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Abstract

This study attempted to investigate the perception and usage status for meat products of dietitiansin the food service busi-
nessin Seoul and Gangwon province. 32.8% of dietitians decided the menu reflecting the taste of students. Most of the die-
titians (89.2%) checked the manufacture date of the processed meat products when they were supplied. To address the
question asto whether they could distinguish the difference among ham, pressed ham, and sausage, most of them answered;
‘can distinguish alittle’ (47.5%) or ‘ can't distinguish’ (36.7%). The most frequently provided processed meat products were
ham (33.9%), followed by sausage (21.7%). However, it is assumed that the dietitians might have mistaken the pressed ham
for the classic ham. The most common frequency of the serving processed meat product in the food services was once a
month (41.6%). Most desired aspect of quality improvement for the processed meat products was answered as ‘ hygiene/
safety’ (31.5%), and followed by ‘higher quality’ (26%). In conclusion, the improvement of the product quality and the
strengthening of public information would be prerequisites for expanding the use of processed meat products in the food
services and business-to-business (B2B) market in the future.

Key words: perception, meat products, dietitians, food service business

P T A A5 S HEe A8l F7hs, A
S} QlEls] e ZmAe) slgde] W A%, Hhas
$elUe} $718 e AART Bel 10809 A BHE JOlE AR Ao e Aow pEHth

aYeg §7kE ARACdMRE At gn
ShaL IRk Al BES ffste] AlF AE g &

o oEJYY

o|% Zt |7+ A9 A9 e ARl B e
oll st ot e FAkeh AAFE NER 247FS o]Fo]

$kth(Moon, 1995). 20061 §7H8F AR 164,823
o7 A tin] 3.2% Sotoy, 200235 E 2005137k
Ae A9 Ze FFoE wjEo] AAHAFE =571
¥3], 2007). o= 2000 ©]F AFARYT A7 A

78 A FA AFY R, A 1w, aEa ot
d 5 A7l WE feld =T = Qlste] SrbeE

igk &vjzle] A7} slekE Ao 71913k Aoz F=H
TH(Yoon et al., 2001; Lee et al., 2005q). T=3F 213=2] o

*Corresponding author : Keun Taik Lee, Department of Food
Science, College of Life Science, Kangnung National Uni-
versity, Gangneung 210-702, Korea. Tel: 82-33-640-2333, Fax:
82-33-647-4559, E-mail: leekt@kangnung.ac.kr

121

HEE AEAE 3R st dash Aol ATl
2008). 18] H+* Moon(2008) 35 thA| 4149t B2B
AR FES TS 7Y €43 Wkks BAs)
Hgo] dQsirtar A2 g vp ot

A4 AAS 2001 oF 4.3%UdlA 20053 62
o2 F 37 FAHE BATHAEFOeRERPHH, 2006). 2007
W 71E, SAE Al d3ke B 7]zl 6,459 7
AZ 7S B, 1 thy A€4.221 VL), BEEE
(2,539 7N&), F2H2,157 &), 183 Z2Y(1,191 7%)
o] o= HUTHAIF R, 2007). TAlEAA 9
Frhs AAAR] T2 MEIAE AFsr] 8 I
o, 914, i, Ak A7t Soll tigh S

HEskal k. 20083 79 A oF 3wk oo

.

-

Al



122 Korean J. Food Sci. Ani. Resour., Vol. 29, No. 1 (2009)

% 87% olto] Hehaldol Z5-8tal lokal AR
tH(Korean Dietetic Association, 2008). 1822 7153
o] Am] X&RS flste] ARpA o] Frulje} FAloA Fagh
AQghs gdshe GAlFA S vHlEe g F
2% Ao g JAdE).
mEbA B dATe gAllEA
S7FsF] gk 14 ¢ o] &-
Y S7HEEe] 2H) A digh 9s A, B8
olF HioE §7bEEY] AR 2 F2Y JNAEEES Al
Alste] §7FFe] RS BAse )E AEE A

