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A Study on the Nutritional Knowledge, Food Habits, Food Preferences
and Nutrient Intakes of Housewives Living in
Urban Area and Rural Area
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Abstract

This nutritional survey was conducted from January to March 1994, in order to investigate the nutritional
knowledge, food habits, nutritional atiitude, food preferences and nutrient intakes of housewives living in
urban area and rural area. The subjects of this survey were 164 urban housewives living in Daegu and Pohang
area and 170 rural housewives living in Andong area. The results obtained are summarized as follows ; The
subjects had a high level of perceived knowledge (81.2%), that is the knowledge that each subject believed she
had, but the accuracy of the knowledge was only 66.3%. Most of the urban housewives belonged to “Fair” or
“Good” food habit group, while rural housewives belonged to "Fair’ or "Poor” food habit group. The correta-
tion between nutritionat knowledge score and feod habit score was low. And the correlation between nutritional
attitude score and food habit score was fow, too. Food perferences for kimchi, cooked rice, potate, milk were
high in both group. Most of the nutrient intakes of the urban and rural housewives were not significantly dif-

ferent each other at p<0.05.
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Table 1. Subjects distributien by age and area

B, A%, AEER Y

Age Area Numbers Yo
Urban 64 19.2
30's Rural 114 34,1
Subtotal 178 53.3
Urban 100 29.9
ay’s Rural 56 16.&1 B
Subtotal 156 46.7

Total 334 100.0
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Tabke 2. The levels of perceived nutritional knowledge and accuracy for the urban and rural housewives

Perceived knowledge (%)

Accuracy(%)

Age Area P-value P-vaiue
Mean+S.E Range Mean£S.E. Range
Urban 84.17:4:1.59 33.3~100.0 67.13+1.88 25.0~700.0
30 Rural 80.59+1.28 47.0~700.0 0.0879 66.19:£1.09 40.0~100.0 0-6401
Total 81.88x1.01 47.0~100.0 66.5340.97 25.0~100.0
Urban 82.06x1.54 28.0~100.0 01192 65.4311.34 17.0~100.0 0.3914
40"s Rural 78.06£2.02 46.7~100.0 o 67.30:£1.65 41.7~-100.0 h
Total 80.624£1.23 28.0-100.0 66.10+1.04 17.0~100.0
Urban 8288113 28.0~100.0 66,101+1.09 17.0~100.0
N 0.0475 N 74
All Rural 79.77£1.09 46,7~100.0 0475 66.5540.91 40.0~106.0 0.7476
Total 81.25+1.19 28.0~100.0 66.32+£0.99

17.0~100.0
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Table 3. The scores of nutrition knowledge and food habit and their correlation

Age Area Nutrition knowledge score  P-value Food habit score P-value  Correlation coefficient(R)
Urban 8.47:+0.25 5.25+0.24 - 0.0387
0911 .

sys  Runal 7.962:0.18 0.09 5.26:40.16 09249 -0.0488
Total 8141015 5271013 —-0.0452
Urban 813020 5.67+0.18 0.1645

3662 N .004¢
0’ Rural 7.84£0.25 0-366 4.81£0.22 00043 0.1235
Total 803015 5364014 01663
Urban 8.26x0.6 5.50+0.5 0.0748
Al Rural 7.92£014 01050 5.12£0.13 00532 0.0091
Total 8.09%0,17 5324006 0.0952

