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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to analyze the characteristics of menu items offered for school meals in the
Daegu and Gyeongbuk area. A total of 538 menu items were collected from six schools (two elementary schools,
two middle schools, and two high schools). There was a significant difference in food costs according to menu
groups (p<0.001), with the highest food costs for meat and fish dishes (881.66 won) and the lowest cost for
kimchi (114.50 won). The proportion of menu items using processed foods and with low operational efficiency
were significantly higher in middle schools (p<0.01). In addition, menu items containing animal products were
significantly higher in the non-traditional menu items in middle schools (p<0.001). Traditional menu items were
less frequently cooked with oil (p<0.001) and processed foods (p<0.001), and their operational efficiency was
higher (p<0.001). In conclusion, we found that traditional menu items in school meals were being offered with
healthier ingredients and cooking methods, as well as a more efficient foodservice management, than non-tradi-

tional menu items.

Key words: menu characteristics, school meal, cooking method, operational efficiency, traditional menu
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Table 1. Frequency of menu groups offered in school meals by school level
Variables Elementary school Middle school High school Total P
Rice 31 (17.5)" 31 (16.2) 22 (12.9) 84 (15.6)
One dish menu 8( 45) 8( 4.2) 8( 4.7) 24 ( 4.5)
Soup & stew (meat & fish) 21 (11.9) 19( 9.9) 13( 7.6) 53 (9.9
Soup & stew (etc.) 18(10.2) 19(9.9) 26 (15.3) 63 (11.7) 04377
Side dish (meat & fish) 31(17.5) 33(17.3) 32 (18.8) 96 (17.8) o
Side dish (etc.) 43 (24.3) 58 (30.4) 48 (28.2) 149 (27.7)
Kimchi 8( 4.5) 14 ( 7.3) 14 ( 82) 36 ( 6.7)
Dessert 17 ( 9.6) 9(4.7) 7(4.1) 33( 6.1)
Total 177 ( 100) 191 (100) 170 ( 100) 538 (100)

DN (%). PBy chi-square test.
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Table 2. Food costs of menu item by menu group

Variables N Food costs (won) D
Rice 84 219.90+37.15"%
One dish menu 24 735.92+158.11%
Soup & stew 53 563.62+328.83"
(meat & fish)
Soup & stew 63 271.44+149.10™
(etc.) 0.000%
Side dish 9 881.66+441.28"
(meat & fish)
Side dish (etc.) 149 318.62+230.54°
Kimchi 36 114.50+31.99°
Dessert 33 324.24+ 142,67
Total 538 42759+ 357.44
UMean+ SD.

YValues with different superscripts are significantly different
by Scheffe’s multiple range test (p<0.05).

YBy ANOVA.
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Table 3. Characteristics of school meal menu item by school level

. Elementary Middle High ;
Variables school school school Total b
. » Traditional 118 (66.7)” 121 (63.4) 108 (63.5) 347 (64.5) 2
Iqre idlj“l‘t)gﬂ/ non-traditional Non-traditional 59 (33.3) 70 (36.6) 62 (36.5) 191 (35.5) 0762
Total 177 (100) 191 (100) 170 ( 100) 538 (100)
‘ . Animal 75 (58.1) 77 (51.0) 75 (53.2) 227 (53.9)
ﬁgﬁaz Z;getable origin Vegetable 54 (41.9) 74 (49.0) 66 (46.8) 194 (46.1) 0478
Total 129 ( 100) 151 (100) 141 ( 100) 421 (100)
U Yes 10 ( 5.6) 13( 6.8) 13( 7.6) 36 ( 6.7) 0756
mflech ol No 167 (94.4) 178 (93.2) 157 (92.4) 502 (93.3) .
Total 177 ( 100) 191 (100) 170 ( 100) 538 (100)
Cooki U Yes 0( 0.0) 1(05) 1(06) 2(04) )
0OXIng S¢ No 177 ( 100) 190 (99.5) 169 (99.4) 536 (99.6)
method much salt
Total 177 ( 100) 191 ( 100) 170 ( 100) 538 (100)
U Yes 48 (27.1) 75 (39.3) 37 (21.8) 160 (29.7) 0,001
e No 129 (72.9) 116 (60.7) 133 (78.2) 378 (70.3) :
processed foods
Total 177 (100) 191 (100) 170 ( 100) 538 ( 100)
High 153 (86.4) 137 (71.7) 142 (83.5) 432 (80.3) 0.001
Operational ~ Labor efficiency ~Low 24 (13.6) 54 (28.3) 28 (16.5) 106 (19.7) ’
efficiency Total 171 ( 100) 191 ( 100) 170 ( 100) 538 (100)

Food costs

409.99+319.12" 4135738054 461.66+36795 42759+357.44  0.322

PN (%). ?By chi-square test.

