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Analysis of Factors Influencing Intention to Use of
Agro-healing by Using Theory of Value-Based Adoption Model
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Abstract This study examines the factors influencing the perceived value of and intention to use the
healing agriculture provision program and its service quality by considering the Value-based Acceptance
Model (VAM) to activate and expand Agro-healing. In addition, multi-group path analysis verifies the
moderating effect of each group according to the degree of attention to the use of Agro-healing. To this
end, a survey was conducted with the general public on the consumer panel of the Rural Development
Administration, and a structural equation model analysis was performed to identify the relationship
between variables. First, a significant influencing relationship was found between the Agro-healing
resources program, its perceived value, and the intention to use the program. On the other hand, among
service quality factors, convenience, professional service, and the perceived fee were found to have a
significant effect on perceived value and intention to use. Second, according to the group intending to
use Agro-healing, the resources program and its service quality had a relatively high influence on
perceived value and intention to use, thus having a partial moderating effect. The results of this study
indicate it is necessary to nurture experts in healing agriculture to provide services with expertise, such
as checking and managing health conditions and providing health management information. In addition,
it is necessary to develop a management model for healing farms and institutional support through the
development of various healing agriculture programs and contents by identifying in advance the various
service needs, such as health healing, education, and social rehabilitation according to the purpose of
service provision.

Keywords : Agro-healing, Value Based Adoption Model(VAM), Service Quality, Structural Equation Model,
Moderating Effect, Perceived Fee, Perceived Value
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Table 1. Question Items used in the Study

Variables Measurement Item references
crop cultivation information
Crop education, cultivation of crops,
cultivation |Weekend farm type operation,
cooking with crops Kim,G.M.,
. . . et.(2013)
Animal-assist animal breeding, animal carg Kim.T.G.(20
. activities, physical contact with
ed healing animals, bathing animals 19
8 Kim,0.].(20
good surrounding scenery, listening 18)
Natural to the sound of nature, smelling the
Scenery |scent of nature, culture, history, food
resources




fill‘

AFsl7| &880 ] A2438 A6, 2023

convenient transportation, good P
Convenience accessibility, convenient location, arasurama
- . n et
short distance travel time
i i al.(1988)
Safety of facilities, provision of Cronin &
Safe Facilitie SET8ENCY medical facilities, Taylor
deployment of service personnel, (1992)
establishment of emergency system Kim,0.].
provision of health condition, (2018)
Professional provision of health information, Ko.EJ.&
. natural diet, provision of dietary Heo,C.M.
Service
therapy, professional work, (2020)
rehabilitation medical treatment
. ST Kwak,J.H.
Perceived low cost of using facilities, low cost 2022)
Cost(fee) of programs, low cost of treatment Kim. et
and rehabilitation services al.(2007)
effectiveness of Agro-Healing, Kim. ot
. overall intention to use )
Perceived Agro-Healing, a11(2007)
value X . Zeithamal
Perceived overall evaluation at the (1988)
expense of time and money
intention to use Agro-healing, (?;;195)
Use Intention|actively recommend to others, Rogers
intention to continue using (l9g95r)
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Table 2. Validity and reliability of service quality

. Factor | Eigen- % of [Cronbach
Factors Variables N i
Loading | value |Variance a
CCl1 0.617
Crop CC2 0.655
cultivation CC3 0.797 3.013 | 10762 0.663
CC4 0.623
Animal AH1 0.740
nimal-
. AH2 0.823
35515Fed A3 082 2.775 9.911 0.832
Healing }——ob 1+ —— = |
AH4 0.776
NA1 0.654
Natural NA2 0.835
Scenery NA3 0.796 2.707 9.667 0.733
NA4 0.602
CO1 0.817
: coz | 0848
Convenience 03 0819 2.626 9.378 0.824
CO4 0.605
SF1 0.667
SF2 0.780
Safe Facilitie: 73 072 2.324 7.814 0.790
SF4 0.807
PS1 0.716
Professional 252 0.757
rolessional I pg3 0738 | 2.188 | 7.398 | 0815
Service =
PS4 0.596
PS5 0.767
PF1 0.747
Perceived Fee| PF2 0.859 2.606 8.299 0.799
PF3 0.809
percetved |PV1 0.883
creee PV2 0770 | 2.375 | 39.591 | 0.846
Value
PV3 0.650
U U1 0.700
¢ 102 | 0879 | 2345 | 30.084 | 0.840
Intention
103 0.670

*Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin : 0.844, Bartlett's Test. : x>=4442.235(p=0.000)

) WEe] 2740 A8 AwSol MU g
£ AY A=A DopEr] fsiA &Rl aglEA
(CFAXE ottt &3 H470d e A= sl |
SEFZI(Convergent Validity)=} TREEFZA(Discriminant
Validity)}& 459101, B1g49] A5 23 Table 3

