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Abstract

The purposes of this study were to compare price sensitivity analysis for using environmental-friendly agri-
cultural products in university foodservice between Jeonnam and Gyeongnam areas in Korea and to suggest
the optimum guideline for price increase. The questionnaires were distributed to 600 university students re-
spectively in Jeonnam and Gyeongnam area from July 15 to July 25, 2008; among them, 570 students from
Jeonnam area and 490 students from Gyeongnam area responded. The results of this study were as follows.
First, Indifference price (IDP) were 890 won (Jeonnam area) and 1,050 won (Gyeongnam area); Optimum price
point (OPP) were 1,030 won (Jeonnam area) and 1450 won (Gyeongnam area). Price stress range were 140
won (890~ 1030 won) in Jeonnam area and 400 won (1050~ 1450 won) in Gyeongnam area. Second, point of
marginal cheapness (PMC) were 500 won (Jeonnam area) and 790 won (Gyeongnam area) whereas point of
marginal expensiveness (PME) were 1,170 won (Jeonnam area) and 1820 won (Gyeongnam area). Range of
acceptable price (RAP) were 670 won (500~1170 won) in Jeonnam area and 1030 won (790~ 1820 won) in
Gyeongnam area. Third, on the basis of IDP percentage and RAP, students in Jeonnam area were more sensitive
to meal price increase than students in Gyeongnam area. In contrast, on the basis of Price Stress, students
in Gyeongnam area were more sensitive to meal price increase than students in Jeonnam area. Hence, when
using environmental-friendly agricultural products in university foodservice, in Jeonnam area, meal price in—
crease should be recommended to be in RAP (500~ 1170 won), and in Gyeongnam area, meal price increase
should be recommended to be in RAP (790~ 1820 won).
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of respondents
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Demographic attributes

Jeonnam area (N=555)

Gyeongnam area (N=480)

Frequency Percent (%) Frequency Percent (%)
Gender Male 233 42.0 231 48.1
Female 322 58.0 249 519
Freshman 274 59.4 190 39.7
Sophomore 115 20.7 119 24.8
Grade Junior 142 25.6 136 28.4
Senior 16 29 31 6.5
Graduates 6 1.1 2 0.4
No response 2 0.4 1 0.2
Parents’ house 313 56.4 280 58.4
Self boarding 144 259 122 25.4
Housing Dormitory 79 14.2 72 15.0
Relative’s house 16 2.9 5 1.0
No response 3 0.5 1 0.2
Less than 100,000 26 4.7 38 79
100,000 ~1ess than 150,000 64 115 43 9.0
Monthly pocket 150,000~1ess than 200,000 70 12.6 64 13.3
money (won) 200,000~1ess than 250,000 122 22.0 104 21.7
250,000 ~1ess than 300,000 162 29.2 99 20.6
More than 300,000 107 19.3 130 27.1
No response 4 0.7 2 0.4
Parents 435 78.3 384 78.0
Origin for Self supply 88 15.9 74 154
pocket money Relatives 16 29 1 0.2
(won) Sisters or brothers 11 2.0 0 0.0
No response 5 0.9 21 8.6

Table 2. Using status of university foodservice

Using status item

Jeonnam area (N=555)

Gyeongnam area (N=480) Chi-Square

Frequency Percent (%)  Frequency Percent (%) A"

Using Once i.n a Week 345 62.2 217 452
frequency 2~4 t}mes in a week 156 28.1 182 379
of using 5~7 t1r_nes n a week 34 6.2 52 10.8 39,50
university 8~10 times in a we(?k 12 2.2 15 3.1
foodservice More than 11 times in a week 4 0.7 10 2.1

No response 4 0.7 4 0.8

Low price 375 67.6 138 28.8

Time saving 127 229 279 58.1
Reason for Tasty food 21 3.8 16 3.3
using Convenient using time 16 29 14 29 162.39°
campus Comfortable facilities 5 0.9 3 0.6 ’
foodservice Good sanitation 3 0.5 4 0.8

Sufficient quantity of food 2 0.4 5 1.0

No response 6 1.1 21 44

Untasty food 210 37.8 256 55.3

Limited menu selection 195 35.1 118 246

Long waiting line 34 6.1 11 2.3
Dislike Remote location 34 6.1 5 1.0
factors Insanitary food and environment 29 5.2 15 3.1 5613
for campus Noisy and crowded mood 18 3.2 25 5.2 '
foodservice Inconvenient operating time 11 2.0 10 2.1

