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Abstract

This study was carried out to investigate the micro-agribusiness realities of dairy farms by
surveying both farmers’ opinions and consumers recognition of dairy farm products for
in a value-chain analysis. In most cases, dairy farms produced fermented milk for sales
and to prepare cheese both for sales and for providing the necessary material for farm
visitors. Value-chain analysis did not seem to be a viable strategy for dairy farmers, except
when assessing the quality of farmstead milk products in comparisons of dairy farm milks
and commercial milk products. Consumers had a wide range of experience with milk
products and had no willingness to buy products from dairy farms because of the high cost
and the lack of product diversity. Our findings established three strategies for improving
the economic feasibility of dairy farms. First, the price should be reduced by adopting a
production balance to establish a farm-gate price, i.e., not as quota milk but as surplus
milk. Second, consumers should be educated on the prescription of cheese at home. Third,
a value-chain based on cooperative partnerships should be established among dairy farms.
In addition, to improve the consumers' satisfaction on the diversity and quality of farm
dairy products, developments of new value-added milk products made from the milk of
cows allowed to graze on mountain pastures are needed.
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17 E2go1qict. AERA] GRg 19 Y7t T AR 571
AQAgt 18 F&7He] 49 AT 50~9957t 70.6%=A4] 7+
% woton, Z{Fae= 505 wRto] 52.9%, 40~100%F 27}
35.3%2A F&2 AR 2557 B2 A& UEgtHFig. 1).
ARS L F2 AR ARgol9lon], AL FEE 1.2~30 m®o]
41.18%2A 7P Wekth. 2Ale JdixAE 23] 1915(9.900
m?) o5t 2AE B3t YTl 47.06%E 7P gokon, 2AS
A8 HoHA] o2 Ys7lrt 370 Ego] 23tE o] QATHFig. 2).
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Fig. 1. Numbers of total raising cows and milking cows of farm
stead dairy farms (One dairy farmers’ cooperative and one goat
milk farm are not counted).

Table 1. Number of farm dairies replied questionnaire and classified into process milk only or combined with farm tour

Provinces

Classification of dairy farm n

Chung-Nam Chung-Buk Gang-won Gyung-gi Jeon-Nam Jeon-Buk Jeju Kyung-Nam Kyung-Buk Ulsan

Farm dairies 76 11 3 2 15 13 16 3 8 3 3
Total 19 6 0 0 2 3 5 1 1 1 0
Farm -
- Processing only 6 1 1 4
dairies
replied Farm tour only 1 1
P Combined activities 12 4 2 2 1 1 1 1
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100-300
10-99 (%)
0-9.9 |
1.2-30 ‘
0.5-1.19
= Barn
0-0.43 | m Grassland
0.00 10.00 20.00 30.00 40.00 50.00

Fig. 2. Areas (x3.300 m?) of housing bam and grassland of farm-
stead dairy farms (one dairy farmers’ cooperative and one dairy
goat farm are not counted).

A AH 2hRopA] il 2o eRE gt YRz ALt
AT R A oA GRS Rk 7hEste] Al
o] 3L = 7Ho] ARSI = B, FHP-E TSIl
e FFoRA 479 2R A 9 7188 S 2750
k) itohe Ald 4 54, 879 fatde ARSSIEA 2320
kg) d=e AFRE APE A= Alxshe 54 50l BEH]
k= Z0= Uetsirt 97 AFEZE 1Y 1.2 ofolRl E7g0] 63.06%
E =2 HEE Ueson, 1Y 600 kg olste] AfE 2k H4
FEF 50%Hl 2FsHA] ehon, AR AFEFL ot S
SHA] k= 3= USIHh HbHo] 1Y 1.2% oVl 542 HEFHES
140% @2 F9l 75 231 e Ao= YERthFig. 3).
w7 29 =82 132 Al 349, 7 43 R Al
7F& A she $939 29S ste Aoz 72T 4 AU
2o} QF2E, AR Al 5 fAIES BARIAL Sl =49 77t
THE7he tiHE 40~99% W9l HAE 7L glov(dlelE uiA]
A, RE FARE AR 10E TIRE ekl SE3 0] 31.58%
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Fig. 3. Milk quota and production of milk of farmstead dairy farms
(kg) (one dairy farmers’ cooperative and one dairy goat farm are
not counted).
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Fig. 4. Amounts (M/T) of milk products manufactured by farmstead
dairy farms.

