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Measuring Students’ Performances and Evaluating the Internship Program
for Students Majoring in Food and Nutrition

Hae-Young Lee!
Department of Food and Nutrition, Sangji University, Wonju, Korea

ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to evaluate students’ performance by student self-evaluation and by educators in the
field respectively after an internship program, to analyze the gap between the two groups, to identify students, satisfaction
and behavior intention and to suggest the direction of an internship program in the Food and Nutrition Department. The
results of the survey of 133 students and 129 educators as follows: a majority of the program periods was two weeks
and most students experienced an internship program once. Both students and educators evaluated highly in ‘I
(Students) worked faithfully as a trainee.’, ‘I (Students) observed the rules and cooperated with other colleagues.’, ‘I
(Students) behaved with clear and polite words.’. Educators estimated higher than students in all items, especially in
‘I (Students) prepared and planned needs for intemship in advance.” (p <0.001), ‘I (Students) got on close terms with the
staff and en'oyed their confidence.” (p<0.001). For details of the internship program, students were satisfied with
‘professors’ roles’ (3.95), ‘educator’s abilities’ (3.85), ‘treatment of students’ (3.84) but dissatisfied with ‘pay to students’
(1.94). Students perceived that an intemship program was helpful to understand their major (4.37) and to decide upon their
job (4.17). They had an intention to participate in another internship program (4.63) and to recommend to their juniors to
participate in a program (4.73). Students had a diversity of opinions for program periods and most wanted to participate
two times in summer or winter vacation of junior. Therefore an internship program needs curriculum in the food and
nutrition department and the continuous and active cooperation between university and institutions would lead to an
effective and efficient internship program. (Korean J Community Nutrition 12(3) : 333~343, 2007)
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Table 1. General characteristics

Variables N (%)
Students' grade
Junior 92( 70.8)
Senior 38( 29.2)
No response 6 -
Gender
Male 15( 11.5)
Fernale 115( 88.5)
No response 6 -
Periods of intemship
1 week 24( 18.8)
2 weeks 73( 57.0)
3 weeks or more 31( 242
No response 8 -
No. of participating in intemship
1 time 123 ( 90.4)
2 fimes 13( 2.6)
Payment
Yes 17 19.3)
No 71( 80.7)
No response 48 -
Amount )" 293,750 + 165,202
Institution type
School F$ 41( 32.0)
B&I FS 38( 29.7)
Hospital FS 31( 24.2)
Restaurant 10( 7.8)
Research center 8( 6.3)
No response 8 -
District of institution
Seoul B85( 42.0)
Wonju 35( 27.1)
Gyonggi 23(17.8)
Gangwon 16( 12.4)
No response 7 -
Total 136 (100.0)

1) Mean %= SD, Only for respondents answered yes
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Table 2. Students' self-evaluation during the internship program

Variables Total Institution type Period
SchoolFS B &IFS Hospital FS Restaurant F value Tweek 2weeks 3weeksor Fvaue
n=41) (=38 (n=231) &Research n=24 (=73 more
center (n=31)
n=18)
[ worked fafthfully as a 456+ 459+ 453+ 442+ 477+ 1.228 430+ 458 471 £ 3.216*
frainee. 0.55" 0.55 0.57 0.58 0.44 0.57¢ 0.56* 0.46°
| worked activety 435+ 449+ 437+t 412+ 446+ 1760 395+ 442+ 452+ 5046%*
through my intemship. 0.66 0.69 0.61 071 0.52 0.60° 0.68° 0.51°
| prepared and planned somethingto  3.66 = 3.86 340+ 3.77 £ 362+ 2022 355+ 375t 348+ 1.185
need for infemship in advance. 0.82 0.92 0.72 0.76 0.65 0.76 0.85 0.68
| understood my duty accurately 431 438+ 440% 415+ 431 0839 400+ 437% 443+ 3.126*
and fulfiled my responsibility. 0.65 0.59 0.56 0.73 0.75 0.73° 0.57° 0.68°
| did my best fo complete the task 444+ 457+ 430+ 446+ 458+ 1,331 445+ 446+ 440%x 0078
assigned fo me. 0.62 0.50 0.60 0.65 067 0.60 0.59 0.68
| behaved with clear and polite 450+ 464+ 447 450 431 1141 465+ 452+ 433+ 1516
words, 0.59 0.54 0.68 0.51 0.63 0.49 0.62 0.58
| fried to fidy up a site for kaining. 444+ 443+ 437+ 446+ 462+ 0493 430 451+ 438% 099
0.62 0.60 0.67 0.65 0.51 0.66 0.62 0.59
| observed the ules and 455+ 463+ 457 442+ 454+ 052 445+ 461 448+ 0619
cooperated with other colleagues. 0.64 0.65 0.69 0.64 0.52 0.69 0.67 0.51
{ got on infimate termes with the staff 423t 422+ 433+ 400t 454+ 1914 385+ 428+ 4481 4.359*
and enjoyed the confidence of them.  0.73 0.75 Q.76 0.63 0.66 0.67° 0.74° 0.60°