Uncomfortable facilities 10 1.8 8 1.7

Insufficient quantity of food 7 1.3 11 2.3

No response 7 1.3 21 4.4

Commercial restaurant outside campus 371 66.8 359 74.8
Substitute Delivery food 94 16.9 42 88
way Snack 54 9.7 39 8.1 19.84°
for campus Lunch box 19 3.4 16 3.3 '
foodservice Eating nothing 9 1.6 16 3.3

No response 7 1.3 9 1.7

YPearson Chi-Square. “p<0.01, “**p<0.001.
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Table 3. Differences of perception for using environmental-friendly agricultural products in university foodservices between

Jeonnam and Gyeongnam areas

Item Gender Area Jeonnam area Gyeongnam area Chi*SquareD %)
Yes 208 (89.7%)" 171 (74.7%)
Male 17.691
Agreement for using No 24 (10.3%) 58 (25.3%)
environmental friendly Female Yes 288 (89.2%) 208 (84.6%) 2655
agricultural product in No 35 (10.8%) 38 (15.4%) ’
university foodservice Yes 496 (89.4%) 379 (79.8%)
Subtotal No 59 (10.6%) 9 (20.2%) 18374
Yes 137 (59.1%) 88 (38.4%) .
Male 19.615
Purchasing intention for the No 95 (40.9%) 141 (61.6%)
meals using environmental Female Yes 189 (58.9%) 114 (46.3%) 8.798"
friendly agricultural products No 132 (41.1%) 132 (53.7%) ’
with the increased price Yes 326 (59.0%) 202 (42.5%)
Subtotal No 927 (41.0%) 273 (57.5%) 2154

1 - 2 - o
'Percent within area. ?Pearson Chi-Square.

“p<0.01, *p<0.001.
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Table 4. Differences of perception for using environmental-friendly agricultural products in university foodservices between

male and female customers

Gender

Item Area Male Female Chi-Square” (%)
. Y 0,
Agreement for using - Yes 208 (89.7%) 288 (89.2%)
environmental friendly Jeonnam area No 24 (10.3%) 35 (20.8%) 0031
agricultural product in Yes 171 (74.7%) 208 (84.6%)
university foodservice Gyeongnam area No 58 (25.3%) 38 (15.4%) 7.180
o Yes 137 (59.1%) 189 (58.9%) 0.002
Purchasing intention for  Jeonnam area No 95 (40.9%) 132 (41.1%) !
the meals with the % 88 (38.4%) 114 (46.3%)
increased price - €s 70 070 *
Gyeongnam area No 141 (61.6%) 132 (53.7%) 3039
DPercent within gender. “Pearson Chi-Square. p<0.05, “p<0.01.
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Fig. 1. Price stress of a meal of university foodservice in
Jeonnam area. A: Indifference price=%2,300, B: Optimal pricing
point=%2100, Price stress range (A—B)=%#200.
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Fig. 2. Price stress of a meal of university foodservice in
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pricing point=W?2,280, Price stress range (A—B)=%220.

H|go] FS5E 712 973t Ao = 7HEsted|(16,24-
26) AEA G FHATHE A BlE(20%) 0] MR o e
FHATHE A HIE@23%)RT Hormg A sty
o] A Wt E Y 1A B RIZFSHA wg-gthar
g A

A 7HA e A

o>
N

18

< 21009 2.2 (Fig. 1), €A



1226 o]

° 2280908 EAHAFig. 2). 74404 E=
29L& 2009(2,300~2,1009), 73A9-8 2209 (2,500~
2280 0.2 EA I 1A 9410 E4F 714
e AL o Ethe o] £(16,24-26)0) 24T W A
et Eo] A ety ERY 7146 27 o 13s)
sk

A7VSAA S A A7 Hde] A9 1430990 A
el i (Fig. 3), 499 A% 1
(Fig. 4). Z7}HAIHLS Ade] 3% 3
7% 33709 (Fig. 4922 Uesth +&
+ 1,77094(3,200~1,4309), A9 S 1,6909(3,370~
1,6309) 2.2 et 8718 7 $255 71
HzkAd o] ol B (1624-26) AR A Eo] Ao
st SR gishg 2l tig 7146l 25 o Wgksith
I E 5 9l

ARG dA ekl 742 23009904 2,800

=

ol

100 -+

90 4

80 4

70 4

g 60 4
= 50 1
©
g 01 -7 \XomT oo not cheap
o t :
303 not expensive
------- too cheap
20 A R .
. //————— ————too expensive
10 4 7 Pt
s . -7 T e
0 F=== = T — =
0 1000 2000 3000 4000

Price (W)

Fig. 3. Range of acceptable prices of a meal of university
foodservice in Jeonnam area. C: Point of marginal cheapness
=3%1,430, D: Point of marginal expensiveness=%W3200, Range
of acceptable prices (D—C)=%1,770.

