
Survey Overview

• Ojective: to understand the current situation and thinking of the members of Farmer’s COOP

• Target: All 321 prodution members of Farmer’s COOP (as of june 2018)

• Method; Questionnairses sent to individuals, and sent back in retured envelopes after completion.

• Period: July 1 through August 31, 2018

• Tool;  Structured questionnaire

• Date processing: All 253 reponses (responses rate: 78.8%) are analyzed

• Trends were examined in case th  same qusetions were asked in the 2015 iCOOP  Association of Producer
Groups Member Survey.
    

• The 2014 and 2017 Census of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (by Statics Korea) were used to funderstand 
more about the respondents from Farmer’s COOP.
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2018  Total responses : 133

6.8%

2014

2017

Farming type (production) Farming type (production)  

Shared of actual income 
in turnover * out of 100%

200 to less than
-300 million won

200 to less than
-300 million won

No. of responses:

No. of responses:

300 to less than
-400 million won

300 to less than
-400 million won

400 to less than
500 million won

400 to less than
500 million won

500 million won 
or more

500 million won 
or more

Annual tu rnover                     * 1out of 100%

Share of turnover related to shipment to iCOOP                                      * out of 100%

Less than 100
million won 

Less than 100
million won 

100 to less than 
-200 million won 

100 to less than 
-200 million won

50.6%

48.6%

126

101

  24.1   %

25%

9.2%

10.6%

3.2%

3.4%

5.6%

4.8%

7.2%

7.7%

2017

2014

Less than 20% 14.7%

26.8%

26.8%

24.7%

19.2%
24.1%

15.9%
21.2%

55.3%

6.9%

Less than 20% 24.6%

31.9%

27.5%

15.4%
18.3%

24.1%

42.3%

14%

1.9%

20% to less
than~ 40%~

20% to less
than~ 40%

40% to less
than~ 60%~

40% to less
than~ 60%

60% to less 
than~ 80%~

60% to less 
than~ 80%

80% or more

80% or more

Farm debt in 2018

No. of responses: 42
No. of responses : 52

16.6%
20.6%

No debt

Less than 50 million won

Form of production workforce in 2018Existence of successor 

What to do with famland in cases without successor

Major reasons for debt in 2018              *  out of 100%

Production facilities

33.3%

Purchase of farming machnery

25.6%

Purchase of land

22.3%

Living expenses

10.5%

Others

6.9%

Children’s educational expenses

1.4%

No. of responses: 68

Total responses : 238 Farmer’s COOP

28.6%

60.5%

10.9%

Yes

No

Never thought about it

2018

 domestic farming families

Yes

No

2015

90.2%

9.8%

2017

2014

Sell Outsource joint management to
cooperative units or corporation

Decide in consultationi
with farmer’s COOP
(item added in 2018)

6.2% 6.9%

- %2.3% 1.5%

There was an average of 2.51 family memebers
participating (including the respondent)

2.51

  80.8%   answered they had outside hired help

Total responses: 
245

61.2%
No. of responses 
: 150

19.6%

15.9%

3.3%Family + hired help

Hired help

Family

Alone

No plan Pass on to chldren Lease

57.7%

5.4%

36.8%

15.8%

2017 2014 2017 2014

2017

2014

average42.5%

average37.3%

Total responses : 231

Total responses : 207

Major grain Major grainLive stock Live stock

Fruits FruitsOthers Others

Vegetables Vegetables

Less than 50%  50% to less than ~ 70%  70% to less than ~ 90% 90% or more

7.7%

Direct comparison is not possible because th qusetion was open-ended in 2017 
while 2014 gave a ranges to choose from  

2017

2014

Total responses : 241 Average

2015  Total responses : 130

Total responses : 208

      73.3        %

2018 Farmer’s COOP Member Survey at A Glance

27.7% 30.8%
24.8% 30.8%

30.3%

15.5% 17.6%

35.8%

23.9%
18.8%

29.3%

20.9%

15.4%
12.6%

31.3%

28.4%

Total responses : 253
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Gender of respondents                      * out of 100%

