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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to obtain an understanding of the association of personality preferences and food
behavior factors in middle school students. The subjects were 319 boys and girls in a middle school located in
Kyunggi province. A self-administered questionnaire was used to assess demographic factors, dietary habits and
psychosocial factors including self-efficacy, perceived benefits and barriers. The MMTIC (Murphy-Meisgeier Type
Inventory for Children) test was used to assess the personality preferences of the students. Sixty-seven percent of the
subjects were extrovert, 53.9% were the sensing type, 76.8% were the feeling type and 81.8% were the perceiving
type in personality preferences. The extrovert had higher self-efficacy than the introvert. The feeling type perceived
more benefits and fewer barriers than the thinking type. The education levels of the parents, especially mothers, were
positively related with self-efficacy and dietary habit scores of the students. The self-efficacy and perceived benefits
and barriers were significantly associated with dietary habits of the students (explained variance: 17.9%). Results of
this study presented the relationship of character types and parents’ education levels on psychosocial food behavior
factors and a need for the development of tailored nutrition education program considering these factors. (Korean J
Community Nutrition 12(5) : 511~518, 2007)
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897 715 74, F-59 AgH, ASIESE A g2
217 2919 g ¥h=t}H(Glanz 5 2002).

AL AR whgT B¢ AN FE Q1S
243 49 2 AR sV B85S A A3g &
At A9 FAT dde {43, @744, AFE .dE
o} ¥538-& FEA o] Fo)xth. MMTIC(Murphy—
Meisgeier Type Inventory for Children)= §¢ d
FEEE AR F2de 98 1A HFR/PAEE &
UM E AEAIE, B4, AFEA FA 5ol g A
451 3k Myers & McCaulley 1985; Kim % 1995).

AFRGNe= 47119 A3 AFo] Qled], dA)7 &
25 39 -0 e} 218 (Extroversion, E) 3 W34
(Introversion, ), 12! 7|5 e} 242+ (Sensing, S)
7 H#¥ (Ntuition, N), ¢ 715 wat Alng
(Thinking, T)3} 739 (Feeling, F), A€ah= A %2
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of w2} WS (Judging, 1) 3 248 (Perceiving, P) 22
TR dghlT) Ant Ad1e] A JAEA T AgF AL
olo] HEAo] Q= Ao HuEn 9= (Horacek &
Betts 1998; Kim & Lee 2002; Kim & Chun 2003;
Back 2005), H4d9] -9 o}A o]e] @3t A7+ BA &
2 Aot} (Lim 2004; Lee 2005). Wb Aeh= 3
2AE2 HF 138 Helsle] o|& JUdn S A Aol &
£3hd g4 595 Pt SE 5 g A= JvlEt

Godel] T3t A& AlFshd =7} sty Bl =7} Hst
Shol| me} 2128 5] Hle Aoz Jtuse 4
o] 2R Ft AEH % (Ha & Lee 2003; Lee &
2000; Seo 2000), A7+& AR5 S8 W52 F71F
AE AFsh= ALEAE R 20159 JEE wo] W=t
Mgel diF=Ex AUt (Kim 5, 1997; Kim 2000; Oh &
2000; Kwon & Oh 2003). A}F8)QIA] & (Social cognitive
theory) A& AREY o] 7RIS IA1A ), 3%
Q91 AFH Q12 A5 &g s ek B gl
3, 77 (health belief) R = $F 71Q10] 2373
=23 5 Wwoled 7FeAdo] dAE AW A8, 1A
g ol5 9 AAE Aol 22l T2 Ak dEE 2ld ol A
Yy B3 ek (Glanz 5 2002). 4jo] Aot 57
(dietary self—efficacy)<- A1 23 A7FAIG 2 el
BT Yehs PR AiQle] A8 B5E 4FFeE
F8st &= Qlrhe= 2R S FEol] tist #AA Q] gl 7]
& 3T} (Bandura 1982; Bandura 1993). A7 ¢
3 a3t 4y 71R] SutE A3 Aalo] 2 o
th= 2Ralgo] 845 Bt g2 w8 A&Ho% 3
stchy 2o}

