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ABSTRACT : This study aims to identify perceptions on ESG management evaluation priorities based on public value in the
agricultural and rural sector with the focus on the Korea Rural Community Corporation. We conduct Analytic Hierarchy Process
(AHP) to analyze how ESG management evaluation priorities are perceived by distinctive groups across industrial fields. To this end,
experts working in the agricultural and rural sector and the general public in non-agricultural sector were questioned to derive and
compare the weights for each class of ESG management. Results show the followings: First, the weight for the environment (E) was
derived as 0.51774 in the first layer, which was found to be the most important evaluation item among the environment (E), society

ELYs

(S), and governance (G). Second, “ecosystem restoration,” “urban-rural exchange expansion and regional development,” and “increasing
transparency” were the most important items in the second layer. Third, priorities between the agricultural and non-agricultural
respondents groups were different in environmental (E) and social (S) categories, which explained that perceptions on ESG
management by workers and policy makers in the agricultural and rural sector are different from those by general public in the

non-agricultural sector.
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Table 1. United Nations Principles of Responsible Investment

. 711:1]/! . 1:‘13-1

Principle Contents

| We will incorporate ESG issues into investment
analysis and decision-making process.

) We will be active owners and incorporate ESG
issues into our ownership policies and practices.

3 We will seek appropriate disclosure on ESG issues
by the entities in which we invest.

4 We will promote acceptance and implementation of
the Principles within the investment industry.

5 We will work together to enhance our effectiveness
in implementing the Principles.

6 We will each report on our activities and progress
towards implementing the Principles.

Resource: UN PRI, https://www.unpri.org/pri/about-the-pri
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Table 2. ESG vision and strategy of the Korea Rural

Community Corporation

Fields Strategy
- Energy
E |Leading carbon neutrality - Carbon Zero
- Operation
- Hope
S | Embracing rural areas - Upgrade
- Guard
- Communication
G | A public company that works together |- Clarity
- Clean
Resource: Korea Rural Community Corporation, https://www.ekr.

or.kr/index.krc?contentUid=402880317d69ea45017d6a636c¢8a0131
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Level 1 Level 2 Level 1

Renewable Energy

Reinforcement of dimate change responsiveness

Level 2 Goal Level 1 Level 2
Renewable Energy | Enlargement Renewable energy development
Greenhouse gas Reduction Greenhouse gas reduction
Ecosystem restoration | Accelerate E Ecosystem restoration

Carbon reduction

Waste reduction/reuse/recycling

Increased ecological resilience

Eco-friendly facility Enlargement
Resource Utilization
Efficiency

Energy conservation in the construction of the
transportation sector

Uplift Buying eco-friendly products

Water quality improvement

Key personnel

Enlargement Increasing recruitment

Nurturing key human resources in rural areas

Recruitment and sustainable jobs for the

Employment

Enlargement Creating private market jobs

underprivileged

Quality of life

Urban-rural exchange expansion and regianal

Improvement, ot

s Improvement of living conditions and quality of life

Regional coexistence

Enlargement Accompanied growth

Urban-rural coexistence and community recovery

safety management and disaster preparedness

strengthen communication with the people for
coexistence

Strengthening internal transparency and expanding

Safety enforce Strengthening the disaster safety net

Communication activate Strengthening public participation
Transparen uplift G Increasing transparency
Integrity Ethics Improving Realizing integrity ethical culture

information disclosure
Realization of a proud and respected corporate
culture

Figure 1. Decision process of AHP level 2

Development of ESG management evaluation index
considering public value in agriculture and rural areas
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Figure 2. AHP decision making structure
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Table 3. Detailed definition of evaluation elements in the second level

Level 2

Renewable energy development

Renewable energy generation and development capacity, and the expansion and diversification
of renewable energy projects

Greenhouse gas reduction

Direct and indirect greenhouse gas reduction effects arising from farmland and facility
management activities

E Activities for the construction of water pollution prevention facilities and fish ways and

Ecosystem restoration

the restoration of ecosystems

of the transportation sector

Energy conservation in the construction | Energy savings in the agriculture infrastructure and water management and construction
and equipment transportation processes

Buying eco-friendly products

The proportion of government purchases of environmental certification products

Increasing recruitment

Increase the recruitment of internal staff and ensure fairness in the recruitment process

Creating private market jobs

Increase the number of jobs in the community and improve the working environment
through corporate support

Urban-rural exchange expansion and

S . Regional development by increasing urban-rural interaction
regional development
Accompanied growth Supporting small businesses in rural area and vulnerable groups
Strengthening the disaster Establishing an effective disaster preparedness system and establishing an on-site safety
safety net management system
Strengthening public participation | Increasing public participation on policy decision and implementation
Realizing integrity ethical culture | Strengthening ethical regulations and preparing high-intensity measures to eradicate corruption
G

