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Abstract

In this research, we examined the shifts in determinants influencing the frequency of eco-friendly food purchases pre- and
post-COVID-19. Our analysis utilized filtered 2019-2021 Consumption Behavior Survey data from the Korea Rural Economic Institute
Food, excluding any irrational responses. Given the nature of the dependent variable, a multinomial logistic regression model was
employed with demographic factors, variables pertaining to food consumption behavior, and variables concerning food consumption
awareness as predictors. Following the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, an individual's level of education was observed to positively
influence the frequency of eco-friendly food purchases. In contrast, income level and fluctuations in food consumption expenditure
did not appear to have a discernible impact on the purchasing frequency of such eco-friendly products. Irrespective of the advent
of COVID-19, variables such as the frequency of online food purchases, the utilization of early morning delivery services, dining
out frequency, and the intake of health-functional foods consistently demonstrated a positive correlation with the propensity to purchase
eco-friendly foods. Overall, consumers prioritizing safety, quality, and nutrition over price, taste, and convenience in their procurement
decisions for rice, vegetables, meat, and processed foods exhibit an increased inclination toward the acquisition of eco-friendly food
products.
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OHAAI(44.9%), A7FZER(24.7%), =A 4(13.7%), T4 BA
(6.4%) €22 L}EF O (Rural Development Administration
2021), 7 HeH AR - AlE A TFE= 20008 F
wid oF 5.8%% AgAs] 20250l 2% 1,3609 Yol o]&
Ao Z HAYHrt(Jeong 5 2018).
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194] o]/} gt 75A] mIRtel A& FFAARL} T 134] o4 vt
754 mEEQl ARl AW o, RE FEE2 B4
29 AFFHSZAL HAF 2 KB AfoHE YHE °ol&
ol o35S (multiple frame) W4]& %835t} (Korea Rural
Economic Institute 2019; Korea Rural Economic Institute 2020;
Korea Rural Economic Institute 2021). & Lo A= F1<]
A BAgos AgstEon, duy o EE 1 2019
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St H)=g]d SEAH20199 3671, 2020 367FF, 20214
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Table 1. Example of resetting dependent variables reflecting ‘food purchase frequency’ in 2021

Food purchase frequency

Variables Evervda 2~3 times Once Once every Once Less than Total
Tyady per week a week 2 weeks a month once a month
1 0 2 1 0 0 4
Everyday
2.4% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
23 times High 1 23 7 2 0 0 33
per week frequency 2.4% 1.7% 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0%
0 89 72 3 0 0 164
Once a week
. 0.0% 6.7% 5.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 4.9%
Eco-friendly
food Once every 0 175 150 40 1 0 366
purchase 2 weeks 0.0% 13.3% 10.4% 8.8% 1.7% 0.0% 11.0%
frequency Low 6 114 142 34 4 0 300
Once a month
frequency  14.6% 8.6% 9.9% 7.5% 6.9% 0.0% 9.0%
Less than 9 270 257 62 12 2 612
once a month 22.0% 20.5% 17.9% 13.7% 20.7% 22.2% 18.4%
Non 24 649 807 311 41 7 1,839
Non-purchase
purchase 58.5% 49.2% 56.2% 68.7% 70.7% 77.8% 55.4%
Total Frequency 41 1,320 1,437 453 58 9 3,318
ota
Ratio 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Table 2. Differences between the general frequency and relative frequency of eco-friendly food purchases

When applying relative frequency

When applying general frequency

Years Non- Low High Exclude Non- Low High
purchase frequency frequency analysis purchase frequency frequency
2019 1,653 1,044 604 36 1,653 1,325 359
2020 1,697 1,048 554 36 1,697 1,286 352
2021 1,839 1,047 416 16 1,839 1,278 201
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Table 3. Summary statistics and variable definitions - Demographic variable
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(Unit: household, %)

Variables Year
2019 2020 2021

Non purchase 1,653(50.1) 1,697(51.4) 1,839(55.7)
Eco-friendly food purchase frequency Low frequency 1,044(31.6) 1,048(31.8) 1,047(31.7)
High frequency 604(18.3) 554(16.8) 416(12.6)
Male 442(13.2) 396(11.9) 371(11.2)