712 A YFof F7|E FoJsh= o= 7] ALK
23 91, ALg]ITsrE Wl 28T Alo]oflE doo] Ql
=202 ¥uH1 JEd (Kim & Mo 1976; Moon &
1992; Oh % 2000; Kwon & Oh 2003), 7i7le1e] 44
337 0|5 QAEFS] AAAFS AHE AFE= A Qe
AARolr}, uepr] B Ao e T2 g Fa0 BHs 2
THe= 3383 48] FAEES e R olE9] 43
+8 AelE Felsln, o}52 AARE T AT W
Qo] 3% alof ojmgt Y X A& AR A}
313t & A4 /d S EE Fig. 190 ATt
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Fig. 1. Proposed conceptual framework.
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Axg 0]E3 AAA Fofo =
Oh(2003)7} 7Wet 28-S WY 0% A
® o]% (perceived benefit)2 ‘SAE& FuF AF
3k AW efe] T o] E Zlolth, «&2g A A7t
o] ] ko 7]Fo] qF Fobd Aoy,
|, B4 )< "ol Hod FHHA Jolrp, $/F
W PRAE FrhE o] AR & Rolrd, HhojA
TAAE 9 e o] Aol £& Aoltpd 5o

2 233191, IR Aol (percewed barriers)t ‘&2
IS ZolHd 7IUE A & ol o, w7 A
Hhzto] g 5 71 vlef gith, <Alzko] QlojA] o}
AARE A F gt b, W ATFER T2 AAE A
AlZrel B8R de=th, el 7hAS & girhee] 5Ego
2 S 7 282 ol 1A 9y, dg 1
YA b, wsolth, 23 b, WS I’ét}’ﬂ
54 &R AP, AXE o5 Fge ¢
g2 b 140 31w Qe
7¥l A7t 278 AQAE o]So] B8 VeI ¢l
A€ Zoll A 2 ofl¢ 28chE 1502 §, o)
< 284 °}B}’a 5H0 2 3t A7t 255 UX
H o7t A5-& Hehiigie). 9xE o153 axg F
of A7t #24F v 4% goE gnsit}
JAAH o] 53 AXE o ¥E FF9Y AT AFe
47}y 0.67, 0.56% ixjF oz AFEHdo) Q= HAow
Uehgth

53w -’é!

ZAFIAS 25F ZAR= Kim3 Chun(2003)°] A}
ST AMEES WY o] &3 5T Hee
%4 AF o] dFUe 0~2%Yo]H 07 3~5%1°1
W 14, 6~7Uold 288 FolA F 108E) 208
o Fglon, Al 22508 Y H4FH9 25 =
2 72102 FMsIet. A53 AEX 2 AT AldE= 0.70
o F iAoz AlglAdo] gl Ao R eyt

3. MEANZ ¥ BY

ZAL Y RE e BAZER % SPSSWIN(Ver
11.0)Z ol83to] FAA 4 5ol g T Py £
TRAE AREek, A8 e 44 AR F dx 5]":
1t ZPOIL‘ Z—test £ 1ndependent t~test? 7
st Bre) weA T wkE A&kl xjols one—way
ANOVAQP Duncan’s multiple testE AAI3tch AF3)A

AHA -7 4QA)- 513
23 99lo] @A vl B AHRI] 95
multiple linear regressiong ©)4-313ich. 54 X9 &
YA HAAL p < 0.05 FFo)A A3

4 4

1. gUE By YH{YRE

FAME FEBEC] HF Yol 14.35 £ 0.63401%1
i, @37} 1597 (49.8%) # HA7} 1607 (50.2%)°1%
o} AR IR RS &FEL vy ] B¢ FF o}
7} 4%, 1E0] 72.8%, tEC] 23.2%°] 1, ohA|2] 3¢
ZZ ol3l7} 3%, E0] 56.8%, UIE olAto| 40.2%= o}
Hx) 9] sefo] ojmju R} ekt ESitt