Increasing transparency

Improving the reliability, usefulness, and accessibility of information by providing
management information and expanding the disclosure of integrated information on
construction resources and projects
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Very strong Importance
Extremely importance

Extremely importance
Very strong Imp.
Strong Importance
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Environment Social

| [ [T WS | |

Governance

[ [ [T RS | |

Environment

Social Governance

[ [ [T RS | )

Resource: Redrawn from http://imakeit.kr/info/pages/QuickStart/

Figure 3. Example of pair wise comparison questionnaire

46 S=7|E M283 H45, 2022

. 711:1]/!4 H X

o

o
- 58

or=3l. -.?—E(Q

12 A5FSHnommalized)d & Ut} 4] 2)9] FE 49| Z+
ol H 2 950 A|oPEES Ford (nx DAY &
HE](column vector)’} E=&EE=Y o]l& As —,—8_
- Ef (normalized principal eigenvector) E+= 7FAs
QuE(primary vector)gtil St}

( 1 ayy ay
(1+ay +..+a,;) (a12 +1+.u+a”2) “\a,, ta,, +.+1
ay, ( 1 Ao
A=|\Fay +ota,) |\ (ap T1+Fa,,) | " ay, tay, +ot 1 @)
Yt - (7=
(1+ay +ta,) |\ (ay+1++a,,) | " ay, +ay, +ot+1
1 1 iy
-~ ||+ |
n (((1+a21+..‘+a”1)) a1”+a2n+...+1))
W= .. 3)

1
+ -
Qy, Ay, + ...+ 1 ))

oy

&S0 4 (D9

(maximum eigenvalue) <
o] dmit AT=A ‘é‘tﬂo}—x]% SAohk= dEA
(consistency index, CHE AArsl=td] AREHC} o
ol @xis] e A9 Cie 00ls 7 Aol 2
7} REHALE 2 S ZH-TH(Yun et al,, 2019).

max

Cr= €]

“R="Ri ©)

Al (5= FA9IAS(random index, RN} &7 I/
H]E-(consistency ratio, CR)& F+Adl=d| o] HHZA
og Jgulgo] 10% e S, & CR<0.10] 4
A o FEAEC] YHEHA SEHATAL HHE & Sl
TH(Saaty, 1980).

3. AHP HZXA g

AHP B4 17 4R Hrjum Ane] Big
ssidler B2 W Aro HEAES HEoR Ae
Ark el 2 Aol A BEdel %
el $48 QeI 3 ol 24 7 g
% 9Tk A, ESG AL 719 173, A8), A
19 Asbs e w3 249 Sol] B
ol ot 9l sEngel FamA g

il n.?ﬁ o

Loln—(

|



59 5E A K JI BSG AY BAME Q4

A, & d79 ddd iﬁ%oi%%*}—‘e sojE IA

7 =olyjuA AL FElE duts
v 24578l wehd ESG W7k Al F8 A
Bl S SAGe gu
FAsHe Zo] Fa% HHoleky & 4 gtk

£

mlm [ B

L gEHe =9 - =

=05 EFoA 4

MEZAR= 20219 1199 099EEH 797 289 45
E4) APHYor 4L EES F £¥oz vl

(o]

=

oick. A WEIE 18 2
5 ohoRt &

A IFS F 238er
e A1) Hopol M R
428 J dikle

1=}
T9E

A9 1999 ATA,
ool TRt HEske TSR s
oF FA4E Aglet ot
Sk 24 At 59 oy 1
Yoz AFEe Aot

SHA

£ ATolAE $YA AR 15 HsUA S
$e THI] AHP Ee APstdon Sgol dn

4 7] $19 SE Cro] 01 olai1A] SHelstol

2Tk A9 ASHS LI, E3 A HL B

Foll 43t e Aol 4
7] o] ] Aol B0 Gk e 8
Fatsl ASY e el yspulz

go st AFA O]EHE-',_

= x47—1

=2 \u

45171909 ESG A% T

=gl £°*ﬂ°1 i

¥e A
& 51 By

%’f
L
es]
wn
Q
I o,

¢

HpolEFAo Awd Hue| e Arstct A4
Aejshe hRel 4B
o7} ESG Aol el Aol SolugAL a9l

23 SHEOHA| U 78S

Table 4. Subject samples for the analysis

Agricultural Sector

Non- Agricultural Sector
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AREY AS I VAV e F 359 FEYg 2
Ao DHCHEO} SHEAEO] %L%'Oﬂ gt 284S =
o] 7l5t AoR HOIth 8% &AL 29 I15d
2 vlusto sAACt vledA It B4 IRt
Aot 18y BAA SEARY B T FEo] AdE
o= ©f w2 VEAE Fostglon gEEE 747t g
7(0.58248), AF8](0.32405), A|HIT-%(0.09347)2 LrERTh.
vhHe] vy SEAEY AS @A gt 77t
AfEos o ¥ AL AT 5 = (047565 <
0.58248) o]& i %Cﬁ A AE7FED vs9A S
59 Ao gt A4 Zort EAFTE 55T
oh:].