1) Mean £ SD, 5 point Likert scale : 1-strongly disagree, 3-so-so, 5-stiongly agree

% Duncan's multiple compatrison, *: p < 0,05, **: p < 0.01
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Table 3. Educators' evaluation for students during the intemnship program
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Variables Total Institution type Period
SchoolFS  B&IFS Hospital FS Restaurant Fvalue 1 week 2weeks 3weeks Fvalue
Nn=41) [Mn=238 (n=31) &Research (n=24) (n=73) ormore
center (n=31)
n=18)
Student worked fathfully as a frainee. 468 + 478+ 471+ 438+ 488 L 3.933* 435+ 475+ 476 £ 4982+
0.57" 0.42° 0.52° 0.82° 0.34° 0.88°  0.46° 0.44°
Student worked activety 455+ 471 4585+ 417+ 481 £ 4.956%* 426 + 456 £ 472 £ 3.160*
fhrough his’her intemship. 0.68 0.60° 0.55° 0.89¢ 0.40° 0.86° 067 045°
Student prepared and planned something  4.19 £ 444 + 403 390t 450k 5868+ 391 £ 425+ 428 + 2359
to need for intemship in advance. 0.69 0.63° 0.68° Q.72° 0.52° 0.85 0.66 0.59
Student understood hisher duty accurately 459 =+ 476 £ 445+ 445+ 475+ 3.721* 448 £ 459 +  4.66 £ 0.729
and fulfiled hisher responsibifity. 0.53 0.43b 0.50a 0.63a 0.450 0.67 0.50 0.48
Student did his/her best fo complete the 459 £ 476+ 455+ 421 500+t 8183+ 426+ 460 483+ 5733**
task assigned to Fim/her. 0.62 0.49> 0.5¢° 0.86° 0.00° 0920  0.55° 0.38°
Student behaved with clear 467+ 480 461 445 481 & 3.634¢ 448 £+ 470 472 +£1.946
and polite words. 0.51 0.4% 0.55% 0.57¢ 0.40° 0.59 049 045
Student fried to fidy up a site for 451 + 468 432+ 438+ 469 % 4373+ 439 £ 452t 455+ 0626
fraining. 0.55 0.52° 0.53° 0.56° 0.48° 0.58 053 0.57
Student observed 1he nules and 473+ 488+ 476+ 441t 487 % 7.349%** 448t 478 £ 481 + 4.542*
cooperated with other colleagues. 0.46 0.33° 0.43° 0.57° 0.35° 059 042 0.40°
Student got on intirate terns with the staff ~ 4.55 + 4.76 £ 447 £ 417 £ 481 £ 8.074%* 417 £ 462 %  4.66 * 6.069**
and enjoyed the zonfidence of them. 0.59 0.43% 0.56° 0.71° 0.40° 072° 0.54° 0.48°

1) Mean % SD, 5 point Likert scale :

1-shongly disagree, 3-s0-s0, 5-strongly agree

e Duncan's mutiple comparison, *: p < 0.05, **: p < 0.01, ***: p < 0.001
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Fig. 1. Comparirg with students’ and educators' opinions for self-
evaluation during the infemnship program.

Q1. | worked faitt fully as a frainee.

Q2. | worked actively through my intemship.

Q3. | prepared and planned something to need for intemship in
advance.

Q4. 1 understood My duty accurately and fuifiled my responsibility.

Q5. | did my best fo complete the task assigned fo me.