2 7P w2 A0E UEt (Fig. 4). A¥d 542 295kl =
Y57lolA] =83t HEEA Ht<e= 5,000~30,000% ©I5k7} 47.37%,
30,0007 oA+ B&o] 5.26%2 F vl&E VERttHFig. 5). 1
ALl gt B9 oA 715 HAT Q1A Aol gk A
34 Q2o 9Jgt Jgo] At ALt AL Y3t o rE
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B 29 YTt g e 2~59 ¥ $Fo|n, 4R 10
o Y ol 209 9 ol STttt YETHE %o,
FAE 7hRgolu B AP0z gt &2 19~59 Y HA=A
FHd 109 9 ol wi&S 2% Yt AUt 4 =49l
7S =ole 5 192 A4S drfollom, M4 A
30.0%2A 7P =940, 29 oA AE eYPoEA A4 2
A} 529] 24%Z YEMITHTable 2). 95710 & A& FHE 2
o] YojlA] 49 Y =Rl Ao Yepton, BERAA ] 3HS
A L Fs7te YTk RAF W FE7t] RAE F9JHIE0] 19
9 ool Ao= ARG oL 7FE A&do] W2 9912 AlE U=
HI7F 18.7%= 7P =01, 71AGeH|e} ehem|EA 247 17.5%
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Fig. 5. Numbers of visitor to amusement dairy farm per year (x
1,000 people).
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Table 2. Activities to increase additional income of dairy farm and expenditures to increase running cost for operation of farm dairies

Activities to increase additional income

Activities First Second Third Fourth Fifth %

Milk product 10 4 0 1 0 30.0

Tour fee 4 6 0 2 0 24.0

Heifer 0 0 5 2 2 18.0

Beef cattle 2 2 2 0 1 14.0

Miscellanea 1 1 2 2 1 14.0

Total 17 13 9 7 4 100.0

Expenditures to increase running cost

Expenditures First Second Third Fourth Fifth Sixth %
Products materials 4 3 2 5 1 0 18.7
Machine maintenance 4 2 1 4 3 0 17.5
Quarantine 0 1 2 2 4 5 17.5
Labor 6 5 0 1 0 1 16.3
Scenery maintenance 1 2 2 2 2 3 15.0
Tour materials 0 1 6 0 2 3 15.0
Total 15 14 13 14 12 12 100.0

%i} Jotiom, HA] ZAF oA AE0] 7FY w2 F= 191 2 291 A Fo] AlEn. W] It HEA Aol gt A,
O

71817} 718 wetoy, AA19) 16.3%l ExfslitiTable 2). ZE o|Qo] W3l ¥, A ASAH, HAH, RASHA S

W, A5, AAA] 28 5 24F 57F SRl g AR BA

2. AX| =X Y50 it Y57t QAT O] ggt ool A o] At A0F Helr FoF gQlow:

T B SIS tHoR AN EA] MR A Tigt W AR S slod s AT A9 ol B0l ¥ AR

QAEE 13} HERA] osto] =24 AL SWOT 247He.  oh= ol $=2 202 BZ4HH, 7145 A4dst A=7] mjgjo] %
Al