Gender
Female 2,895(86.8) 2,939(88.1) 2,947(88.8)
60 and over 920(27.6) 977(29.3) 1,013(30.5)
Age 40~59 1,817(54.9) 1,832(54.9) 1,824(55.0)
Below 39 600(18.0) 526(15.8) 481(14.5)
Below middle school graduation 578(17.3) 547(16.4) 579(17.5)
Education High school graduation 1,585(47.5) 1,557(46.7) 1,525(46.0)
College graduate or higher 1,174(35.2) 1,231(36.9) 1,214(36.6)
Region Eup & myeon 750(22.5) 752(22.5) 732(22.1)
Dong 2,587(77.5) 2,583(77.5) 2,586(77.9)
Less than 3 million won 1,341(40.2) 1,404(42.1) 1,285(38.7)
Monthly average household income 3~5 million won 1,154(34.6) 1,102(33.0) 1,070(32.2)
5 million won and over 842(25.2) 829(24.9) 963(29.0)
Change in food consumption expenditure Same or decrease 2,395(71.8) 2,296(68.8) 2,198(66.2)
compared to the previous year Increase 942(28.2) 1,039(31.2) 1,120(33.8)
. Single 867(26.0) 887(26.6) 929(28.0)

Marital status

Married 2,470(74.0) 2,448(73.4) 2,389(72.0)
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Table 4. Summary statistics and variable definitions - Food consumption behavior variables

(Unit: household, %)

Variables Year
2019 2020 2021
Non-purchase 2,171(65.1) 1,933(58.0) 1,646(49.6)
Frequency of online grocery purchases Less than once a month 802(24.0) 798(23.9) 778(23.4)
More than once every 2 weeks 364(10.9) 604(18.1) 894(26.9)
) ) No 3,117(93.4) 2,788(83.6) 2,650(79.9)
Use early morning delivery purchases
Yes 220(6.6) 547(16.4) 668(20.1)
Less than once a month 961(34.6) 879(33.5) 939(40.1)
Frequency of eating out Once every 2 weeks 829(29.8) 773(29.5) 810(34.6)
More than once a week 990(35.6) 972(37.0) 590(25.2)
No 746(22.4) 673(20.2) 510(15.4)
Health functional food Indirect purchase intake 1,145(34.3) 1,301(39.0) 1,206(36.3)
intake status
Direct purchase intake 1,446(43.3) 1,361(40.8) 1,602(48.3)
Less than once every 2 weeks 711(21.3) 744(22.3) 774(23.3)
Frequency of vegetables purchase Once a week 1,568(47.0) 1,561(46.8) 1,551(46.7)
2~3 times or more per week 1,058(31.7) 1,030(30.9) 993(29.9)
Less than once a month 265(7.9) 262(7.9) 442(13.3)
Frequency of fruit purchase Once every 2 weeks 707(21.2) 826(24.8) 850(25.6)
More than once a week 2,365(70.9) 2,247(67.4) 2,026(61.1)
Less than once a month 711(21.3) 677(20.3) 927(27.9)
Frequency of beef purchase Once a month 1,216(36.4) 1,164(34.9) 1,062(32.0)
More than once every 2 weeks 1,410(42.3) 1,494(44.8) 1,329(40.1)
Less than once a month 819(24.5) 886(26.6) 1,056(31.8)
Frequency of chicken purchase Once a month 1,082(32.4) 1,012(30.3) 1,051(31.7)
More than once every 2 weeks 1,436(43.0) 1,437(43.1) 1,211(36.5)
Less than once a month 208(6.2) 236(7.1) 274(8.3)
Frequency of pork purchase Once a month 658(19.7) 521(15.6) 701(21.1)
More than once every 2 weeks 2,471(74.0) 2,578(77.3) 2,343(70.6)
Less than once a month 1,204(36.1) 1,139(34.2) 1,112(33.5)
Frequency of processed food purchase Once every 2 weeks 863(25.9) 873(26.2) 1,014(30.6)
More than once a week 1,270(38.1) 1,323(39.7) 1,192(35.9)
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Table 5. Summary statistics and variable definitions - Food consumption perception variables (Unit: household, %)

Year
Variables
2019 2020 2021

) . ) Price, taste, convenience, etc. 1,587(56.3) 1,637(58.3) 1,716(62.0)

Important considerations for rice purchase ) o
Safety, quality and nutrition 1,233(43.7) 1,169(41.7) 1,053(38.0)
Important considerations for Price, taste, convenience, etc. 1,521(48.9) 1,528(49.0) 1,655(53.8)
vegetables purchase Safety, quality and nutrition 1,591(51.1) 1,593(51.0) 1,424(46.2)
. . Price, taste, convenience, etc. 1,702(51.0) 1,784(53.6) 1,822(55.2)

Important considerations for meat purchase . i
Safety, quality and nutrition 1,633(49.0) 1,542(46.4) 1,477(44.8)
Important considerations for Price, taste, convenience, etc. 1,972(59.1) 2,180(65.4) 2,187(65.9)
processed food purchase Safety, quality and nutrition 1,365(40.9) 1,155(34.6) 1,131(34.1)
. Below average 1,812(54.3) 1,805(54.1) 1,656(49.9)