FAE A4/ $XE A¥E A= Table 19 et
W3R dFF o= AFHE, 67.1%)°] HEF(,
32.9%) B} £& &R Yehdty, 72 (S, 53.9%)%
ARF (N, 46.1%)9] 739 nlxe £XE R{T Aln 3y
Aol 39 4 (F, 76.8%)°) AL (T, 23.2%) 5.
o 92 g AX P, Y Aol A A
(P, 81.8%)0] W<k (J, 18.2%) B} @A 8] Qo Jd
2 W3 HokE o i) 43 A5t giigiel Ao
7t et Al g Y B XA SRS JehA)
Ho oA oz 238 e B¥71 o B3tk (p < 0.01).

MBTIY 167} 3378 5 ZAHNEAINA 22 3
& EE AARAE @gkev, ESFP(23.0%), ENFP
(21.8%), INFP(12.9%), ISFP(10.4%) ¢} <ol x, &
o RIE JF R sk 7hef 3jol7) glgdth

2. YoNerEE Y, ANE o X ANE 3T EL
A48 9BE vIAE A E aQlez Hojajota

T2 AAE o5 % AAE gof A5 Table 28} 3¢]

Table 1. Disfribution of the eight MBTi preferences

Boys Girls Total ¥2 value
n=1589 M=160 (n=319)
Exraversion 106 (66.7} 108 (67.5) 214(67.1) 0.025
Intoverson  53(33.3)  52(325) 105(32.9)
Sensing 91(57.2) 81(50.6) 172(53.9) 1.401
Infuition 68(42.8) 79(49.4) 147(46.1)
Thinking 48(30.2) 26(16.3) 74(23.2)  8.697**
Feeling 111(69.8) 134(83.8) 245 (76.8)
Judgement 33 {20.8) 25(15.6) 58(18.2) 1.411
Perception  126(79.2) 135(84.4) 261(81.8)

Number (column %)
**. Significantly different between boys and gis at p < 0.01
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Table 2. Dietary self-efficacy score of boys and girls

Table 3. Perceived benefit and baner scores of boys and girls

Variable" Boys Girls Total Varioble Boys Girls Total
n=159 (=160 (n=319) n=159) (n=160) {n=2319)
Choose fruttinstead  4.46 + 0.8694.57 + 0.74 451 + 0.80 Perceived Benefits"
of snack Eafing variety of foods 3.79 + 1.2674.01 + 1.00 390 1.14
Choose fuit juice 450 + 0.81 4.52 + 0.83 451 + 0.82 Wf" prevent chronic
instead of soft drink clisecse,
Control oneseff flom  3.48 + 1.22 3.18 = 1.11* 3.33  1.17 fldonthave reguiar 239 + 1.16, 272+ 1.20* 256+ 1.19
eating delicious food medis, fil be in
a bad mood.
Contoleatingwith  4.12 + 1.02 3.92 + 0.98 4.03 = 1.0
presence of fiends Klhave processed 323 % 1.37 396 % 1.13%+* 359 & 1.31
foods a lot, | wil
Control eating 417 £1.02 399+ 1.12 408 + 1.08 be fat.
with anger If| ciink milk everyday, 3.40 + 122 366+ 1.12% 353+ 1.18
Contiol eatingwhen  4.21 + 1.03 403+ 1.08 4.12+ 1.06 twill not have
depressed osteoporosis iater.
Average 416 + 0.68 4.03 + 063 4.10 + 0.66 Eating less snack 358+ 148 413+ 1.19*** 385+ 1.37
—— — outside will be good
1) 5-point likert type scale (1 = very difficutt, 5 = very easy) for my heath.
2) Mean + D
* significantly different between boys and gils by t-test Average 327+ 087 3.70 % 0.70*** 3.48 + 0.82
(o < 0.05) Perceived Bamers?
Skppingmedisis 393+ 1.11 401+ 107 397+ 1.09
YeRAATE Aojolaszhe] Hit Ao 58 WHdel 4.10 necessary 1o reduce
L0 o the amount of food
Ao 7 ZANAAIE 9] Aolzlolas e & Holgdt intake.
(Table 2). 20| Apotaszre] B AFE E5Al (4.16 lonyhaveone ortwo 393+ 1.15 404+ 110 399+ 113
A) 7 QA (4.03%) 2l QL 2ol gl o, A ff;‘lj'sr‘esme““
8 B2 W= S0 gL W) BA] oy HE 9 '
2 BH U= S0l A& W A B B2 T’jl I skip breakfast 388+ 1.33 366+t 1.44 377+ 1.39
E717olM = gEo] st T} 213 07 52 Ajold because | dont
Lg-% .% _g_odr;}. have fime.
ZALALR 9AE o|=9] X o Myfiendsdonot  3.20+ 098 315+ 089 322+ 0.94
FdaHE2] A€ lﬁwl i‘ = 54 o) e medis
3.484, Q1A E Fof A= 54 7y 3. 74”_& o] regulory.
AT vlgA A YERTH(Table 3). SHE Ao 7+ Joways eatsnacks  3.64+ 123 365+ 113  3.64+ 1.18
AT oSl ghgh AR FE ojshal (3.70%) 0] gy __nant
Average 378+ 0.82 370+ 068 3.74% 0.75