2 AsHd Fig. 67 2tk 9F Q9oL Ax| HEo] West = HAET JiAE B 5 wAEE], AR ozl k&
A 24 9 WS Slek A B Abish Hge) BAGHA  ACE osr] MBEA0] AN g 2RolN @Y A
A WEo] mE WY AT R F JjEEy o 59 34w & R 7| A HEIE sioF etk o] AAF I Eek ARZE
Helpful Harmful
Strengths Weaknesses
+ Inevitable investment on pasture land and on
+ Adaptable of small area of pastureland for the movement out of homeland
e farm tour program » Be concerned about infectious parasites and bites of
ik + Clean and pastoral scenery helps for healing of animal by acarid outside of the barn
the mind and the body of farm tourists + Unaccustomed management of cows such as
fertilization and animal disease
« Deficiencies of experimental approaches on forage
\ suitable on mountainous area
Opportunities Threats
* Apprehension on the permissions and the
« Enhancing of consumer's image on dairy regulations among the government departments
= products made from cows’ milk at mountainous related for pastureland developments at forestry
er- = o : =
| pastureland »  Civil petitions for at the ridge and hillside of
I = Achievement of global policy for animal welfare mountains where timbering is prohibited
rather than efficiency of economic performances + Inhibition of emission of manure out of animal barn
and spreading it over the pastureland
J\ * Summer depression of pasture plants

Fig. 6. Awareness of dairy farmers towards mountainous dairy farming by SWOT analysis.
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3. AH|Xe| S {AIF FOHAS

Z 16070] tiH Al SHotloH, AR 209 38.75%, 30
o 25.624%, 40t 17.5%, 50t 18.125%2A], A5 F7Hdz A
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Table 3. Classification of consumer answered for questionnaire into gender, ages, and annual income

By gender By ages By annual income

Gender No. % Age No. % x KRW million No. %
20~30 62 38.75 Below 30 53 33.13

Male 60 37.80 30~40 #1 25,62 30~50 55 34.37
40~50 28 17.50 50~100 32 20.00

Female 100 62.50 50~60 26 16.25 Over 100 10 6.25
Over 60 3 1.88 No answer 10 6.25

Total 160 100 Total 160 100.00 Total 160 100.00

2% 2%

‘. = Spouse
= One Child
Two Children
= More than 3
39%
= No Response

(A) Family members of the consumers

= Under 12 years

= Junior Students
= Myself
Parents

= Mo Response

(B) Who eat the dairy products mostly

2%

= 2-3 Times

More than 4
Times
= No Response

(C) Purchasing frequence per week

11

%

= Once

4% 0%

17%
= Fresh Milk
= Fermented Milk
Cheese
= Butter&Cream

= No Response

(D) Purchasing products

Fig. 7. Family members and purchasing behavior of the consumers for this survey at Sungdong-ku of Seoul.
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Fig. 8. Purchasing frequences (left) and consumption place (right) of dairy products by gender (A), income level (B), and ages of consumer (C).
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Fig. 9. Purchasing preferences of dairy products (left) and cheese (right) by gender (A), income level (B), and ages of consumer (C).
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Table 4. Expectation of consumers for milk products manufactured by domestic farm dairies
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price of domestic farm Not.known o ! 2 ! 0 10 2631
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Image marketing 4 3 2 0 9 19.57
Q3. Value chain exertion of  Diversifying of products 1 6 1 1 9 19.56
domestic farm cheese Improvement of hygienic conditions 2 1 1 0 4 8.70
against imported Enhancement of quality and taste 7 3 3 0 13 28.26
cheese? Reasonable price 4 7 0 0 11 23.91
n= 18 20 7 1 46 100.00
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Fig. 10. The farm-gate milk prices of the world market, Korea and
EU. The EU average farm gate milk price was cited from the Milk
Market Situation (last updated 01.03. 2017 published by European
Commission). The Korea average farm gate milk priced cited from
www.dairy.co.kr (last updated 01.03 2017 managed by Korean Milk
Committe). The US average farm gate milk price is cited from the
Global Dairy Market Outlook (Mar. 2017) published US Dairy Ex-
port Council).
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