otarat FYE AT

B>

ZAMCHARE ME L
B ATE AL 294
PR HEEALE AASET ARAE 712 24}

[e] o=
gog HAEAE £ Kty HF AEAE s
o] AFAE M ZFLAAY FPE ez 3t

o SR M3}, Ha oY o] WHo s wjxst
o HEZRAE A5

AR AEAE xSt dF P AH A1
2o 2 7|53 & & 9, Hau) oW Hig wkA
U, B AF 3l4she oz sttt AMex 7
LA e z+zh 30054 vl EE HEA] 5 A 71AE A
S A9Jshal &8 7Fsst ARG 1275358 42.3%),
FAAS 1787 (38 59.3%)2 AT JUAe] B
At AEZ o8l B AExANE 20079 119
23URE 20089 19 3U7HA| F 4297t o]FojHT

Xzl SAHIXE|

39 AFE= SAS BAZZ 13 (SAS, 2003)S )83}
o] §7FEF et Howe} 1Az #ate] A 119
oA ztolE T-test= LASFATE HZE FUYAF 219
Aswel 7y gAY, FA55E, A9, 4E, 45 A 9
S|, Aehited, ARRIES) A7 5)o] dEds B4
171 $13te] Pearson's 3 #AIG-E T8kt L8]al S7F
Foll gk A3%, kA, T 43 A 93
} W9 S 435S Liket 58 A=l = 54, U
4, s 3, BV 24, vl BV )= stet
i EFAAE BT ©)F SPSS EAIZE 1

ofs
ol

oo o
o

£
|

(SPSS, 2003)s ©l&sl A& HY To] I §71%
o] T-teste} One-way
F7FsEo] tigk
529 (MANOVA)
p<0.05 <=

o
Lo,
)
L
by
o
ot
o
N
rr
Fo
ro
;
p
SE
[e}
X T
rlo l{

2 o83tk B4 R &
ol st

UHHE Abgt

Al T2 4 GAte] LubA Alake Table 13} ZTh.
ALY AW H]L-L ofAdo] 99.3%F =gkom, ddEe 30
)] (43.3%) > 20t (32.1%) > 401} (24.6%) Z=0]laz, 5009}
60t A= fISUTE. A&l #HS S A V&
2H62.6%)7} W] EA}(37.4%) Bt 178 o] B AoZ 3
A= ATH FRAE F 2L 10d o' (34.8%) > 3d
mwh(24.6%) > 3-537} 5-100] ZHz} 203% o8 XA}
Hok @A) 278 e 4718 255l (45.9%) >
581 (22.6%) > 7IEH(H oL} EA|AA)(19.0%) > 15
(11.5%) =02 FAET 28]al 19 219
= 100-500% (39.7%) > 501-1,000% (38.0%) > 1,001-1,500
4 (13.1%) > 1,501-2,0007 (7.9%) > 1007 1]vH1.3%) <2
2 gotHA) o] AEE HiRoE AR WA A

Table 1. General characteristics of dietitians

Province
Variables Seoul Gangwon  Subtotal
(n=127)  (n=178)  (n=305)

1)

Gonder Ma€ 1( 0.8) 1( 0.6) 2( 0.7)
Female 126(99.2)  177(99.4)  303(99.3)
Y 43(339)  55(30.9)  98(32.1)
(e%r) 30 60(47.2)  72(404)  132(433)
Y 40 24(189)  51(28.7)  75(24.6)
Marita Single 51(402)  63(354) 114(37.4)
Satus  Married 76(59.8)  115(64.6)  191(62.6)
<3 30(236)  45(253)  75(24.6)
Career 3-<5 29(22.8)  33(185)  62(20.3)
(years) 5-<10 23(18.1)  39(2L.9)  62(20.3)
>10 45(35.4)  61(34.3)  106(34.8)
Elementary  58(45.7) 82(46.1)  140(45.9)
o  Midde 31(24.4)  38(21.3)  69(22.6)
ity High 14(11.0)  21(11.8)  35(115)
P University o( 0.0) 3( 17) 3( 0.9)
Others 24(189)  34(19.1)  58(19.0)
<100 0( 0.0) 4 2.2) 4 1.3)
No. of 100-500 43(339)  78(438) 121(39.7)
parons 501-1000  61(480)  55(30.9)  116(38.0)
provided 1001-1500  13(10.2)  27(15.2)  40(13.1)
withmeal 1501-2000  10( 7.8)  14( 7.9)  24( 7.9)