Purchasing GAP and HACCP product first

More than average 1,525(45.7) 1,530(45.9) 1,662(50.1)
Adequate financial capacity for Below average 1,478(44.3) 1,311(39.3) 1,275(38.4)
food purchases More than average 1,859(55.7) 2,024(60.7) 2,043(61.6)
Awareness of risk factors for Below average 1,545(46.3) 1,496(44.9) 1,540(46.4)
agricultural products More than average 1,792(53.7) 1,839(55.1) 1,778(53.6)
Consumption of Eco-Friendly food is good Below average 1,435(43.0) 1,387(41.6) 1,539(46.4)
for health and the environment More than average 1,902(57.0) 1,948(58.4) 1,779(53.6)
Buying eco-fiiendly food even if Below average 1,965(58.9) 1,886(56.6) 1,934(58.3)
they are expensive More than average 1,372(41.1) 1,449(43.4) 1,384(41.7)

Table 6. Marginal effects on eco-friendly food purchase frequency - Demographic variable

Eco-friendly food purchase frequency

Variables Non-purchase Low frequency High frequency

2019 2020 2021 2019 2020 2021 2019 2020 2021
Gender (Male)” Female -0.027 0033 -0.080 -0.033 -0010 0051 0059 -0.023 0.029
Age 40~59 0.003 0017 0.036 0041 -0012 -0.046 -0.044 -0.004 0.010
(60 and over) Below 39 -0.004 -0.025 -0.004 0044 0.006 -0.004 -0.040 0.018 0.009
Education High school graduation — —0.009 -0220" -0.104  0.069 0.154” 0004 -0.060 0.066  0.100"
(Below middle school . . i .
graduation) College graduattion or higher —0.047 -0.239" -0.048  0.056 0.163” -0.034 -0.009 0.076" 0.082
Region (Eup & myeon) Dong -0.058 0043 -0.054 0031 -0.054 0105 0027 0011 -0.051
Monthly average 3~5 million won -0.120" 0062 0004 0055 -0.025 0031 0065 -0.037 -0.035

household income
(Less than 3 million won) 5 million won and over -0.156" -0.017  0.013 0.089” 0.019 0.033 0.067" -0.001 -0.046

Change in food consumption
expenditure compared to
the previous year
(Same or decrease)

s

Increase -0.116" -0.039  0.035 0.088™" 0.002 -0.030 0.028 0.037° -0.005

Marital status (Single) Married 0.009 -0.076" -0.149" 0.058 0.088" 0.093° -0.066" -0.012 0.056"

" Parenthesis indicates reference category.
*p<0.05, “p<0.01.
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Table 7. Marginal effects on eco-friendly food purchase frequency - Food consumption behavior variables

Eco-friendly food purchase frequency

Variables Non-purchase Low frequency High frequency
2019 2020 2021 2019 2020 2021 2019 2020 2021
Frequency of online  Less than once a month  -0.191" -0.192" -0.105"  0.183™ 0.199” 0.108" 0.008 -0.008 -0.004
grocery purchases More than once " . . . .
1) -0. -0. -0. A . A 5 A A
(None) every 2 weeks 0.160” -0.168 -0.087°  0.098" 0.158" 0.035  0.061 0.009 0.051
Use of early morning
delivery purchases Yes -0.193" -0.280" -0.329"  0.097° 0.089" 02647 0.096 0.1917 0.065"
(No)
Frequency of cating out ~ Once every 2 weeks 0.012 -0013 0014 -0.040 -0.031 -0.034 0028 0044 0.020
(Less than once a month) More than once a week —0.068" —0.093" -0.143" -0.024  0.004 0077 0.0917 0.089" 0.066"
Health functional Indirect purchase intake  —0.301" -0.349™ -0.237" 0.155" 0.186™ 0.175" 0.146" 0.163" 0.062"
fOOd intake Status Aok ek ok Hok ok Skok ok ek Hok
(None) Direct purchase intake ~ —0.328" -0.351™ -0.250" 0.229” 0242 0.180" 0.098™ 0.108™ 0.070
Frequency of Once a week 0.099" 0011 0064 0030 0029 0.000 -0.129"-0.040 -0.064"
vegetables purchase
(Less than once 2-3 times or 0015 -0.086" -0.007  0.173" 0.171" 0076 -0.188" —0.085" -0.068"
every 2 weeks) more per week
Frequency of Once every 2 weeks -0.032  0.031 -0.046 0.111  0.015 0.002 -0.078 -0.047 0.044
fruit purchase
(Less than once a month) More than once a week -0.036 -0.023 -0.125° 0041 0.031 0.064 -0.005 -0.008 0.061°
Frequency of Once a month -0.026 -0.061 -0.080" -0.018 0071 0055 0.044 -0.010 0.026
beet purchase More than once
(Less than once a month) eVery 2 Weeks 70020 70055 70079 70085 70014 70011 0104 0069 0090
Frequency of Once a month -0.024 -0.048 -0.080" 0020 0041 0038 0004 0007 0.042°
chicken purchase
More than once " " " - o .
(Less than once a month) every ) Weeks -0.117" -0.008 0.010 0.028 -0.082" -0.071 0.089 0.090 0.061
Frequency of Once a month 0.148™ 0.1557 -0.038 -0.099 -0.073 0.047 -0.049 -0.083 -0.009
pork purchase More than once - . X *
(Less than once a month) every 2 weeks 0.199" 02277 0.022 -0.055 -0.094 0.058 -0.143" -0.134" -0.079
Frequency of processed ~ Once every 2 weeks ~ —0.2017 -0.006 -0.144" 0.146" -0.031  0.102” 0.055" 0.036  0.041"
More than once a week —0.202" 0.026 -0.110" 0.136" -0.060 0.071" 0.065" 0.034  0.040

