%) | quency |age (%) | quency |age (%) | quency |age (%) | quency |age (%)

Purchasing behavior considering the effects of climate change

Not at all 0 - 3 143 28 6.9 38 6.6 69 6.9
Not really 0 - 14 66.7 155 | 385 193 | 335 362 | 36.2
Slightly consider 0 - 4 19.0 194 | 48.1 216 | 375 414 | 414
Seriously consider 0 - 0 0.0 26 6.5 129 | 224 155 15.5
Total 0 - 21 100.0 403 | 100.0 576 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0

Score - 2.05 2.54 2.76 2.66

Purchasing behavior considering the greenhouse gas emissions

Not at all 0 - 6 28.6 61 15.1 68 11.8 135 13.5
Not really 0 - 10 47.6 232 | 57.6 322 | 559 564 | 56.4
Slightly consider 0 - 5 23.8 102 | 253 142 | 247 249 | 249
Seriously consider 0 - 0 0.0 8 2.0 44 7.6 52 52
Total 0 - 21 100.0 403 | 100.0 576 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0

Score - 1.95 2.14 2.28 222

Note: The Score is calculated by applying following: not at all =1, not really =2, slightly consider =3, seriously
consider = 4.

6) 71FWstell tiek Q14 2AF A A AAstA 5 0.0% (0%), B2 A7skA] 85 2.1% (21%9),
Ozt A7t 40.3% (403%), Wi-F- A2 57.6% (57678)2 ZALE T
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Table 13. Perception of the contribution of low-carbon, environment-friendly, and GAP cer-
tification to reducing greenhouse gas emissions and environment conservation

Low-carbon Environment-friendly GAP
Percentage Percentage Percentage
Frequency %) Frequency %) Frequency %)
Strongly disagree 58 5.8 51 5.1 68 6.8
Contribution Weakly disagree 191 19.1 319 31.9 369 36.9
to reducing Weakly agree 451 45.1 529 52.9 506 50.6
greenhouse Strongly agree 300 30.0 101 10.1 57 5.7
gas emissions Total 1000 | 1000 | 1,000 | 1000 | 1000 | 100.0
Score 2.99(11.70)" 2.68(7.11)" 2.55
Strongly disagree 38 3.8 35 3.5 38 3.8
Weakly disagree 163 16.3 165 16.5 223 223
Contribution t0|\uo i1y agree 518 518 592 592 602 602
environment
. Strongly agree 281 28.1 208 20.8 137 13.7
conservation
Total 1,000 100.0 1,000 100.0 1,000 100.0
Score 3.04(3.60)” 2.97(8.62)" 2.84

Note: 1. The Score is calculated by applying following: strongly disagree =1, weakly disagree =2, weakly agree
=3, strongly agree =4.
2. Values in parentheses denote t-statistics. Single and double asterisks denote the rejection of null hypo-
theses following: score of low-carbon =score of environment-friendly in low-carbon section, score of
environment-friendly = score of GAP in environment-friendly section.
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Table 14. Reasons for purchasing low-carbon certificated agricultural products

Percentage (%)
Frequency Based on Based on
total respondents
Because of the Environment-friendly or GAP certification 78 22.5 63.4
Reducing greenhouse gas emissions 76 22.0 61.8
Producing environment-friendly 71 20.5 57.7
It’s safe 70 20.2 56.9
Because of benefits form promotions and green card 24 6.9 19.5
Only sell Low-carbon certificated agricultural products 23 6.6 18.7
Others 4 1.2 33
Total 346 100.0 -

Note: 163 consumers respond and multiple responses are possible.

Aga A% BAES THEA Qe ol KT 17
I BUAT2%)7F VS B, gl F Aol A

Zo] gle 4=

A2} 8372 AEA S U5

o

T &}x] eFo}x(38.6%), A ErA <l

=46}

Bl BIRA(14.8%), AEAE ASS AlF5H7] AAHHA(9.2%) 52 &

©]tKTable 15). ol= A&Aa ASA 43S S8l TEI7F T83%= AR

Table 15. Reasons for not purchasing low-carbon certificated agricultural products

Percentage (%)
Frequency Based on Based on
total respondents
Do not know the low-carbon certification 604 52.6 72.2
The store does not sell low-carbon certificated products 323 28.1 38.6
It’s more expensive than non-certificated products 124 10.8 14.8
Do not trust low-carbon certification 77 6.7 9.2
Low flavor, freshness, and nutrients 20 1.7 2.4
Others 0 0.0 0.0
Total 1,148 100.0 -

Note: 837 consumers respond and multiple responses are possible.
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Table 16. Main place of purchase when purchasing low-carbon agricultural products

Frequency Percentage (%)

Large discount store 75 46.0
Environment-friendly specialty store 20 12.3
Local food store 20 12.3
Life cooperative store 19 11.7
Online shopping mall 15 9.2
Department store 7 43
Supermarket 6 3.7
Traditional market 1 0.6
Convenience store 0 0.0
Others 0 0.0

