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Factors Influencing the Purchase Intention of Environment-Friendly

Agricultural Products for Mothers with Elementary School Children

Xiang Li - Dong-Yean Park’
Dept. of Home Economics Education, Dongguk University, Gyeongju, Korea

ABSTRACT

This study examined the component of the Health Belief Model(HBM) affecting housewives’
purchase intention of environment—friendly agricultural products(EFAP). Four hundred and sixty
five mothers with elementary school children responded to an on-line structured questionnaire.
The respondents’ purchase intention of EFAP was 3.77(range 1~5). The mean score of health
concern was 2.17(range 1~3). The mean score of the perceived benefits was 3.68(range 1~5).
‘Good for health’ had the highest score(3.93) among the 7 perceived benefits. The mean score
of the perceived barriers was 3.29(range 1~5). ‘High price’ had the highest score(4.15) among
the 10 perceived barriers. The mean score of the perceived risk was 3.48(range 1~5). ‘Genetically
modified products’ had the highest score(3.65) among the 8 perceived risks. Health concern
showed significant differences(p<0.01) according to the mothers’ education and household income.
Mothers with a low education level and less income showed more concern about health. The
perceived barriers showed significant differences(p<0.05) according to the household income.
Mothers with a higher income perceived less barriers to buying EFAP. The purchase intention
of EFAP was affected significantly by all components of HBM, e.g., perceived benefits(p<0.001),
perceived barriers(p<0.01), perceived risks(p<0.001), and health concerns(p<0.001). The
components of HBM explained 22% of the purchase intention. Therefore, emphasis on the benefits
and lowering the barriers to EFAP is needed to increase the consumption of EFAP.
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et al. 2005; Ko 2007). &3+ AlAIg} 2ol 49
213E-0] F7FE(Oh et al. 2011; Park 2013)el w2}
FY FHE FAAARE, AEHE, I F v 5
ShHEo] Qb tigk BAlo] A&H o= %7}'5‘}
I §JTHKim 2007; Chang et al. 2009).

A4 s bR gk #Ale] SU1E &
A2l X187 ikl gk #AF Ln)r 7
3] S7HE AL ek olell wet dA S HA =5
A APelA ok 6.2%E AHAshe XS EAE
AP 2020 ol AA shHE A 20%E
A Ao g AMHETHKIm et al. 2008; Sung &
Lee 2017). 18} o}27kA] U] RS AFAHE A
b AvlgRe ARse] Wl X nx& ot

1%k o%ﬂ% ZHIE S7M7I7] Sl = 4]
=9 shHEel gk 12, Ful e, el
o &k ‘l% 8215 Fefsh= Aol Fasith,
AR WA F ] tigh Q1e A EH
UL 3w iEe] 27t o]Fa(Namkung
et al, 2007; Choi et al, 2010; Bryla 2016), &3&
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1. ZAMHALS| &

TOHeIE 101

Scheffe 7

% oW g

FEF= 7

2l A

AP AR Rk 524 Table 19 2t} =
Abdi kel 182 30th7t 68.8%= 71 Bt

Table 1. General characteristics of the subjects

Variables Characteristics ~ Frequency(%)

20~29 9( 2.0

Age(Year) 30~39 320( 68.8)

40~49 135( 29.0)

250 1C 0.2

<High school 91( 19.6)

) Junior college 109( 23.4)
Education N

University 243( 52.3)

>Graduate school — 22( 4.7)

<200 17C 3.1

Monthly household 200~299 60C12.9)

income(10,000 Won) 300~399 1260.27.1

400~499 115( 24.7)

=500 147( 31.6)

) Housewife 263( 56.6)

Occupation

Employed 202( 43.4)

<3 90( 19.4)

Family size(person) 4 261( 56.1)

=5 114( 24.5)

Who does the gf}?::\ziﬂy 443( 95.3)

shopping 22( 4.7
members

Apartment 346( 74.4)

Housing style Multiplex house 71( 15.2)

House 44( 9.5)

Others 4C 0.9

Seoul 152( 32.7)

Region Metropolitan city 77( 16.6)

General city 236( 50.8)