3} o] vehiet

WA, A7 NEEQ] ASEEE 24T 241 A
HE7F BERS] v JAS Uelie 253
(A= 0.7 odolH, C.RES EW 2% 1.96(p<0.05)
oo A+ MEE g é@‘ﬁ =9 " &
Aels Zlos et ERF BatASEdlAverage
Variance Extracted, AVE)©| 0.50 o]4Jo|d, /g4l
=(Construct Reliability)7} 0.70 o}o& &3t 3
ZEMGE(Convergent Validity)2 AU, z+zko] 14
g9 AVEQ] Algo] o2 14 7idE 7HY A
A ZEG 3| FES sEeEEE(Discriminant
Validity)2 AUe ZAog ddsii25].

Table 3. Confirmation factor analysis results by
research concept

Standard

Unstand| Std. )
ized

Factors ardized | error | t-Value . AVE | CR
Loading| (S.E.) Loading
- (@)
CC1 | 1.000 - - 0.682
crop e
eulti CC2 | 1.002 | 0.102 | 9.790 0.631 0.561| 0.834

CC3 | 0.788 | 0.105 | 7.477** | 0.646

vation
CC4 | 0.876 | 0.109 | 8.049** | 0.610

AH1 | 1.000 - - 0.694

animal~I7 7560 | 0.086 | 14.086™ | 0.837
iss‘i.ted A | 1334 ] 0.009 | 13514 | 0785 | 018 086
ealing
AH4 | 1.163 | 0.098 | 11.840 | 0.670
NAL | 1.000 | - - [ 0587
Natural | NAZ | 1.380 | 0.135 | 10.209 | 0.760
scenery | NA3 | 1.146 | 0.114 | 10.068 | 0.730 0.563 | 0.834
NA4 | 0.968 | 0.120 | 8.081 | 0.522
col | 1000 | - - 0.727
conve | CO2 | 1.016 | 0.070 | 14.517 | 0.809
nience | CO3 | 1.056 | 0.073 | 14452 | 0.811 | 73| 089
CO4 | 0.907 | 0.081 | 11.169 | 0.609
CFl | 1.000 | - - [ 0585
safe | CF2 | 1.526 | 0.150 | 10.176 | 0.692
facilities| CF3 | 1.565 | 0.148 | 10.562 | 0.741 0.674| 0.891
CF4 | 1.559 | 0.143 | 10.878 | 0.781
pPsl | 1.000 | - - | 0768
profe- HS2 | 0.938 | 0.064 | 14.648 | 0.773
ssional | HS3 | 0.720 | 0.065 | 11.044 | 0.584 |0.598| 0.880
service | HS4 | 0.748 | 0.065 | 11.423 | 0.602
HS5 | 1.012 | 0.076 | 13.298 | 0.700

PF1 | 1.000 - - 0.670
PF2 | 1.595 | 0.125 | 12.725 | 0.834 |0.694| 0.871
PF3 | 1.319 | 0.106 | 12.477 | 0.775
PV1 | 1.000 - - 0.772
PV2 | 1.144 | 0.062 | 18.474 | 0.860 |0.803| 0.924

Perceived
Fee

perceive

|
VAU Tov3 | 1.205 | 0.062 | 19.294 | 0.894
T [1o00 | - - | 078
rif‘;t:;“ U2 | 1.019 | 0.063 | 16.267 | 0.764 |0.745| 0.897

1U3 | 1.137 | 0.061
Note: 1. * p<0.05, *p0.01

2. AVE(Average Variance Extracted) >0.5, CR(Construct Reliability)>
0.7,

18.751 | 0.8560
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Table 4. Results of verification of the discriminant validity between research concepts

animal- . . . . .
Variable crop assisted natural onvenience pergewed ‘ safe professional| perceived |intention to
cultivation healing scenery fee facilities service value use
crop cultivation 0.561**
anin;lal—%ssisted 0.230 0.618"
ealing

Natural scenery 0.237 0.122 0.563**

convenience 0.170 0.024 0.116 0.673**

perceived fee 0.099 0.002 0.048 0.179 0.694**

safe facilities 0.205 0.083 0.246 0.158 0.072 0.674**

professional service 0.160 0.110 0.246 0.104 0.207 0.357 0.598**

perceived value 0.291 0.108 0.108 0.009 0.008 0.047 0.045 0.803™
Intention to use 0.438 0.163 0.133 0.048 0.001 0.071 0.123 0.401 0.745**

ote: e diagonal element represents the average variance extraction value , an
Note: ** The di 1 el t ts th i tracti lue (AVE), and
the non-diagonal element is the square value of the correlation coefficient between concepts (y?.