Table 4. Percentage and nutrition knowledge score of the subjects belonging to each food habit group according to their food

habit score
Food habit Excellent (> 8.5) Good {(6.5~8.0) Fair(4.5~6.0) Poor (< 4.0)
Age group
group Subject No.  Nutknowl,  Subject No.  Nutknowl., Subject No. Nutknowl., Subject No. Nutknowl,
Area (Vo) score (%) score (%) score (%} scare
Urban 4(6.3) 5.504:0.87 17(26.6) 8.82+£0.57 23(35.9) 5.17+0.36 20{31.2) 8.50%0.49
30 Rural 5(4.4) 7.80x£0.97 25(21.9) 7.76+0.42 54(47.4) 7.89£0.23 30(26.3) 8.27£0.37
3
Total 9 8.113:0.63 42 8.19x£0.35 77 7.597+0.19 50 8.36:£0.29
P-value 0.6767 0,1334 0.5007 0.7015
Urban 111} 8.006+0.00 35(35) 8.00+£0.39 43(43) 8.14+0.27 21(7.8) 7.82+0.51
2 Rural 00} 11(19.6) 7914039 28(50.0) 7.8240.36 17{(30.4) 8.00%0.32
$
Total 1 8.004:0.00 46 7.9840.31 71 .01 0,22 38 8.21+0.05
P-value 0.9026 0.4697 0.4591
Urban 5(3.00 8.4040.68 52{31.7) 8.2740.33 651{39.6) 3352021 41(25.0) 8.39+0.32
Al Rural 5(2.9) 7.80x0.97 36(21.2) 7.814+0.31 82148.2) 7.87x019  47(27.6) 8.11%0.30
Total 10(3.0) 8.06:+072 88(26.3) 1.09£0.32  147(43.8) 7.59:£0.24 88(26.2) 8.2940.40
P-value 0.6258 0.3265 0.4697 0.5157
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Table 5. The scores of nutrition attitude and food habit and their correlation coefficient (R)
Nutrition attitude score food habit score Correlation
Age Area e et i o ,..
Mean+S.E Range P-value Mean®S.E Range P-value  coefficientiR)
Urban 68.86+0.82 56.0~82.0 5.25+0.24 1.0~10.0 B - 0.0607
s Rural 69.67 10.48 59.0~84.0 0.36064 5.28+£0.16 1.0~ 9.5 0-9249 0. 0851
Total 69.25+0.43 56.0~84.0 527013 1.0~10.0 - O 0495
T Uman 68942060 48.0-820 5671018 0.5-100 0.1385
40's Rural 69.2510.61 57.0-78.0 07375 4,81+£0.22 0.5~ 8.0 0.0045 —-0.0165
Total 69.05+03.61 48.0~82.0 5.361+0.14 0.5~10.0 ~0.0233
CUtban 68915049 48.0-82.0 5.5040.15  0.5-10.0 . -0.0653
Al Rural 69.534+0.38 57.0~84.0 0.3128 5124013 0.5~ 9.5 0.0532 0.0461
Total 69, 22 +0.53 48.0~84.0 5.32+0.106 0.5-10.0 0.0238
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Table 6. The food preference test score of urban and rural housewives
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Age 305 40's All
o P-value - — — P-value — — P-value

Food™ Area Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural

Beef 3.86+0.12 377009 0.5448 3994007 4094013 04465 3941006 3833007 0.5087
Pork 1344013 3764010 0.0104 3414010 3774004 00395 3764008 338008 00008
Chicken 3484012 3804010 0.0512 3224010 3.89x0.74 0.0004 3324008  383x008*  0.0003
Beefiver 2134015 20300 0.5844 INE0I0 2394018 01812 2124009 216£0.09 07471
Carrot 3864001 372200 0.3412 3734008  377£014 0.8051 3794007 3744008 06348
Cabbage 191009 369009 0.1405 3864008  377£013 0.5221 1884006 37212008 01012
Chion 169+£012 361010 0.6063 3884009 3931013 0.7592 38040067 371008 0.3613
Fish cake 3484012 367009 0.2412 3324010 3431007 0.5625 3384008  3.5940.08 0.0783
Bread 1674004 376010 0.5868 3620011 366014 08199 1644008 3722008 04465
Hot-dog 3004015 3414002 00330 264011 36x0380 00174 2784009 333£000+  0.000%
Pork-cutlet 3314014 3.6240.11 0.0897 3044011 3364018 0,1080 3154£008 3544070 00026
Dukbok 3694012 391010 0.1575 3464010 3634015 0.3592 3.35+008 3824008~ 00173
Kimch 4474009 4532006 0.5814 4434007 4412011 0.8827 4454006  4.43+0.06 0.6377
Egg 3474000 375H0.09 00529 3484009 3804014 0.0481 3484007  3.75x008% 00073
Sausage 2534013 3084007+ 00027 2544012 3.05%0.17 0.0128 2544009  3.08x009  0.0007
Cookedrice  3.84£012 437007+ 00001 4074009  457+0.09" 0.0005 398-£0.07  444x006% 0.0001
Noodle 383012 3654010 0.2754 3974010 3824015 0.4078 3914008 3714009 0.0725
Potate 4284009  4.13+008 .2551 4144009 405+0.04 0.5836 420007 4084007 0.2546
Chocolate 2754017 3074014 0.2554 2924013 2.89+0.15 0.9029 2854011 299+0.11 00,3381
Milk 4004012 3.93+0.11 0.6780 3762001 4071004 0.0846 3964008 0.3476