A (B27TA) BTt foF o7 Al w9ku, AY thi-g
o] 7 FENME AxF o1& A5yl G ug 79
Aoz Zoct 3, AR Fofl A4 g 7o) Zo]
7} A3t

3. INTIYRY AEH B

ZAERe] A3 A= Table 40 YERAITH A4
At FAEH 12,517 (62.77/100% wH3)

oI, AT A FEAol 12.847 (64.278/1008 T
), e8480] 12.177 (60.9%8/1008 W) o2 2 Fl
Aol PAN FEo] 27 BT AFd 2AR AR &
53 U F, 298 v HEuz st il 945 vt
A7t 2] FEol M deho] oistgnt fofFoz 3
7w,

e

1) &-point likert type scale (1 = none, 5 = very often)

2) 5-point likert type scale (1 = very offen, 5 = none)

3) Mean + SD

Significantty different between boys and gils by t-fest (*. p <
0.05, ***; p < 0.001)

>

4. §H 9% UE NNNIE 2011 NAT

471530l me AbEl el d 913k A A Table
5~8°ll GERARITH Aot s3te] B-9-ell= 234 (E, 4.14
Aol Wk (1, 4.008) Bk HolAlelisa B4t 52
ZAgro]Q 11, 2JTFA Q] oJ8HAR (4.113) 2] A9 3kF 9 ¢
9 (3.86%) 0 9302 Aokasziol E3ich(Table
5). QX 0|52 ALoll= At 7 Aol {9 A
2l o)z} QlolM, A H (F, 3.537) 9] sHSo] Abnd
(T, 3.318) 9] MBSt 74 02 7} 34 (Table



Table 4. Dietary habit score of boys and girls

Dietary Halboit Score” Boys Girls Total
n=159) (n=160) (n=319)
Eat breakfast daily?  1.52 = 0.76% 1.48 + 0.76 150+ 0.76
Eat proper medi size? 1.64+ 057 1.57 £ 0.66 1.61 + 0.62
Eat balanced meal? 1.30+ 0.69 1.23+ 0.73 1.27 £ 0.71
Eat greenish yellow 108+ 075 119+ 0.74 113+ 0.74
veg. daily?
Eat light colored 131+ 069 1.35+ 075 133+ 0.72
veg. dally?
Eatt fruit daily? 140+ 063 1.45% 0.63 143 + 0.63
Eat egg daily? 093+ 0.69 0.85% 0.61 0.89 £ 0.65
Ectfish ormeat daily? 1.12+ 059 0.98x 0.70 1.05x 0.65
Eat soy food daily? 128+ 0.63 1.12% 065+ 1.20+ 0.64
Drinking milk daity? 122+ 0.76 093% 0.76*** 108+ 0.77
Total dietary habit 1284+ 359 1217+ 3.72 1251 + 3.66
score? (%) (64.2) 60.9) (62.7)

1) 0 ='0-2 days/weekK, 1 ='3-5 days / week, 2 = '6-7 days / week
Total dietary habit score is between 0-20 points.

