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Analysis of Purchasing Attributes for Consumption Activation of
Environment-friendly Agricultural Processed Foods

Hwang, Jeong-seo - Jung, Da-Eun

The activation of consumption of environment-friendly agricultural processed foods

means not only the growth of environment-friendly agriculture, but also the develop-

ment of related industries. Therefore, it is necessary to identify and apply the
needs and purchasing attributes of environment-friendly agricultural processed food

consumers. For this, survey was conducted to adult men and women in their 20s
and 60s and a total of 200 copies were used for empirical analysis. In this study,
the average difference between importance-satisfaction for purchase attributes of
environment-friendly agricultural processed food was verified, and the IPA Matrix
was prepared based on this. As a result, in terms of purchasing importance and
satisfaction, it was found that those with no experience in purchasing environment-
friendly agricultural processed foods regarded product, price, place, promotion as

more important than those with experience in purchasing. In case of IPA, product
and price factors were all important and satisfactory regardless of purchasing

experience. On the other hand, it was found that the key factors for promotion

were neither important nor satisfied with consumers regardless of their purchasing
experience. Therefore, it is mainly necessary to focus on marketing and mass

media promotion. At the same time, various domestic and foreign best practices
should be benchmarked and a 4P marketing strategy should be established and

promoted.
consumption activation, environment-friendly agricultural processed

foods, importance performance analysis (IPA), purchasing attribute
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B AFs FAHES FulstsE 20~60T] A 74998 & U oE2 I3AHFAE 7HE2
Zo) 3 HEFALE AA G T 74952 HEA] F BAA3 (5495 S A5t &
= i}

AT AR 71302 20219 2 269E 39 8LA7HA] 253 1Y

sk, g ==
AR NE VA EN BT BT oIS B I3 B BFL MRS A 1D
FAE FEFAE e 4e AN

AR E HFAF U3 FRE Y 7

- EL

o A BES ATSe FEARRE oladlE & i, ZERHL L8R A F

Aol A F4A0 HhES FUste 5 o|tKotler, 1999). =, PHAIY Y= 710 AHARY
AlFolvt Anjzo] sl AHIA A E o] Fojur] A7 7]2AQ A

2k 5 shtolth

(Bae, 2022). ¥ Ao A= Ryu (2003), Chong 5(2014) 52 AYPATE EUIE & A9
E2 o grEo] AES v, v 2 gAR] T 247 FASIAL, 7H L el
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2 24 Wy

2 dTe A s E v Eel ik AiE] SaE9 BEEE T vl g
EA4317] f18 T o= AHFHASE EA(IPA: Importance-Performance Analysis)”| ¥ & 8313
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(Duke and Perisa, 1996). WetA A E A S H A E 7ML S0 2 HjEE &
UEF Eobre AR =7oln, FiAgl Hlwe} 995 AT & YOS T E(Han et

al., 2016) IPAS &3} t}.
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A 73K keep up the good Work)7} Q3 gYolth ARAMEHS ToEE =2 HHA B
7 e AEE BET meA BEEE Folv] 98 FAel Feslel & S40ith £
2 598 QWY 5 Yt BEIAW WAGE 49 97 | FE Jonw FPA
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Low High
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I Quad. IV Quad. .
= g
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Low priority Possible overkill
Low High
Performance

Fig. 1. Importance-Performance Matrix.
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21 e Aol 555%2 7hd Wk, AYFH(15.0%), HF(11.0%), A 4 AH8.5%),
71EK8.0%), TFH2.0%) o2 STHATE SHAEL A 745 2,0005F
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Table 1. Characteristics of respondents

Classification F(;ZT:)E:))/ Perc(oe/r:)t age Classification lz;eeizzﬁz)}/ Perc((e;:;[ age
Male 102 51.0 Office worker 111 55.5
Sex Female 98 49.0 Housewife 30 15.0
Subtotal 200 100.0 Student 22 11.0
20s 41 20.5 Self-ownership 17 8.5
30s 43 215 Job Public official 4 2.0
40s 48 24.0 Other 16 8.0
Age
50s 48 24.0 Subtotal 200 100
60s 20 10.0 Less than 2,000 34 17.0
Subtotal 200 100.0 2,000~4,000 60 30.0
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. . Frequency | Percentage . . Frequency | Percentage
lassificat lassificat
Classification (persons) %) Classification (persons) %)
Less than 2,000 34 17.0 1 38 19.0
2,000~4,000 60 30.0 2 34 17.0
Annual | 4,000~6,000 41 20.5 | Number of 3 45 225
income household
6,000~8,000 31 15.5 4 77 38.5
(10,000 members
won) 8,000~10,000 16 8.0 More than 5 6 3.0
More than 10,000 18 9.0 Subtotal 200 100.0
Subtotal 200 100 None 135 67.5
Seoul 54 27.0 1 33 16.5
Busan 18 9.0 | Number of 2 29 14.5
children
Daegu 13 6.5 3 0 0.0
under the
Incheon 17 8.5 age of 18 4 2 1.0
Region Gwangju 8 4.0 Other 1 0.5
Daejeon 8 4.0 Subtotal 200 100.0
Ulsan 7 3.5
Gyeonggi 75 37.5
Subtotal 200 100.0

AFA G A= AFEE BlEo] 37.5%E 7HE Bekar, o] A2(27.0%), F-Ak
9.0%), A3(8.5%), TT6.5%) 52 o2 STH3AT 7Y = 495(38.5%)°] 7 &
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Y ol tisl A s §le1(67.5%), 19(16.5%), 278(14.5%), 48(1.0%) 5 <22 SHsATh
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(3.0%) o2 SHeL, Bt Fofd2 58 PRk(75.0%), ST o) 107 o mwk
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Table 2. Purchase status and frequency of Environment-friendly Agricultural Processed Foods

