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An Analysis of the Importance of Processed Products Using
Ugly Agricultural Products by Attribute

Song, Kyung-Hwan - Lee, Sang-Ho

This study analyzed the factors influencing the demand for processed products of
ugly agricultural products targeting 300 consumers. First, the awareness of the
problem of the disposal of ugly agricultural products was very high at 72%. In
other words, it can be seen that consumers are highly interested in environmental
issues caused by the disposal of ugly agricultural products. Second, the experience
of purchasing ugly agricultural products is high at 73%, which is proof that
consumers are highly aware of and likely to purchase ugly agricultural products.
Third, 77.6% of the respondents said they were willing to purchase processed ugly
agricultural products. In other words, it was found that the intention to consume
ugly agricultural products was sufficient. Finally, the conjoint analysis was applied
to analyze the attribute value of ugly agricultural products. As a result of calculating
the total utility of the optimal properties and optimal properties of the ugly fruit
fermented, the total utility of the optimal properties was 0.778, the price was
0.481, the eco-friendly certification was 0.004, and the fruit syrup ratio was 0.294.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics

Classification Frequency Percent (%)
Male 226 753
Sex
Female 74 24.7
Single 134 44.7
Marriage status Married 161 53.7
Etc 5 1.7
Rural areas 109 36.3
Hometown
City 191 63.7
Yes 71 23.7
Environment-related education courses
No 229 76.3
Yes 36 12.0
A member of the cooperative
No 264 88.0
Total 300 100.0
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Table 2. Awareness of disposing of ugly agricultural products

Classification Frequency Percent (%)
Don’t know 32 10.6
Normal 52 17.3
Know 183 61.0
Know very well 33 11.0
Total 300 100.0
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Table 3. Purchase of ugly agricultural products

Classification Frequency Percent (%)
Yes 219 73.0
No 81 27.0
Total 300 100.0
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Table 4. Purchase factors of ugly agricultural products

Classification Frequency Percent (%)
Food safety 20 9.1
Contribution to saving agricultural waste costs 22 10.0
Price 38 17.4
Trust in producers and production areas 28 12.8
Health 15 6.8
Taste 50 22.8
Quality 26 11.9
Country of origin 16 7.3
Brand 4 1.8
Total 219 100.0

Fdo] FAECRHE T Aae 2]l ARES AU SHATE 467(21.0%)
olm, AHAI(38™, 17.4%), HIEBTH, 16.9%), ELAFE A‘UH%}(MU& 11.0%), thg v}
Eo] 28k1E(231, 10.5%), X187 AEmZ169, 7.3%), =42 FUE(15S, 6.8%), 7730}
(139, 5.9%), NBH(5H, 2.3%), 7IEH2E, 0.9%)2] =2 YElRTh Rdo] site= o
g F2HET o] 28Rl HlFo] B UEhgter, AL diido R gy rtERT A
HAGA A Fdo] F4HES] Fuirt o= AE & UTh

Table 5. Place of purchase of ugly agricultural products

Classification Frequency Percent (%)
Department Store 5 23
Large discount stores(e-mart, Lotte Mart, etc) 37 16.9
Supermarket 13 5.9
Eco-friendly store 16 7.3
Small and medium-sized marts 15 6.8
Traditional market 38 174
Local food market 24 11.0
Online malls of hypermarkets (e-mart, Lotte Mart, etc.) 23 10.5
Online malls (Market Kurly, Naver Shopping, etc.) 46 21.0
Etc 2 0.9
Total 219 100.0
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Table 6. Intention for ugly agricultural products

Classification Frequency Percent (%)
Not willing to buy 7 23
Normal 60 20.0
Willing to buy 190 63.3
Willing definitely buy 43 14.3
Total 300 100.0
o] =xolAe Kol sAE(FEF) T A &HAEC] FuT < e AR TR
E M AE 2 AR, AETE AR, FHAY F3, §FFE/SNS 5o 224l AR, Tv/2
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6.0
42.3
39.7
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Media

18
127
119
33
300

3.7

9.3
37.3
43.7

6.0
100.0

11
28
112

18
300

Online information
131

3|

0.7
4.7
31.7
52.0
11.0
100.0

from people

14
156
33

300

Recommendations
95

1.3
34.0
45.0
13.3

6.3
100.0

ENECESEE =

Hrysta AEo] /A= & A (attribute)H

19
102
135
300

=

Expert information
40

1.0
17.3
57.7
24.0

100.0

and information
3
52
173
72

Frequency |Percent(%)| Frequency |Percent(%)| Frequency |Percent(%)| Frequency Percent(%)| Frequency |Percent(%)
300

Personal experience

2(conjoint analysis)

Classification
Doesn’t
matter at all
Normal
Important
Total

=

=

Table 7. Importance of information for ugly agricultural products

Doesn’t matter

Very important
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Table 8. Profile level by property

Property Property level

Certified

Certification of eco-friendly agricultural products
Uncertified

30

Fruit syrup percentage (%) 25
20

1,500

1,250

Price (KRW/1pack) 1,000

750

600
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Table 9. Products profile of ugly agricultural products

Classifiation I e e B 7
Product 1 1,000 Certified 20%
Product 2 750 Uncertified 25%
Product 3 1,250 Uncertified 30%
Product 4 1,500 Certified 30%
Product 5 600 Uncertified 20%
2. AzQE 24 Az}
1) 40 SES SMFEe| 221K
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Table 10. Utility of selection attribute and partial value importance

Property Property level Partial value Imp((:;:;l nee P;:;ilrt;/il;e

Certification of eco-friendly Certified 0.062 638 0.004
agricultural products Uncertified -0.062 -0.004
30% 0.377 0.147

Fruit syrup percentage (%) 25% 0.753 38.979 0.294
20% -1.13 -0.440

1,500 -0.264 -0.144

1,250 -0.528 -0.288

Price (KRW/1pack) 1,000 -0.792 54.640 -0.433
750 0.704 0.385

600 0.880 0.481

Note: Pearson’s R (0.994), Kendall’s Tau (0.781)
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