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Abstract

The purposes of this study were as follows. First is to compare the importance of operational factors to determine types of
school breakfast program, and second is to do the preference analysis of operation-related people depending on the attributes
and levels of the operation of school breakfast program. The questionnaires developed for this study were distributed to 134
school dietitians, 114 school foodservice officials at the educational board, 68 staff members of foodservice contractors and 493
parents. Statistical data analyses were performed using SPSS/WIN 12.0 for descriptive statistics and conjoint analysis. The
conjoint design was applied to evaluate the hypothetical foodservice types. According to the analysis on the attributes and levels
of the school breakfast operation, the relative importance of each attribute was as follows: price (36.30%), menu (29.60%),
foodservice staff (22.54%), serving type (11.55%) to school dietitians, price (34.99%), menu (28.15%), foodservice staff
(23.52%), serving type (13.35%) to school foodservice officials at the educational board, menu (30.55%), price (30.24%),
foodservice staff (28.75%), serving type (10.47%) to staff members of foodservice contractors and price (36.34%), menu
(29.73%), foodservice staff (21.01%), serving type (12.92%) to parents. The results of the conjoint analysis indicated that the
school dietitians and school foodservice officials at the educational board preferred the school breakfast operation program with 3
traditional menus and 2 convenience menus per 5 day, 1~3 foodservice staff, with a price range of 1501~2000won, and tray
serving. Staff members of foodservice contractors preferred the school breakfast operation program with 3 traditional menus and
2 convenience menus per 5 day, 1~3 foodservice staff, with a price range of 2501~3000won, and tray serving. Parents
preferred the school breakfast operation with 5 traditional menus per 5 day, 6~7 foodservice staff, with a price range of
2501~3000won, and tray serving. About a half of school dietitians considered that elementary schools were appropriate for the
suggested school breakfast operation program. But, 68.2% of school foodservice officials at the educational board, 69.1% of
staff members of foodservice contractors, and 38.1% of parents considered high schools to be the suitable model. Therefore, it
indicated the need to recognize the different opinions among breakfast operation-related people and take these factors into
consideration in developing the school breakfast program.

Key Words : school breakfast program, operational factor, conjoint analysis

LA 2 & 7t e (Morgan 5 1981) FAAT Aguol FAH

o] A4Qlef ol2&{A7A] kg ©

O AAE 47 obs oA &3] Fast obFe 2 1998). 13U sHEEY of A&
EE obsdsE I FE¥HT FRAJ0] 2 AAlEch gutate] oy AAE L AT w2 ASE UEHe

o] Zok(Singleton & Rhoads 1982), #ut oju]z}t o}l (Joo & Park 1998, Cho 2004, Lee & Jung 2005),

AALE SHR] ko Hohuko] AAF olstE "olA ¥ 7 Lee & Jung(2005)8] 7o 2JstH o} AXAE AZ=

5ol B3 AE7E Hoj 1A F3o] g AA HH(Woo 5 ool tha] ‘Ajzto] glojAf, ‘UAutol glojA’,
S 1986, Kim 1999, Park & Kim 2000), & 8 % hdo] Ax 2u|F 3|57 dofA To2 A, &
& W3 (Meyers 5 1989) 3FF T4 HH=F 22 ok ofyal s o)A obF] Ao WE 55 At

e =
l‘UlO ﬂ-lﬁ'.
X t‘N 'l>'
32
NG
e Z
i
2y
o olﬂ

* This research was supported by grants from Korea Food Research Institute.
* Corresponding author : Min A Lee, 516, Backhyun-Dong, Bundang-Ku, Seongnam-Si, Gyeonggi-Do, 463-746, Korea
Tel: (031) 780 - 9302 Fax: (031) 709 - 9876 E-mail: malee@kfri.re kr



