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Parents’ perception on middle school foodservice using
environment friendly agricultural products (EFAP) in Masan area*

Nam, Yoon-Soon' - Kim, Hyun-Ah2§
"Nutrition Education Major, Graduate School of Education, Kyungnam University, Changwon 631-701, Korea
’Department of Food and Nutrition, Kyungnam University, Changwon 631-701, Korea

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate parent’s perception of a middle school foodservice in Masan city, Korea
that uses environmentally friendly agricultural products (EFAP). From May 29, 2009 to July 11, 2009, questionnaires were
distributed to 350 parents of middle schools located in Masan city. A total of 295 responded and 276 (response rate, 78.9%)
were used for the final analysis after excluding improperly completed questionnaires. First, 47.8% of the parents responded
that they had participated in the school foodservice operation (receiving food, attending foodservice-related events, work-
ing as a meal service aid, evaluating suppliers). Receiving food (53.7%) accounted for the greatest proportion in the par-
ticipating area. Second, most subjects (83.0%) responded that they were aware of the use of EFAP. Additionally, 96.4% of
the subject approved expanding the use of EFAP for all items. Third, their degree of interest in the school foodservice was
3.86, and satisfaction with the school foodservice was 3.94 based on a 5-point Likert scale. The overall satisfaction on the
quality of EFAP used in the school foodservice was 3.68 based on a 5-point Likert scale. Fourth, awareness that the school
used EFAP in the foodservice by the parents who participated in school foodservice operations was higher than that of
parents who did not participate. Satisfaction (4.10) with the school foodservice by parents who participated in school food-
service operations was significantly higher than that (3.79) of parents who did not participate (p < 0.001). In conclusion,
parent’s participation in school foodservice operations should increase to improve the quality of the school foodservice
and improve communication between parents and the school. (Korean J Nutr 2012; 45(2): 113 ~ 123)

KEY WORDS: middle school foodservice, parents, perception, environmentally friendly agricultural products (EFAP).
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WAL ALE AR 220 7 Sk AL-& A| & Table 1. General characteristics of the subjects

gk Qla o 2= 2% e
4] Qlafoll thgt 2 o}, 27k FAu] 2R 7R, 37k vig Varicibles frequency _ Percentoge
o] A% ol tiske] ARSI GeF”derl 25 o1 s
emalie .
N9 EAHtE Male 24 8.7
B AT A=) B41L ) SPSS/WIN Program (Ver 120) _Suetotd 276 1000
& GEAE ATV DA, ST A o g 9o . o
Q1 QU4 stFAlollA] WA eAE ALgol et Q1A g L o 28 128
FAA] AEBl= HEsAHE FA figh vk, X 40-49 219 79.3
FARE shlgAle] Ao thgt QA WA B 7]eE > 50 19 6.9
A& AT 2AFN SRS st - & 9 ) Subtotal 276 100.0
A2 ofolro] me iAol Aebgsabe g et B . .
_ - — . - iddle schoo .
of thgk 14, ShulgAlof A A= XeHEsAlE F2ol o High school 131 475
Sh s, 13y sAbE shagAle] FAlu]of gl Q14)e] x| University 127 46.0
Ol WAREAT SR -4 (test)= o5t At 7+ Graduate school 16 58
o] o= B A3}IAT) Subtotal 276 100.0
Occupation
Professional job 27 9.8
-
2 1
Office worker 52 18.8
Production worker 21 7.6
AIO|] Ol
-7I(-A|'E“ o}—l EF_I A[l'g Public servant 27 2.8
ZAFRAFS] duE AR Table 19 YERQITE AAHS o=} Business 55 19.9
91.3%, FAF 8.7%°01312H, A% Z-2 40~49A] (719.3%)7} 77 Housewife 56 20.3
EEtom, 30~304] (138%), 5041 o1 (69) <02 vheher,  Oher % 138
‘ s e ‘ Subtotal 276 100.0
Spige] S Rl E9 “1.5%), it =% 46%), Monthly family income (10,000 won/month)
ek 29 (5.8%). S £ o3t 07%) =2 AR _ |, 0 -
a1, 5sh o EUATE 93.5% = thii-E 2|53, 2] 101-200 30 10.9
AL 2 (203%), A9 (19.9%), AHEZSIAL (18.8%), A 201-300 80 29.0
£2) 08%), T 08%, VALY (6%, 7IEk (38%) 3017400 73 26.4
202 Velyith 9 Wi 502 4019 o1 (G0.19%), 201~ 4] @ -
Subtotal 276 100.0