Q6. | behaved wih clear and polite words.

Q7. | tied to tidy Jp a site for fraining.

Q8. | observed tre rules and cooperated with other colleagues.

Q9.1 got on intmate terms with the staff and enjoyed the
confidence of them.

1) Mean £ SD, 5 point Likert scale :
5-strongly agre=

2) Gap = Educators' — Students'

3) ttest between students' and educators’

* p < 0.05 **: p < 0,01, ***: p < 0.001

1-strongly disagree, 3-s0-50,
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Table 4. Gaps between students' and educators' opinions for evaluation during the infemship program”

Variables Total Institution type Period
SchoolFS B &IFS Hospital FS Restaurant Fvalue  1week 2weeks 3weeksor Fvalue
n=41) (=38 (n=231) &Research nM=24 (=73 more
center n=231)
. n=18)
| worked faithfully as a ficinee. 013 016 023+ -008+ -009=x 1100 000+ 018 000 0933
0.66? 0.60 0.63 0.83 0.54 1.00 0.58 0.47
| worked actively through my 016 019 017+ 000+ 036t 0744 026+ 012+ 0316% 0293
intemship. 0.70 0.74 0.70 0.66 0.67 073 0.70 0.69
| prepared and plonned somethingto  0.54 + 0.57 £ 067 £ 013+ 082+ 2.406 032+ 049+ 084z 1.829
need for intemship in advance. 0.89 1.04 0.66 0.80 0.87 1.06 0.83 0.83
| understood my duty accurately 028+ 038 007 025+ 045+ 1123 047+ 023+ 016 0922
and fulfiled my responsibiity. 0.79 0.59 0.78 0.94 0.93 1.02 0.66 0.90
| did my best fo complete the task 010+ 019+ 023+ -038+ 030+ 3.631* -026%f 014+ 028+ 2478
assigned to me. 0.81 0.66° 0.73° 1060 0.48° 1.15 0.73 0.57
| behaved with clear and poiite 015+ 017 010 -013% 064+ 3074 026% 019 037 4.368*
words. 0.72 0.51° 0.84° 0.74°  067° 0.73° 0.66° 0.76°
[ fied to fidy up a sife for fraining. 0.04 £ 024 + -133x 013+ 009 1693 000t 002 011 0110
0.79 0.68 0.82 085 083 0.82 0.78 0.81
| observed the rules and cooperated 016+ 026+ 015+ 008+ 040= 1420 -005+ 018 029+ 1.084
with other colleagues. 0.74 0.61 0.82 088 052 091 0.70 0.69
| got on infimate temns with the staff 033+ 054+ 010+ 021 036= 2067 032+ 034+ 021 0202
and enjoyed the confidence of them.  0.78 0.73 0.80 0.78 0.67 0.7% 0.80 071
1) Gap = Educators-Students', 2) Mean + SD
%: Duncan's multiple comparison, *: p < 0.05, **: p < 0.01, ***: p < 0.001
Table 5. Students' evaluation for details of the intemnship program
Variables Total Insfitution type Period
School FS B&IFS Hospital FS  Restaurant &  F value 1 week 2 weeks 3weeksor  Fvalue
(n=41} n=238 (n=231) Resecrch n=24) n=73) more
center (n=231)
(h=18)
Professors' role 3.95 + 0.86" 3.83 + 0.87 3.68 £ 1.09 409 £ 051 436+ 050 2400 388+ 062 382+ 101 418+ 059 1365
Educators  3.85 + 0.89 3.83 + 1.01 355+ 086 408+ 078 379 £ 080 1462 400x079 378+ 095 382+085 0384
ability
Treaimentio 3.84+ 105 388+ 1.23 368+ 095 408+ 102 350+ 1.09 1032 406097 378+ 115 373+ 103 0528
students
Faciities 346 £ 087 342+ 102 318+ 085 350+ 083 364+ 063 0927 341 £071 333+£093 355+ 080 0453
Duty assigned 3.40 + 0.99 3.46 £ 098 3.09 £ 097 354+ 102 343+ 085 0939 329+099 331+ 097 350£091 0332
fo students
Contents 3.24 £ 098 3.21 £ 1.02°2.86 £ 0.94° 3.74 £ 0.96° 307 + 0.83° 3.394* 341+ 106 320+ 1.02 305+ 084 0658
Envionment 322 + 1.02 325+ 107 314+ 077 3290+ 123 314+ 103 0115 329+ 121 313+ 094 336+ 1.00 0426
Period 321+ 096 325+ 094 350+ 101 313+ 1.03 293+ 092 1.083 282+ 1:24° 349 £ 0.82° 305+ 0.95® 3.661*
Pay fo 194 + 1.081)1.52+ 0.85 1.85+ 1,14 215+ 1.14 221+ 097 1.883 171 £ 0.83° 1.66 + 0.94° 245+ 1.18° 4.850*
students