 No. of family members in Farmer’s COOP and domestic farming families                                                                                                                              
                            
                                                                                                           * out of 100% 

Members’ experience in eco-friendlly farming                                                         * out of 100%

Length of time trading with iCOOP                                              * out of 100%

 Domestic farming families Farmer’s COOP

2018

20172018

2018

2018 2015

2015

2015

91.7% 92.5%

8.3% 7.5%

4.13

15.18 years 

10.51 years 8.46 years

13.26  years

2.3

40.7% 71.8%

22.5%

33.7%

25.6%

5.7%

21% 24.4%29.4% 21.4% 3.8%

29.2% 31.7% 22.3% 13.9% 3%

Less than 10 years       10 to less than 15years 15 to less than 20 years 20 to less than 30 years 30 years or more

Less than 5 years

5 to less than -10 years

10 to less than -15 years

15 years or longer

38.7% 36.7%

Farmers’ COOP and domestic farming families: age of farm owner

50-59

60-69

70 or older

2018
Farmer’s COOP

42.9%

57.12

16.3%

32.5%

8.3%

50-59

2017
Domestic farm owners

6.6%

19.9%

31.6%

41.9%

70+

2015
Farmer’s COOP

55.83

23.9%

29.6%

5.6%

40.8%
50-59

Characteristic of the respondents 
4

Respondents to the 2018 Farmer's’ COOP survey, in averages: 57.12 years old, 15.8 years of experience in eco-friendly farming, 
10.51 years of trading with iCOOP, and 4.13 people in their households

Total responses: 253 Total responses: 214

Men Men

No. of responses: 232 No. of responses: 198

Women Women

or more

Total responses: 246

No. of responses: 100

Average Average

Total responses: 238 

Total responses: 202

No. of responses: 70

No. of responses: 64

Average

Average

No. of responses: 87

Average

No. of responses: 72

Average

Average: 

Average: 

years old

years old

Total responses: 252

Total responses: 213

No. of responses: 87

No. of responses: 108 

The respondents are relatively younger than non-COOP 
domestic farm owners.

less than 40



Satisfaction level by trading phase in 2018                                             * out of 100%

Change in income stability after trading began with iCOOP                                                      * out of 100%

                                                               * out of 4

67.8% 15.3%

11.8%

13.1%

6.1%

18.2%

22.2%

13.1%

11.2%

10.9%

14.2%

25.9%

22.3%

13.6%

14.2%

19.6%

25.1%

7.7%

12.5%

14.8%

10.9%

25.7%

22.4%

11.3%

18%

70.7%

63.7%

64.4%

72.9%

63.7%

70.1%

64.4%

68.2%

55.2%

56.1%

59.9%

2.95

2.91

2.86

2.72

3.08

3.06

2.94

3.06

2.88

2.69

2.77

3.09

71.6 %

56.4 %

2018

2018

2015

2015

71.6%

56.4%

76.6%

58.7%

24.8%

37.2%

19.5%

34.5%

3.6%

6.4%

3.9%

6.8%

No. of responses:  : 179

No. of reponses:141

No. of responses:  : 157

No. of reponses: 121

Very dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied Somewhat satisfied Very satisfied

Members’ Trade-related Status and Attitude
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The process of trading with iCOOP was quantified (out of 4). The top 2 most satisfactoryied phases were “Communications with product managers” and “Time of shipment 

Sharing of production policies

Number of education programs and 
meetings provided

Contract method

Pricing 

Time of shipment to iCOOP

Volume of shipment to iCOOP

Adjustment of supply quantity to iCOOP

Inspection and testing by iCOOP 
Certification Center 

Warehousing and quality assurance

Returns after shipment

Speed of payment 

Communications with product managers

Total 
responses 

Average score 

said their income is “more stable” in 2018 than before they began trading with 

More stable No change Less stable
More stable No change Less stable

Total responses: 250
Total responses: 205

Changes in income after beginning to trading with iCOOP

said their income “increased” in 2018 than before they began trading with iCOOP.

