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ABSTRACT

Objectives: This study was to investigate the perception of mothers of elementary
school students regarding environment-friendly agricultural products in school foodservice.

Methods: A total of 282 mothers whose children were receiving environment-friendly
agricultural products during elementary school foodservice in Gyeonggi participated in
this questionnaire survey. The survey was conducted to investigate respondents
perception and satisfaction with environment-friendly agricultural products in their
children's school meals from May 29 to June 9, 2017.

Results: About 79% of the subjects were satisfied with school foodservice. The most
important aspects of school foodservice were nutrition (35.8%) and sanitation (34.8%).
Over 80% of the subjects were aware of environment-friendly agricultural products and
about 54% of the subjects checked for a certification mark when purchasing
environment-friendly agricultural products. Additionally, 72.3% of the subjects knew
that environment-friendly agricultural products were used at school. The advantages of
using environment-friendly agricultural products in school foodservice were safety
(75.5%) and high food quality (16.3%). About 66% of the mothers knew the school
was receiving support from the city or education office for using environment-friendly
agricultural products. Additionally, 74.5% of the mothers responded that they are
willing to pay for use of environment-friendly agricultural products when subsidies
were not supported.

Conclusions: The positive perception and high support for use of environment-friendly
agricultural products in school foodservice among elementary students’ mothers can be
used as basic data for expansion of the use of environment-friendly agricultural
products in school foodservice.

Korean J Community Nutr 23(3): 234~242, 2018
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Table 1. General characteristics of the subjects

Frequency Percentage

Variables Ciiteria n) (%)
Children’s gender ~ Male 133 47.2
Female 149 52.8
Children’s school Lower grade (<3) 151 53.5
grace Upper grade (>4) 131 46.5
Number of children 1 131 46.5
2 118 41.8
>3 33 11.7
Age <39 years 142 50.4
>40 years 140 49.6
Educational level  <High school 27 9.6
College 94 33.3
University 143 50.7
Graduate school 18 6.4
Duty at school Yes 43 15.2
No 239 84.8
Total 282 100.0

o] gIgih. SHEAjel i B WEATPE Sl
62.1%= 7H F9hom], St £9o Holgr B e
UOF7} 54.6%2 9 AR ke w9k St
A Folha A Boks T B (30.4%)", FAR
B (30.5%)", T4 AR A5 (22.0%), FHAR

FEAA H7P 239 (8.1%) w o= VEFE
A 7P S o b <QGoFAQl 124 (35.8%)° H 2144
1 F24] (34.8%) k= S5l 7P 23kt st vt
Joll Zolgh 43, stag2lellA Fefstar
A w2l 71 T Qstthal Az
& 2 2] shd 9l ofwy o] ARt {2l ARAS

S

212
Table 37} 2t} X1874-54HE T (7] sAkE, 7
Fok A o T3k Q1A Ei= W 20|t} (46.8%) 9} o=
HoltH(36.9%) = 0] Bttt 2 sAaks A 1l Q!
< 71l digt QI 9] B¢ K Fe|th(39.7%) S} «of
T Holth(32.3%)°2] -FEEC] FUTh A 74 Al <1
SHHL Rl o= <FRlgtth 7} 1519 (53.5%), “gRlst
A ek=th 131 (46.5%) 0.7 Yehskor | 118hd oy