3}, Table 49} Zo] RE AVES} AGAZE
b &% 0508 0.70KCH 2 Fe Hol w49
of AHgH HEEL HEet JFEGAE Y 9L
& 5 Sltth o2, A& Aol /I E Ate]
g3t gk AololE e ATTAE B o whd
< 7= AL ouigitt. ZF A Q9] Alolo] T
S BAREZHAVE)0] tiREe] 7+ 9]le] AAlLe]
FAOAET 27] 2ol 221E Ato]o] el AJo]
SR AT 3 4 QUTH26]. ASES A= Table 49}
o] IAQRIE 7ol ThdepdAdo] FHE Hog el
et

00|

!

Xgsg MHlA 02T O|Xl=
Ate AFRFANA AT Afsd ATZED
=AY, 5=, 523 AHAEZAGFEDA,
AR, A 818) 8%lo] Ak JHX|==
uj7iH4~(Mediating Variable)S S8 A5 AH|A
olg9ko "= JF TWAE HBA °olE ¢l
S3EF9 AL I ol TP =Y
(SEM:Structural Equation Model) £4-& AAJ51t.

Autzo 7 PG E A7} 0.90 olAfold 235}
o, BPAIE 247} 0.80~0.90 Ate]o]A Lt RMSEA
7} 0.05~0.08 Ato]9] k& 7IAH HP L7} vl A
Z£2 ZoF FositH27].

ATmEle] Y HHE A4l ?=1098.735 (d.f=498,
p<0.001), x*/d.f=2.206, GFI=0.866, TLI=0.887,
NFI=0.832, CFI=0.900, RMSEA=0.055% A|5=Eo°] Tj
AR AJe APEZ T3 A2 Yeigth

ATEE W FARSE 1 FFH] gt BAF
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So14e HET ATE Table 59 2T}
(@771 1] Agsd Agmead 5 AS4U06
=0.626, p(0.01& A2E 7ol Aol elulat 3
g oE o e v, SR2le 527
e A7kl 0] FFL vIAA R A= Uehie.
(@771 2] AuASE 29 & HRA(E=0.177,
p(0.051& A|2kEl 710l A9 FpuIet Fake vl
A0 Urepdey, v A7k H18(8=-0.309, p<0.01)
& A7k 7o) RS Qe vE Ao
ettt
(@771 3] A1$e] 217t 7H1(8=0.960, p<0.01)
ol& olwo] H(H2| Folule PFL HlAE Aow
ergt,

L

Table 5. Analysis of the structural equation model

Std.
Path Estimates| S.E. CR. P
8
H1-1 CC = PV 0.626 | 0.152 5.906 | 0.000
H1-2 AH = PV 0.020 | 0.072 | 0.298 | 0.765
H1-3 NA = PV 0.078 | 0.102 1.033 0.302
H2-1 CO = PV -0.042 | 0.069 | -0.634 | 0.526
H2-2 S = PV -0.095 | 0.139 | -1.178 | 0.239
H2-3 PS = PV 0.177 | 0.083 2.077 | 0.038
H3 PF = PV -0.309 | 0.093 | -4.209 | 0.000
H4 PV = IU 0.946 | 0.061 | 15.738 | 0.000
Note: 1. C.R.=Critical Ratio, *p<0.1, **p<0.05, **p<0.01

2. Model fit : x*=1098.735(d.f=498,p<0.001),
x*/d.f=2.206, GFI=0.866, TLI=0.887, NFI=0.832,
CFI=0.900, RMSEA=0.055
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a3
H|AEdo] 7k 714
5 & TAEo) wet Hed
P Apol7t UEtl=A] A7g9]
(multi-group  analysis)
(moderating effect) £4& AASIH. 2F-5F ©]
€& = 22 AT 2 JHD) LR &S]
Al 4= 7+ {948 A5 stk

AfsY ATAH A AHEAFEL 089k H|
A8 e 5 JITEE FE5H]
AAELSITE AREA e A
I AF5d] T 22 e B
x*=1709.960(d.f=996,p<0.001), x*/d.f=1.717,
GFI=0.807, CFI=0.868, RMSEA=0.042°]3}1, TA%=7}
we Ak myL *=1751.450 (d.f=1004, p<0.001),
x*/d.f=1.744, GFI=0.802, CFI=0.862, RMSEA=0.043%
Al B H3/go] FRIE i

Fig. 23} Table 63 Zo] AT d(measurement
weights)ol| djgt §-9J=50] 0.0012 p<0.05 Ft 7+
o7} Yk AFZHEE 712610 A5 AH|A o]
| MHE 50 HE T Fol7t BAHLE #
ot Ao ® veht 2daart Ao& Yehgrt

