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Products among Dietitians in the Capital Area
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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to improve the quality of school meal and the satisfaction of students through

dietitians'

awareness and perception of environment-friendly agricultural products by providing the

government, etc. with basic data on them. A survey was conducted on dietitians in the capital area to analyze
the level of awareness about environment-friendly agricultural products, followed by a factor analysis, a
correlation analysis and a multiple regression analysis. The results were as follows: Dietitians had a high level
of knowledge about environment-friendly agricultural products, and there were significant differences with
respect to age, work experience, the number of people provided with meals and the cost ratio of foods to
agricultural products. The perception of environment-friendly agricultural products was found to have a
significant influence upon the level of awareness about the certification system for good environment-friendly
agricultural products. In conclusion, there is the need to make the dietitians who take charge of school meal
have a higher level of perception about environment-friendly agricultural products, to improve the quality of
school meal and the satisfaction of students remarkably and, by extension, to change school parents’
perception about the use of environment-friendly agricultural products, which requires a further study to be

canied out.
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Variable Frequency(n) (%)

<40 78 65.0

Agelyrs) >40 ) 35.0
college 2 1.7

Education university 106 88.3

graduate school and over 12 10.0

<13 23 19.2

Work period 13~15 70 583

>15 27 22.5

Capacity of providing <1000 44 367

meals(person) 1000~1300 49 40.8

>1300 27 22.5

Method of foodservice self” operated . 120 1000
contract foodservice - -

classroom service(A) 69 57.5

Service style cafeteria service(B) 40 333
combination of (A) & (B) 11 9.2

<1600 19 15.8

Food cost 1600~1800 36 30.0

(won) 1800~2000 38 31.7

>2000 27 22.5

Total 120 100.0
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{Table 2> Knowledge and education about the environment-friendly agricultural products for dietitians

Item N(%)
Knowledge about environment- friendly ngh 22(18.3)
icultural product Medium 93(77.5)
agricultural products Low 542)
None 1(0.8)
. . 1-5 93(77.5)
The number of times being educated 610 25(20.9)
10 over 1(0.8)
School 4(3.3)
Place for education Local government 66(55.0)
Organization 50(41.7)
Total 120(100)
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<Table 3> The actual state of the use of environment-friendly agricultural products
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Item N(%)

0-10% 25(20.8)

The expenses for environment- friendly 11-30% 55(45.8)
agricultural products 31-50% 17(14.2)

51% over 23(19.2)

Purchase plan 22(18.3)
How to purchase environment- friendly E.lectromc bid 78(65.0)
. Private contract 0(0.0)

agricultural products Direct transaction 7(5.8)
Common supply 13(10.8)
The problem of whether the products were Check 59(49.2)
certified as environment-friendly Not check 61(50.8)
The certificates issued to the companies 51(42.5)
Verification code 61(50.8)

How to be certified Checked with National Agricultural Products 6(5.0)

Quality Management Service (NAQS)

etc. 2(1.7)
Specific items when purchasing Assign 80(66.7)
environment-friendly agricultural products Not assign 40(33.3)

Total

120(100)
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{Table 4> The level of awareness about the certification system for environment-friendly agricultural products

Alpha if
Cronba
Item MEAN SD Item
ch's a
Delated

I know the term ‘environment-friendly agricultural products. 6.09 0.90 .960
1 know the certification system for environment-friendly agricultural products. 6.11 0.83 .960
I can recognize products marked with ‘environment-friendly agricultural 597 0.93 960
products.
I know certificate authorities related to environment-friendly products. 5.37 1.13 958
1 kpow the process of issuing a certificate of an environment-friendly 467 121 957
agricultural product.
I know the certificate system for environment-friendly organic food distributors.  4.48 1.30 956
I'car.l recognize products marked with ‘environment-friendly organic food 4.89 136 957
distributors. 960
I.kn.ow certificate authorities relating to environment-friendly organic food 433 151 954
distributors.
1 knovs{ th.e process of issuing a certificate of an environment-friendly organic 420 139 954
food distributor.
I know the certification system for good agricultural products. 5.00 1.34 956
I can recognize products marked with good agricultural products. 5.02 1.38 955
I know certificate authorities related to good agricultural products. 4.59 1.53 954
I know the process of issuing a certificate of a good agricultural product. 442 1.47 954

1 know government policies on agricultural and/or livestock products. 4.52 1.50 957
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{Table 5> The level of perception about environment-friendly agricultural products

