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Abstract This study estimates the consumer value provided by low-carbon agrifood with a focus on
people in their 20s, who are current and future consumers. Information was collected regarding the
respondents’ experiences, environmental awareness, perceptions of climate change and low-carbon
agrifood, and their willingness to pay for it. Consumer preference for low-carbon agrifood was analyzed
using the Contingent Valuation Method, which is commonly employed to estimate consumers' willingness
to pay for non-market goods. To closely align with real market conditions and to facilitate respondents'
answers to questions, a double-bounded dichotomous choice format was utilized. The empirical results
show that for people in their 20s, the willingness-to-pay ratio for low-carbon agrifood was
approximately 27% relative to conventional food. Environmental interest shown by such consumers had
a statistically significant impact on the willingness-to-pay decision for these products, while treatment
information, climate change awareness, and prior purchasing experiences contributed to numerical
differences in the willingness-to-pay ratio. The analysis indicates a noticeable shift in willingness to pay
based on the level of environmental concern. Therefore, prioritizing enhancement of individuals'
awareness and interest in their environment should be considered a primary focus. However, while the
awareness of climate change and the environment among individuals in their 20s appears to be high,
their recognition of low-carbon agrifood seems comparatively low.

Keywords : Contingent Valuation Method, Double Bounded Dichotomous Choice, Low Carbon Agrifood,
Willingness to Pay, Young Consumer
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Table 1. Group-specific treatment information

Category Information provided
Control group Definition of low-carbon agrfood
Positive S .
. A Definition of low-carbon agrifood, Amount of
information . . .
carbon reduction possible when purchasing
treatment s
low-carbon agrifood
group
Negative . .
. 8 A Definition of low-carbon agrifood,
information . - )
Opportunity cost of carbon reduction when
treatment - .
NOT consuming low-carbon agrifood
group
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics of respondents 7 milion~8 million 19 6.81
Ratio 8 milion~9 million 18 6.45
C Freq.
ategory red (%) 9 milion~10 million 6 2.15
Control group 100 35.84 10 million~ 37 13.26
Positive information 89 31.91 Total 279 100.0
treatment grou
T |t g
egative information
treatment group 20 5225 5~10% 89 31.90
Total 279 | 100.0 Ratio of agrifood 10~15% 52 18.64
120% 20 32.35 consumption 15~20% 19 6.81
Offered Amount 140% 102 36.56 20%~ 15 538
Ratio 160% 87 31.19 Total 279 100.0
Total 279 100.0 1(Risk preference) 6 2.15
Male 164 58.78 2 7 251
Gender Female 115 41.22 3 9 323
Total 279 100.0 4 16 573
~19 years old 3 1.08 5 12 430
20~29 years old 265 9498 Risk 6(Risk neutral) 83 29.75
Age 30~39 years old 11 3.94 propensity 7 1 753
40~49 years old 0 0.0 s 0 2151
50 years old~ 0 0.0 9 31 1111
Total 279 100.0 10 14 5.02
N?;?ilﬁinsogliﬁm 0 0.0 11(Risk aversion) 20 7.17
Graduation from high Total 27 1000
20 7.17
school
_ Attending university 208 74.55 Table 3. Response distribution by offered amount
Education Gradue'ition. from £ 14.70 ratio
university
Attendance or Offered Y-Y Y-N N-Y N-N
: amount | Participants
z;ﬁliizi?r;cgggf 10 3.58 ratio Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
Total 279 100.0 120% 90 35 17 22 16
Special city and ) 140% 102 13 14 11 64
: ) 8 24.37
Metropolitan city 160% 87 12 7 5 63
Adm‘zzza“ve City 175 | 6272 Total 279 60 38 38 143
County or Lower 36 12.91
Total 279 100.0
= o =
Not very interested 7 2.51 3.33 XlEgIAl‘ 7E=|IC->I()" J_":I-O‘—I‘ %OOF Eﬂ
Not interested 22 7.89 SUAE9] AA|FHE[Lo] digt 2 VS Anr
Environmental Neutral 137 49.10 W AA SR oF 87.8%(245Y, B 52 7He)7t
e TP A U3 saEel gY A8t e Ao
ery intereste: .
—— 279 | 1000 o, oF 12.2%(34%, B4 39 7Fe)7t A <
— = e ® 5Eel tE ARelt 18 gl Ao vehd
A AA Sk 9J3F Q9 ZF
1 milion~2 million 19 6.81 . AZeAr 2l g 8°0& Table 49 2.
Houschold 2 milion~3 million | 24 | 860 ;qE}i A5 Bib=ol tigt A=At Sle 7P 2
ouseno - s
income 3 milion~4 million 27 9.68 o] FA'/\HH %04 Ql'ﬁ 7H}"]0" 7]03101'7] 5,)—]6]:[/\-]
(KRW) 4 milion~5 million 28 10.04 = _,]ﬁo] AA9 9F 36.2%=2 71 wWekow, V|EH
5 milion~6 million 22 7.89 -9—1'% "I 15_—_9}_,] /‘k:]z]'-x(-)] g 1__74/\1 ﬂ.,‘f__ _g]ao'l (_)_]l:
6 milion~7 million 29 10.39
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Table 4. Factors influencing willingness-to-pay for
low-carbon agrifood