Average 745 645 695

9 Number of subject (%).
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Table 2. Preference and perception of dietitiansin the food service business for the processed meat products

. Province T-
Variables Answer
Seoul (N=127) Gangwon (n=178) Subtotal (n=305) value
. Yes 4( 3.)Y 8( 4.5) 12( 3.9)
Vegetarian No 123(96.9) 170(95.5) 293(96.1) 0.61
Very good 3( 2.4) 2( 11) 5( 1.6)
Good 28(22.0) 56(31.5) 84(27.5)
Prrs(fﬁ;egce formet o o 75(59.1) 93(52.2) 168(55.1) 0.89
P Bad 19(14.9) 23(12.9) 42(13.8)
Very bad 2( 1.6) 4( 2.2) 6( 1.9)
So much 7( 5.5) 16( 8.9) 23( 7.5)
Fhf;ecrt O‘;rp;?girirgcae " Much 92(72.4) 128(71.9) 220(72.1) 005
menpuep Not 28(22.0) 22(12.4) 50(16.4) '
Absolutely not 0( 0.0) 12( 6.7) 12( 3.9)
Very good 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0)
Hygiene/ Good 41(32.3) 50(28.1) 91(29.8)
safety statusof meat ~~ So-s0 75(59.1) 111(62.4) 186(60.9) -0.74
products Bad 11( 8.6) 17( 9.5) 28( 9.2)
Very bad 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0)
Seoul (n=12) Gangwon (n=17) Subtotal (n=29)
‘If the Influenced by media 2(16.6) 3(17.6) 5(17.1)
or very bad’, why? Food poisoning case 0( 0.0) 1( 5.9 1( 3.0 0.27
Guess 0( 0.0) 1( 5.9) 1( 3.0)
Excessive additives 2(16.7) 2(11.8) 4(14.2)
Seoul (n=127) Gangwon (n=178) Subtotal (n=305)
Very good 1( 0.8 2( 11 3( 0.9)
Quality level Good 52(40.9) 69(38.8) 121(39.7) 015
Medium 66(51.9) 99(55.6) 165(54.1)
Bad 7( 5.5) 8( 4.5) 15( 4.9)
Very bad 1( 0.8) 0( 0.0) 1( 0.3)
Very helpful 1( 0.8) 1( 0.6) 2( 0.7)
Helpful 22(17.3) 42(23.5) 64(20.9)
Effect on nutritionand  So-so 66(51.9) 89(50.0) 155(50.8) 135
health Harmful 32(25.2) 44(24.7) 76(24.9) '
Very harmful 5( 3.9) 1( 0.6) 6( 1.9)
No response 1( 0.8) 1( 0.6) 2( 0.7)
o Definitely | can 9( 7.1 3( 1.7) 12( 3.9)
E;' ”C:'O” o | Almost | can 14(11.0) 22(12.4) 36(11.8) 020
s pe A little | can 54(42.5) 91(51.1) 145(47.5) '
S0 | can't 50(39.4) 62(34.9) 112(36.7)
Seoul (n=69) Gangwon (n=79) Subtotal (n=148)
‘If possible’, Three 50(72.5) 52(65.8) 102(68.9)
how many types? Two 16(23.2) 22(27.8) 38(25.7)
One 3( 4.3) 5( 6.3) 8( 5.4)

D Number of subject (%).
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Table 3. Purchase attitude of dietitiansin the food service businessfor the processed meat products