A9 o8 e =% ITEE HEE EAT
A7, A58 THETF 22 AT 20 Fdol
Al AERA(CO), s&4BNA), F2H(CO), HEL
(PS)o] Azt 710 v]A= FAFEL Z(+HY Fv)zt
o] ZJol7t Ao = Vet GHA, Aol
9 Z2 R A, ARAEAEA BE AE 5
gk 279 H(PE) 8912 F FYeoA BE F(-)<]
FFE vAE AoE Yeyrh o3t Ade AR
g AHIA o] THE 50] 2 JTYSE AFZ
2O AulA F4o] Z4E 7PV o]k
(U)ol PA= el Az er o Ik & 4= Qi

9%

3  =day

ol
AT

o] 1-
~

Table 6. Verification results of the moderator effect

Model X2 d.f X2/d.f RMSEA AXZ p
unconstrained| 1,709.96| 996 |1.717| 0.042 - -
MeASWreMEnt | 751 451,004 | 1.744 | 0.043 | 41.490 | 0.000

weights
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Agro-healing
Resources
M A

—— significant path
--------- = Not significant path

0.187F %
> Perceived 0.912*** /" Intention
value (PV) of Use (1U)

0.359°% 7

-0.328%%%

0.526%*

croj
Cultivation(€C)

Note : *p< 0.1, *p< 0.05, **¢ 0.001

(a) Low Attention to Agro-healing group

¢ CoN
‘ Agro-healing |
Resources

— Significant path

.
0-656* » Not significant path

Perceived 0-920%+* Intention
> value (PV) of Use (1U)

0.325%+

crop
Cultivation(€C)

.,0.021

Watural
Scenery(NA)

\ M~
N _/ 02s57*%
™

Service Quality

A7
Convenience 0.018
(co)
" 0.202*

Safe Facilities
(SF) /
Professional
Service(Ps)

Perceived Fee

_p.a52%5+

1 *p<0.1, *p<0.05, ***(0.001
(b) High Attention to Agro-healing group

Note

Fig. 2. A path diagram of the study Attention to
Agro-healing group

02 o 719 AREA AyE Huwd A
Table 70l AAStAH. A-5F AFTZ2 I
ZENA)°l AZH 7HA)of] WA= ARAE A5
olg AT FFo] w2 I BF H2A(8=0.257,
p0.065)%F w2 Yo BY A2A5(3=0.187,
p<0.066)2 e+ 7t Z}o]9] C.R.(Critical Ratios for
difference between parameters) gt°] SAZXOCZ &
u|sHA B FFE HA= AoE UERIT AH|AE
4 3 HIE(CO)ol AZHd 7H | mA= AEAA=
2 WHE Jd 23(8=0.325, p<0.002)7} #2 A
23(8=0.359, p0.00DE Ht 7+ FAHCE Fofet
Zpol7t = ALE UEHT



A7 &5tE =R A248 A6Z, 2023
Table 7. Path Coefficient Comparison

Level of Attention in Agro-healing

Path High group(n=211) Low group(n=188) dif?errc:;ies
Std. Std. (t-value)
Estimates P Estimates P

H1-1 crop cultivation(CC) = perceived value(PV) 0.656™** 0.002 0.526™* 0.000 -0.017
H1-2 animal-assisted healing(AP) = perceived value(PV) 0.021 0.190 0.025 0.798 0.318
H1-3 natural scenery(NA) = perceived value(PV) 0.257* 0.065 0.187* 0.066 2.541%*
H2-1 convenience(CO) = perceived value(PV) 0.325%* 0.002 0.359%* 0.001 -4.229**
H2-2 safe facilities(SF) = perceived value(PV) 0.019 0.881 0.012 0.919 -0.882
H2-3 professional(PS) = perceived value(PV) 0.202* 0.098 0.195* 0.058 -0.171
H2-4 perceived fee(PE) = perceived value(PV) -0.452** | 0.000 | -0.328"* | 0.004 -2.626™*
H3 perceived value(PV) = Intention to use(IU) 0.920%** 0.000 0.912%* 0.000 -2.301**

1) Low attention to agro-healing <4 scores, High attention to agro-healing =4 scores.

Note: *p € 0.1, ** p ¢ 0.05, ** p ¢ 0.01
S8k A A A9 ool Ak 4 Al Ao ebid:
2oHE B BUE PG 2Y(E=0.920, pO.O00T AL, (@774 5] A5 Hela o] g AT %

o Aok 2 ¥(3=0.912, p<0.001)E HAt 7+ BAZHC
2 {3t Zol7h e AR yEhyth

2
E

5. I:ll AI AI-I'I

2 Ate e 9E ATZE LT AHAaE
A QAL o]& oo WA= FF Q1S #AT 2
e o 2ok
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45.4%7F IAIBHAL Q= ACE YEET Afs9 ol
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