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Abstract

The purposes of this study were to investigate supporting status and subsidy for school food service and
to analyze the perception of school food service officials at the educational board on using rice bread to the
school food service menu. The questionnaire was developed by content analysis, situation analysis, in-depth
interview and checked by the school food service officials at the educational board. The questionnaires were
responded by 33 officials (respondent rate: 86.8%) during September 1 to October 26 in 2007. The major findings
of this study were as follows: First, most of the respondents were women (93.9%), and worked an average
of 104.36 months at school-related work. The metropolitan & provincial office of education had prevalently
jurisdiction over 272.3 rural and self-operation type of elementary schools, 115.50 rural and self-operation
type of middle schools and 73.0 rural and self-operation type of high schools. In the case of the district office
of education, 23.3 urban and self-operation type of elementary schools, 11.6 urban and self-operation type
of middle schools and 5.3 urban and contracted type of high schools were averagely managed. Second, all
the respondents supported meal cost for low-income group and 50.5% provided reimbursement for organic
environmental agricultural products. The highest subsidy was 16.8 billion won as meal cost for low-income
group in metropolitan & provincial office and 1,050 million won as labor cost in district office. Third, the
experience of performing policies for using rice was relatively lower than perception of rice bread application
to school food service menu. Fourth, the advantages of using rice bread were acceleration of consuming rice
(32.0%), excellence of nutrition (24.0%) and promotion of healthy image (22.7%). On the other hand, the
difficulties of using rice bread were lack of facilities (72.7%), higher cost compared to wheat bread (54.5%),
limitation of menu application and cooking method (15.7% each). Fifth, the opinion of utilizing rice and that
of applying rice bread were significantly correlated (p<0.001). Desirability and willingness were correlated
with reality for applying rice bread to the school food service menu (p<0.001). Also, comparative analysis
between divided groups by perception of utilizing rice showed that willingness and experience were

significantly different.
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Table 1. General characteristics of respondents
Category N %
Male 2 6.1
Gender Female 31 939
20~29 12 36.4
Age 30~39 13 39.9
(ys) 40~49 7 21.2
Over 50 1 3.0
Seoul 1 3.0
Gyeonggi 7 21.2
Location Gangwon 6 18.2
Gyeongsang (including Busan, Ulsan) 8 24.2
Chungcheong (including Daejon) 8 24.2
Jeolla (including Gwangju) 3 9.0

Work experience for educational board (months)"
27.52+68.38 (2.00)

Work experience for school foodservice department (months)”
104.36 +93.94 (68.00)

Total

33

100.0

"Mean+SD (Median).
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Table 2. Number of directing schools in the educational board

o
B
o2
o
B
o
o
o
of

Metropolitan & provincial office

District office

Category N Mean =SD (median) N Mean =SD (median)
Urban™* 3 2415 +246.7 (130.5) 14 23.3 +20.4 (16.0)
. Rural™ 4 272.3 +80.6 (303.5) 20 16.1 +7.8 (155)
Self-operation  Remote country” 5 79.4 +64.8 (63.0) 12 58 +9.8 (2.5)
Elementary Total ™ 7 408.4 +355.3 (365.0) 23 29.2 +17.8 (21.0)
school Urban 2 35+35(35) 0 0.0 £0.0 (0.0)
Rural 0 0.0 +0.0 (0.0) 0 0.0 +0.0 (0.0)
Contracted Remote country 0 0.0 +0.0 (0.0) 0 0.0 +0.0 (0.0)
Total ™ 1 1.0+0.0 (1.0) 1 11.0 +0.0 (11.0)
Urban™ 8 87.1 +99.5 (56.5) 14 11.6 +8.7 (8.0)
, Rural™ 4 1155 +34.1 (113.3) 17 6.1 +3.5 (45)
Self-operation  Remote country 3 22.7+19.6 (21.0) 7 6.0 +6.3 (5.0)
Middle Total ™ 5 176.4 +161.8 (133.0) 23 12.9 +10.1 (9.0)
school Urban™ 7 58.7 1186 (10.0) 4 15406 (15)
Rural 2 65+7.8 (65) 4 1.5+1.0 (1.0)
Contracted Remote country 2 35+0.7 (35) 0 0.0 +0.0 (0.0)
Total™ 4 22.5+24.6 (12.5) 7 23+1.1(2.0)
Urban™* 7 57.9 +37.3 (52.0) 6 5.0 +3.8 (4.0)
. Rural” 4 73.0 +15.6 (77.0) 7 49 +2.4(4.0)
Self-operation  Repmote country 2 12.0 +1.4 (12.0) 1 4.0 +0.0 (4.0)
High Total™* 5 111.4 +61.8 (115.0) 5 52 +2.8 (4.0)
school Urban 7 65.4 +102.3 (9.0) 4 5.3 +3.3(4.0)
Rural 3 9.3 +10.4 (6.0) 3 1.7+12(1.0)
Contracted Remote country 2 6.0 0.0 (6.0) 0 0.0 +0.0 (0.0)
Total 5 44.6 +69.2 (9.0) 5 42+34(3.0)
"p<0.05, “p<0.01, “p<0.001.
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Table 3. Subsidies for school foodservice®
o Metropolitan & provincial office