olo

Division participants Division participants e ' . - S
o L olXY Xk Ald
Agricultural 11 IT and 4 T ofERt AHP B G AdgdTet Ak 2
Research Institute Communication Y= HojEth Kwon et al(2011)Z 2672] ESG FAHA
Agricultural 7 Construction { 4 AE7HEE e E AHP 24S Ae 23 A|Hj
University industry I2E 7B 293 320w Hrlslgor I theoz
%Ovell?mentt 1 Public official 2 ‘IE‘ /\}‘ﬂg}‘ 3?_]'73 O] 27’:‘[49’]' 3‘1'\“?4; %ﬂ'ﬂ 9»—]7\]:]' E‘l‘lﬁ
cpamen Park and Jang (2021)] B¢ S8/ FAR 4 /)@
Fducation 2 FANES GIOR AHP BAS A#siglont 7154
Finance
Service 1 Table 5. First level priority weights
Food | :
manufacturing The First Level
Research & ; Factor Total Weight Agrlcultu.ral Non- Agrlcgltural
Development Sector weight Sector weight
Medical profession 2 Environment 0.51774 0.58248 0.47565
Self employment Social 0.35459 0.32405 0.37706
Manufacturing 5 Governance 0.12768 0.09347 0.14729
Industry Total 1.00001 1 1
Total 19 Total 23 CR 0.0023 0.00165 0.00439
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7b 83(0357) > A|HTR(0.348) > A}](0.295) = 37
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sl 4 gt AAE ARpolEFAY Fo ATE
BolEgs 2 Bold AU 24 B 2 A
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S SBAEL ol ARFOIEFAY B4 W
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g M2 2RE 9] 2] FHS AYT 5
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LAZFAXZH0.30319) > AFUA] AE0.21515) &0
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Table 6. First part of second level priority weights
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SR A7 | ARE AU s AFS
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AR Al 24Ol Wt F8% ¥7k= Table 7.3
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Table 7. Second part of second level priority weights

The Second Level

The Second Level

Agri Non- Agri Agri Non- Agri
Factor To'tal p.I‘lO cultural p.I‘lO cultural p'rlo Factor To'tal p.rlo cultural p'rlo cultural p.I‘lO
Weight | rity | Sector | rity Sector rity Weight | rity Sector rity Sector rity
weight weight weight weight
Renewable Increasing
Energy 0.26915| 2 |021515] 3 0.30754 1 recruitment 0.14013| 5 010449 > 0.17093 4
Development Creating
Greenhou§e 025239 | 3 |030319| 2 022208 3 prlvat‘e 0.21241| 2 0.15532 4 0.26797 1
gas reduction market jobs
Ecosystem 1 oma | 1 |os2sis| 1 | 026391 | 2 Urban-Rural
restoration Exchange
Energy Expansion | 0.26636 | 1 0.34439 1 0.20344 3
Conservation in and Regional
the Construction | 0.09748 | 4 | 0.08225| 4 | 0.10745 | 4 Development
Transportation Accompaned 51005 3| 021287 | 2 | 020861 | 2
Sector growth
Buying Strengthening
eco-friendly | 0.08674 | 5 |0.07423| 5 0.09902 5 the Disaster |0.16884 | 4 0.18290 3 0.14905 5
products Safety Net
Total 1 1 1 Total 0.99999 0.99997 1
CR 0.00113 0.00031 0.00731 CR 0.00296 0.00018 0.00567
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18%gold ol =y 5719 # 47 F oA WA

nd
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Table 8. Third part of second level priority weights

The Second Level

Agri Non- Agri
Factor To.tal p.rl cultural p.rl cultural p}‘l
Weight | ority | Sector | ority Sector ority
weight weight
Strengthening
public 0.20661 | 3 0.24382 3 0.16620 3
participation
Realizing
Integrity
- 0.27859 | 2 0.26008 2 0.29235 2
Ethical
Culture
Inereasing o 51400 | 1| 049599 | 1 | 054152 | 1
Transparency
A 1 0.99989 1.00007
CR 0.0002 0.00012 0.00367
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Figure 4. Overall weight of the total respondents
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Figure 5. Overall weight of the agricultural sector respondents
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Figure 6. Overall weight of the non-agricultural
sector respondents
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