622 BEIREEEEEE Vol.22, No.5(2007)

1@4 AE} Aol W2 EAE ohH ALY ZaAo
FAIAZ B vt 9lom of A&ito] &
BEO AZHQ REs} @

19664 Oﬂ opFA TR Eé,‘(School Breakfast
Program: SBP)o] AlHH o2 A|2E Q]S ™(National
Schoo! Breakfast Act) 1975‘—‘1 Aoz ARy o] A
A= guint g o|Ale] dHAlo] of AL E 1W(SBP)Y]
8 Wil 9l om(USDA, 2006) HE d=, 33 5o
NE OHIFAS A4 9 BhsteEt meg Bolm 9
shio] 4 A ZEE o} AFAL ol ZAES BRud B
st Ao e oM (Nicklas 5 1998), SHYE A
A Ao oz 39 e AN AlEshe)
oJo)7} k. ol o8 A-(Yang 1997, Lee & Yang
2006, Lee 5 2006)1A FHH obd AA+ 9 opdF4)
o] s st FAPEY of HAAES F4 A
o olYNNE ¥ 4 YRS FUolHE ol T4 £
o e 439 YEA ool Bast Uek

aejth 1 ko] el olRold obiEAl Bl @
75 29 opgalel et BaA Aol Ex3to](Yang
1997, Choe & 2003, Lee & Yang 20086, Lee 5 2006)
b4 £l Was AurA e SR 9H %
st ojof wheh A olRFA FF =0 7)ol
© AVt gt st AR

OINAAL & uji= vtz A] AubA o)
= A4S eloksty stagAled e ook

A PAEGA, A FEUA, G 84 oAb
Xél]ré of zaiof dth(Hwang & Sneed T 2007). &
' oo

5] ok 5 _,__714_4 7]1;H§ o]OH 7}501 l:ﬂ—,mb‘]- 2~ olou:] o]
€ ddsty] falf JArAZ R o= ol 7HA] =8 7]E
o] a#HEojoF FTHGregoire & Nettles 1994, Spears
& Gregoire 2004, Hwang & Sneed 2007). gta 42
A0l Av|AEA Q] BHYE ol g}t ZEA el AB|A}
o] gtH L zﬂjr_:u] Oi o]-E o] _}zﬂ Z35) oore I

(Kim & Lee 2003) ~01 _7§~_—‘§-§, NEQ) stHm L 3l
oA zZ2 13“01]*1 2 A A9 stz Q1A E
(National Food Service Management Institute
2005) BRRES WP £ Aol 4AAL A0
S AEL 3= & o 22 dugdd] &9 o3t
A gk, et A4 g 29 Ak i 9 34

Je) So] TiE ol LAAE chopat oAkaHol
92 Hn U %S AS B 2 o] obuFNY Ay 2

ThE ol 34 BATES dg aasel o3
A ggo] BApAQ AAAo] B0l B 4 gl st}

N
By
2
|m
L
>,
lo
N

LB —— [e]
o] A AGE AT thHE BAYHe =
P2 FHE ARE dHT o= dE5HeY] 2}E F
3 vz FF& AT £ o Greend
Srinivasan(1990)2 AXSIE EAHE AFo|L} A
&

o F8% JHL AL ST $EIAIF Fofgoz
W 5450 WAL 9 YR Ftekn ojd £
[e]

A anRzl stEserlE Bwud 4 Qe 7)Holer A9
39l Goldberg 5(1984)2 AXRQIE EAwo] AA
AAE] Yk dEoly A 3
Aol AL st ALAE
le]

L6 =0 X =
477} AFER S ohLee 2005), et FA 40k U2
o 1% Qelzt ol AE A oA WAL 7

ol
i
rir
iﬁ‘.

&

A%, opREAe %og 23
AMuls 4 A $EE EF

712 ARE AEstas
HA7|Hol Agte Ao wet
whebA] 2 Aol AL shmo}
7] $18) staodFA &gof
LG, SRR, 9
_SL

o o,
g 2 Mo

_\'ﬂ.rl"l
32
T
1o op b

4 o
i~}

t

]

o
o}
1>
Mo
of
ot
u
i
i
o

P

e
i)
i
-0
of

o

T
fijo
=
Ry
rir

b _|§|l'_l,
Tl
it
ins

to
o
4
o4 Dg’

HE ofl
Dk
=2
Ho
=
ol

oz

‘ﬂ(stratlfled random samphng)
T% *}%5}01 Ao & -5 L5 3%E FRO2 T
Rz stugal 2238110 SHEEE Yo s Fa9E