3009+ (29.0%), 301~4008+¢ (26.4%), 101~2007+ (10.9%),
1005121 of3} (3.6%)4-0.2 Uektch. stan %2 (3m a4,

Position of school

Have position 62 22.5
SHALLE, Shl2 g9l 940, FHEUE™AY) - Not have position 214 77.5
Stof| oigk Fgkof tiste] ‘QUTF 22.5%, Utk 77.5%2] vl&< Subtotal 276 100.0
Helrk
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Table 2. Parents’ participation and perception on school food-

Table 3. Parents’ perception on usage of EFAP in school food-

service service (n=276)
ltem Frequency Percentage Item Frequency  Percentage
Participation in school foodservice operation Awareness of using EFAP in school foodservice
Yes 132 47.8 Yes 229 83.0
No 144 52.2 No 47 17.0
Subtotal 276 100.0 Approval of expanding EFAP in school foodservice
Participating areas fo all the items
Receiving food material 71 25.7 ves 266 964
Attending foodservice related 21 7.6 No 10 3.6
event The most preferable EFAP for school foodservice
Meal service aide 22 8.0 Grains 69 25.0
Evaluation of suppliers 18 6.5 Vegetables 53 19.2
Subtotal 132 47.8 Fruits 27 9.8
Areas to participate in future Processed food 22 8.0
Receiving food material 102 37.0 Meats and poulry 105 38.0
Attending foodservice related 45 16.3 Merits of expanding EFAP in school foodservice to all the items
event Health promotion 137 49.6
Meal service aide 43 15.6 Excellence of quality 34 12.3
Evaluation of suppliers 86 31.2 safety 104 377
Subtofal 276 100.0 Improvement of taste 1 0.4
Awareness of present meal cost Demerits of expanding EFAP in school foodservice
Yes 229 83.0 to all the items
No 47 17.0 Burden of paying additional 190 68.8
subtotal 276 100.0 cost
e’ n Mean = SD Distrust on quality 44 15.9
Interest in school foodservice 276 3.86 £0.856 Unstable supply % 127
Satisfaction on school foodservice 276 3.94+0.713 Difficuifies of handling 4 25

1) 5-point Likert scale (1: Disagree strongly, 5: Agree strongly)
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Table 4. Satisfaction on EFAP used in school foodservice (n = 276)

ltem” Mean + SD
Safety and hygiene 3.83+0.77
Freshness 3.81 +0.74
Students’ preference 3.64 +0.69
Nutritional value 3.83£0.68
Taste 3.74+£0.76
Price 3.57 £0.71
Overall satisfaction 3.68 £0.73

1) 5-point Likert scale (1: Disagree strongly, 5: Agree strongly)
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ShulgAlof| Cljst QAL Ao & AFE 7MY B2 HEE S (o < 0.01).

2 AY] FAf ARl SRR ShA] 2 Rl HE o St 2gol 7to] A offtoll whE @A ShagAle] ¢
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A} 734 Table 63} Ze). SPEmSo] FF sfmgae] Fol 1] (p < 000D, SHrgAle] Fol o] bz SRmEo] sk
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Table 5. Perception on usage of EFAP in school foodserxzinci 276) A 5] shuF4ld] tgt WA ELE 4200]3 &
IR [ R = = o Shl-LAl 0 o] 2lo]E AF T

Item Frequency Percentage =] “‘|oﬂ EH 1_].— 1_]——1 g 4100 = SHAF T o noq = 70 \:l?)uj.

