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The Effects of Changes on the Will to Continue Farming
Activities in the Introduction of Smart Farm in Horticultural
Facilities : Comparison of Differences Between Groups According
to Types of Agricultural Manager
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to verify the relationship between the change caused by the introduction of
smart farms and the willingness to continue farming activities. In particular, it was verified whether there is a

difference in the impact of changes caused by the introduction of smart farms on the willingness to continue
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farming activities according to the types of managers classified in EPIS (return farmers, successor farmers, and

general farmers). To verify the research hypothesis, 567 data used in EPIS’s 2021 Smart Farm Performance

Analysis; were used. As a result of the analysis, it was found that ease of farming, quality of life change,

labor quality change, management cost reduction, and quality improvement change had a positive (+) effect on

continuous farming activities, but productivity improvement was not significant. In addition, as a result of

classifying and analyzing as rural returners, successor agricultural managers, and general agricultural managers,

differences were confirmed between groups.
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Has the quality of labor
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variables
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65
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Table 4. Regression Analysis Results of Return Farmers
Group

Unstandardized | Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients | Coefficients . e Statistics
Std, '
B Error Beta Tolerance | VIF
(Constant) | 1345 | 654 2057 | 046
Ease of 1 41 | 132 419 |3168|.003| 618 |1618
Farming
Quality of Lifd 195 | 160 261 1245 | 220 | 246 | 4059
change
Labor Quality) 50 | 36 046 | -281|.780 | 399 | 2507
change
Productivity | o6 | 516 | oes | -278 | 72| 183 | 5468
Improvement
Management |}, |~ 5 145 | 802 |427| 331 3018
cost reduction
Quality |y | 220 | ae2 | 611 | 545|155 | 6aes
Improvement

Watson 3t 1.621 2 2x18Fe] 27 ]ak3te] a5
Z=2), VIF 32 1.819¢9)14] 2.943 2% 1 Zlo] 105
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Table 5. Regression Analysis Results of Successor
Farmers Group

Unstandardized | Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients | Coefficients . . Statistics
sig.
Std,
B Error Beta Tolerance | VIF
(Constant) | -024 | 661 036 | 972
Ease of | 9 | 138 141 1300|199 | 566 | .168
Farming
Quality of Lifd 135 | 129 140 1151 | 254 | 575 | .149
change
Labor Quality| - e | 16 069 619 | 539 | 488 | 081
change
Productivity | 50 |y | 530 | 1ees | 101| 658 | 214
Improvement
Management | | 13 011 | -088|.930| .53 |-012
cost reduction
Quality 1417 | 133 30 |3147]003| 78 |3
Improvement
3.3.3 Yekzs Aok #4 Zo}
Aubs A thn=453)2 3|F2el| sl Durbin-
Watson Z+ 1.676 0.8 ©2}5)e] zp7|Akate] Yrai(7]

F7=2), VIF %= 1990914 33312 =1 3] 108

1962

o} ol thEgAAe] girka Ralvk 4% 244
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Uehel 819134 Az % 63} 2ok 2uks Ae)
oAz QAT 24 19] 84 AsolA] izt vje}
o] A 25 A9]E YA W) A4 o3
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sig.<.01) SIFsi=Y
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Table 6. Regression Analysis Results of General Farmers
Group

Unstandardized | Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients | Coefficients ) sig Statistics
B S, Beta Tolerance | VIF
Error
(Constant) | 286 | 208 1373 | .170
Ease of 1 o3 | o 247 5750|000 | 636 | 263
Farming
Quality of Life 33 | ous 28 5237|000 638 | 241
change
Labor Quality 159 | 45 136 3058 .002| 616 | .143
change
Productivity | o) 1 o5 020 | -39 |.695] 580 |-019
Improvement
Management | - 5 | ou7 | 136 2000 | 004 | 599 | 136
cost reduction
Qulity | 55| 059 | 203 |3661|.000| 648 | .17
Improvement
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Table 7. Comparison of Regression Results from Three Groups

Return Farmers Successor Farmers General Farmers
Unstandardized ~ | Standardized Unstandardized | Standardized Unstandardized ~ | Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients t Coefficients Coefficients t Coefficients Coefficients t
B Std, Error Beta B |Std, Error Beta B Std, Error Beta
(Constant) 1343 654 2,057 -024) 661 -06 286 208 1373
Ease of Farming 419 132 419 3187 179 138 1411 1300 283 049 247 5707
Quality of Life change 199 160 261 1.245 138 120 140 1151 233 044 228 5277
Labor Quality change -.038 136 -04q -2l 078 126 069 619 139 045 134 3.08™
Productivity Improvement|  -.060) 216 -068  -28 256 154 230 1668 -021 052 020 -32
Management cost
eduction 127 158 145 802 -012) 138 -0t -08 134 047 13 290
Quality Improvement 140 229 162 611 417 133 390 3177 215 059 203 361
% p< 0]
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