Stability and amount of income should continuously improve to enhance the sustainability of member farming.
In particular, it is essential to understand the reasons some responded their income is less stable and/or has decreased than before they began 
trading with iCOOP.

Increased 
income

No change Decreased 
income    

Increased 
income

No change Decreased 
income   

Total responses: 250 Total responses: 206



Motive for joining Farmer’s COOP in 2018                    * out of 100%

Not atl all Not much Somewhat Very much

59.1% 51.1% 58.4%
66.7%

0.8% 0.4%
2.5%

9.9% 6.4%2.4% 5.8%
7.9%

37.7% 35.4%
22.9%32.6%

3.34 2.54 3.29 3.10

Attitude towards Farmer’s COOP

Level of satisfaction with contract                            * out of 100%

4.1%

19%
6.8%

70.1%

2.80
Reasons for dissatisfaction

3.2951.9% 40.6%

3.1556.7% 30.8%

3.4042.5% 49.1%

Changes experienced after investing in related companies in 2018                                                                                *out of 100%

3.3345.8% 44.9%

Not at all Not much Somewhat Very much

7.5%

9.6%

6.5%

3.8%
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Total responses: 247 Total responses: 233 Total responses: 243 Total responses: 

Stable markets are secured. Support is provided for production Trust exists between the producers 
and consumers.

I agree with the policies of Farmer’ COOP.

Average score 
Average score Average score 

Average score 

The respondents who concluded new contracts (67.0%, 150 people) expressed the level of satisfaction with their contract to be an average of 2.8 out of 4.

Total responses: 147

Very 
dissatisfied

Somewhat 
dissatisfied

Somewhat satisfied Very 
satisfied

Total responses:6 Total responses:28 Total responses: 103

Average score: 

34 dissatisfied respondents were asked the reason, and 
23 of them responded. The biggest reason was pricing 
(16).

According to respondents who invested in related companies (48.2%, 108 people), “a stronger responsibility for production” scored the highest (3.4 out of 4) regarding the changes they 
have experienced. 

I feel a stronger 
responsibility for 
production.

I feel a stronger sense of 
ownership in Farmers’ 
COOP.

I have become interested 
in iCOOP Korea’s 
business.

Total responses

107

I expect more income



3.0544.6% 33.1%16%

3.1336%44.8%15.2%

3.1611.8% 48.3% 36%

3.1614.3% 42.9% 38.7%

Contribution of Farmer’s COOP production policies to members’ production in 2018                                                                                                                            * out of 100%

iCOOP Seed Foundation Mutual Aid Society
COOP fruits & 
Vegetable Co.Ltd 

iCOOP Agriculture Co.Ltd Co-op Grains Co.Ltd Co-op Livestck Co.Ltd Healthy Beef Co.Ltd

Not at all Not much Somewhat Very much

3.1847.2% 37.1%12.4%

3.0617.1% 50.3% 29.4%

3.1434.7%48.5%13.4%

3.1250% 32.8%13.6%

Level of communication from Farmer’s COOP in 2018

Not much Somewhat Very much

I read the newsletters 
thoroughly. 

59.6%

33.1%

5.7%
1.6%

3.24 3.01 2.81

I  participate as much as possilble 
in the workshops and education program 
organized by the co-op.

 

51.7%

37.6%

9.5%

1.2%

3.26

2.35 2.63 2.78 2.78 2.63 2.60 2.46

I communication well with 
co-op staff.

57.2%

23.9%15.2%

3.7%

34.6% 49.6%

50.8% 40.1% 39.7%

33.3%

50%

18.1% 16.5% 15.6% 12.2%17.4%
8.6% 11.1%

3.7%

I communication well with 
other members. 