100 7-..
90 4
80 4
70 4
60 1
50 4
40 A

Percent (%)

————— not cheap

30 3 not expensive

------- too cheap

20 4
— — ——too expensive

0 1000 2000 3000 4000
Price (W)
Fig. 4. Range of acceptable prices of a meal of university
foodservice in Gyeongnam area. C: Point of marginal cheap-

ness=W1,680, D: Point of marginal expensiveness=#3,370,
Range of acceptable prices (D—C)=%1,690.

[
ox

o}

Aol Aol A B4R F87HATe 17709 (3200~
143090)0) £33 glom FaAdE
2L 1,700 14 25009 Ate]l2 B A
ZFAd1 1,6909 (3,370~ 1,680 EZ + AY
Al k3 AAe £uA} £8F B FEIL D
S A9tk 3% F A9 teF $94E A4 A%
A E Aol A8 AAFEUNE R U FES s
oF & Aotk wet nHRAR S ol A e A4
avlAel s e mu) sty gel ohd o
27 8 Rolw, A7AAH S HoluAl
445 @ Aol7] WEolc.
AeA ot e ddeR & A7 ATENAE T
7+ #d ¥l&o] 10%, FE&7HEd = L1009 o2 A}
B AR AgAGR FeA S eyt 744
§ 0gde & 5 A9 AAd 4089 4
150902 $450] 038 BgAGn DAY theao]
o 7h2ol e o2 thehdeh A AL ol
IAE WFOE ATADANE FHAE B4 vgo]
200, 71714714 W9E 1009, #8714t 13008
2 450 o3le AgAl FH& ol BAo] ¥ A7 =
AR A 2 gAY e A2 oS e)
uh A4} 7bEel B e Ao BAEh $APCD,
o) 8 2E(15), AR SEF)S DYoL A
A7 Ave} wlms) WE 7424942148919} A58
L BE R QTR B 55 Yol BAFA o
o] Fol 2 & 5 A wekA 2ARA 7] B E=A LT o
we} ARl dolahl BB & 5 dglom, BF
SE A9 DR JUe on AANGY BAS
AAe] Fe 2 Mk Bege & 5 Ach

oS

Qo> x do to 2

2 o

b

ke
o
A

Lo ox (o

sk 2ulel tiek Mg AR o] AR S
B3 Ay 2o P4 v (A 23%>7 9 20%), 714
AL (A 2009<3e 2209), FE7HAU(AE
1,7709>72 1,6904) Al 714 71E BEFelA AR Y
e FAA7IAR o] ¥, 1A 20 H L7} Y
o, 77 FA el A gt R 7FF o

o WA W @ S ALK Table 5). Table 2614
2L ol S8t A el ey S o] A
Anh thi 3w FAHLE ol §3HE ol folA B
A9 o) ety E o] e shAnThe Azte] Aok
Hozehn Seaaslel helEase) we A4 e
AAcel et s A 540 488 5T 5 9o
W, $F APAG W2 3P A Qo] BeF
Aol vl§ AFdoF & Ao AR, W HykA o
o el A vS APAY heYE) v SE £F
o tha I BjSFALE o83 o7t tAlH oz Yt
Aol AP en SHALNE B75m BAY vhs}
W5 1S 2o o MgEE s Holmg WAy



Ll

L2
o

T4 187 4

m{u
o
o
K3
2
rot

g AdAY e HAu v 1227

Table 5. Price sensitivity analysis of university foodservice and price increase using environmental-friendly agricultural prod-

ucts in Jeonnam and Gyeongnam areas

Price sensitivity analysis of
university foodservice

Item

Price sensitivity analysis of price increase
when using environmental-friendly agricultural
products in the university foodservice

Jeonnam area

Gyeongnam area

Jeonnam area Gyeongnam area

Indifference price (IDP) W 2,300 W 2,500 W 890 W 1,050
Percentage of indifference price (IDP) 23% 20% 36% 46%
Optimal pricing point (OPP) ¥ 2,100 W 2,280 ¥ 1,030 ¥ 1,450
Price stress range W 200 W 220 W 140 W 400
Point of marginal cheapness (PMC) W 1,430 W 1,680 W 500 ¥ 790
Point of marginal expensiveness (PME) ¥ 3,200 W 3,370 W 1,170 W 1,820
Range of acceptable prices (RAP) W 1,770 W 1,690 W 670 W 1,030
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Fig. 5. Price stress for the price increase when using envi—
ronmental-friendly agricultural products in the university
foodservice (Jeonnam area). A: Indifference price=W890, B:

Optimal pricing point=#1,030, Price stress range (A —B)=%140.
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