) Province
Variables Answer T-value
Seoul (n=127) Gangwon (n=178) Total (n=305)
Manufacture day (Shelf-life) 113(88.9)Y 159(89.3) 272(89.2)
Consideration Discoloration 4 3.1) 4 2.2) 8( 2.6)
factor at Gravy leakage 3( 24) 2( 11) 5( 1.6) -0.12
purchasing Defective package 6( 4.7) 8( 4.5) 14( 4.6)
The others 1( 0.8) 5( 2.8) 6( 1.9)
Myself 110(86.6) 155(87.1) 265(86.9)
Purchase dept. 8( 6.3) 13( 7.3) 21( 6.9)
Cheaper price 0( 0.0 5( 2.8) 5( 1.6)
Decision maker for ~ Recommendation by supplier 4( 3.1) 5( 2.8) 9( 2.9) 158
purchase Student preference 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0) '
Parents 0( 0.0 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0
Committee 1( 0.8) 0( 0.0) 1( 0.3)
The others 4( 3.1) 0( 0.0) 4( 1.3)
Very expensive 1( 0.8) 5( 2.8) 6( 1.9)
Expensive 64(50.4) 100(56.2) 164(53.8)
. Medium 59(46.4) 68(38.2) 127(41.6)
Price level Cheap 2( 1.6) 4 2.2) 6 1.9) 121
Very cheap 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0
No response 1( 0.8) 1( 0.6) 2( 0.7)
10-20% 114(89.8) 170(95.5) 284(93.1)
Acceptable price 20-30% 7( 5.5) 2( 1.1) 9( 2.9)
increase level for the  40-50% 0( 0.0) 1( 0.6) 1( 0.3) 122
improved quality Irrespective of price level 6( 4.7) 4 2.2) 10( 3.3
No response 0( 0.0) 1( 0.6) 1( 0.3
Once aweek 42(33.1) 69(38.8) 111(36.4)
1-2 timesin amon. 62(48.8) 65(36.5) 127(41.6)
. Oncein 2 mon. 9 7.1) 19(10.7) 28( 9.2) )
Serving frequency 5 ein 3 mon. 2( 1.6) 7( 39) 9( 2.9) 081
Oncein 4-6 mon. 8( 6.3) 16( 8.9) 24( 7.9)
Not 4( 3.1) 2(11) 6( 1.9)
Very high 12( 9.4) 17( 9.6) 29( 9.5)
. High 86(67.7) 121(67.9) 207(67.9)
zu‘t:gfe;;t'ison So0-s0 28(22.0) 40(22.5) 68(22.3) 031
Low 0( 0.0 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0
Very low 1( 0.8) 0( 0.0) 1( 0.3

9 Number of subject (%).
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Fig. 1. Purchasing factor for the processed meat products of the dietitians in food service business. Calculation of scores = [(1st
preference x 3 points + 2nd preference x 2 points + 3rd preference x 1 point)] / 100. Proportion (%) = Average percent of the

scores in Seoul and Gangwon area.
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Fig. 2. Considering factors when purchasing the processed meat products in the food services business. As for the calculation of

scores and average percent, refer to Fig. 1.

AT} Sonvt Lee(1997)9] A7ollA] SfulgA] YPAE F
7FeE TG Al A MAE aeshs 358 Alxga %

A > AEF TF SO, FLAY dPre w7
> AZAA} > YFE 57 > AN} o= kel 2}
o)7} YebstT). 39 Lee S(2005h)e] ATt A w4
& PP S7FEFE T A B B V]S (90.1%) >
‘714’ (40.4%), > 914" (33.0%) S S-AF o= mHIThar
ZAHE b Qi

o

ZAE B o goriso] STHEEY] 7HARET Zdo|u)
A PSP HebiXE AAlRE oF 56.7%
7} 7VAR o2 HRA 273 JE WL 3RE STFEAA
oM gEAQ 270 e AF wrlet FA 550
HA3] 1ejst s Fdgo] Pasiths AL AALSH
DAL JAE) 71 el A 713 E
tale] e9dE 93 2A} Aul= Fg 39 o] A