2) Mean £ SD

3) Significantly different between boys and girls by t—test

(*: p < 0.05, ***; p < 0.001)

Table 5. Self-efficacy score by personality preferences

ZAAA -7 WA - 515

6). AAY Fof A FeY APl JFol e H
a7} ggl o, HEAeME QA E o| S} uliriA 2
2AY [, 3.753)0) ALn¥ (T, 3.413) Bk QA g Fel
£ 223 A4 B3 TH(Table 7).

AT A& AGE N2 Y2EE XY HE &
ol we} foj el xjolrt A] ggkort, Ak 457} A
AN > 22 (), A (T) > 2RI @ 181
AY(P) > /Y ()Y Ao E A& A4vt Yo
(Table 8).

5. R qifo) ME R ALY 20M AGH
s

ARS8 WQlo 2 29| geo] i AF 9
Aof vl FTE AHEIT o] Y mE F
8§ A9 Ao|apolas, AAE o153 AR E Aol
e 4 T el Faz7E YR, oy gl w
S5E HojRlotasol ¥ & A3, AAE o

Table 7. Percelved baniers by personality preferences

Boys Gifs Total
Boys Girls Total -

Extraversion 3.74 £ 086" 375+ 049 374+ 077
Extaverson 418 £ 068" 4.1 £ 058  4.14 + 0.63 | 824076 357+ 065 570 £ 071
Intoversion  4.14 + 0.66  3.86 + 067* 400+ 0.68 nroversion i 763 i i '
Sensing 412 + 064 406+ 061 409 + 0.63 Sensing 384+ 084 360+069 373+078
Infuition 423+ 072 400+063 4114068  Inuiion 366+ 081 379+066 373%073
Thinking 424068 408+ 057 418+065  MNKNg 379 £105 341058  3.65+092
Feeling 413 £ 067 402+ 063 407 £ 065 Feeling 375+072 3754068 3754070
Judgement 427 £ 065 402+ 066  4.16 = 0.66 Judgement 376071 3741072 375+ 071
Perception 414+ 068 403+ 061 408+ 065 Perception 377+ 086 3681067 372%076
1} Mean= SD 1) Mean *+ SD

Self-efficacy score range is between 1-5 points.
*: gignificantly different between contrasting personality prefer-
ences {p < 0.05)

Table 6. Perceived benefits by personality preferences

Boys Girls Total

Extraversion 3.22 +0.83" 370+ 068 346079
Infroversion 3.35 + 0.96 369+ 075 3.52+0.88
Sensing 3.26 £ 0.92 3.66 £ 074 3.45+ 086
Infuition 3.27 £ 0.83 373 £ 067 3521078
Thinking 317 £ 094 3.57 £073 331 +089
Feeling 3.31 £ 0.85 372 £ 069 353 +0.79*
Judgement 3.29 £ 0.89 3.78 £ 053 3.49 + 0.79
Perception 3.26 £ 0.88 3.68 £ 073 348 +083
1) Mean * SD

Perceived benefit score range is between 1-5 points.
* significantly different between confrasting persondality prefer-
ences (p < 0.05)

Perceived barrer score range is between 1-5 points.
*: significantly different between contrasting personality prefer-
ences (p < 0.05)

Table 8. Total dietary habit score by personally preferences

Boys Girls Total

Extraversion 12.81 + 3.28" 1229 + 3.68 1254 + 3.49
Infroversion 1321 £ 374 1178+ 372 1251 + 3.78
Sensing 1270 £ 3.46 11,77 £ 3.60 1226 £ 3.55
Intuition 13256 £ 3.41 1249 + 3.76 1284 + 3.61
Thinking 1293 £ 3.783 1232+ 3.86 1272 £ 3.76
Feeling 1295 £ 3.33 1209 + 3.67 1248 £ 3.54
Judgement 1261 £ 361 1204 +£ 352 1236 = 3.55
Perception 13.02 £ 3.40 1214 %+ 3.73 1257 + 3.60
1) Mean + SD