Total 163 100.0

Aa F FAES] 7HE oiv] RS20t ok eRtt v, ol vk S RAE 94.5%
of @3t=tl, 7 Al HZAREFS] A WA o]-fF = 7hAo] HIH(62.0%)S BT A= A
VA FFEe]l BUEAYAE Fou, 7Ho] QEEHNeH Fvde AR AT 5
THTable 17).) -1l A] ) ZAF O E 7124 o])of] Q1= HAE ZH7F 2-8(35.0%), Tl
T A7) oEw(33.1%), 15 BAE AEEI] 012 w(202%) SOl AT 7IE o] F = <l
< AHT g jlojAgkes ool Al

7) A'A: AF FAE T AEAN3H)E NGO R 714 o] IEEE A A7 v §- ERkES
0.6% (19), 27t B9 4.9% (89), 2 THE 81.6% (1339), "Wi-$- W= 12.9% (21%H)E ZALE AT
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Table 17. Difficulties in purchasing low-carbon agricultural products

Percentage (%)
Frequency Based on Based on
total respondents
It’s expensive 101 34.6 62.0
Diversity of low-carbon certificated products is low 57 19.5 35.0
Difficult to find a place to sell 54 18.5 33.1
Difficulty identifying certification logos 33 11.3 20.2
Not looking good 14 4.8 8.6
Frequent in-store defects 11 3.8 6.7
Packaging unit or weight is large 10 3.4 6.1
Low taste 9 3.1 5.5
Others 3 1.0 1.8
Total 292 100.0 -
Note: 163 consumers respond and multiple responses are possible.
AL AF s4E Tl A F 755%c AS AFE AA S Fujsiiar, IS o
DE QAL TEiE SEAE R }a, F4A, BE WA 5L GART Tujschs
SEERLIE

AHE ETH(Table 18). A& QIS o -5 IAste] i3l S-H2K(123%)
FHajA Fufstal oy, AL FujAte] 54.7%7F 13 wwke] FuiRtE o]
Ao 7 SRIH= ¥o] FasitiTable 19).
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Table 18. Low-carbon certification cognitive level when purchasing low-carbon agricultural

products
Frequency Percentage (%)
When selling low-carbon agricultural products, always purchase them 14 8.6
Even if Low-carbon agricultural products are sold, I purchase based 109 66.9
on price, quality, promotion, etc.
Buy without knowing if it’s Low-carbon agricultural products 40 24.5
Total 163 100.0

Note: 163 consumers respond.
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Table 19. Continuous purchase or not and purchase duration

Frequency Percentage (%)
Yes 84 68.3
Continuous purchase
No 39 31.7
or not
Total 123 100.0
Less than 3 months 6 7.1
3 months ~ 6 months 21 25.0
6 months ~ 1 year 19 22.6
1 year~2 years 24 28.6
Purchase
. 2 years ~ 3 years 9 10.7
duration
3 years ~4 years 3 3.6
4 years~5 years 0 0.0
More than 5 years 2 24
Total 84 100.0

Note: 123 consumers who purchase low-carbon products recognizing the certification respond.

[*]

6. AT QF HAE AAzenleds o og

48.5%°] EFAE AvA Q1F $AES AL 150l e sAERT HAA 7S
olgko] Jlar, T A& ogAte] 7pA ZE |G AF3(8.1%), AHHT.8%), BH(7.6%),
ENLE(7.1%)9] 02 ZAEATKTable 20). Zu|Y A2 &2} H]-8(48.5%)S QSA|
=9 2719 A7 AU 920159 49.7%KH Tt A% a1 ZTHu|PL BH(6.2%)°] 7]
ZARTE =31, A3(8.4%)9F AHH9.3%)E ST

Table 20. Price premium payment intentions and premium levels for low-carbon products

Rice Apple Tomato Lettuce
Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage
Frequency %) Frequency %) Frequency %) Frequency %)
Premi Yes 424 424 451 45.1 435 43.5 485 48.5
remium
payment No 576 57.6 549 54.9 565 56.5 515 51.5
intentions Total 1,000 | 100.0 | 1,000 | 100.0 | 1,000 | 100.0 | 1,000 | 100.0

Rice Apple Tomato Lettuce

Frequency | Premium |Frequency | Premium |Frequency | Premium | Frequency | Premium

Premium of consumers

e . 424 17.8% 451 17.3% 435 16.4% 485 16.8%
willing to pay premium
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Table 21. Perception of the value of low-carbon certificated agricultural products

Importance (%) t
Rank Specific value .
Mean | Max | Min SD statistics
Response to climate change by reducing -
1 26.4 100 0 17.0 4.36
greenhouse gases
Environmental preservation due to reduced use of -
2 . . . 234 100 0 12.0 4.90
pesticides and chemical fertilizers
Health improvement due to consumption of high -
3 . . 20.0 100 0 14.0 7.28
quality agricultural products
Improving food safety by consumption of safe -
g | TPTOVIE vy P 163 | 100 | 0 | 100 | 529

agricultural products

Agricultural development due to the improvement
5 14.0 100 0 9.9 -

of farm household income

Note: 1. 1,000 consumers respond and SD denote standard deviation.
2. Single and Double asterisks in t-statistics mean that following hypothesis is rejected at a significance
level of 5% and 1%, respectively: Mean importance of that detail value =Mean importance of next rank

detail value of that.