57.2%

14%

25.1%

Awareness of organizations related to Farmer’s COOP in 2018                                                                     *  out of 100% 

Not at all awareNot well aware Somewhat awareVery aware

56.8%
39.3% 31.1% 43.4% 44.7% 54.5%32.6%
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“Production and supply of common materials” recorded the highest score (out of 4) when the members were asked how much the policies of Farmer’s  COOP policies 
have helped their production.

Production and supply of 
common materials (e.g. 
COOP liquid fertilizer, 

Switch to non-GMO feed 

Shipment incentive fee 

Price Stabilization Fund 

Seedling management 
from cotyledon stage 

Support with mutual aid 
fundings (e.g. disaster, 
congratulatory or condolence 

Sharing organic agricultural 
technology through the 
Technical Committee

Member Advanced payment 
Payment System for 
purchasesto Stabilize Farm 
Production

Total 
responses

Average score 

Average score Average score Average score Average score 

Total responses: 245 Total responses: 242 Total responses: 243 Total responses: 243 

Total responses: 243 Total responses: 244
Total responses:  238

Total responses: 242 Total responses:  237 Total responses: 237 Total responses: 237

Average score Average score Average score Average score Average score Average score Average score

Never much



16.1% 70% 12.2%

66.1%15.9% 14.5%

2.93

2.92

Interaction with iCOOP consumer members

Level of satisfaction in 2018, by co-op activity

Very dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied Somewhat satisfied Very satisfied

10.7% 67.8% 18.5%

14.1% 66.5% 15.9%

3.02

2.95

21.3%

78.8%

2017
Yes

No

18.7%

81.3%

2014
Yes

No

73.68
67.24

Level of satisfaction, by co-op                         *convertion to 100 points

2018

2015

75.43 72.91
70.87 68.00 73.15 71.63

Education required for Farmer’s COOP members                                                        * out of 100%

Farmer’s COOP production poclicy

Farmer’s COOP production poclicy

26.5%

21.1%

20.9% 16.3%

19.8% 12.6%

11% 10.5%

10% 10%10.5%

2018

2015

8

The most needed was on“production policy” both in 2015 and 2018. 
Education on general production policy for the members takes place once or twice a year and major communications are made at the Item Committee.
Members who do not participate in the Item Committee may lack understanding of production policies, so it is necessary to provide education or promote the policies on a 
regular basis. 

Prospects for iCOOP 

Production technology 

Production technology 

Prospects for 
iCOOP 

Agricultural 
management 

Cooperatives 

Prospectsive for 
agriculture 

Prospects for 
agriculture 

Agricultural 
management

Interaction with iCOOP’s consumer members in 2017 decreased from 81.3% (in 2014) to 78.8%.

Total responses: 
240

Total responses: 
203

No. of responses: 
189

No. of responses: 
165

Item Committee 
activities

Interaction with 
consumer members 

Production Policy 
Education

Workshop on 
Increasing 
Productivity 

Total responses: 233 

Total responses: 227

Total responses: 230

Total responses: 227

Average score

Average score

Average score

Average score

Item Committee activities Interaction with consumer members Workshop on Increasing Productivity Production Policy Education



Areas Farmer’s COOP Should Focus on for the Next 2-3 Years                                                     * out of 100%

Areas Farmer’s COOP Should Work on to Increase Productivity                       * out of 100%

29.1% 44.2%

26.9%

32.5%17.2%

13.2%11.9%

10.6%

44.4%

17.6%

4.6% 3.2%6.0%

16.2%
7.9%

15.7%

2.7%
7%

26.5%
13.5%

34.6%

4.6%

2018 2015

Increasing productivity Increasing productivity

Strengthening the Item Committee

Nurturing successors

Nurturing successors

Expansion of infrastructure 
(e.g grain polishing and storage facilities

Expansion of Infrastructurelture 
(e.g nursey, natural enermy culture center,
compost ground 

The most important area for the members is Increasing productivity’

The area that requires the most effort is “technical advice and education for agriculture and livestock industries”

-

2018

2015
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Responsible production 
(item added in 2018)

Investment 
(item added in 2018)

No. of responses: 66

No. of responses: 87

(item deleted in 2018)

Total responses: 227 Total responses: 197

In the 2018 survey, the demand for “support with agricultural labor was higher than the demand for “ 
group purchases of eco-friendly agricultural materials”than in 2015.

