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An Analysis of Social Effect and Environmental Effect of
Eco-Friendly Free School Food in Seoul

Kim, Yoon-Doo - Lim, Hae-Jin - Chae, Sue-Ho - Kim, Hyo-Mi - Lim, Sung-Soo

This study aimed to analyze socioeconomic effect of eco-friendly free school food
supply system by Seoul, which has been consistently extended since 2011. To do
so, effect of eco-friendly free school food supply system on the beneficiaries,
Seoul citizens, was analyzed by using ‘labor & income panel’, while that on rural
society was analyzed by using the surveys on the eco-friendly agricultural product
supply performance by the ‘Eco-friendly Agricultural Products Retail Center’ as
well as for students, school parents, nutrition teachers and nutritionists. The results
of analysis showed that eco-friendly school food supply system contributes to
income redistribution among the Seoul citizens to a certain extent, provides the
eco-friendly agricultural product producers in the rural society with the stable
market, and positively influences them to secure stable incomes. In addition, eco-
friendly free school food reduced the amount of carbon emissions through the use
of environmentally friendly agricultural products resulting in environmental impro-
vements and economic benefits. Considering such effects, free school food supply
using the eco-friendly agricultural products needs to be consistently maintained in
the future without politic change by political ideology and to be extended to
middle school level in medium and short-term.

Key words : eco friendly free school food, income redistribution, environmental
effect, social effect
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Table 1. Greenhouse gas reduction of the pilot project row-carbon agriculture certification

participants farms
(Unit : kgCO,/10a, %)

Greenhouse Gas Reduction

Row-Carbon Agriculture (A) General Agriculture (B) (B-AYA
Rice 874 1,067 18.1
Pulse 92 99 7.1
Potatoes 187 369 493
Fruit 449 875 48.7
Vegetable 1,863 6,094 69.4

Note : Postulation of row-carbon agriculture is certification of Eco-Friendly and GAP agriculture.
Source : Inside date of foundation of Agri, Tech, Commercialization & Transfer.
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Table 2. Analysis of the each incomes quantile expenditure to eco-friendly free school food

(2010 vs. 2014)
(Unit : %p)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Free school food
. 224 16.7 | 223 | 273 18.7 -1.0 30.0 17.5 13.9 2.5
service household

Free school food
. -1.5 20.4 7.5 129 | 20.7 | 333 303 | 279 | 242 | 22.0
not service household

Source : Korea labor institute, Korea Labor and Income Panel Study, Each year.
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Table 3. Effect of carbon emission reduction to use eco-friendly agriculture of school which

was supplied agriculture from Distribution center of eco-friendly agriculture (696

schools)

(Unit : kg, tonCOseq)
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Table 4. Effect estimation of carbon emission reduction to eco-friendly agriculture of school

(982 schools)
(Unit : kg, tonCOseq)

Carbon emission ..
.. Carbon emission Carbon .
Amount of per cultivation area .. Economic
‘ Emission
Agriculture Reducti Value
Eco-friendly| General |Eco-friendly| General eduction
Pulse 4,388 92 99 2,347 2,526 0.2 3,125
Potatoes 2,084,624 187 369 185,412 365,866 180.5 3,157,950
Fruit 2,758,438 449 875 748,323 1,458,313 710.0 | 12,424,830
Vegetable 3,777,350 1,863 6,094 1,830,332 | 5,987,141 4,156.8 | 72,744,159
Rice 12,367,000 874 1,067 | 25,735,138 | 31,418,069 5,682.9 | 99,451,292
Total 20,987,412 3,373 8,405 | 28,499,205 | 39,229,389 10,730.4 | 187,778,231

Note : Economic Value was calculated source on Korea Exchange in Sep. 2016. Carbon Emission’s market price
was 17,500won/ton.
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Table 5. Recommend allowance of eco-friendly agriculture using eco-friendly free school in

Seoul
(Unit : %)
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Elementary School 30 60 70 70 70
Middle School - - 60 70 70

Source : Seoul metropolitan office of education, A basic policy of school food, each year.