%W (random sampling)& °|-83te] AABIAY}, @93
9 e FAYdA = HoREFEH (convenience
sampling)& o|-g3}o] AAsATh & 2547 sha % 134
MIL(52.8%)2) A7l ZAto] zedsigon shrmol
7% 120578 & 71-H] 493%(40.9%)7F =AUt i
% FaFAEIAE 16749 2 /e 114%
(68.3%)7} 3l4=E]glon, YErFAAAE XA} gjAtel 131
7} 7HEHl 68%(51.9%)7F 3lE o] B0 AME e},

r

0=
i3

o g H

> =
oo
=h
1%

24‘1
o rlr
apr
oXx, o>

SR
4 o o
Pz
ox i

i
N
lo
10 o2

e

v K
tlo c
N o
o
il

e
By

aln zy
1>

o)

=)
s
ol

ot

2

o

2
o
-

We ok
‘UFE_h Ir FJ[‘HI[-_Q

o

)

b

il
W 3

iiow

2R

)
iy
Hoopiy
Rl oo

e
°
_‘0_‘
o
H
-

g 2
i,
£
[r1
N

Mz oft i

o 2

o
do ofw M

)

o Ml of gy

-

i o

_,4
i)
i

>,

AFel(conjoint design

oRFA Y 29 &4
FH A O] 23; 47bR]), G4
ol3}, 2001~2500¢ 9|3},
ANH(1~3%, 4~5%, 6~7
LA A) 0 2 97l o] S
AeeE 7He 54 1,
Aoltt, HE &4 F50
Z2ud HIH(full-
profile approach)& A% 7hed 220ty
M= & 967H0| B2 A7F 96709 tekE B W
St A AP0 Erb5str] 2o 96749 it
FEAA-EA M (fractional factorial design)& AME3s}
o 16712 ofg4 &9 =g Z2atd(profile)S ¥4
ot 16709 Z2ud(profile)ol] thsle] AEw ZAE Al
Alat7]ol 9FA 14789 st HEZHE tiAe.E 2007

N
2 wo

FN
flo
>
0
4
o
™
ofm
1>
s
jas}

(1500€¥°]3}, 1501~200
2501~3000¢0j3}), &

%), AT A A

(@)
e

J

I

=
o I N
b Kt

oo =1

P

3o fr @
IR

rj‘g o
r>~1 \o)

A}

ofo
ofi
oL
rr

olo
it

i
w
fo
[\
(00}
ne
s
o
=
S~ e
—
Do
e
X
)
2
=
N
S~
>
It

N

o

jata)

il
>

to

ol

do ull
o

Hm
o
ot

. SHLoby g4
A A
3] AjAjste], 22
004 Atelel A

ry of oy

R LT
f

o
j::“ lj':l
)
jak)
2 S
>
—

4 B ot o no

i e

3. A=Azl ¥ 2N gy
B e EA AL SPSS Win 12.0& o]&3le 7]
£ EA B A (descriptive analysis), ANOVA, x* #=,
A2 ERA(conjoint analysis)E sH3IFoH ol
53 134 &9 d3, AAE
Y4 ol w
A BT

i
R K

e}

et o] AWkAbetS (Table DI Zth 8h

830 258w} 65700 (48.5%) 2 7H WkaL, S8t
o} nestwy}l zbzk 31703L(23.1%), 387H1(28.4%)°] A
ow 35N E thA| AlEsiste] RARE Zab gRkirt
287 AL(73. T2 71 WAL, AAT 5703(13.2%), &
23 1703(2.6%), 71EF 47§3(10.5%)°1% 2™, 7]etaL
= ditAiel AdA e g e A-E AL 5ol
At stu Y KL =53 116701(86.6%), A
187131(13.4%)°10 2™, B A ¢+ 84090l
2270316, 4%)°]1™ | o}f
Al Wy 1487olglon, AAFAS AASH: &
34701(100.0%), B FATAF 9279, AdG4
: 95414 564