Classification Frequency (persons) Percentage (%)
None 100 50.0
One~two times a month 49 49.0
One~two times week 26 26.0
I've purchased
Three~four times a year 23 23.0
Almost every day 2 2.0
Subtotal 100 50.0
Total 200 100.0

Table 3. Purpose of purchase and average purchase amount

. . Frequency |Percentage . . Frequency |Percentage

Classification (persons) %) Classification (persons) %)

Family use 72 72.0 Less than 5 75 75.0

Purpose of | Private use 25 25.0 Purchase 5-10 23 23.0
Purch amount

urchase
Present 3 3.0 (10,000 won) More than 10 2 2.0
Total 100 100.0 Total 100 100.0

A5 Frjshe ARG FAE THEAEY] FFRES R 2.0%2 7MY =2
AA G e 2e AZAER 16.1%, FAFT 143%, FdF A2 &7 42
8.8%, T4 6.6%, 7HEFF IPHAF 2 5.1%, AF 44%, 5
F 2.9%, AV R 1.8% &

Table 4. Frequently purchased of Environment-friendly Agricultural Processed Foods
(duplication response)

Classification F(;Z(ilsl:ﬁg)y Perczoe/rol)tage Classification F(;z(ilslzgz)y Perczoe/rol)tage
Side dish 60 22.0 Powder 14 5.1
Healthy foods 44 16.1 Convenience food 14 5.1
Daily products 39 14.3 Teas 12 44
Spicery 24 8.8 Drinks 11 4.0
Meal 24 8.8 Pet food 8 2.9
Snacks 18 6.6 Coffee 5 1.8
Total 273 100.0
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A A8kl o, AEH £5(3.77), TREAGHM) =28 et FF 74 2
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Table 5. Analysis of Importance of Environment-friendly Agricultural Processed Foods

Experienced person | Inexperienced person
Classification t-value
Mean Ranking Mean Ranking
Environment-friendly certification 4.29 1 4.14 2 1.473
Taste 4.07 2 4.29 1 -2.199™
Product
Packaging design 2.83 7 2.89 7 -0.52
Sub average 3.73 - 3.77 - -
Price Price 3.93 3 4.13 3 2256
Place Location of store 3.64 4 3.77 4 -1.158
Brand (hansalim, icoop) 3.49 5 3.29 6 1.762"
Promotion Service of store 3.29 6 3.58 5 -2.430"
Sub average 3.39 - 3.44 - -
Average 3.65 3.73 -

Note: Single and double asterisks (*, *) denote that ‘HO: Means are equal.’ is rejected at 1% and 5% significance
level, respectively.
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Tl PRt vAEA SR "ol SAHCRE Aolrt J=AE A Sl
ﬁé&ﬂlﬂ@%(t-test) AABIT A FabE The A Ee] Tl A4 acle] FaEs T
744, BRE, ) Aula7E SAHCR fo3t Zlo2 YEyth ZhA 3 Bk, uf g ARl

of s Ful MAFAIE ol BAARG SAHOR Fasitha 4l )= 2o
2 yehgton, Hisel diside T @A el e @ARn Sasithar /1A%
2o UERRT

AFgatE 7HAF TS da wEE 24 A, 7o) AdAs BE 29s
o] Bato] 3.65, VA BARE 37602 F Hwk BT 5H HES] TR 250 olF o= e
Btk 5, A8 eE A FE 7ol BE 24 89Sl tis) wEsA d4sta e A
< & 7 Atk @A FAE THEAE Tl AR Tl A A 4P 7 4EG.78)°0 o
8 718 WSk o, 7FA(B.76), frE(3.51), ZEEA(GAT) w o2 et 4F T
A 84 FAM= ATHEM@I5)E 7P TESITAL /14shaL 9lom, Bh4.03), 24 YA
?1(3.16) w22 VERL

ok ZRrAe A9 HAME(3.50), WA AR2G44) colith

Tl AR il AR A Tl A@Ae D 4P F d.19)0 sl 7H vhEska
Qom thSo g 71A®4.03), FE5(3.83), TERA(B.53) 02 et A4E A4 24 =
3 7o) AdAe) 2l gh4.19)S 7 EAEA A48T Jon, QEnH(3.94), - T
291(3.25)9] o2 ELEE Hrisly JUT ZRRAL H % Hﬂl 2~(3.70), B E(3.35)
otk F Aek m% x4 tzele] tiajAs AhA wE 7} U Ul 9o

Table 6. Analysis of satisfaction of Environment-friendly Agricultural Processed Foods

Experienced person | Inexperienced person
Classification t-value
Mean Ranking Mean Ranking
Environment-friendly certification 4.15 1 3.94 3 1.844
Taste 4.03 2 4.19 1 -1.489
Product
Packaging design 3.16 7 3.25 7 -0.779
Sub average 3.78 - 3.79 - -
Price Price 3.76 3 4.03 2 -2.200°
Place Location of store 3.51 4 3.83 4 27817
Brand (hansalim, icoop) 3.50 5 3.35 6 1.263
Promotion Service of store 3.44 6 3.70 5 2272
Sub average 3.47 - 3.53 - -
Average 3.65 3.76 -

* Ak

Note: Single and double asterisks (%,
level, respectively.

) denote that ‘HO: Means are equal.’ is rejected at 1% and 5% significance
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