Total 465(100 )
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40TH7E 29.0%% A2 BE g7 30~40tf ol &
ShaL AR 3834900 wHAEE tEku
EYAE 52.3%, AWt & 23.4%, 15
ojst =4 19.6%, thetdE 4.7% =l 7H4
o 9 HF A5 5009 ool 31.6%E 7HE
WAL RO 300~399%H1(27.1%), 400~499%F
A24.7%) £t AYL AYFF7E 56.6%, 2
FE 7R FRIL B3 A%l F VS e 47
©] 56.1%, 5'g o1 24.5%, 3% °J3} 19.4%=0I3Ict.
7 His AR 7S] tiFEe] F5(443%, 95.3%)
ojglon, FRolele] Atgh2 223(4.7%)°13(ct.
e Gl ofhES] AR Algto] 3461808 74.4%
o sigatSlaL 71 Wkt 75 A& B duk
EAZE S0.8%E 7P Wska, O tee A

32.7%, 3F9A] 16.6%°] 31Tk,

aath
D) A HAHE FuiEsd
A3 A2 o] TujE e Table 29} 2t} 2
s AREg 717k 1 ol37t 18718(40.2%)
o= P WokaL, 4~5do] 48'8(10.3%) 22 7HF

AHlek, ol S5 150l Gl TSItk S8

gk A7t 37.4%2 7P B, g gl 7 i T
§(30.5%), 2~34 g TY(16.8%), 4~59 HA
Y(14.6%), "L TH0.6%)T2 2 eI 3
dEiEe] 13 7l 592 2~57H(62.2%)°]
P skt old Ads v 7ok fAkekA
THKim et al. 2008; Kim 2010). 3F Zof] X|&3+=
AT Y= svH o3} 33.1%2 73
2kar 6~109+o] 28,0%, 11~15%+d0] 20,4%
19, A Felishs F52 AA65.8%), HY
(19.4%), &7(6.0%), =7(4.7%), A52.2%), &
F(1.9%) +o 2 Yepsdtt, ol#gk A7 EdE
9, A5, ARGl AT FES 2 7Y
g FHE o= & 723K (Sin & Kim 2008)
o} g o AFshs TR ES R
Sk I AIHKim & Jang 2011)9} 29Ut}
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2) A FAE Al Al F8A] sk AR
ZAH A}
T AZbshs 82ls 98 (S dH,
7], Az} 2ok, X7, Ak 9 BillE) YRe
1T, Y7L, A, 7HA, TS, RS
S7FA| 2 FHEste] ZARSEIAL 1 AF-E Table 39

A=

Table 2. Purchasing behaviors on environment—friendly agricultural products

(Total N=465)

Variables N(%) Variables N(%)
<1 Year 187(40.2) <5 154(33.1)
Duration of  2~3 Year 145(31.2)  Average money of g1 130(28.0)
. hase
buying 4~5 Y. 48(10.3) PWre ~
e (10,000won/month) H~15 95(204)
>5 Year 85(18.3) 16~20 60(12.9)
Everyday 3( 0.6) 21> 26( 5.6)
Once in 2~3 days 78(16.8) Vegetables 306(65.8)
Purchase .
Once in 4~5 days 68(14.6) )
frequency Fruits 90(19.4)
Once a week 174(37.4)
Twice a month 142(30.5)  Food most frequently Cereals 2204.7)
i <1 114(24.5)  bought Potato and sweet potato  10( 2.2)
Spending 25 289(62.2)
money/time Meats 9( 1.9)
6~10 59(12.7)
(10,000won)
>11 30 0.6) Eggs 28( 6.0)
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AT, 2P s es Tl
o 7P Fashctar el AR WiHaclelql
I e 7S R(4.12), 7HA(4.00), SHEE
$.(3.97), ¢]#821(3.87) wolirt.
WHadl 5 AR 7P SastA Azet
8212 kA (4.62)013}, o] Aab= A
7} 944 k= Kim & Jang(2011)¢] ¢+
Axel dxshdet. HAA thEo e dYTH4.31),
TH4.11) TolaL olE BT 47 o) HFE v
Bl 2HAE Fa8H o7l ad1ds &
Ak, F-82l FellAE AHNEG4.DE 7 T8
A AZFeFI). o] Kim et al, (2008)3} Lee(2013)
of A7ARe} e difolt}, L BE 8 T
7V Fas8kA fvkal Azshs acleldint of¥
AT A= Alieke], tEol A, 2 5 o
Qole 714 Za38k g9lo] olglx B33 Sohn
(2008)¢] A+ATel LAsHeict. T2t A =

o

Table 3. Important factors when purchasing
environment-friendly agricultural products