Table 22. Cross analysis results: future purchase intentions vs. willing to purchase low-
carbon products first when the price is the same as non-certificated products

Future purchase intentions
Total
Not at all Not really A little Fully (100.0%)
(1.2%) (16.4%) (71.8%) (10.6%)
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen-
uency tage quency tage quency tage quency tage quency tage
q (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
. Not at all 6| 500 3 1.8 1 0.1 0 0.0 10 1.0
Willing to
purchase Not really 21 167 89| 543| 31 43 0 00| 122] 122
low-carbon A little 21 167 24| 146| 438 | 61.0| 11| 104| 475| 475
products first Fully 21 16.7| 48| 293| 248 | 345 95| 89.6| 393| 393
when the price | .y 12 | 100.0| 164 | 100.0| 718 | 100.0| 106 | 100.0| 1,000| 100.0
is the same
Score 2.00 2.71 3.30 3.90 3.25

Note: 1. Values in parentheses denote that percentage of respondents to purchase intentions.
2. The Score is calculated by applying following: not at all=1, not really =2, a little=3, fully =4.
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Table 23. Reasons for issuing a green card

Percentage (%)
Frequency | Based on | Based on
total respondents
Contribution to greenhouse gas reduction and environmental
. 52 49.1 61.9
conservation
Many benefits to use 32 30.2 38.1
Often use the store where he/she can use a green card 13 12.3 15.5
Others 9 8.5 10.7
Total 106 100.0 -

Note: 83 consumers who issue a green card respond and multiple responses are possible.

8) IHFIE QA FF A AT HE BE 294% (2947), & BE 44.9% (449%), 2F 41 YL
24.0% (2409), W Z LI A 1.7% (17H)= A= AT zau ZgFoly uje & &
= 20 25788 e E Jdgts BE AES 2ASE 23 32.7% (847t BE Aol
67.3% (173%)2 gt
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Table 24. Reasons for not issuing a green card

Percentage (%)
Frequency | Based on | Based on
total respondents
Don’t know how to issue it, or the procedure is complicated 99 49.0 57.2
Benefits of the green card are small 56 27.7 324
Percentage of eco-money points earned is low 45 223 26.0
Others 2 1.0 1.2
Total 202 100.0 -

Note: 173 consumers who don’t issue a card respond and multiple responses are possible.
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Table 25. Difficulties in using a green card

Percentage (%)
Frequency Based on Based on
total respondents
There are few stores to use a green card 57 429 67.9
Percentage of eco-money points earned is low 40 30.1 47.6
Benefits of the green card are small 31 23.3 36.9
The process of issuing cards is complicated 4 3.0 4.8
Others 1 0.8 1.2
Total 133 100.0 -

Note: 83 consumers who issue a green card respond and multiple responses possible.
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Table 26. Cross analysis results: recognition level of the green card vs. intention to issue
a green card

Recognition level of the green card
Total
Have no idea Not sure Know a little |Know very well|  (100.0%)
(29.4%) (44.9%) (24.0%) (1.7%)

Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen-

uency tage quency tage quency tage quency tage quency tage

d (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Yes 156 | 53.1 297 | 66.1 168 | 70.0 17 | 100.0 638 | 63.8

Intention to No 44| 150 66| 147| 29| 121 0| 00| 139 139

issue a
Don’t know 94 32.0 86 19.2 43 17.9 0 0.0 223 22.3
green card
Total 294 | 100.0 449 | 100.0 240 | 100.0 17 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
Note: Values in parentheses denote that percentage of respondents to recognition level.

Aeh FAHES YA o) FulstAY AT w) AlFete Y F AEE = A
F n3d AFQR35DS M UHE-V*QE H7}stTHTable 27). Th o2 XRIE AHY
(2.4391), E21(2.829), AH2F v FHF AF(33490), 247t AE AT FAA el

715(4.069) 2] wolth. ol 44 7IA7F 25 W f5A0] =2 dd9S H53S v
g}

Table 27. Rank of preference by means of promotion

Recognition level of the green card

Have no | sure Know a | Know Total

idea little very well
Offer gift certificates or vouchers 2.26(1) 2.35(1) 2.46(1) 2.76(3) 2.35(1)
Earning points 2.37(2) 2.40(2) 2.55(2) 2.41(1) 2.43(2)
Discounts of Low-carbon products 2.91(3) 2.79(3) 2.77(3) 2.4712) 2.82(3)
Offer a free gift 3.19(4) 3.39(4) 3.41(4) 3.71(4) 3.34(4)
Donation to reduce greenhouse gas emissions | 4.27(5) 4.08(5) 3.82(5) 3.65(5) 4.06(5)

Note: Values in parentheses denote rank of preference by recognition level.
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