N



otedad - A3 - HuA - Ze)d - 237
Table 2. Perception on school food service of the subjects n (%)
Children’s grade Mother's age
) . Va Total
Variables Criteria Lower Upper (p] <39 >40 [p] (n _ 282)
(n=151) (n=131) (n=142) (n=140)
Inferest in school Not inferested 4( 2.6) 4(3.1) 10.246* 4( 2.8) 4(29) 0.991 8( 2.8)
foodservice (0.017) (0.803)
Moderate 64 (42.4) 37 (28.2) 48 (33.8) 53 (37.9) 101 (35.8)
Interested 54 (35.8) 71 (64.2) 63 (44.4) 62 (44.2) 125 (44.4)
Very inferested 29(19.2) 19 (14.5) 27 (19.0) 21 (15.0) 48 (17.0)
Mean =+ SD 3.72+080 3.80+072 -095" 397+078 371+075 089" 376+076
(0.345) 0.371)
Satisfaction level Very unsatisfied 2(1.3) 0( 0.0 4.548 1(0.7) 1(0.7) 2.840 2(07)
for school o (0.337) (0.585)
foodservice Unsatisfied 2(1.3) 1(0.8) 2( 1.4 1(0.7) 3(1.0
Moderate 34 (22.5) 21 (16.0) 32 (22.5) 23 (16.4) 55(19.5)
Satisfied 87 (567.6) 88 (67.2) 87 (61.3) 88 (62.9) 175 (62.1)
Very satisfied 26(17.3) 21 (16.0) 20 (14.1) 27 (19.3) 47 (16.7)
Mean + SD 3.88+075 3.98+059 -1.30" 387 +0.69 399+067 -1.56" 392=+0.68
(0.195) 0.118)
Experience in Yes 66 (43.7) 62 (47.3) 0.371 70 (49.3) 58 (41.4) 1.760 128 (45.4)
participating in (0.543) (0.185)
school No 85 (56.3) 69 (562.7) 72 (50.7) 82 (58.6) 154 (54.6)
foodservice
management
Areas parents Observing school meal 57 (37.7) 54 (41.2) 3.233 56 (39.4) 55 (39.3) 1.038 111 (39.4)
want to service events (0.357) (0.792)
participate in o
school Monitoring school 43 (28.5) 43 (32.8) 46 (32.4) 40 (28.5) 86 (30.5)
foodservice meals
Checking school meal 35(23.2) 27 (20.6) 28 (19.7) 34 (24.3) 62 (22.0)
ingredients
Evaluating school meal 16 (10.6) 7(54) 12( 8.5) 11(7.9 23( 8.1)
ingredient suppliers
Most important  Nutrition 54 (35.8) 47 (35.9) 1.595 56 (39.4) 45 (32.1) 3.464 101 (35.8)
aspect of ) (0.810) (0.483)
school Sanitary 54 (35.8) 44 (33.6) 49 (34.5) 49 (35.0) 98 (34.8)
foodservice  ign quaiity 25 (16.6) 25 (19.1) 21 (14.8) 29 (20.7) 50(17.7)
Safety 18 (11.9) 14 (10.7) 16(11.3) 16(11.4) 32(11.3)
Taste 0( 0.0 1(0.8) 0( 0.0 1(0.7) 1(0.4)
* p<0.05
1) t-value
7} Ashdef| ndl] gRlsh= Hl&o] f2lsk =3U4tH60.3%  F20] 19.4% ©13Th A sAalkEol st Q122 it
vs. 47.7%, p<0.05). }g-sAHE ARt srkEe] 2fo] & 4] Al ISRk g1 o Alglskal A <] hd Y
7} ek AzteR= Aol tial] zlol7k ek el 258 ofuue] Aol wel £-2)59l Aol 1olA| Qigke
8 (91.5%) & AA =3kt A FAEY ARbsibEe] w53 iﬂz T Al OJ%U =1 -i“ﬂé}t— A& 18hd

AJol7k etz 2reke 25837 Ao} 9l
ol AF) QM ] 77,19 7H ko,

=]
'EEE

AEe)



238 - 25EA ofriule] T A3 SAHE <)

Table 3. Perception on environment-friendly agricultural products of the subjects n (%)
Children’s grade Mother’s age
Variobles Criteria z fotal
Lower Upper ©) <39 240 o) (n=282)
(n=151) (n=131) (n=142) (n=140)
Awareness level of terms  Very poor 1(0.7) 1(0.8) 1.860 1(0.7) 1(0.7) 5.553 2(0.7)
for environment-friendly (0.762) (0.235)
agiicultural products Poor 12(7.9) 12( 9.2) 16(11.3) 8(5.7) 24 ( 8.5)
Moderate 76 (50.3) 56 (42.7) 70 (49.3) 62 (44.3) 132 (46.8)
High 53 (35.1) 51(38.9) 48 (33.8) 56 (40.0) 104 (36.9)
Very high 9( 6.0 11( 8.4) 7(49) 13( 9.3) 20( 7.1)
Mean = SD 3.38+0.75 3.45+0.80 -0.79" 3.31+0.76 351077 -2.23*) 341 +0.77
(0.431) (0.02¢)
Awareness level of labels  Very poor 0( 0.0 3(23) 429 2(1.4) 1(0.7) 1.232 3( 1.0
and cerfification 0.367 0.873)
standards for Poor 32(21.2) 28 (21.4) [ ) 31 (21.8) 29 (20.7) ( 60 (21.3)
environment-fiendly Moderate 62(41.1) 50(38.2) 59 (41.5) 53 (37.9) 112(39.7)
agricultural products
High 50 (33.1) 41 (31.3) 43 (30.3) 48 (34.3) 91 (32.3)
Very high 7( 4.6) 9( 6.9 7(49) 9( 6.4 16( 5.7)
Mean + SD 321083 319+093 020 315=x087 325+088 -091 320=+0.388
(0.840) (0.362)
Checking certification Yes 72 (47.7) 79 (60.3)  4.494* 71 (50.0) 80(57.1)  1.446 151 (53.5)
k wh hasi .034 229
fnakwhen purehasing 79623 520397 %Y 7100 e0@29 9% 131465

environment-friendly
agricultural products

Awareness of difference
between environment-
fiiendly and general
agricultural products