ol FAl4E Y 9 wA S I fpojr
TTANA(5T7.5%),
A 53702(39.6%), =AY RS st 47
4541 29 st 11670 2(86.6%) =
AeF4] &9 ga: 1874n
(13.4%)0]%ich, FAAAE 112701(83.6%)7F 4]
of st shie 207H1L(14.9%)F &
ZAMSE A3 H4A ZeAbes B
A2 2 Ak 0.6780] WA =] 9lom, A4t
2> 0.6%, ¥147+4 2eHE& 6.1 wjA| =

ol

b

il
L R
ol
rlr
i)
=
w
n
=
[=H
S
o>
=
)
of
Hd
N

i § Q. o xR
S
¥ 12 4
o
>
A

= ool
chia

ftjo

-|>i:

N

o]

lo

mro

ZAM AL ShaL g FAte] dubAleRS (Table 2>t 2T,



624 BEIREEXLEEE Vol.22, No.5{2007)

FEAE R FEol HaF 9d 7AYo, A 83
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o o1 927(83.6%), HA 15F(13.6%)01%2H,
30~394] 58 (52.7%), 40~49A| 45'8(40.9%)2.2
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o] 7¥z} 4%4(3.6%), 3W(2.7%)=E UEtdth 7]1E 859
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<Table 2> Characteristics of school dietitians

_ Work experience as dietitian(years) 9.67+16.77
Middle school 31230) Employment status Permanent 83( 61.9)
High school Acadenic 80757) Contract 46( 34.3)
Foreign language No response 5C 37D
& science 126) Gender Female 132( 98.5)
Technical & Male 2( 19
Commercial 5(13.2) Age(years) 20~29 30 22.9)
Other 41053) 30~39 72( 53.7)
Total 38(284) 40~49 31 23.D
School foundation  Public school 116(86.6) No response 1C 0.7
type Private school 18(13.4) Education College 23( 17.2)
No. of students]) 840.04£51699 Undergraduate 96( 71.6)
Foodservice Breakfast Yes 2(164) Graduate school 13C 97
operation No 112836) No response 2(_15)
No.ofmeals? 14815414543 Total 134(100.0)
Lunch Yes 134(100.0) D Mean +SD
No 00.0)
No.of meals? 9268145129
Dinner Yes 35(26.1) <Table 3> Characteristics of school foodservice officials at the
No 9%(73.9) educational board
No.of meals? 56363438456 . . |
Foodservice Utban 77(57.5) Work experience at the educational 683+7.92
type Rural 53(39.6) boardP(years) e
Remote coun 43.0) related to school
Foodservice Contracted - 18(134) foodservice(years) 11554749
operation type Self-operation 116(86.6) as dietitian"(years) 9.49+6.90
Foodservice Self-management 17873 Gender Male 15(13.6)
management type  Joint-management 107.5) Female 92(83.6)
No response 7.2 No response 327
Foodservice Diningroom 11283.6) Age(years) 20-29 4(3.6)
serving place Classroom 20(149) 30-39 58(52.7)
Diningroom+Classroom 107 40-49 45(40.9)
No response 100.7) 250 327D
No. of employees?  Cooks Permanent 0384057 Marital Status Single 25(22.7)
Contract 059+0.57 Married 85(77.3)
Employees Permanent 058+2.24 Education College 21(19.1D)
Contract 610374 Undergraduate 77(70.0)
Total 134(100.0) Graduate school 12(10.9)
Dot Total 110100.0)
% Meals mean that students, teachers, and staffs got served D Mean+SD



(Table 4)¢} 2ot feg4dA2] 49 a4 AA
717k0] Bt 6\ 6 EE Yeygon B o stusl
258 0,080, S8 4, 45702, 158w 7 817H

s 5L 7,
Aot Stid o A" A obdFAlel Fatw

ol @ A4l %3]
W, D5 1ol PAFAe] 255

253
I 10519, 1158 A 116690, Ay Al

2807 02 ZAPE|YIE Al A 2 W) &
=27t 37 LARE BEzestE ¢ s 3

i

getn 3 4 8509eln, BEHEY AL Belw

<Table 4> Characteristics of foodservice contraciors & staff
members
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ZA A} SR m o) ABRAREES (Table 5)9F Zt}, sHy
To) AL FAAALY] 447%(90.7%)0) oAdo)glom,
gAdo] 36H(7.3%) 01901, 40~49A4] 3007 (60.9%),