Total responses: 216

Total responses: 185

No. of responses: 96

No. of responses: 64

Technical advice and education for 
agriculture and livestock industries

Support for agricultural labor Group purchase eco-friendly 
agricultural materials

Shared compost ground 

Natural enemy culture 
center (item added in 2018)

Shared nursery  Others 



Area of cultivated land                                  (in  3.3  m²)

2017

2017

2014

2014

Total

Ogarnic

Total

Ogarnic

Total area of cultivated land 

Total area of cultivated land 

Total area of cultivated land 

Total area of cultivated land 

Area of owned land

Area of owned land

Area of owned land

Area of owned land

214

147

192

111

2,948,184

1,309,225

2,449,313

985,925

13,776.6

8,906.3

12,756.8

8,882.2

1,504,100

707,947

1,278,739

591,243

7,596.5

5,530.8

7,434.5

5,853.9

198

128

172

101

Members’ Status and Attitide toward eco-friendly Farming 

2018

2015

The biggest motive for starting  eco-friendly agriculture                                                           * out of 100%

 ‘For production of safe farm products’

46.0%

57.2%

17.4%

-

16.9%

16.7%

8%

9.4%

6.1%

5.6%
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For production of safe 
farm production

For sustainable 
production

For higher 
income

To avoid 
pesticide 
poisoning, etc

To the 
environment

For production of safe farm 
production

For sustainable 
production

For higher income

To avoid pesti-
cide poisoning, 
etc

To the environment

In 2017, the share of cultivated land owned by members of total organic farmland was 54.1%, which was lower than in the 2014 survey (59.9%)

No. of households 

Total area

Average area

No. of households 

Total area

Average area

No. of households

Total area

Average area

No. of households

Total area

Average area

The biggest motive:

Total responses: 213

Total responses: 180

Total responses:98

Total responses: 103

In 2017, the share of cultivated land owned by members of total organic farmland was 54.1%, which was lower than in the 2014 survey (59.9%).



Information or knowledge gathering about eco-friendly agriculture                                                                                     * out of 100% 

Education by Farmer’s COOP

Education by Farmer’s COOP

24.8%

27.8%

24.2% 24% 20.3%

19.9% 22.3% 19%

3.4% 3.4%

4.6%6.3%

2018

2015

Challenges eco-friendly Farming in 2018                                              * out of 100%

Not at all challenging Not very challenging Somewhat challenging Very challenging

        217

        217

3.36

3.33

3.12

2.77 2.75 2.37 2.242.52 2.452.61

3.05

2.88

2.00

42.9% 47.2%9.1%

8.5% 45.7% 44.4%

16.4% 42.5% 36.9%

15.6% 43.4% 34.1%

33.6%31.8%24%

16.1%
5.5%

50.7%27.6%

23.5%

23.5%

28.9%

24.1%

2018

75.9%

iCOOP Certification status*                      * out of 100% 

45.3% 54.7%

2015
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Farmimportant source of members information and knowledge about by farming
Members get most of their information and knowledge about eco-friendly agriculture from the education provided by Farmer’s COOP 
However, the percentages of respondents wh chose “eco-friendly farmers, , education by cooperative units, corporations”are also high. 

From by Farmer’s COOP

From by Farmer’s COOP

Education by local goverments, local 
Agricultual Technology

Education by local goverments, local 
Agricultual Technology

Education by cooperative units, 
corporation

Education by cooperative units, 
corporation

the challenges members face in eco-friendly agriculture were quantified (out of 4). The top 2 challenges were “finding laborand “ and ” labor costs“
The members of Farmer’s COOP ship a high share of their produts to iCOOP so they finding markets is not very challenging. However, they find other issues chaiilenge in 
the follwing order: finding labor , managing labor costs, pest control, and cost of eco-friendly agricultural materials.

