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Wookyoun Cho L . . . , , .
Department of Food and Objectives: This study examined the nutrition teachers’ and parents’ recognition of
Nutrition, Gachon University. environmentally-friendly agricultural products (EAPs) used in school foodservice.

S 13120, Republic of . . . . ..
S sl Methods: A questionnaire survey was given to 128 school foodservice nutrition

Korea

teachers in Seongnam and 189 parents from Oct. 16 to Oct. 31, 2018 at Seongnam in
Tel: (031) 750-5972 Gyeonggi province. The survey included information on the recognition, satisfaction,
Fax: (031) 750-5974 and improvement of EAPs, and the results of the two groups were compared.
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Results: A comparison of the recognition of EAPs showed that nutrition teachers knew

more about the EAPs and local government support in school foodservice than the

Received: June 24, 2019 parents. On the other hand, the parents were more aware than the nutrition teachers in
Revised: August 21, 2019 that children have a higher affinity for EAPs than for general agricultural products in
Accepted: August 21, 2019 the school foodservice. A comparison of the level of satisfaction with the EAPs by

nutrition teachers and parents revealed the nutrition teachers to be significantly more
satisfied than parents in terms of the color, taste and nutrition of EAPs. Among the
items that should be provided with EAPs, more than 50% of each group of nutrition
teachers and parents answered that vegetables must be provided first. Some 70.9% of
nutrition teachers and 84.5% of parents were aware of the certification standards of
EAPs. The nutrition teachers had showed a slightly higher score than the parents in the
certification system (3.51 vs. 3.25). In terms of improving the EAPs, 36.2% of nutrition
teachers answered a reasonable price preferentially, whereas 56.4% of parents answered
maintaining quality. In the expected effects of using EAPs, 57.9% of nutrition teachers
answered an improvement of parents’ satisfaction on the school foodservice. On the
other hand, 38.0% of parents answered an improvement of children’ satisfaction on
school foodservice.

Conclusions: Nutrition teachers and parents need to be educated on the certification
systems that would enhance the trust in EAPs.
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Table 1. General characteristics of school nutrition teachers

A, A5 ks ARSIt avte] AolE vlwaky| Sl
WA (chi—square test) = AAISFATE & Ao &
F@)Are} SRR FE el dist AE e A
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skl 28 (22.2%) w0 VEREAL,
7F 1189 (93.7%) 0% Wekom uwjAlupHe At
6978 (54.8%), w82 504 (39.7%) <=0 = e}

FQLAFE] ARbARGe] ejgt Aok Table 19} 2t}
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Wk A2 10 o 537 (42.1%) 0] 7H8 Worar,
A 400 517 (40.5%), 30tH 448 (34.9%) , 200

20 (15.9%) =22 et}

Variable Frequency (n) Percentage (%)

School of work Elementary school 59 46.8
Middle school 33 26.2

High shool 28 22.2

Special-education school 2 1.6

Efc 4 3.2

Method of foodservice Self operated 118 93.7
Commissary foodservice 6 4.8

Contract foodservice 2 1.6

Service style Cafeteria service (A) 69 54.8
Classroom service (B) 50 39.7

Combination of (A) & (B) 7 5.6

Work period (yrs) <3 29 23.0
3~5 13 10.3

6~7 15 11.9

8~10 16 12.7

=10 53 42.1

Age (yrs) 20-29 20 15.9
30-39 44 34.9

40 - 49 51 40.5

=50 1 8.7

Educational level College 4 3.2
University 61 48.4

Graduate school and over 61 48.4

Total 126 100.0
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Table 2. General characteristics of parents
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Variable Frequency (n) Percentage (%)
Gender Male 27 14.5
Female 159 85.5
Total 186 100.0
Age (yrs) 20-39 24 12.9
40 - 49 127 68.3
=50 35 18.8
Total 186 100.0
Educationla level High shool 21 11.3
College 19 10.2
University 120 64.5
Graduate and over 26 14.0
Total 186 100.0
Job Office job 35 18.9
Professional jolbo 28 15.1
Self-ownership 14 7.6
Home-maker 87 47.0
Temporary position 21 11.4
Total 185 100.0
Average monthly income (10,000 won) <300 25 13.7
300 ~ 400 13 7.1
400 ~ 500 22 12.1
500 ~ 600 31 17.1
=600 91 50.0
Total 182 100.0
Average monthly food cost (10,000 won) <100 97 57.1
=101 73 42.9
Total 170 100.0
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Table 3. Recognition of environmentally-fiendly agricultural products between nutrition feachers and parents