1) Mean = SD, 5 point Likett scale :

23}, AET2 IR UG G

1-very unsatisfied, 3-s0- so, 5-very satisfied
%: Duncan's mumple comparison, *: p < 0.05

(2) T2
AEAEY B99E 23 B AR B

MH O]

\__ 1%1 —e 7T
%J%*—‘.éj} AT ALY A GA D Aol vls) &
SJH o2 (p < 0.05) WEFEo] A ekt AF7itel  FF AF g 24
15790 S AF7I0e] o AW sl vlsl “dg s Feit

B

T (2.82)7} BF o312 A W=l |
o o} AF7IHE HA 2F

ol =

o1l

B} 2 9T 95 oE

al
=

3+ A3}= Table 67 2t} o] &
Azl gl olslisled =8
gErof| difsiia Hef 4.37019 3 JAIAA F A4ollA
o GA ERY A
Hdok AE717k0) 37

o] Hlepeh=

Z1BEE {4921 2] (p < 0.01)E
Furhes 1, 2590 39
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Table 6. Students' opinions after participating in the intership program

Variables Total Institution type Period
SChoolFS B &IFS Hospital FS Restaurant Fvalue  1week 2weeks 3weeksor Fvalue
n=41) (n=38) (n=231) &Research n=24 n=73) more
center (n=231)
n=18)
| became understood my 4,37 + 464+ 423+ 456+ 377 5782 435+ 454+ 390% 5951
major through th's intemship program. 0.77Y 0.68° 0.73° 0.71° 0.73° 0.75° 0.71° 0.77°
| think that an infemship progrom is 470 469+ 467+ 492+ 446t 2.516 495+ 467 457+ 2975
necessary for the cumculum of food 0.54 0.58 0.55 0.27 0.66 0.22 0.56 0.60
and nutition.
This infemship program is helpful 417 £ 433+ 413+ 424+ 385+t 1.018 415+ 427 £ 386 1.624
o decide upon my job. 0.91 0.93 0.86 083 0.99 0.93 0.90 091
| scattisfied overall tis intemship 4.25 + 450+ 413+ 420 408+t 1.668 400+ 437+ 410 1.960
program. 0.81 0.65 0.82 0.87 0.86 0.86 0.79 0.83
If  have an chance, | hope fo patticipate  4.63 £ 4.50 4.60 481 = 4,69 + 1.127 490+ 450 + 476 £ 3.397*
in other intemship program. 0.67 0.81 0.72 0.40 0.48 0.31° 0.78° 0.44%
| want to recommeand my junior fo 4,73 472+ 473+ 488% 446t 1.947 495+ 473+ 452+ 3.558*
participate in an intemship program. 052 057 0.52 033 0.66 0.22° 0.54% 0.60°

1) Mean * SD, 5 point Likert scale :
°: Duncan's muttiple comparison, *: p < 0.05, **: p < 0.01
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Table 7. Characteristics of the desired intemship program

Variables N (%)
Periods
under 1 week T( 1.
1 week 27 ( 31.0)
2 weeks 18( 20.7)
3 weeks 23( 26.4)
4 weeks or more 18( 20.7)
No response 49 -
No. of participating in infemship
Once 18( 20.2)
Twice 64( 71.9)
3 times or more 47( 7.8)
Semesters
Summer vacation of sophomore 5( 59
Winter vacation of sophomore 15( 17.6)
Summer vacation of Junior 33( 38.8)
Winter vacation of Junior 20( 23.5)
Summer vacation of Senior 12( 14.1)
No response 51 -
Total 136 (100.0)
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