School foodservice experience(years) 6551262 30~39A 15278(30.8%), 504 o]AF 248(4.9%), 20~29
No. of contracted  Elementary school 0.08£0.28 Al 1178(2.2%) 0]}, ol AL =t £¢ o]s}
1} i - -
sehools pcde schoc S 244(49.5%), 294 T3 291 939(18.9%), 444 ot
b D2 = slo] = ™y o o
No. of contracted ~ Elementary school ~ Brealfast 0.000.00 &9 119% (?4 %), Aed £9 148Q2.8%) 2= L
meals per school?) Lunch 156845197 o} 7MY F Y2 200~3009H T dto] 144%(29,2%)
Dinner 0.00£0.00 o2 7M g€oren 300~400%HH 0| 1019(20.5%),
Middle school Bfeaf”‘ gg-fﬁzjéz 100~2007HB] 9k 89 (18.1%), 4007 o4 781
L 1050.73+1384.
o e X (15.8%), 10089 50 (10,1902 EAFELen],
High school Breakfast 13446225120 A2 7R 171%8(34.7%), 22 7873(15.8%), Ayt
Lunch 2331.00+1766.39
Dinner 279.70+35345 <Table 5> Characteristics of parents
Foodservice self-management No. of schools?  1053+7.56
production & No.of Stuci(;’ms 130042+ 254.76 Gender Male 36(7.3)
management per school ) Female 447(90.7)
; ]
type 'satelhte S.ChOOIIS) No. of schools 0241043 No response 1002.0)
in commissary No. ofhsmﬁc)ents 850,00 4000 Age 2020 1122
perscion 30-39 152(30.8)
managed schools in ~ No. of schools” 0.6911.20 £0-49 300060.9)
jinemanagement’ - No.of stuci?nrs 182156 +504.72 =50 24(4.9)
per school No response 6(1.2)
Work experience at foodservice contractors”(years) 6.26+4.10 Education Under high school 244(49.5)
Gender Male 22(32.4) College 93(18.9)
Female 39574) Undergraduate 11924.D
No response 7(103) Graduate school 14(2.8)
Agelyears) 20-29 25(36.8) No response 23(4.7)
30-39 28412) Family income(won) < 1,000,000 50(10.1)
40-49 8(118) >1,000,000 & <2,000,000  89(18.1)
No response 7(10.3) 22,000,000 & <3,000,000  144(29.2)
Marital status Single 33(48.5) >3,000,000 & <4,000,000  101(20.5)
Married 27(39.7) >4,000,000 78(15.8)
No response 8(11.8) No response 31(6.3)
Education Under high school 229 Occupation Professionals 78(15.8)
College 22(32.9) Office worker 59(12.0)
Undergraduate 35(51.5) Housewife 171(34.7)
Graduate school 1(1.5) Self-employed 37(7.5)
No response 8(11.8) Other(technician, farmer, etc.) 109(22.1)
Totl 680100.0) No response 39%(7.9)
Total 493(100.0)

D Mean+SD
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<Table 6> Ultility and relative importance of school breakfast
operational attributes and levels in hypothstical cases : School
dietitians

2—*&:} &9 v|Rof A ATtdoA 7t 55]9]
FL7Hutility)o] 3.76762.2 7V AEste A E LE
g1, FAHE 25019~3000¢ o5t 542, FX
2
0

: 5.89
AL 6~70] 3.2099%, WA AL EAH| A 0]

& AdAse Ag B S
ZAE3 21} Pearson’ s R=.641, Kendall’ s tau=.500
o2 A7 ANE T2H YL YW Ao BHYHS
T‘/}(p<0 01) LEH SuFAGYAE FAH AGFA,

2218, fFAPHA £07 Fa35HA 7)1 AL
Uﬂ], 7L7‘4 ZFor FA87F 34.99%, ATl
28.15%, & ze|Qlg o] 23.52%, ulwAl5H4l0] 13.35%

