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Effect-Evaluation of Nutritional Education Program
Using Internet for School Children®

Her, Eun Sil - Lee, Kyung Hea®
Department of Food and Nutrition, Changwon National University,Changwon, Kyungnam 641-773, Korea

ABSTRACT

This study was carried out to evaluate the effects on elementary school children of Internet-based nutrition education
programs. The subjects consisted of 80 boys and girls (book-learning group ® 42, Internet-based learning group : 38)in
the 5th grade of elementary school. The results were as follows : The evaluation of Internet-based education programs
by Internet-learning group showed above average in all domains. As the favorite and wholesome menu chose ‘nutrition
kingdom’ (52.6%) made of animation. The educational effect of this program was evaluated by comparing the methods
of the Internet-learning group with those of the book-learning group. For effect-evaluation were measured the degree of
nutrition knowledge and diversity score of dietary intake from before and after education. Before undertaking the program,
there was no significant difference between the two groups in terms of their nutrition knowledge. However, the nutrition
knowledge of the Internet-based learning group after the program had increased significantly (p <0.01) compared to the
book-learning group. There was no significant difference between the two groups in terms of the diversity of dietary
intake before the start of the program, but upon its completion, the Internet-based learning group showed a significant
increase compared to the book-learning group (p <0.05). This suggests that Internet-based educational programs could
be effective in drawing the interest and boosting the concentration levels of schoolchildren. In conclusion, Internet-based
nutrition education shows the potential to be an effective alternative education method. (Korean J Nutrition 36(5) :
500~507, 2003)

KEY WORDS : effect-evaluation, internet nutritional education, school children.
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Table 1. The evaluation of infernet nutrition education program by inferet-learning group

Variables ltems Mean + S.D."
Suitability of menu arrangement in screen 37+10
Discrimination of menu characters 3811
Menu evaluation Attractive force of menu 3712
Association of menu fo following screen 32+ 11
Consistency of menu name with picture 4.1 =09
Mean =+ S.D. 3.7+£08
Consistency in using term 38+£1.2
Understanding degree of contents 40+ 10
. Suitability in quantity of information 3909
Contents evaluation
Wholesomeness of information 43 +09
Accuracy of spelling 38+£12
Mean £ S.D. 40+ 07
Suitability of graphic use 40+ 1.0
Novelty of design 38=*1.2
Representative of design 3711
Design evaluation Consistency of contents with design 3809
Continuation of attraction for design 3613
Diversity of screen constitution 39+12
Mean + SD. 3809
Tempo to get screen 28=+13
Return to previous screen 29+ 13
Convenience in correction of information 30+1.2
Quickness of question and answer 29+13
Convenience evaluation Consideration on internet use ability 32+13
Connection between icon & contents 3511
Connection with related site 32+1.2
Convenience of information search 3.6 +1.2
Mean =+ S.D. 32*08

1) 1: never good, 2: not good, 3: s0-s0, 4: good, 5: very good
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Evaluation of
dietary iife
2.6%

Food tower
13.2%

Food
Information
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Cooking world
15.8
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obesity index
7.9%

Nutrition
Kingdom
52.6%

Fig. 1. Preferred site menu.
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Fig. 2. The wholesome menu.
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Table 2. Comparison of nutrition knowledge score before and after nutrition education