385008

*Significantly different at p<0.05
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Table 7. Average energy and nutrient intake of urban and rural housewives.

Age 30's 49’ All
—— Povalie —————— —— P-value —————— P-value
Nutrient ™, Area Urban Rurat Urhan Rural Urhan Rurat
Energy tkeall 2022.30£41,63 1047.32+28.5% 0.1331 19323123670 18752643991 03221 1967432778 19235842355 02282
Protein keall 306.63£9.19 35214734 04740 300.85:46.87 299.18-:10.32  0.8596 303704550 305934599 04025
Fat theal) 4179841669 416.60+12.50 0.9487 4143611340 3675742025 00478 A15.7721047 4004521103 0.3150
Carhohydratetkeal) 12677042930 1216.78:£15.53 04080 171042894 1199.56424.25 0,682 12485642119 1211111300 01308
Provein(g | 76651230 79382177 0.3532 75.21%1.72 74594258 0.6617 75.78x1.38 7783E£146 03075
Fat (g} 46444138 46234143 0.9277 46044149 41934220 01134 46.20£1.36 4481101 04093
Carbohydrate (gt 3681334407 304.03%3.88 0.0565 304284724 299994605 0.6887 39N H1788 0 03T 01388
Calcmm(mg? 566 6419552 60948411830 9D41L3 6202812750 6195413609 05839 3363144109 8006541706 05159
lron(mg} 1 890113 18214036 05233 20714123 18062060 04223 2001091 18064031 00518
Wt AL 470486219152 48394813779 05640 480535414246 479675420686 (.9786 4766141714229 482607111447 07114
VL BI (mg\ 1394013 118002 00300 1.2310.04 1.20£0.03 0.6005 1.33:490.09 TA8£0.00  0.0942
Wi Bz(mg) $ADL0.08 1422009 0.5666 1.5340.15 1,370,006 0.4058 1.48+0.09 TADED07T 04803
Niacin {mg) 19.30+0.80 19.8810.49 15171 19.304+0.64 18944045 0.7263 19.30+0.50 1958035  0.6454
Ve Clmg | 57164238 58331175 05957 838210 61.90£4.38  0.5653 5851110 39502188 06901
Tabie 8. Carorie composition of urban and rural housewives
Age 30's 40s All
P-value — - ~—  P-value — e ~——  P-valye
Nutnent =) Urban Rural {Jrban Rural Urban Rural
arbohydrate 64.3640.80 62.59+0.71 01178 62.6020.86 0479117 (L1323 63.2940.61  63.32+0. 62 0.9730
Fat 20.53+0.59 23.15+2.23 0.3876 21634062 19.27+0.91 G.0287 62.214+044 21872153 06875
Proiein 15.10+0.30 16.0620.21 00087 15774032 15.84+0.35  0.8808 15.51£0.23 15994018  0.1019
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