Approval of increasing meal cost SRR 7} St e-ol| HofolA] 2 SR RE Hif 2

Yes 152 55.1 =} WSS Bl ok A - Fof| whg 74 Ay}

No 124 449 sk o] gl shrme] shmgale] ohek PAIEsH403 (b <
Subject who should pay additional meal cost 0,05)0] 1 BhEAlo] BFEE 7} 4.13 (p < 00502 a2

Central government 109 39.5 o] gl SHHm HL} QO|H 0 2 =0 2o PAL O} nhEE

Local authority 146 52.9

= Bt

Parents 21 7.6 = T
Prope;loevel of additional meal cost (won/meal) » gh—ll_al_\l _3_%1 7§°1 10:'% 011?_ 5':' Qﬂqm 19r'|?'°“ H[%

<1 57 7

100-200 55 3 g NAPFME MOl gt Q1A ALo] Bl

200-300 5 s SR Al A UREE 25 AHES] AFgol Tist 1%

300400 31 12 o o] Zatol|A] shalgd] 24 Fhol A o (p < 0.00D)<2t

400-500 40 14.5 S A G5 (p < 00D T FOIRt 2ol & B & o

> 500 21 7:4 W] 2ol Felgt o] gk shitme} sk Hao] gl
Table 6. Comparison of parents’ perception on school foodservice according to parficipation and position of school n (%)

Participation in school foodservice operation Position of school
ltem x Have position  Not have position x
Yes (n=132) No (n = 144) (= 62) (h=214)
Areas to participate in future

Receiving food material 42 (31.8) 60 (41.7) 13.864™ 29 (46.8) 73 (34.1) 7.618

Attending foodservice 20 (15.2) 25 (17.4) 6 (9.7)

39 (18.2)
related-events

Meal service aid 15(11.4) 28 (19.4) 5(8.1) 38 (17.8)

Evaluation of suppliers 55 (41.7) 31 (21.5) 22 (35.5) 64 (29.9)

Awareness of present meal cost
Yes 122 (92.4) 107 (74.3) 16.002™** 52 (83.9) 177 (82.7) 0.046
No 10 (7.6) 37 (25.7) 10 (16.1) 37 (17.3)
Participation in school foodservice operation Position of school
ltem _ _ T-value  Have position  Not have position T-value
Yes (n = 132) No (n = 144) (= 62) (h=214)
Interest in school 4.20 +0.69 3.55+0.88 6.849""  4.03+0.72 3.81 +0.89 2.034"
foodservice"
Satisfaction on school 4.10+0.70 3.79 +0.70 3.648™*  413+0.71 3.88+0.71 2.410"
foodservice"

1) 5-point Likert scale (1: Disagree strongly, 5: Agree strongly)

#1p < 0.05, **: p < 0.01, ***: p < 0.001



SPEsL A SR A A AR BB T SAES AL SIFA 99 Aoj Y ojHe} ol My 920 M2
FOH -3 2 gl vlgo] B9keh (Table 7). SFmFAjel MY SN2 EX OEE Hg

A AR AE S AAFHO R o) ALg Al B ol A shigA) 29 Fol A oliteh Shua § - ol w2
A ESF 94 A BE A BROR S A B U BASAE B i BEE 5 A= 712 vl 24
Mol oM s 29 FE ol L Sk AW §F 3 Ak Table 87 2k Sl 29 Fol Aol Gl 8
of uHE §-oJ2le] Zfol= glgir $50] U AL FA) e ANl WEEL 4100]

Table 7. Comparison of parents’ perception on usage of EFAP in school foodservice according to participation and position of

