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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to compare understanding of school foodservice management and environmentally
friendly agricultural products between urban and rural elementary school children’s mothers. Subjects were 400 elementary
school parentsliving in Jeonnam. The results are summarized as follows. School foodservice program helped to solve
unbalanced diets, develop minds and bodies, and improve eating habits. Mothers showed a higher degree of satisfaction for
school foodservice containing environmentally friendly agricultural products. The primary reason for favoring
environmentally friendly agricultural products was improvement of health and securing safe foods. The most important
parameter of school foodservice management was sanitary control of food materials>sanitary control of foods>sanitary
conditions of place for meals>sanitary conditions of cooker>sanitary conditions of tableware. In conclusion, school
foodservice should be financially responsible to make policies effective.
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<Table 1> General characteristics of the subjects

Variables Urban Rural -test
Male 25(12.5) 34(17.0)
Gender Female 175(87.5) 166(83.0) 1.610
<30 2(1.0) 3(1.5)
30~39 79(39.5) 92(46.0)
Age (year) 40~49 113(56.5) 94(47.0) 4403
50< 6(3.0) 11(5.5)
Under middle school 12(6.0) 28(14.0)
Education level High school 128(64.0) 140(70.0) 15.504%%**
Over university 60(30.0) 32(16.0)
Housewife 102(51.0) 113(56.5)
Agriculture 10(5.0) 35(17.5)
Occupation Business 26(13.0) 25(12.5) 29.328%**
Professional 27(13.5) 9(4.5)
Others 35(17.5) 18(9.0)
<2,000 59(29.5) 94(47.0)
Monthly income 2,000~2,999 76(38.0) 80(40.0) 25,009+ **
(1,000won) 3,000~3,999 39(19.5) 17(8.5) ’
4,000< 26(13.0) 9(4.5)
School 9(4.5) 14(7.0)
Newspaper & magazine 31(15.5) 13(6.5)
fﬁiﬁﬁdiﬁ?oﬁffaé‘;id TV & radio 37(18.5) 56(28.0) 15.958%*
Internet 51(25.5) 35(17.5)
Neighborhood & friends 72(36.0) 82(41.0)

#450<0.001
**p<0.01
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<Table 2> Parent’s cognition to ward school foodservice

Variables Urban Rural y-test
Satisfaction 129(64.5) 136(68.0)
Satisfaction Normal 60(30.0) 59(29.5) 6.886
Dissatisfaction 11(5.5) 52.5)
Taste of food 33(16.5) 33(16.5)
Sanitation of environment 37(18.5) 37(18.5)
e Quality of food 51(25.5) 51(25.5) .
Reason of satisfaction Various menu 71(35.5) 71(35.5) 19.791
Amount of food 2(1.0) 2(1.0)
Others 6(3.0) 6(3.0)
s Yes 74(37.0) 88(44.0)
Work of participation No 126(63.0) 112(56.0) 2.033
***p<0.001
**p<0.01

<Table 3> The desired improvement items on school foodservice management by the subjects

Items Urban Rural y-test
Improvement of the taste for food 18(9.0) 17(8.5)
Improvement of sanitation on school foodservice area 49(24.5) 25(12.5)
Preparing a menu according to student’s preference 15(7.5) 17(8.5) 10.079
Selection of food materials 112(56.0) 135(67.5)
Others 6(3.0) 6(3.0)

<Table 4> The desired improvement items on school foodservice

<Table 5> The degree of contribution for children on school

sanitation foodservice program

Ttems Urban Rural y-test Variables Urban Rural y-test
Tableware condition 14(7.0) 11(5.5) Improvement ~ High level 169(84.5) 157(78.5)
Cooker condition 18(9.0) 10(5.0) of eating Normal 24(12.0) 43(21.5)  22.067***
Cafeteria condition 20(10.0) 21(10.5) 3.031 habits Low level 7(3.5) 0(0.0)
Food control 36(180)  37(18.5) Development  High 12462.0)  142(71.0)
Food material control — 112(56.0)  121(60.5) of bodies and  Normal 7135.5)  56(280)  7.678

minds Low 52.5) 2(1.0)
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<Table 6> Purchase patterns of EAPs

Variables Urban Rural y-test
. I know well 53(26.5) 69(34.5)
i’;‘ﬁ“&iﬁi‘i s I know a little 114(57.0) 114(57.0) 8.182%
I don’t know 33(16.5) 17(8.5)
. Yes 178(89.0) 180(90.0)
Experience of purchase No 22(11.0) 20(10.0) 0.106
High prices 12(54.5) 8(40.0)
Reason for non-purchase There is not near EAPs store 5(22.7) 4(20.0) 1.521
Not so trustworthy 5(22.7) 8(40.0)
<1 22(11.0) 20(10.0)
Frequency of purchase 1 110(55.0) 105(52.5) 0.738
(times/week) 2 43(21.5) 50(25.0) )
3< 25(12.5) 25(12.5)
*p<0.05

#450<0.001
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<Table 7> The reason of using environmentally friendly agricultural
products on school foodservices

Variables Urban Rural y-test
174(87.0)  146(73.0)

Secure for health and safety

Excellent quality than import 14(7.0)  30(15.0)
foodstuffs 1(0.5) 22.234%%**
Advantage of education level 3(1.5)
Helpful to farmer’s income 6(3.0) 23(11.5)
**%: p <0.001
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