ftems N (6) N No. of supporting schools” Support cost” (million won)
Meal cost for low-income group 33 (100.0) 8 788.7+640.6 (839.0) 16,300+ 15,600 (11,900)
Facilities investment 28 (84.8) 8 280.6+228.2 (295.0) 15,500+ 19,600 (9,550)
Labor cost 31(93.9) 8 880.6+956.3 (567.0) 16,200 + 22,800 (7,340)
Foodservice operating cost 29 (87.9) 7 602.4+297.7 (567.0) 5,240 £6,000 (3,640)
Food cost

Agricultural products 5(20.8) 1 461.0+0.0 (461.0) 6,990+ 0.00 (6,990)

Organic environmental agricultural products 12 (50.0) 3 489.0+782.9 (39.0) 10,600+17,700 (940)

Local agricultural products 4(16.7) 0 0.0+0.0 (0.0) 0=£0(0)

Others 8(33.3) 3 479.3+£547.5 (340.0) 6,700+ 8,880 (3,320)

Total 27 (81.8) 4 474.8+447.1 (400.5) 5,030 +7,990 (1,660)
Commodity foods 2(6.1) 0 0.0+0.0 (0.0) 0+0(0)
Others 4(12.1) 1 0.0£0.0 (0.0) 215+0 (215)

District office
Items No. of supporting Support cost” t-value I ? t-valuell”
N 2) 1ye
schools (million won)

Meal cost for low-income group 25 65.0+117.1 (37.0) 484 +484 (314) 3.780™ 4.159"™
Facilities investment 20 149+14.1 (11.5) 276+419 (83) 3.208™ 3507
Labor cost 23 36.7+25.5(33.5) 1,050 +1,230 (502) 3.823™ 1.625
Foodservice operating cost 22 28.3+16.6 (26.0) 238289 (81) 3417 2.803"
Food cost

Agricultural products 4 27.7+3.2(29.0) 199+40 (189) 0.000 1.342

Organic environmental agricultural products 9 21.7+15.4 (19.0) 240+177 (190) 0.550 2.311"

Local agricultural products 4 445+24.6 (37.5) 448 +443 (340) 0.000 0.000

Others 5 21.2+16.4 (17.0) 3134382 (153) 1.421 1.043

Total 23 22.8+11.9 (24.0) 386539 (167) 2.118" 0.137
Commodity foods 2 40.0+0.0 (40.0) 415+0 (415) 0.000 0.000
Others 3 25.0+7.1 (25.0) 272+342 (100) 0.000 2.311

YFor multiple choice. “Mean=SD (Median). “Paired differences of no. of supporting schools between metropolitan & provincial
office and district office, Mann—-Whitney U test. YPaired differences of support cost between metropolitan & provincial office and
district office, Mann-Whitney U test. p<0.05, “p<0.01, ““p<0.001.
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Table 4. Using rice and plan/policy for rice utilization

Items

Mean+SD (median)

Controlled rice by government

91.26+14.86 (100.0)

Elementary Local rice . . 40.64 +38.86 (25.00)
<chool Other province's rice 5.00£0.00 (5.00)
Organic rice 45.75+45.59 (16.00)
Others 0(0)
Government controlled rice 87.56+19.87 (100.0)
Using percentage Local rice 36.51 £34.26 (30.00)
Middle school Other province’s rice 25.80+31.87 (10.00)

of rice type (%)

Organic rice

43.63+43.62 (39.00)

Others 85.00+21.21 (85.00)
Government controlled rice 87.67+22.62 (100.0)
Local rice 42.29+41.19 (20.00)

High school

Other province's rice
Organic rice

33.33£40.72 (15.00)
10.00+11.31 (10.00)

Others 0(0)
Plan and policv for Being interested in using rice 5.00+1.20
Fice utilipzati 3;1) Having intention to support rice 466+1.32
Having experienced to perform policies for using rice 3.31+£1.82