Finding 

Managing labor 
costs

Pest control

Cost eco-friendly 
agriculture
materials

Weeding

Finding markets

Average score

Average scoreTotal responses

232

233

214

205

Production

Total reponses:187
Total reponses:191

mark

mark

mark

Not certified 

Securing roughage
Coping with damage 
from repeated 
cultivation

Seedling 
management  

Getting eco-friendly 
certification from the 
government 

Soil 
management 

Securing eco-friendly 
agricultural materials

Technical guidance 
by NACF 

Technical 
guidance by 
NACF 

Others

Others



Implications and recommemdations

Thoughts on iCOOP Cerification in 2018                               *out of 100% 

 Positive answers (Very much + Somewhat) were highest for the ststement, “iCOOP Certificatioon is a reliable system.”

Not at all Not much Somewhat Very much

24%

12.4%

63.6%

87.6 Positive

13.6%

7.6%

23.5%

55.3%

68.9   Positive

41%

54.5%

4.5%

95.5 Positive

48.1%

49.6%

2.2%

97.7 Positive

50.4%

45.2%

4.4%

95.6 Positive

Thoughts on GMO food and Full GMO Labeling system in 2018                                                      * out  of 100% /  “2018  iCOOP Member Survey”

Not at all Not much Somewhat Very much

1,514

46.5%37%

65%

83.5%

8.4%

8.6%7.8%

5.1%

2.1%

0.7%

0.5%

0.4%

1.3%

0.6%

5.5%

14%

47.1%

24.5%

26.1% 18.5%

Members of
Farmer’s COOP

Members of
Farmer’s COOP
 

Members of
Farmer’s COOP
 

Members of
Farmer’s COOP
 

Consumer members 
of iCOOP 

Consumer members 
of iCOOP  

Consumer members 
of iCOOP  

Consumer members 
of iCOOP  6.9%

7.7% 18.1% 46% 28.2%

43% 24% 22.2% 10.8%

11.4% 86.7%

91.9%
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It reflets the true state of 
agicultural industy

Total responses:129

Certification has helped 
increse my income

Total responses: 132

It is necessary for 
sustainable agriculture.

Total responses:134

It is a reliablesystem.

Total responses:135

It provides thorough
follow-up control

Total 135

 Total 
responses

Eco-friendly food is 
safe to eat without the 
need to be concerned 
about GMO

The Full GMO Labelling 
system is necessary to 
protect the consumer’s
right to know

GMO food is an unavoid-
able alternativeto address 
future shortage

The safety of GMO food 
should be verified at the end
consumer level.

      243

1,510

243

243

1,509

243

1,512

The follwing implications and recommendations are made based on the results of this 2018 Survey as well as the changes between it and the 2015ctSurvey. First, effort are 
needed ti improve the current situation by sharing policies and gathering opinions. As Farmer’s COOP has focused on improving the consignment sales system since the 
second half of 2017, it should provide reguler education programs and promotional activities related to the productional activities related to the production policies.
Second, by directlly investing in related companies, members have a stronger sense of responsibility for production and of ownership. They are also more interested in 
iCOOP’s business and have a higher expectation of investment income. To sustain this positive experience, Farmer’s COOP should maintain transparent governance of the 
invested companies and disclose information about their management status.
Third, the education programs on production technology, partiulary related to vegetables and fruits, should con, the continue as they are because members are highly 
satisfied . In addition these programs should be better promoted tp encourage more participation.
Forth Farmer’s should look into ways to support the securing of a stable source of labor for production as a future task.
Last but not least, in the 2015 Survey, it was proposed that farm successors need to be developed and the farmer should plan ahead of time what to do 
with their farmland when they can no longer care for it. This should continue to be addressed from a long-term perspective. 