Variables Nutrition teachers Parents t
(n=128) (N=189) P
Concept | know about EAPs" 4,29 + 0,562 3.97 =0.80 3.931*%#* 0,000
EAPs are safer than general agricultural products 3.89 = 0.68 3.98 = 0.67 -1.146 0.253
Products marked with EAPs can be trusted 3.85 + 0.65 3.82 £ 0.65 0.421 0.674
It would be good if more EAPs were produced 412+ 0.70 4.20 = 0.71 -1.164 0.245
EAPs are expensive compared to quality 4.02 +0.76 413 +0.78 -0.103 0.220
EAPs should be used for school foodservice 3.96 + 0.82 415+ 0.75 0.494 0.622
Total 4.02 = 0.44 4.04 +0.48 0.475 0.635
Social o Students o.re aware that the ingredients for school 397 + 0.94 398 + 1.02 _0.131 0.896
contrbution  foodservice are EAPs
degree i i .
In school foodservpe, students have a higher affinity for EAPs 316 + 097 3.48 + 0.09 0037 % 0.004
than general agricultural products
Local governnments need support for the use of EAPs in 450 + 0.7] 496 + 0.8] 0 770k 0.007
school meals
The usg of EAPs |Q school fogdserwce contributes greatly o 404 + 0.75 418 + 0.80 0.759 0.449
fostering eco-friendly farming
The expansion of the use of EAPs in school foodservice will 085+ 1.13 3.01 + 0.87 _1.340 0.181
be temporary
Total 3.61 =£0.49 3.63 +£0.58 -0.544 0.587
Education Experiences for chﬂgren such as VISITIﬂg agricultural sites for 397 + 0.77 3.08 + 0.80 ~0.170 0.865
and EAPs are needed in school foodservice
promotion : -
Promotions of EAPs such as parents morufonng, school 404 + 076 419 + 0.68 1856 0.064
homepage, and home communication are needed.
Nutrition education for EAPs is needed in connection 3.98 +0.77 3.93+0.78 1.367 0.173
Total 4.00 = 0.65 4.03 = 0.63 0.540 0.590
1) Environmentally-friendly agricultural products
2) Mean = SD
3) 1: strongly disagree, 5: strongly agree
**: p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Table 4. Satisfaction of environmentally-friendly agricultural products between nutrition teachers and parents
Varidboles Nutrition tfeachers Parents t
(N=128) (N=189) P
Color 3.69 = 0.97"2 3.39 £0.74 2.820%* 0.005
Taste 3.77 £0.92 3.43 £0.75 3.447%* 0.001
Nutrition 3.98 = 0.83 3.75+0.76 2.458* 0.015
Size 3.47 = 0.96 3.27 =0.80 1.921 0.827
Price 277 +1.15 2.79 £ 1.02 -0.219 0.818
Freshness 3.61 =1.04 3.58 = 0.90 0.230 0.144
Safety 4.03 +0.88 3.87 = 0.87 1.466 0.613
Diversity 3.23+1.12 3.17 = 0.91 0.506 0.721
Supply quantity 3.09 £ 1.11 3.05 +0.88 0.358 0.086
Total 3.17 £ 0.70 3.03 = 0.55 1.987* 0.048

1) Mean = SD
2) 1: strongly dissatisfaction, 5: strongly satisfaction
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01
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Table 5. ltems fo provide priority of environmentally-friendly agricultural products between nutrition feachers and parents

Variables Nutrition teachers Parents Total x*2 (0)
Grains 17 ( 13.4)" 23( 12.5) 40( 12.9)
Vegetables 72( 56.7) 94 ( 51.1) 166 ( 53.4)
Fruits 15(11.8) 8( 4.3) 23( 7.4) 11.925%
Meats 12( 9.4 27 ( 14.7) 39( 125) (0.018)
Poultry (Chicken, egg, etc) 1( 87 32( 17.4) 43( 13.8)

Total 127 (100.0) 184 (100.0) 311 (100.0)
1) N (%)
* p<0.05

Table 6. Recognition and reliability of certification system of environmentally-friendly agricultural products between nutrition teachers

and parents
Variables Nutm;rc:z ;rezo;):hers [Ecir?gtz) )%Z]t
Know exactly 36 (28.3)? 9( 4.8)
Recognition of cerification standards for EAPs" Know a little 90(70.9) 158 (84.5) 42(61 gg;;k :
Don't know 1(0.8) 20(10.7) '
Reliability of EAPs certification system 3.51 + 0.69° 3.256+0.74 3(’0] gg;:

1) Environmentally-friendly agricultural products
2) N (%)

**: p<0.01, *** p<0.001

3) 1: strongly distrust, 5: strongly trust
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Table 7. Reasons for non-use of environmentally-friendly agricultural products between nutrition teachers and parents

Variables Nutrition teachers Parents Total %2 (0)
High price 64 ( 66.7)" 110( 62.9) 174 ( 64.2)
No difference in safety 3( 3.1) 30( 17.1) 33(12.2)
Look badly 2( 20) 9( 51 11( 41 03,41 7%
Not enough supply 27 ( 28.1) 21 ( 12.0) 48 (17.7) (0.000)
No difference in nutrition 0( 0.0 5( 29 5( 1.8)

Total 96 (100.0) 175 (100.0) 271 (100.0)
1) N (%)
*** <0001

Table 8. Preferred improvement needs of environmentally-friendly agricultural products between nutrition feachers and parents

Variables Nuftrition teachers Parents Total 12 (O)
Quality maintenance 45 ( 35.4)) 106 ( 56.4) 151 ( 47.9)
Reasonable price 46 ( 36.2) 56 ( 29.8) 102 ( 32.4)
Enough supply 33 ( 26.0) 24( 12.8) 57(18.1) ]%%%2;*
Diverse foods 3( 24) 2( 1.1 5( 1.6
Total 127 (100.0) 188 (100.0) 315(100.0)
1) N (%)
** p<0.01

Table 9. Expected effect on the use of environmentally-fiendly agricultural products between nutrition teachers and parents

Variables Nutrition feachers Parents Total %2 (0)
Improving the satisfaction of school foodservice of students. 25( 19.8)" 71 ( 38.0) 96 ( 30.7)
Improving the satisfaction of school foodservice of parents. 73( 57.9) 60 ( 32.1) 133 ( 42.5)
Diversification of items of EAPs? 10( 7.9) 27 ( 14.4) 37(11.8) 23.44Q%
Reducing the Price of EAPs 17( 13.5) 25( 13.4) 42(13.4) (0.000)
Others 1( 08) 4( 2.1 5( 1.6)
Total 126 (100.0) 187 (100.0) 313 (100.0)
1) N (%)
2) Environmentally-friendly agricultural products
ik 5<(0,001
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