500 100
OSeoul area score B Gangwon area score W4 Average percent |
450 | 90
409
400 1 80
30 170
300 | 60 ®
255 ~
B2 250 22 29 216 50 5
L]

g 200 | 17 40 E
“ 150 . 30 ©
100 61 74 20

45 51 51
0

Ham Frozen Product Sausage Pressedham

—mo
Canged

HNo
respoase

Bacon product

Fig. 3. Serving frequency of the processed meat productsin the food services business. As for the calculation of scores and average

percent, refer to Fig. 2.
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Fig. 4. Frequency of cookery type of processed meat products in the food services business. As for the calculation of scores and

average percent, refer to Fig. 2.
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Fig. 5. Desired aspects of dietitians for the quality improvement of meat products. As for the calculation of scores and average per-

cent, refer to Fig. 2.

Table4. Correlation coefficient between preference and variablesin the survey results for the processed meat products obtained

from the dietitiansin food service business

Variables

. Quality Marital  Effect of intakeonthe Preparation  Cooking
Region C " Age
Factor level status nutritionnd health  of amanu  frequency
Preferences -0051Y 019572 0218  0.213™ 0.373"" -0.164" 0.344™" 0.172"

Y Correlationcoefficient.

2 *% 1 p<0.01, *** : p<0.001, **** : p<0.0001 : Significantly correlated by pearson correlation.

Table5. Correlation coefficient between marital status and variables in the survey results for the processed meat products

obtained from thedietitiansin food service business

Variables Marital status N Mean? SD. T-vaue Probability
Single 114 33 0.7 x5 2)
Preference Married 101 30 07 380 0.000
Preparation of amenu S ngl_e 114 38 06 -0.18 0.856
Married 191 3.8 0.6
Single 114 31 0.6
Saf -1.52 0.131
ety Married 191 33 0.6
Quality level Single L4 34 0.7 071 0.478
Married 191 3.3 0.5
Single 114 29 0.9
Influence range -0.99 0.319
" g Married 191 3.0 07

D Means based on a Likert 5-point scale test (Very good, 5; Good, 4; So-so, 3; Bad, 2; Very bad, 1).

A x%* : n<0,001.

& 71E vE ooz Fisle] #4938 A7h= Table
59} 2t} 7b W9l 53HE-S Likert 58 HE (g wE
59, T 44, BE 3, B9 24, vl BUE 1H)=2
AFslsle Hod TFPAE AT S7HE Ol
S As e wjETe] Hit 3.3:0.72 7] EHTH(3.00.7)
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Table 6. Correlation coefficient between career and variables in the survey results for the processed meat products obtained

from thedietitiansin food service business

Variables”
Career (year) N - -
Preference Preparation of a menu Safety Quality level Influence range
<3 75 3.4+0.8%% 3.9+0.6 3.1+0.6 3.4+0.7 2.9+0.9
3-<5 62 3.2£0.6 3.8£05 3.2£0.6 3.5+0.6 2.9+0.6
5-<10 62 3.1+£0.7 3.8£0.6 3.2£0.6 3.3+0.6 3.0£0.7
>10 106 2.9+0.7 3.8£0.7 3.3£0.6 3.4+0.6 3.0£0.7
Total 305 3.1+0.7 3.9+0.6 3.2+0.6 3.4+0.6 2.9+0.8
F-Value 5.02? 0.07 241 1.06 0.42
Probability 0.002"4 0.972 0.067 0.365 0.742

D preference, Preference for meat products; Quality level, Quality level for meat products; Impact range, Effect on nutrition and health;

Satisfaction, Student's satisfaction.
2 Mean+SD.

9 Means based on a Likert 5-point scale test (Very good, 5; Good, 4; So-s0, 3; Bad, 2; Very bad, 1).

4™ p<0.01.
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Table7. The impact levels between factors and variables in
the survey results for the processed meat products
obtained from the dietitiansin food service business

Variables? preference QU Impact Satisfac-
level range tion
F-value 0.05 5.20'2 0.53 1.59

D Preference, Preference for meat products; Quality level, Quality
level for meat products; Impact range, Effect on nutrition and
health; Satisfaction, Student's satisfaction.

A% : p<0.05.
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