school n (%)
Participation in school foodservice operation Position of school
ltem Yes (n = 132) No (n = 144) x Ho\(/: f(szi)ﬁon Not r(w:\;e;)j)siﬁon 4
Awareness of using EFAP in school foodservice
Yes 122 (92.4) 107 (74.3) 16.002™ 60 (96.8) 169 (79.0) 10.783"
No 10 (7.6) 37 (25.7) 2 (3.2 45 (21.0)
Approval of expanding EFAP in school foodservice to all the items
Yes 128 (97.0) 138 (95.8) 0.255 62 (100.0) 204 (95.3) 3.006
No 4(3.0) 6 (4.2) 0 (0.0) 10 (4.7)
The most preferable EFAP for shool foodservice
Grains 30 (22.7) 39 (27.1) 4.016 18 (29.0) 51 (23.8) 4.802
Vegetables 31 (23.5) 22 (15.3) 14 (22.6) 39 (18.2)
Fruits 13 (9.8) 14 (9.7) 3(4.8) 24 (11.2)
Processed food 12 (9.1) 10 (6.9) 7 (11.3) 15(7.0)
Meat and pouliry 46 (34.8) 59 (41.0) 20 (32.3) 85 (39.7)
Merits of expanding EFAP in school foodservice to all the items
Health promotion 70 (53.0) 67 (46.5) 7.094 35 (56.5) 102 (47.7) 1.730
Excellence of quality 21 (15.9) 13 (9.0) 7 (11.3) 27 (12.6)
Safety 4(31.1) 63 (43.8) 20 (32.3) 84 (39.3)
Improvement of taste 0 (0.0) 1(0.7) 0 (0.0) 1(0.5)
Demerits of expanding EFAP in school foodservice to all the items
Burden of paying 98 (74.2) 92 (63.9) 49 (79.0) 141 (65.9) 7.543
additional cost
Distrust on quality 18 (13.6) 26 (18.1) 3(4.8) 41 (19.2)
Unstable supply 14 (10.6) 21 (14.6) 8 (12.9) 27 (12.6)
Difficulties of handling 2 (1.5 5 (3.5 2 (3.2) 5(2.3)

. p<0.05, **: p<0.01

Table 8. Comparison of parents’ satisfaction on quality of EFAP use in school foodservice according to participation and position of
school

Participation in school foodservice operation Position of school

) o "
ftem Yes (n=132) No (n = 144) T-value HO\(/:? Ezglon Not fgs\;e;])i)smon T-value
Hygiene and safety 4.02 £0.77 3.65+0.72 4.030™* 3.94 £0.97 3.79 £0.70 1.277
Freshness 3.98 £0.70 3.66 £0.74 3.652™* 3.94 +0.81 3.78+0.72 1.502
Students’ preference 3.72+0.72 3.58 £ 0.65 1.720 3.74£0.85 3.62 £ 0.64 1.257
Nutrition value 3.92+0.70 3.74£0.66 2.229* 3.92+0.82 3.80 + 0.64 1.180
Taste 3.77 £0.85 3.70 £ 0.66 0.781 3.71£1.01 3.74 +0.67 —0.244
Price 3.58 £0.76 3.56 +0.66 0.352 3.58 £0.88 3.57 £ 0.65 0.127
Overall satisfaction 410 +£0.70 3.60 £ 0.71 1.740 3.82 +£0.92 3.64 £ 0.67 1.773

1) 5-point Likert scale (1: Disagree strongly, 5: Agree strongly)
*p<0.05, ***: p<0.001
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Table 9. Comparative analysis of parents’ perception on school foodservice using EFAP according to participation and position of

school n (%)
Participation in school foodservice operation Position of school
[tem Yes (n = 132) No (n = 144) e Ho\(/;e :p:sQi;ion Not Tr:]\;ezpl)i)siﬁon i«
Approval of increasing meal cost
Yes 73 (55.3) 79 (54.9) 0.005 41 (66.1) 111 (51.9) 3.951"
No 59 (44.7) 65 (45.1) 21 (33.9) 103 (48.1)
Subject who should pay additional meal cost
Central government 56 (42.4) 53 (36.8) 3.671 24 (38.7) 85 (39.7) 1.010
Local authority 70 (53.0) 76 (52.8) 35 (56.5) 111 (51.9)
Parent 6 (4.5) 15(10.4) 3(4.8) 18 (8.4)
Proper level of additional meal cost (won/meal)
< 100 27 (20.5) 30 (20.8) 4.173 69.7) 51 (23.8) 15.013"
100—-200 27 (20.5) 38 (26.4) 9 (14.5) 56 (26.2)
200—-300 19 (22.0) 33 (22.9) 17 (27.4) 45 (21.0)
300—400 29 (14.4) 12 (8.3) 12 (19.4) 19 (8.9)
400—-500 18 (13.6) 22 (15.3) 11 (07.7) 29 (13.6)
> 500 12 (9.0) 9 (6.3) 7 (11.3) 14 (6.5)

*: p<0.05
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