Aspects where difference
exist between
environment-friendly and
general agricultural
products

Yes, there are
differences

No, there is no
difference

Safety of food
Taste

Price

Nutrition
Quality of food

137 (90.7) 121 (92.4) 0.242  131(92.3) 127 (90.7) 0215 258 (91.5)

(0.623) (0.643)

14( 9.3) 10( 7.6) 11(7.7) 13( 9.3) 24 ( 8.9)

108 (78.8) 91(75.2) 2470 99 (75.6) 100(78.7) 3.224 199(77.1)

(0.650) (0.521)

1(07) 0( 0.0 0( 0.0) 1(0.8) 1(0.4)
1(07) 3(25) 1(0.8) 3(24) 4(1.6)
2(1.5) 2(1.7) 2(1.5) 2(1.6) 4(1.6)
25(18.2)  25(20.7) 29(221)  21(165) 50 (19.4)

* p<0.05
1) t-value
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Table 4. Perception on environment-friendly agricultural products at school meals of the subjects n (%)
Children’s grade Mother's age
Variables Criteria z fofal
Lower Upper <39 >40 ©) (n=282)
(n=1581) (n=131) (n=142) (n=140)

Awareness of environment- Yes 110(72.8) 94(71.8) 0.042 97(68.3) 107 (76.4) 2.322 204 (72.3)
fr|er1dlyogr|cuITurol products No 41(27.2) 37 (28.2) (0.838) 45(317) 33(23.6) (0.128) 78(27.7)
being used at school

Advantages of using Assurance of safety 115(76.2) 98(74.8) 3.500 102(71.8) 111(79.3) 2.287 213 (75.9)
environment-friiendly (0.321) (0.515)
agricutural products Improved taste 5(3.3) 1(0.8) 321 3(210) 6( 210

Enhanced nutrition 10( 6.6) 7(5.3) 10( 70 7(5.0 17 ( 6.0)
Excellent food quality 21(13.9) 25(19.1) 27 (19.0) 19(13.6) 46(16.3)

Disadvantages of using Higher school meal cost 51(33.8) 51(38.9) 3.185 44(31.0) 58(41.4) 6272 102(36.2)
environment-friendly Reliability of eco-fiendiiness 50 (33.1) 35 (26.7) ©3%% 52(36.6) 3323.6) @997 g5(30.1)
agricultural products

Unstable supply 43 (28.5) 34 (26.0) 37 (26.1) 40 (28.6) 77 (27.3)
Boring menu 7(4.6) 11(8.4) 9(63) 9(64 18( 6.4)

Awareness of school receiving  Yes 101 (66.9) 85(64.9) 0.125 104(73.2) 82(58.6) 6.755** 186 (66.0)
support fund for No 50(33.1) 46(35.1) 0723 3g(068) s8(4a1.4) OO 96340
environment-friendly
agricuttural products from
the city or education office

Perception of cost burden Eco-fiendly meals must be 110 (72.8) 100(76.3) 0.449 111(78.2) 99(70.7) 2.061 210(74.5)
faling on parents when provided (0.503) (0.1571)
suosidy is notsupported i not ingist on eco-fiendly 41 (27.2) 31 (23.7) 31(21.8) 41(29.3) 72(25.5)

meals

Satisfaction factors of Trust for the excellent quality 92 (60.9) 67 (61.1) 2.729 91 (64.1) 68 (48.6) 6.899** 159 (56.4)
environment-friendly school (0.099) (0.009)
fofd senice (mulfiple Assurance of safety 112(74.2) 103(78.6) 0.768 110(77.5) 105(75.0) 0.236 215 (76.2)
selection) (0.381) (0.627)

Freshness in quality 16(10.6) 19(14.5) 0.985 14( 9.9) 21(15.0) 1.714 35(12.4)
(0.321) 0.191)
Improved preference 5(3.3) 3(23) 0.265 3(21) 5( 3.6 0544 8( 2.8)
(0.607) (0.461)
Litfle loss of nufrition 7(46) 7(53) 0075 6(42 8(57) 0331 14( 5.0)
(0.785) (0.565)
** p<0.01
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