Variables” Mean + SD

External factors

&
Lee(2011)¢] Aelld= ot g A=, FHAS
nEE 7P T84 Shkal Basklar, A, Ah
219 dukelS o 9478k Yoon & Yoon(2013)
of AFoMe IS, 71, BRle 55 7P
aggithal ate] B AAdte} atolg Hrh £
ATAF AN 7ML S7EA 89] F 3RIAR T4
Al sh= aRlo|lEH] ol Ad= X3 A9 71
FHE ddog 3 ATl 7 Faskl Azt
sh= 8lo] 7FAGBL4% ezt Bagh A7-Adt
(Lee 2013)9}= ©f2 Aot

3. HZLEDH JHETERO 2E Zt

1) G EAE o=

AE N =g W AT etk 5

AMFE HE FYsHA F& Aeldt 1373744 5

Atolol] Ap4le] ool afgale 3ol B7l8t%

atolth. 2 A= Table 494 2}, Fufolx 3

Aeye 3,772 58 o g B u) 39k A
FHE TleEe HlaA w2 Helqirh A

= 7] AL AT FHE

S
An & Kang(2006)] 179} XA

o

F:U o om o

orﬂ

Hygienic conditions 431 £ 0.64 72
Freshness 461 £ 0.56 22 T Lee(2013)e] AFATAME SHARE] 50%
Size 3.46 + 0.70 ool FF AFFNES TUY Pt U=
Color and shape 3.74 £ 0.74 AoZ et A % - 5 - 158w e
Package 3.39 £ 0.73 o2 &k Kim & Lee(2011)9] A7} =
Producer and brand 3.68 + 0.74

Total 3.87 + 0.69

Internal factor Table 4. Purchasing intention on environment-
Taste 411 + 0.63 friendly agricultural products
Nutritional quality 431 + 0.61 ;

Safety 462 + 0.56 Piiii?féig Score NE)
Total 4.35 £ 0.60 Never 1 0( 0.0)
Price 4.00 £ 0.65 Seldom 2 26( 5.6)
Family preference 412 £ 0.64 Sometimes 3 125(26.9)
Protection of the environment 3.97 £ 0.73 Usually 4 201(43.2)
Total 4.03 + 0.66 Always 5 113(24.3)
YEach item was measured using a 5—point scale from Mean + SD Total 465
‘completely unimportant’ (1) to ‘very important’ (5). 3.77 £ 0.69 (100.0)
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Table 5. Score of health concern

Score of health concern? N(%)
0 26( 6.0)
1 104( 22.3)
2 102( 21.9)
3 233( 50.8)

Mean + SD 2.17 = 0.96 Total 465(100 )

UScore of health concern was calculated with 3 items:
Did you have the health examination regularly?, Are
you trying to improve your health?(e.g. balanced diet
or exercise), Do you obtain heath information from
newspapers and TV?. Each item was given 1 point for
the answer to ‘yes’ and O point for the answer to 'no’

3) QAE ol
A 8%

e Q1AE ol5e Ta

ARG o8 ) g
ble 63} 2t} ZAR A}
7} 7V 2 ol5er bﬂl% AL Ao o2&
(3.93)°193, 1 thad $EHT(3.89), A
(3.85), =l =+ %7}% el =7 Al =5

o (.75), AMFG.72)9) olgleh. AAH o)
% 7P e A4S 19l 89le BG2elgA
25 olyel AE depiict, Aeal A

Table 6. Perceived benefits of environment-
friendly agricultural products

Perceived benefits” Mean = SD
It is good for health. 3.93 + 0.54
It is very fresh. 3.72 £ .065
It provides good nutrition. 3.32 + .070
It is tasty. 3.27 £ .065
It is safe. 3.85 + .062
It protects the environment. 3.89 + 0.62
It helps agriculture farming and farmers. 3.75 + 0.67

Total 3.68 + 0.34

YEach item was measured using a 5—point scale from
‘strongly disagree’ (1) to ‘strongly agree’ (5).