YThe result of chi—square test was not presented because more than 20% of cells had an expected frequency count of less than 5.

“Mean =+ SD.
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Table 4. Characteristics of traditional menu item and non-traditional menu item offered in school meals

. Traditional menu Non-traditional menu _
Variables item (n=347) item (n=191) Total (n=538) P
Animal/vegetable origin Animal 121 (45.0)" 106 (69.7) 227 (53.9) 0.000
menu item Vegetable 148 (55.0) 46 (30.3) 194 (16.1) ’
Use Yes 338 (97.4) 164 (85.9) 502 (93.3) 0.000
less oil No 9(26) 27 (14.1) 36 ( 6.7) ‘
Cooking Use Yes 1(0.3) 1(05) 2(04) 3
method much salt No 346 (99.7) 190 (99.5) 536 (99.6)
Use Yes 75 (21.6) 85 (44.5) 160 (29.7) 0.000
processed foods No 272 (78.4) 106 (55.5) 378 (70.3) ’
. .. High 295 (85.0) 137 (71.7) 432 (80.3)
Ofl;,er,atmal Labor efficiency 7 52 (15.0) 54 (28.3) 106 (19.7) 0.000
efficienc
v Food costs 371.57+342.96" 529.37+361.59 42759 +357.44 0.000

Dt 70,y 2 A
"N (%). "By chi-square test.
YThe result of chi—square test was not presented because more than 20% of cells had an expected frequency count of less than 5.
4
Mean£SD.
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Table 5. Characteristics of animal origin menu item and vegetable origin menu item offered in school meals

Animal origin menu

Vegetable origin

Variables item (n=227) menu item (n=194) Total (n=421) P
Traditional/non-traditional Traditional 121 (53.3)" 148 (76.3) 269 (63.9) 0.000?
menu item Non-traditional 106 (46.7) 46 (23.7) 152 (36.1) ‘
Use Yes 200 (88.1) 185 (95.4) 385(91.4) 0.008
less oil No 27 (11.9) 9( 4.6) 36 ( 8.6) '
Cooking Use Yes 1(04) 1(05) 2(05) )
method much salt No 226 (99.6) 193 (99.5) 419 (99.5)
Use Yes 81 (35.7) 58 (29.9) 139 (33.0) 0.208
processed foods No 146 (64.3) 136 (70.1) 282 (67.0) ‘
i ; .. High 170 (74.9) 158 (81.4) 328 (77.9)
Qf?er,a“(mal Labor efficiency 1 /& 57 (25.1) 36 (18.6) 93 (22.1) 0.106
efficienc ,
Y Food costs 650.40+404.50” 274.39£239.45 477.13+386.78 0.000

N (%). ?By chi-square test

YThe result of chi-square test was not presented because more than 20% of cells had an expected frequency count of less than 5.

YMean=+SD
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Table 6. Characteristics of school meal menu item by cooking method

Labor efficiency

Variables igh Low Total D Food costs D
Use Yes 414 (95.8)" 83 (83.0) 502 (93.3) 0000?1354+ 355.277 0.001"
less oil No 18 ( 4.2) 18 (17.0) 36 ( 6.7) ’ 623.47+333.42 ’

Cooking Use Yes 2(05) 0(0.0) 2(0.4) 5 153.50+109.60 0.278

method much salt No 430 (99.5) 106 ( 100) 536 (99.6) 428,61 +357.68 '
Use Yes 103 (23.8) 57 (53.8) 160 (29.7) 0.000 437.29+318.94 0,683
processed foods No 329 (76.2) 49 (46.2) 378 (70.3) ’ 423.48+372.86 :

Total 432 (100) 106 ( 100) 538 (100) 427.59+357.44

UN (%). ?By chi-square test. “Mean+SD. “By t-test.

The result of chi-square test was not presented because more than 20% of cells had an expected frequency count of less than 5.
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