Pretest Posttest
Concepts No. of items t value t value
Book Internet Book Internet
Food tower 6 34+10" 33=x 1.1 0.358 3914 4512 -2.158*
Food knowledge 6 31+1.2 3211 -0.154 32+13 39+14 ~2.425*
Food prejudice 2 1.6 £06 1.5+06 0.338 1.6+ 06 1.6 £ 06 0.277
Breakfast 2 1.7 £05 1804 -1.227 1.7 =04 2002 -3.204**
Snack 3 27 06 27 £04 -0.608 26+08 3.0x02 -2.390*
Obesity 3 2209 26 £06 -2.361* 24+08 26 +06 -1.414
Life habits 3 2309 24+08 -0.728 21+£1. 25*08 —-2.123*
Total 25 169 =33 176 £ 24 -1.003 176 4.4 20.1 £ 3.2 —2.937**
1) Mean =+ S.D for each item
*p <0.05, ++p<0.01
Table 3. The level of nutrition knowledge N (%)
Book-earning group Internet-learning group
Levels 2 *value x 2value
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Excellent 2 (50 6 (15.0) 1(25) 13 (34.2)
. 18 (45. 21 X 19 0
Good 17 (42.5) 8 (45.0) 3,605 (55.0) (60.0 17 999+
Fair 15 (37.5) 9 (22.5) 15 (40.0) 4 (10.5)
Poor 6 (15.0) 7(017.5) 1(25 2(53)

w*p <0.001
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Table 4. Comparison of dietary diversity score before and after nutrition education

) Pretest Posttest
Food items t value { value
Book Internet Book Internet
1. Cereals & starches (4)
Cookedrice 0.8 +0.3" 0704 1.070 07 %04 07x04 0.041
Mixed rice 04+04 04+04 -0.536 05 %04 05+04 -0.513
Wheat food 04x03 0604 —-2.912* 03 %03 0.6+03 —3.964"**
Potatos 03x02 03+03 0.034 03 %03 03+03 -0.114
Small fotal 1.8 06 2006 -1.306 1.7 £0.8 21 +£06 -2.116*
2, Vegelables & fruits (4)
Light vegetable? 11 +05 12+05 -0.875 09 +06 1.2 06 -1722
Green & Yellow vege’rob!ea) 05%05 0.7 05 —1.691 05 %05 0806 -2.137*
Seaweeds 03+03 0404 -1.019 04 %04 0404 -0.001
Fruits 05+03 07+03 —1.545 06 #=03 0.7 =03 —1.255
Small total 25+10 30x1.2 -1.923 246 % 1.17 3114 —2.095"
3. Meats, fishes, eggs & pulses (6)
Pulses & Puises products 05+04 04 =04 0.615 03 %03 0404 —1.049
Meats 06+03 0.6+03 -0.652 05 03 0503 0.236
EQgs 04+04 0403 -0.395 04 04 04=x03 -0.729
Fishes 0.4:+03 05+t04 -0.553 03 +03 0403 -1.677
Small fishes 03:+03 03=x03 0.428 02 %03 0303 -1.313
Shelifishes 0.1 %02 02+x02 -0.868 01 %02 02103 —0.658
Small total 2212 23x1.2 —-0.324 1.9 =10 23x 1.1 —1.653
4. Milk & milk product (1)
Milk & Milk product 07+04 0803 -1.070 08 %03 09 +0.2 -0.476
Total 73+24 82=x22 —1.587 69 +26 8427 —2.290*
1) Mean + 8D. for each food item
2) “light vegetables’ is full marks in 2p0ints
3) ‘green-yellow vegetable’ is full marks in 2points
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p <0.001
Table 5. The level of dietary diversity score N (%)
Levels Book-learning group (N=32) yavalue Infernet-learning group (N=38) s value
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Excellent 0.0) (0.0) (00 (00O
Gaood 5 (15.6) 6(18.8) 0.093 10 (27.7) @ (25.0) 0.466
Fair 23 (71.9) 21 (65.6) 24 (66.7) 26 (72.2)
Poor 4 (12.5) 5 (15.6) 2(5¢) 128
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Table 6. Correlation among nutrition knowledge and dietary diversity

Variable Nutrition knowledge Dietary diversity Correlation coeficient (r)
t 16.5 + 3.3" 7324 0.153 (0.404)%
Book-learning Group (N = 37) Pretes 8 3x2 0400
Posttest 176+ 4.4 69 £ 26 0.162 (0.376)
. Pretest 176+ 24 82+22 ~0.030 (0.864)
Internet-learning group (N = 38)
Posttest 20.1 £3.2 84+ 27 0.232 (0.181)

1) mean * SD.
2) p value
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