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ABSTRACT

Purpose: This study analyzed the eco—foodservice perception and satisfaction of 344 elementary school parents in Jeju
surveyed from February 1~12, 2010, with the aim of providing basic data for quality improvement of eco—foodservice in Jeju,
Methods: The data were analyzed by descriptive analysis, xz—test, t—test, ANOVA, and Pearson's correlation coefficients,
using the SPSS Win program (version 12.0). Results: Regarding awareness of eco—friendly food materials of subjects,
average score was 3,52 points (out of 5 scales) and ‘difference between eco—friendly and general agricultural products
(8,76) showed the highest score whereas ‘assurance standard and label of eco—friendly agricultural products (3.31)
showed the lowest score, In terms of the recognition of eco—foodservice implementation, 75.0% of parents were aware of it,
Regarding the eco—foodservice satisfaction of the subjects, average score was 3.88 points (out of 5 scales) and food safety
(3.98 points) showed the highest score whereas food taste (3.70 points) showed the lowest score, The eco—foodservice
perception of subjects showed positive correlation with their eco—foodservice satisfaction, Conclusion: It is necessary for
the government and the local government to provide continuing education for school parents in order to enhance their
perception of eco—friendly food materials, In addition, systematic and appropriate government support is needed in order to
ensure internal stability of eco—foodservice,
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Table 1. Descriptive characteristics of subjects N= 344
Item Frequency Percentage
Gender Male 77 22.4
Female 267 77.6
. i Rural 136 39.5
Living region
Urban 208 60.5
<39 73 21.3
40-45 194 56.6
Age
46-49 60 17.5
50< 16 4.7
< Middle school 20 5.9
High school 177 52.5
Education College 58 17.2
Graduate < 79 23.4
Etc. 3 0.9
<100 93 27.6
100 - <200 105 31.2
Monthly 200 - <300 83 24.6
neome 300 - <400 36 10.7
(10,000 won) ’
400 - <500 12 3.6
500< 8 2.4

2E 529 60.5%, S HAT 39.5%= JeRgth =y
25 40~45417F 56.6%Z 7 =& HI8S ARSI,
394 ©18} (21.3%), 46~494 (17.5%), 504 ©14 (4.7%))
o2 vpeRsith 3HEe 1 (52.5%), W o1 (23.4%),
AENE (17.2%), FZ0I3} (5.9%)9] =02 JehITh
LT 259 AoME 100~2009H ©]3} (31.2%), 100
w2l wRk (27.6%), 200~3007H ©]3} (24.6%), 300~400
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Table 2. Perception of eco-friendly food materials by subjects Mean + SD
Gender Living region
ltem Total
Male Female t-value Rural Urban t-value
Various kinds of eco-friendly agricultural products') 3.51+0.81 3.61+0.83 3.48+0.75 1.352 3.58+0.76 3.46+0.78 1.462
Assurance standard and label of eco- friendly agri- 3.31+0.86 3.29+0.94 3.26+0.77 0.256 3.22+081 3.29+0.81 -0.774
cultural products’)
Check of quality mark or the origin of agri- cultural  3.45+0.88 3.31+£0.92 3.49+0.84 -1.641 3.50+0.83 3.42+0.89 0.186
products?
Difference between eco-friendly and general agri- 3.76+0.67 3.97+0.73 3.86+0.63 1384 379+070 394+0.61 -2.016
cultural products’)
Average 3.52+0.81 3.55+0.66 3.52+0.56 0304 3.52+0.61 3.53+0.57 -0.097

1) 5-point likert scale (1: don't know at all, 5: know very well)
*:p<0.05

2) 5-point likert scale (1: don't confirm at all, 5: always confirm)
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Table 3. Reliability and supply method of eco-friendly food material by subjects N (%)
Gender Living region
[tem Total
Male Female  y%value Rural Uban  x%value
Not at all 4(1.2) 1(1.3) 3(1.1) 0(0.0) 4(1.9)
Little 12 (3.5) 3(3.9) 9 (3.4) 4(2.9) 8(3.8)
Reliability Not know 54 (15.7) 13(16.9) 41 (15.4) 1983 19 (14.0) 35(16.8) 4983
Much 245(71.2) 49 (63.6) 196 (73.4) 104 (76.5) 141 (67.8)
Firmly 29 (8.4) 11 (14.3) 18 (6.7) 9 (6.6) 20 (9.6)
Sub total 344 (100.0) 77(100.0) 267 (100.0) 136 (100.0) 208 (100.0)
Food material distribution company 48 (14.0) 11 (14.3) 37 (13.9) 17 (12.5) 31(15.0)
Farmer's market 264(77.0) 57 (74.0) 207 (77.8) 103(75.7) 161 (77.8)
f:(;izd Producers' cooperatives 27 (7.9) 7 (9.1) 20(7.5) 2.049 14 (10.3) 13 (6.3) 2.263
fc. 4(1.2) 2(2.6) 2(0.8) 2(1.5) 2(1.0)
Total 343 (100.0) 77 (100.0) 266 (100.0) 136 (100.0) 207 (100.0)
*:p<0.05
Table 4. Perception and channel of eco-foodservice by subjects N (%)
Gender Living region
ltem Total 5 >
Male Female x--value Rural Urban x--value
Perception of Not know 86 (25.0) 25(32.5) 61(22.8) 35(25.7) 51 (24.5)
eco-foodservice  Know 258 (75.0)  52(67.5) 206 (77.2) 2.950 101 (74.3) 157 (75.5) 0.065
implementation  1otq 344 (100.0) 77 (100.0) 267 (100.0) 136 (100.0) 208 (100.0)
Perception of Not know 160 (46.5) 40 (51.9) 120 (44.9) 56 (41.2) 104 (50.0)
eco-foodservice  Know 184 (53.5) 37 (48.1) 147 (55.1) 1.179 80 (58.8) 104 (50.0) 2.537
cost support Total 344 (100.0) 77 (100.0) 267 (100.0) 136 (100.0) 208 (100.0)
School announcement 209 (81.3)  45(86.5) 164 (80.0) 80(77.7) 129 (83.8)
. Mass media 11 (4.3) 2(3.8) 9 (4.4) 4(3.9) 7 (4.5)
Perception .
channel School visit 24 (9.3) 1(1.9) 23 (11.2) 4.979 12(11.7) 12(7.8) 2.355
Etc. 13 (5.1) 4(7.7) 9 (4.4) 7 (6.8) 6(3.9)
Total 257 (100.0) 52 (100.0) 205(100.0) 103 (100.0) 154 (100.0)