(Less than once a month)

D Parenthesis indicates reference category.

"p<0.05, “'p<0.01.

AEaH A& ot eE2

YHF 71T 25 5E

oA

=

A9 25 3 WSEA COVID-19 o] Holgt A7 4]
F FoNIE] %9 GFL HIXIL COVID-19 o] Fofi

AL 5

= _,,]XJ_,] AFE
ESU sl xw @ =

st 2

AV B4 2 Aow elEgr o
% & AT Lee MNCO2D)S| BFoA H20) L)
& FoEl7] 919] obggle] 4717 8

jq- ol o S 7Po]

= o5

[m

§1

F_a

o flo

]

Y,
S~

o
d

—Ll FIO R U

% COVID-19 °] A w] &=} ﬂ%ﬂl 71&A9] 20199 1<
HlE T BHEo0] 6.6% 2 Z0& UrEM g5 2]
DHE} =(—)2 AU, COVID-19 0]F-<1 202149
HAE v FE2 149% F1, A¥lE 7o FE
93% woH, IHlE o FE2 5.6% EoF UFFAE
o} F(+)9] TAR H3tslich
o] ATEATA W EAAINE o R

rlr i

& A4



Vol. 36, No. 4(2023) COVID-19 A% 23Hg41E vle 24821 231
Table 8. Marginal effects on eco-friendly food purchase frequency - Food consumption perception variables
Eco-friendly food purchase frequency
Variables Non-purchase Low frequency High frequency
2019 2020 2021 2019 2020 2021 2019 2020 2021
Important considerations Safe wality and
for rice purchase 1y, quality 0.033 -0.008 -0.096" -0.063" 0006 0112 0030 0002 -0.016
. . b nutrition
(Price, taste, convenience, etc)
Important considerations Safe wality and
for vegetables purchase . q.. vy -0.050 -0.058" -0.020 0.040  0.041 0.017 0.010  0.017  0.003
. . nutrition
(Price, taste, convenience, etc)
Important considerations Safe uality and
for meat purchase . qua v -0.004 -0.008 -0.065 -0.02 0.004 0056 0024 0.004 0.009
. . nutrition
(Price, taste, convenience, etc)
Important considerations Safe wality and
for processed food purchase . q.. vy -0.056" 0013 -0.011 0.008  0.004  0.039 0.048° -0.016 -0.028
. . nutrition
(Price, taste, convenience, etc)
Purchasing GAP and
HACCP product first More than average -0.129" -0.072" -0.042 0024 -0018 0016 0106~ 0.090" 0.026
(Below average)
Adequate financial capacity
for food purchases More than average 0.056°  0.056°  0.074™ -0.005 -0.040 -0.057" -0.052" -0.017 -0.017
(Below average)
Awareness of risk factors
for agricultural products More than average 0.104” 0.076" 0.045 -0.062" -0.040 -0.044 -0.042" -0.036 -0.001
(Below average)
Consumption of Eco-Friendly food is
good for health and the environment More than average -0.085" -0.129" -0.110"  0.051" 0.103" 0.072" 0035 0025 0.038
(Below average)
Buying eco-friendly food
even if they are expensive More than average —0.112" -0.124" -0.077"  0.094" 0.034 0049 0018 0.090" 0.028
(Below average)
" Parenthesis indicates reference category.
*p<0.05, "p<0.01.
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