YLikert 7 point scale: 1, strongly disagree; 4, normal; 7, strongly agree.
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Table 5. Opinions for rice bread utilization
Items N (%)
Being interested in applying rice bread 4.35+1.38
. Having intention to support rice bread 414+1.18
Plan and policy for . . .. . . T
rice bread utilization” Haylng ex.perlenced to perform policies for applying rice bread 2.18+1.39
Being desirable to apply rice bread to the school foodservice menu 4.71+1.30
Being realistic to apply rice bread to the school foodservice menu 4.69+1.00
Cash reimbursement 9(27.3)
Discount of delivery cost 9(27.3)
Desirable supporting Offering of commodity foods (ex. rice bread) 8 (24.2)
methods” Investing of cooking utilities (ex. oven) 19 (57.6)
Others 2 (6.1)
Total 47 (142.4)
Acceleration of consuming rice 24 (72.7)
) Variety of school foodservice menu 12 (36.4)
Advantages of using Excellence of nutrition 18 (54.5)
rlcefbaﬁfd Fit to students’ preference 4(12.1)
bread Promotion of healthy image 17 (51.5)
Total 75 (227.3)
Higher cost compared to wheat bread 18 (54.5)
Limitation of menu application 13 (39.4)
Lack of facilities (ex. oven) 24 (72.7)
Lack of dietitian’s perception 2 (6.1)
Difficulties of using Lack of publicity 4(12.1)
rice-based bread? Limited cooking method 13 (39.4)
Low preference of students 2 (6.1)
Lack of policies for school foodservice 5(15.2)
Others 2 (6.1)
Total 83 (251.5)

"Mean +SD. Likert 7 point scale! 1, strongly disagree; 4, normal; 7, strongly agree.

YFor multiple choice.

Table 6. Correlation of the opinions of between utilizing rice and applying rice bread

correlation coefficient

Utilization of rice

Application of rice bread

Interest Willingness Experience Interest Willingness Experience Desirability Reality
e Interest 1.000
Umlzr?ifn °f " Willingness 0799 1.000
Experience 0.403" 0.541™ 1.000
Interest 0.183 0.259 0.542™ 1.000
Application of  Willingness 0.344 0.540™ 0.402" 0.792" 1.000
rice-based Experience -0.097 0.130 0.527™ 0.309 0.186 1.000
bread Desirability 0.408" 0.538" 0.204 0.548" 0.680""" 0.138 1.000
Reality 0.429° 0537 0.368 0.356 0.502™ 0.335 0.681""  1.000
p<0.05, “p<0.01, “p<0.001.
(p<0.01) T3 & o] &8 SFAI7]7] ¢l et 2 g A= A7 Ae-g v yrel &83h= Aol vt A
Ale ‘A A\ o] AT ZAE AT F g2 A7bssitha AzZbele AEFo] dwe Wk, A A g
NA A ol &2 ZANIE A i BAo] Ao’ Afel A& AL AAF AHHE FUAo] FF ASR 2AH
A o) wod, pAol} AUYAVL A ARl AHA Ao
QA AR ABBGE AL welFw sk B o8l HE A4 AEo] G FwFA Wil
A o] &of tist Ay} ririA 2 g A 8o gt ‘T A AL Ug A4 Hlm: & o]& FXof sk HS
A AL A= F-23F FFHA T J A (p<0.001), & Z[Eo 2 A F AFOE U] stuga vyl g

£ BRAFIHp<0.001). T3
o B Bl A A AN

L

o)A L

Zgol thdt ¢124]& Mann-Whitney U test'dH o2 vl w3t
A= Table 73 Z2th & o] & tfgt #Ao] 42 157

Ayl g IF e SuF vl e At
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Table 7. Comparison of applying rice bread between two groups divided by perception of utilizing rice" Mean = SD
I Low~— High-
U‘g%lzr?&on Application of rice bread perception of perception of T-value
rice group rice group
Being interested in applying rice bread 4.09+1.04 4.39+1.50 -1.049
Having intention to support rice bread 3.82+1.08 435+1.22 -1.591
Interest Having experienced to perform policies for applying rice bread 245+1.44 2.06+1.39 -0.571
Being desirable to apply rice bread to the noncommercial foodservice menu 4.36+0.81 494+152 -1.494
Being realistic to apply rice bread to the noncommercial foodservice menu  4.45£0.69 4.82+1.19 -0.899
Being interested in applying rice bread 3.88+1.09 4.77+1.48 -2.163"
Having intention to support rice bread 3.63+1.09 4.83+0.94 -3.065"
Willingness Having experienced to perform policies for applying rice bread 2.13+1.31 236157 -0.326
Being desirable to apply rice bread to the noncommercial foodservice menu  4.13£1.09 550+1.17 -2.900"
Being realistic to apply rice bread to the noncommercial foodservice menu  4.31£0.70 517+1.19 -2.193"
Being interested in applying rice bread 3.73+1.39 5.00+1.13 -2.144"
Having intention to support rice bread 3.67+£1.18 4.69+0.95 -2.463
Experience Having experienced to perform policies for applying rice bread 1.60£0.99 2.85+1.52 -2.222"
Being desirable to apply rice bread to the noncommercial foodservice menu 4.40%£1.35 5.08+1.19 -1.146
Being realistic to apply rice bread to the noncommercial foodservice menu 4.40+0.74 5.00+1.22 -1.369

l)Mann*VVhitney U test. Likert 7 point scale: 1, strongly disagree; 4, normal; 7, strongly agree.
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