Score Factor Reliability
Variable (MEAN4SD) Per- Know- The Cron
ception ledge level of risk bach's a
Environment-friendly agricultural products can be trusted 5.23+ 366
more than other ones. 1.10
. . . 4.46+
Environment-friendly agricultural products are clean. L12 .835 .884
. . . 4.72+
Environment-friendly agricultural products are fresh. 1.05 .809
Environment-friendly agricultural products are good for 538+ 512
health. 0.99
. . . 5.75+
I am interested in environmental problems. 0.96 .920
5.74+ 912
I pay attention to soil and water pollution. 0.99 .854
Environment-friendly agricultural products are helpful to 5.63+ 586
environmental protection. 1.14 ’
For non-eco products, I worry that they might be exposed 5.61+ 952
to lots of chemical fertilizers. 1.04 913
For non environment-friendly, I worry that agrochemicals 5.50+ 46
may not be washed out. 1.09
Eigen-value 3.529 2.327 1.883
Variance(%) 35.29 23.27 19.83
Cumulatetive variance(%) 35.29 58.56 78.39
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{Table 6> The level of dietitians’ awareness and perception about environment-friendly agricultural products,
regarding general characteristics

Variable The level of The level of perception
awareness Recognition Knowledge The level of risk
Age <40 5.05+1.12 4.66+1.05 5.7240.75 5.81+0.81
(yrs) >40 4.83+0.86 4.92+0.76 5.44+0.89 5.57+0.78
t value 1.087 -1.406 1.799 1.564
college 4.85+0.00 5.00+0.00 4.75+0.00 5.6620.00
_ university 4.98+1.06 4.76+0.99 5.65+0.83 5.69+0.82
Education
graduate school
4.94+0.98 4.64+0.76 5.5240.61 6.02+0.62
and over
F value 0.022 0.148 1.333 0.918
Work <13 4.83+1.07 4.57+0.94 5.39+0.76 5.94+0.57
. 13~15 4.91+1.09 4.77+1.03 5.65+0.79 5.74+0.82
period >15 5.24+0.86 4.87+0.77 5.76+0.88 5.50+0.89
F value 1.227 0.603 1.407 1.861
Capacity of providing <1000 5.23+0.95 4.68+0.95 5.65+0.78 5.74+0.85
meals 1000~1300 4.62+0.92 4.78+0.96 5.44+0.82 5.49+0.76
(person) >1300 5.19+1.23 4.84+1.00 5.91+0.76 6.12+0.67
F value 4995 0.231 3.070" 5655
<1600 4.59+1.24 4.55+1.08 5.5240.96 6.05+0.94
Food cost 1600~ 1800 5.22+0.66 4.93+0.94 5.760.68 5.66+0.79
(won) 1800~2000 5.17+1.16 4.86+1.01 5.810.78 5.73+0.88
>2000 4.63+1.02 4.52+0.80 5.25+0.80 5.56:+0.54
F value 3.041" 1.359 3.212° 1.462
The proportion of <10% 4.35+1.20 4.06+0.75 5.2540.77 5.88+0.67
environmentally 11-30% 5.00+0.92 4.96+0.92 5.70+0.81 5.60+0.91
friendly agricultural 31-50% 5.73+0.54 5.36+0.85 5.69+0.80 5.70+0.76
products >50% 5.02+1.06 4.58+0.90 5.79+0.78 5.88+0.70
F value 6.778" 9295 2.408 1.045
TOTAL 4.97+1.04 4.76+0.96 5.62+0.81 5.72+0.80
p<.05, "p<.01, "p<.001
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ATHF=9.30, p<.001).
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Variable The level of The level of perception
awareness Recognition Knowledge The level of risk
The level of 1.00
awareness
The Recognition 333" 1.00
level of Knowledge 458" 490" 1.00
perception The level of risk 160 019 338" 1.00

p<.05, "p<.01
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{Table 8> The effect of awareness about the certification system for environment-friendly agricultural products
on the level of perception about environment-friendly agricultural products

The level of awareness

Variable B S.E B t-value Tolerance limit
Constant -18.697 10.681 - -1.750
The level of Recognition 13.424 1.796 0.755 7473 0.649
perception Knowledge 0.139 1.732 0.008 0.080 0.624
The level of risk 1.646 1.167 0.118 1.411 0.952

R=.776, R’=602, Adjusted R’=.582 F=30.268, p=-000, Durbin-Watson=2.329

p<.05, "p<.01, "p<.001
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