Ack. &, 1A HPAE oBlTA 29 &4 FAA A
ez gANE 73 %—36‘}71] ztehe A2 YEy
I, o RE AR, & 29UY, HeAsE T
QA Azste Aoz “Hﬂ O*E}
&40 £29 vadAe AdFAgols dEA4 5319
A&7 utility)e] 4.5307F 713 ﬁio]—-— ROZ UEy

T FAEE 25019~30009 ©l8l7} 6.34200.8 ) & &
2elge 6~710] 2.5087, WRATHAL Aol
1.44200.2 744 As5h Ao thehge}

<Table 7> Utility and relative importance of school breakfast
operational aftributes and levels in hypothetical cases
officials at the educational board

Convenience 5 3.7676 Convenience 5  0.8966
Menu(per week) om{e.mence 29.60 Menu(per week) i 28.15
Traditional 3, 64 Traditional 3, 26057
Convenience 2 -3.6450 Convenience 2 )
Traditional 5 2.3278 Traditional 5 4.5307
>1500 -8.2343 >1500 -5.9489
1501~2000 1.0289 1501~2000 -1.4125
. o 4.
Price(won) 2001~2500 1.3099 3630 Price(won) 2001~2500 1.0193 349
2501~3000 5.8954 2501~3000 6.3420
) 1~3 persons 1.0398 . 1~3 persons 0.9576
ls\i;)f‘fOf foodservice o sersons 42497 2254 Nt;’i;fOf foodservice 4 o bersons 34663 2352
6~7 persons 3.2099 s 6~7 persons 2.5087
. Tray serving -0.5829 . Tray serving 1.4420
Serving type GrabandGo  0.5829 1155 Serving type Graband-Go  -1.4420 1335

Pearson’s R=.562 p<0.05
Kendall's tau=.383 p<0.05

Pearson’s R=.641 p<0.01
Kendall’s tau=.500 p<0.01



I oo, Ao 3T AohAol 30.55%, HA
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At AY e e AES 73-\—} Pearson’ s
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<Table 8> Utility and relative importance of school breakfast
operational attributes and levels in hypothetical cases
: staff members of foodservice contractors

Convenience 5

Traditional 1,
Menu(per week) Con\./e':mence 4 30.55
Traditional 3,
. -2.2344
Convenience 2
Traditional 5 0.7105
>1500 -1.2932
. 1501~2000 1.6443
Price(won) 2001~2500 24072 30.24
2501~3000 2.5061
. 1~3 persons 7.0993
ls\Itjf'fOf foodservice 4~5 persons -9.7059 2875
6~7 persons 2.6066
. Tray serving 0.1994
Serving type GrbandGo 01904 0¥

Pearson’s R=.794 p<0.001
Kendall's tau=.650 p<0.001
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<Table 9> Utility and relative importance of school breakfast
operational attributes and levels in hypothetical cases
: parents

3.8372

Convenience 5

Comience 4 14673
Menu(per week) o 29.73
Traditional 3,
. -4.2193
Convenience 2
Traditional 5 1.8494
>1500 -8.7102
. 1501~2000 1.5984
Price(won) 2001~2500 20526 36.34
2501~3000 5.0592
. 1~3 persons -1.4184
Nt:f‘f"f foodservice < hersons 22,5067 21.01
S 6~7 persons 3.9251
. Tray serving -1.1213
Serving type Graband-Go 11213 1292
Pearson’s R=.591 p<0.01
Kendall’s tau=.450 p<0.01
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<Table 10> The preference of hypothetical school breakfast operation program

Mean£SD

A onvenience menu 5 - Staffs 1~3 4490+ 26.85 47.54+24.29 37.50+24.19 46.234+26.43
- £1500won - Tray serving (16) (16) 16) (16)