= Table 7?% 2ot ZA AR Xlﬂ%‘ EHE T
3 Fol7} == g]lo] vk 7HA((4.15) 02}
i %%%Hii}. ol A= 5&73%{“% T8k
2| ¢ 7P 2 ok 7Heletal Bargh o
olg] T ZAFHCho 2007; Ko 2007; Sin & Kim
2008; Kim & Jang 2011; Kim & Lee 2011; Lee
2013)9} 22 Aot of=o] Ag-ol= vk 714
2 AR 2HE gAshe 8918 Ao
X 1 9JtH(Shafie & Rennie 2012), o|¥l Ay}= &
SollX XSG EE AP e TP 2 ol
Q29le] v 7FAo)aka B i1 Bryla(2016)9] AT

rd
&
_,d
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of vld 714 AR (EA S/, 9]
Sfrek A=) ATiE Waleke 8l
- (Marian et al, 2014) M= & 4 Qi) 714
o2 AAs Gl duksiEde] 8
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2o BE FH7Y ﬁ}%HXI e T wolddth

Oﬂ%%ﬂ*i Foi 82l F &AF = gk 4l

2 @ g =7

Norr ;

il

£ 95(Cho 2007; Kim
& Jang 2011)]) 1% 28wz gt vhe Al
7} 1B FAES
HaEoe] B A7tel Atols i%h:} 714 ol
A =7A] = Zogeele EHATERS), Ak
- Fede] mofo] UHSIA ¢ha(2.64), W Al F
u 2(3.05) <=0l

Table 7. Perceived barriers to purchase
environment-friendly agricultural

=58 MUE & ofHY 9| FEds

SMSE FOHCIE 105

5) A= ¥
AR A b ES I o) =7 9
=] Z

<
aia
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Table 8. Perceived risk of general agricultural

products products
Perceived barriers? Mean + SD Perceived risk” Mean £ SD
There is no EFAP? market close by.  3.05 + 0.90 I think the pesticide(insecticide.
There is limited variety in EFAP. 3.41 + 0.79 herbicide) containing in GAP? is 3.60 = 0.75
There is no differences in nutrients dangerous.
between EFAP and general 3.29 + 0.82 I think the environmental hormone in 350 + 0.73

agricultural products.
It is not trustworthy. 3.11 + 0.83

It is not good for cooking because
they come in different shapes and

2.64 + .081
sizes in case of vegetables and 6 08
fruits.
It is not readily available. 3.48 £+ 0.82
The price is high. 415 + 0.69
A membe% of the household dislikes 250 + 0.85
to eat it.
It cannot be qlstlngulshed from 366 + 0.78
general agricultural products.
There is less information about
+
EFAP. 3.56 + 0.70
Total 329 + 0.44

YEach item was measured using a 5—point scale from
‘strongly disagree’ (1) to ‘strongly agree’ (5).
YEFAP: environment—friendly agricultural products.

GAP is dangerous.
I think GAP could be a harmful factor

for the increased prevalence of 345 + 0.84
atopy.
[ think the residue of chemical fertilizer 355 + 075

in GAP is dangerous.
I think the genetically modified food in

+
GAP is not good for health. 3.65 £ 0.81
I think the growth hormone in GAP is 351 4 0.80
dangerous.
[ think that GAP contains some 109 4 077

harmful microorganisms.

I think GAP is not beneficial for health
. 346 + 0.77
because they contain heavy metals.