Total dietary habit score is between 0-20 points,
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A 2e WY AFE AE5U77 S i & Evte] A
Aol 718 HEY 77l 0113%144 &ggo] F5TF
o AFE HE Ao 2 Vehia] 3188 FRE0] SYEQ]
ol 3ol o AAFE 23 9SS A E ¢+ 3
At

o9 W8Tl wpebr =

FeIA giglonh, of

0.003)8] =22 A Aol FFAA FS njx o,
o] ¥lEo] ML A5 A 17.9%F

2 Yeld} (Table 11).

Table 9. Self-efficacy, perceived benefits and bariers, and
dietary habit by mother's education level

Variable' >9th Grade 10-12Grade > 12Grade
n=12) n=217) (n = 69)
Self-efficacy 3.84 £ 0.83% 407 £ 065 4.24+ 064
Perceived Benefits 3.53 + 0.68 3.46 £ 0.79 3.58 £ 0.87
Perceived Bamers 3.756 £ 0.80 3.68 £ 0.66 3.81 £ 1.01

Total Dietary habit 11.93 £ 2.22° 12,15 + 3.83®13.75 + 3.13°
score

1) Range of the score: self-efficacy = 1 -5 points, perceived

benefits = 1 -5 points, perceived barriers = 1 -5 points, total
dietary habit score = 0 - 20 points
2) Mean = SD

Table 10. Seff-efficacy, perceived benefits and bariers, and
dietary habit by father's education level

)9} o] thgol]l AhiSo) The FEuh HojRjop
B9 A8 B4} e AR Table 100, O B Tl i
Self-efficacy 3.98 +£ 0.75% 405+ 067 417 £ 063

B. AN HASCl ASHY UANE T WA DT perceivedBenefts 3.58 + 0.57 346+ 0.80 3.48 + 0.87

HEN Perceived Bamers  3.75 + 0.86 3.69 £ 066  3.76 + 0.88
2 AFolA o] &3 A3 2] F] HrlE0] ’51%1 Aol Total Dietary habit 12.08 + 2.61 11.86 + 3.85 13.36 + 3.32

FIE viAE= AEF gelslr] Hste] 89 34 43, 4 score

¥ RAALS S AAALAE Bt 10 9T T e - oo e

o} 2 Ax QX" Ao (8= 0.262, p <0.001), JAAE  dietary habit score = 0 - 20 points

Ol=(3 = 0.182, p < 0.002), AoEEZ (B = 0.178,p< 2 MeM=P

Table 11. Multiple regression model for dietary habit score

Varidble BY Std. eror g2 t p value Adjusted R?

Seff-efficacy 0.161 0.053 0.178 3.036 0.003 0.179

Perceived benefit 0.162 0.053 0.182 3.073 0.002

Perceived banier 0.242 0.054 0.262 4,517 0.001

Gender (girs) -1.023 0.423 -0.143 -2.420 0016

Father edu. (> 12grade) -0.519 1.563 -0.027 -0.332 0.740

Father edu. (10 — 12grade) -1.138 0.467 -0.158 -2.435 0.016

Mother edu. (> 12grade) -0.197 1.465 —0011 -0.135 0.893

Mother edu. (10 — 12grade) -0.103 0.551 -0.013 -0.187 0.852

El character (introvert) -0.163 0.427 -0.021 -0.381 0.704

SN character (intuition) 0.815 0.403 0.114 2.024 0.044

TF character (feeling) -0.125 0.490 -0.015 -0.255 0.799

JP character (perceiving) 0.284 0.526 0.031 0.539 0.590

model F = 5.880, p = 0.0001
1) unstandardized coefficients, 2) standardized coefficients
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