*:p<0.05
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Table 5. Opinion of eco-foodservice by subjects N (%)

Gender
ltem Total x?-value
Male Female
A tof No 6(1.7) 2(2.5) 4(1.5)
greement of Yes 339 (98.3) 76 (97.4) 263 (98.5) 0.898
eco-foodservice
Total 345 (100.0) 78 (100.0) 267 (100.0)
Health and safety 295 (87.0) 64 (84.2) 231 (87.8)
A ; Help of farmers' income 19 (5.6) 4(5.3) 15(5.7)
greement reasons ] .
of ecofoodservice Better quality than imported products 24(7.1) 8(10.5) 16 (6.1) 2.042
Etc. 1(0.3) 0(0.0) 1(0.4)
Total 339 (100.0) 76 (100.0) 263 (100.0)
No 44(12.8) 9(11.7) 35(13.1)
money for Yes 106 (30.8) 26 (33.8) 80 (30.0) 3.299
eco-foodservice Be indifferent 6(1.7) 3(3.9) 3(1.1)
Total 344 (100.0) 77 (100.0) 267 (100.0)
*:p<0.05
Table 6. Satisfaction with eco-foodservice by subjects Mean + SD
Gender Living region
ltem?) Total
Male Female t-value Rural Urban t-value

Food taste 3.70x0.79 3.75+0.83 3.69+0.77 0.641 3.54+0.74 3.81+£0.80 -3.109”

Food quality 3.89+0.74 3.91+0.83 3.89+0.71 0.229 3.76+0.70 3.98+0.75 -2.798”

Healthful food materials 3.91+£0.79 3.96+0.91 3.89+0.75 0.689 3.74+£0.76 4.01+£0.78 -3.195”7

Food safety 3.98+0.74 4.00+0.86 3.97+0.70 0.276 3.87+0.70 4.05+0.75 -2.153

Appropriate nutrition 3.94+0.75 3.83+£0.83 3.97+0.72 -1.477 3.79+0.73 4.04+0.74 31677

Average 3.88+0.66 3.89+0.78 3.88+0.63 096 3.74%0.63 3.98+0.66 -3.327"

1) 5-point Likert scale (1: not satisfied at all, 5: satisfied very much)
*:p<0.05 **:p<0.01



Table 7. Change of satisfaction of eco-foodservice by subjects N (%)
Gender Living region
ltem') Total 99
Male Female x?-value Rural Urban x%-value
Increase 183 (55.0) 46 (59.7) 143 (54.4) 67 (50.0) 122 (59.2)
Asitis 141 (42.3) 27 (35.1) 115 (43.7) 65 (48.5) 77 (37.4)
3.820 4.767
Decrease 9(2.7) 4(5.2) 5(1.9) 2(1.5) 7 (3.4)
Total 333 (100.0) 77 (100.0) 263 (100.0) 134 (100.0) 206 (100.0)
*:1p<0.05
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Table 8. Reasons of satisfaction increase of eco-foodservice by
subjects N =190
ltem Frequency Percentage

Quality improvement of foodservice 50 26.3

by food materials
Improvement of food taste 5 2.6
Offering safe foods 134 70.5
Etc. 1 0.5
Total 190 100.0
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Table 9. Correlation with satisfaction and perception of eco-foodservice and eco-friendly food materials of subjects

ltem

Perception of
eco-friendly food materials

Satisfaction of
eco-foodservice

Perception of
eco-foodservice

Perception of eco-friendly food materials
Perception of eco-foodservice
Satisfaction of eco-foodservice

0.243" 1
0.287"

0.254™ 1

*:p<0.05 **:p<0.01
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