Category Freq. | Ratio(%)
Due to the perceived severity
of climate change and global | 138 29.18
warming
To contribute to
environmental improvement 171 36.15
by reducing carbon emissions
Willing Because of the positive
factor perception of low-carbon 61 12.90
agrifood
For the sake of a healthy diet 53 11.21
Because of the exp?ectatlon of 50 10.56
good quality
Total 473 100
Because of the lack of prior 4 5.41
exposure
Due to the hlgh cost for 2% 35.13
consumption
Because it doesn't seem to be
particularly helpful in reducing| 13 17.57
. carbon emissions
Unwilling
factor Because of the distrust in the
X 6 8.11
relevant labeling
Because- it feels like a 10 13.51
promotional tool only
Bec.ause t.here. isn't en.ough 15 20.27
discernible information
Total 74 100

3.3.4 7|ztst A XMEA QIS SUE0| ot 8H

ol
. 2l SEL 91.9%01, o]
T & LI ke S92 23.7%= R 715t
S Aot Arhes S92 71.7%°14, °f & WS- A
SHL lthe 852 20.8%% et

Fig. 2= A& Q15 sitEd] ¥ &6 Exol
A QIS FihEe 2L Jlthe S 53.4%°1H,
A QT BAtEd s & A9l Ade S92
35.8%2 LERT

@ Strongly Disagree or Disagree
Neutral

@ Agree
@ Strongly Agree

@ Have heard of it
@ Familiar with it
@ Have no knowledge of it

Fig. 1. Response distribution by climate change
perception and experience

80%
64.2%
60%
46.6%
Y
40% 8
@ No
20%
0%
Perception Purchasing Experience

Fig. 2. Response distribution by low-carbon agrifood
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Table 5. Response distribution by offered amount

ratio
Variables Coef. Std. Err.
Sex -3.282 3.962
Age 0.113 9.147
Administrative area 0.234 3.293
Education 0.401 3.522
Environmental interest 5.300" 2.644
Household income -0.463 0.599
Ratio of agr.ifood 0213 1772
consumption
Risk propensity 0.941 0.868
Log likelihood -314.188
No. of Obs. 279
Mean WTP(%) 127.019™

Note: **p{.05.
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Table 6. Ratio of willingness-to-pay by treatment
information for low-carbon agrifood

Category Point Estimate Std. Err. 7
Control group 127.2988™ 3.50 36.40
Positive
information 128.5499™ 3.95 32.25
treatment
group
Negative
information 125.7457™ 3.28 38.38
treatment
group

Note: ***p{.01.

3.3.6 SHE 540 ME XIZ2At Hlu

Ak sd71s0l 489 sAke e, &4 #
AL7t 2842 A EA} &I Table 52 53
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v w3}y, A= Table 73 Zth 34 BAIE
oig) W A gty Ze A Qb gEet
3

oI QU ATE of 127.2%, WA AT He wi
9wy Urkehn SuT AT oF 120.9%2 et
ek, ol guAe] B0l Yt WAt £ 24E
Hekd: Q1% SAEC] et Hamelv o] F7oh
Aoz g,

Table 7. Comparison of willingness-to-pay of
environmental concern

Environmental WTP(%) Std. Err. |No. of Obs.
concern
~Not interested 109.396*** 12.76 29
Neutral 127.159*** 3.01 137
Interested~ 129.895™** 3.39 113

Note: **p{.01.

71FHStE LSS AgL w971e0] 289 w4t
=] tiet 7l A7 w2 Ao= Aste], 715wst
Aol T g Q1T FibEe] gt AEAE H]
WA, 11 A= Table 83t 2t 715 st Aztof
sl AgskAl Seteh el Et A AedA
AuEo] oF 120.1%, AR 2l 3HI Hk> oF
129.5%, “Hi-¢- Aleiey 2tar SRt Ag2 oF 128.7%=
UebdT. meb 715ekE AgeE Ags A 5
Abzol 7Rl A=abt Qs ASE UERT

Table 8. Comparison of willingness-to-pay of
climate change experience

Climate change WTP®%) Std. Err. | No. of Obs.
experience

Not experienced 120.105™** 5.42 79
Experienced 129.536™** 2.42 142

Very Experienced 128.731%** 4.89 58

Note: **p{.01.

Agta wh71e0] #8d sibee] 7 2 &8 7
ool met AZ2Are] zpol7t B Aol Bzsto]
Agta QS A il Aol digt AEQAE Hla
3}9.0m, 1 A3H= Table 99+ et ol Aol wet
T Fgol Atk SE AP A=A EHEo]
F 129.5%, il 3ol tal S AT °F 126%
ot ol A" AT ARES] ol Bl wet A=
AR dElEe] 314 Zpol7h TSk A oR UE.

Table 9. Comparison of willingness-to-pay of
purchasing experience

Purchasing WTP(%) Std. Err. |No. of Obs.
experience
Yes 129.470™ 3.61 100
No 125.930"*" 2.49 179

Note: ***p{.01.
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