Total 3.48 = 0.60

YEach item was measured using a 5—point scale from
‘strongly disagree’ (1) to ‘strongly agree’ (5).
2GAP=general agricultural products
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Table 9. Differences in the components of Health Belief Model according to demographic variables

Variables Health Belief Model Components
Perceived risk”  Perceived benefits? Perceived barriers” Health concern®
20-29 339 + 0.72 338 + 0.54 3.64 + 0.52 119 + 034
30-39 351 + 0.60 3.43 £ 041 327 + 043 1.28 + 0.30
Age(Year)
40-39 3.45 + 0.61 3.20 + 0.36 3.30 + 0.46 122 + 0.24
F-value(P) 0.602(0.614) 1.646(0.140) 2.177(0.090) 2.241(0.083)
<High school 339 + .066 333 + 0.32 337 + 043 1.32 + 0.29"
Junior college 3.45 + 0.56 3.22 + 0.42 3.24 + 045 1.32 + 0.31°
Education  University 3.55 + 0.61 3.52 + 0.34 3.27 + 045 1.22 + 0.26°
>Graduate school 347 + 0.54 323 + 042 327 + 0.37 1.26 + 0.31*
F-value(P) 1.827(0.176) 1.306(0.080) 1.655(0.176) 5.116(0.002)""
Housewife 347 + 0.62 338 + 0.35 3.28 + 0.44 130 + 0.30
Occupation ~ Employed 3.52 £ 0.59 3.70 + 0.42 3.29 + 0.45 1.22 £ 0.26
F-value(P) 0.757(0.266) 0.550(0.936) 0.062(0.800) 8.961(0.918)
<200 3.24 + 037 3.54 + 0.33 338 + 0.52° 1.51 + 032
Monthly 200-299 3.39 £ 0.60 3.68 + 0.47 3.28 + 0.39° 1.34 + 0.28"
household 3399 3.50 + 0.67 3.00 + 0.42 327 + 0.43° 1.30 + 0.30°
lgzog;% 400-499 3.50 + 0.58 337 + 044 339 + 040°  1.23 + 0.20°
Won/m) >500 3.53 + 0.59 3.50 + 0.36 321 + 0.49° 1.20 + 0.25°
F-value(P) 0.516(0.227) 0.258(0.878) 2.877(0.022)" 0.617(0.000)"""
Apartment 350 + 0.58 3.76 + 0.40 327 + 043 1.26 + 0.28
' Multiplex house 341 + 0.73 341 + 0.46 3.38 + 0.52 1.25 + 0.31
i;‘;smg House 3.53 + 0.58 3.90 + 0.35 327 + 0.37 130 + 0.28
Others 3.22 + 0.81 3.12 + 037 333 £ 0.59 142 + 0.42
F-value(P) 0.793(0.498) 1.565(0.150) 1.170(0.321) 0.756(0.519)
Seoul 3.67 + 0.82 3.54 + 0.46 333 + 0.50 1.25 + 027
Region Metropolitan city 3.47 + 0.38 3.12 + 0.36 350 + 0.54 1.20 + 0.32
General city 332 + 042 333 + 0.58 341 + 0.42 132 + 0.42
F-value(P) 0.693(0.376) 1.658(0.777) 1.380(0.709) 0.1179(0.607)

YMean score was calculated with 8 items using a 5—point scale from ‘strongly disagree’ (1) to ‘strongly agree’ (5)

PMean score was calculated with 7 items using a 5—point scale from ‘strongly disagree’ (1) to ‘strongly agree’ (5)

¥Mean score was calculated with 10 items using a 5—point scale from ‘strongly disagree’ (1) to ‘strongly agree’ (5)

“Mean score was calculated with 3 items. Each item was given 1 point for the answer of ‘yes’ and 0 point for

the answer of ‘no’.

SValues with the same letter in the column are not significantly different based on a Scheffe test

A kk

9"p<0.05, “'P<0.01, ~P<0.001
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Table 10. Factors explaining the purchase intention of environment-friendly agricultural products by

the Health Belief Model

Independent variable ~ Dependent variable R’ F-value B t—value t
Perceived risk 0.193 -2.763 0.000"""Y
Perceived benefits o 0.265 5.351 0.000"""

Purchase intention 0.222 30.817 ”
Perceived barriers -0.111 4.535 0.009
Health concern -0.200 -4.630 0.000"""

T

D™'p¢0.01, ""P<0.001
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