B - Convenience menu $ - Staffs 6~7 56.13+18.10 56.43+17.52 61.70+17.16 52.87 +22.36
- 1501~2000won - Grab-and-Go 13 an ©) 13)

c - Convenience menu 3 - Staffs 1~3 52.33+19.12 50.84+16.31 54.26+17.66 52.15+20.58
- 2001~2500won - Tray serving 15 s 12 as)

b - Convenience menu 5 - Staffs 4~5 65.95+16.99 62.65+17.06 68.88+16.34 63.38+18.28
- 2501~3000won - Grab-and-Go @ @ @) )
Tmdiional menu 1, s S894+1821  59.42+1585  4823%1924 598521820

E Convenience menu 4 )

- <1500won - Tray serving ao ® 149 ©)]
' Traditional metm 1, - Staffs 1~3 654841456 613741664  57.25+1652 633342322

F Convenience menu 4
- 1501~2000won - Grab-and-Go ©) 6] ® @)
mdiional menu 1, 6 g 631241705 644741806  6250+1869  5833+2190

G Convenience menu 4 .

- 2001~2500won - Tray serving ) @ @ 10
 Traditional menu 1, ¢ o 582541699 S671+1867 620041005 548742253

H Convenience menu 4
- 2501~3000won - Grab-and-Go an Qo ) 12

. g;d‘j:;ﬁc‘:?:ni , - Staffs 6~7 61.90+18.32 60.48£19.70 486942333 634241936
. <1500won - Grab-and-Go ® @) as» 6)]

' Traditional menu 3, - Staffs 1~3 71.26+18.78 73.15+17.88 60.95+24.78 69.74+21.46

] Convenience menu 2 .

. 1501~2000won - Tray serving ) ) @) @)
+ Traditional menu 3, - Staffs 4~5 (56711637  6340£1775 60581783 63641849

K Convenience menu 2
- 2001~2500won - Grab-and-Go 6)) (6)) ® ey
- Traditional menu 3, . Staffs 1~3 56.40118.93 55.68+18.17 69.99+17.79 52.62+22.05

L Convenience menu 2 . Tray servin a2 12) 6H) 14
+ 2501~3000won Y 8

M + Traditional menu 5 - Staffs 1~3 54.41+19.25 51.84+19.60 40.83+21.82 56.48+19.82
- <1500won - Grab-and-Go 14 (149 s an

N - Traditional menu 5 - Staffs 4~5 66.41+21.93 60.66+24.19 56.14 +23.40 67.54+21.65
- 1501~2000won - Tray serving 6) ©® an @

o + Traditional menu 5 - Staffs 1~3 60.61+15.84 53.61+19.44 56.84+16.80 59.87 +32.26

- + 2001~2500won - Grab-and-Go (C)] (13) o (8

P - Traditional menu 5 - Staffs 6~7 69.00+23.92 58.88+27.78 68.04+20.84 70.51+25.39

+ 2501~3000won - Tray serving (2) ¢ 3 oy

U Preference score was marked from 0 to 100 points.

<Table 11> Appropriate school type suggested for school breakfast operation program

Flementary school 58(43.3) 20(18.2) 6(8.8) 157(31.8)
School Middle school 33(24.6) 14(12.7) 9(13.2) 134(27.2) 69,009
type High school 41(30.6) 75(68.2) 47(69.1) 188(38.1) '
’ No response 21.5) 100.9 6(8.8) 149(2.8)
Total 134(100.0) 1100100.0) 68(100.0) 493(100.0)

= 5<0.001
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<Table 12> A

ropriate meal number suggested for school breakfast

No. of meals? 250.18 +229.89* 353.63+.297.76* 445.00 +348.92° 329.30£341.57% 5.733"**

D Mean+SD
** p<0.001
b Tukey multiple comparion

St IStk 2, ShEE = 7hHAlo] ofd AEANEE 5 A ok T4 9 Alole GUArY FA stofl 2Fo] Hoj
3] AlFatn 229 6~79, 25019-3000¢ o]ste] F4] FEAE Aok 9 ks Pty e f4eE
B2 A HjAlg sk oldFA &% BHE P Asst she, W Y9 nEEHY Aeole AEdA HE
€ AR Yehy iz A3ste obdg4] ol A & st HotE A ojop 3 Ao g AtrEHT
o7t A& & & UM £ d7e guopd gAY LA5HREE 1Este] &9
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