NEABAGEANE Y SAE FFARFL BAT 23 20119 ABASNE FF WF
< °F 70% oo, 2012 o] F AF ZATHE FAE Hola 9o 20149E A9

Table 6. Amount of eco-friendly agriculture in Distribution center of eco-friendly agriculture
(Unit : ton, %)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Eco-Friendly Agriculture(A) 8,432 14,169 14,822 4,300 9,717
General Agriculture(B) 3,662 6,120 8,293 3,121 6,423
Total Amount(C) = (A)+(B) 12,094 20,289 23,115 7,421 16,150
(AY/(C) x 100 70% 70% 64% 58% 60%

Source : Distribution center eco-friendly agriculture, Statistics of Distribution center eco-friendly agriculture, 2016
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208
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Very likely
Neutral
Total
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Somewhat unlikely

Q. Do you think that eco-friendly free school food contributed to the improvement of students health?
Somewhat likely

Table 7. Effectiveness of health promotion through eco-friendly free school food
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Table 8. Contribution of eco-friendly free school food to student health promotion
(Unit : People, %)

Q. How do you think eco-friendly free school food contributed to student promotion?

Frequency Ratio Accumulation rate
Very contribution 38 25.5 25.5
Contribution 75 50.3 75.8
Neutral 30 20.1 95.9
No contribution 5 3.4 99.3
No contribution at all 1 0.7 100.0
Total 149 100.0

2) SEXEeS HE St == 34 9y

G TEF2 A o)lF =53] a7 el 24 YS9 FE] g ol F
A& 9t AZA, ASRBAFETAEH, A4 1&F 5 FA7|HAANE TS &
APLsS FH33 Yot F2A P LTS TA AFEe Sl w2 td o8&
SANE & JE L V8Y By ol APSES T Tl EEFHoE A5S
FR Qo] o R FAA FFS AL Atk FETh B Aol AE2A
£ 5ol s2A@LEol e o] tiste] A5t shth 4, sEARLE e B
S Zty Qe SHY L SR F 47.7%, SHREEE 21.0%, B H@)AFE 27.5%F YERYIL Q)
of AR A, SRR, FH)AE FEE AU e A OE UEFSTHTable 9).

Table 9. The activities on farms experience
(Unit : people, %)

Student School parent Nutrition teacher
Frequency Ratio Frequency Ratio Frequency Ratio
No experience 326 52.3 443 79.0 108 72.5
Have experience 297 47.7 118 21.0 41 27.5
Total 623 100 561 100 149 100
Non-response : 13people Non-response : 9people

APEZo] 2 AFo] e A 2878 = 67.6%= FE2A TS Fo] T O o
o] =&o] Hhty SEEg o, BT 1108 = 62.7%= A9 F=d )3k o)) 2
#AG o] =0 Aoty SH3IAT iAo 2 oK) 38 F 76.3% = T=AF
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5ol tE9 Aro] =0l Bt §H< YENATH(Table 10).

Table 10. Comments on the effectiveness of experience activities on farms
(Unit : people, %)

Characteristics Student School parent Nutrition teacher
Main Content The level of help~ for Help your student The leyel to Which student
rural understanding understand the rural guidance is helpful
Frequency | Ratio | A.R |Frequency| Ratio | A.R |Frequency| Ratio | A.R
Very contribution 81 282 | 282 14 12.7 12.7 9 23.7 | 23.7
Contribution 113 394 | 67.6 55 50 | 62.7 20 526 | 763
Neutral 81 282 | 958 36 327 | 954 9 23.7 100
No contribution 7 24 | 982 4 3.6 99 0 0 -
No contribution at all 5 1.7 100 1 0.9 100 0 0 -
Total 287 100 110 100 38 100
Non-response : 10people Non-response : 8people Non-response : 3people

Note : ‘A.R’ means Accumulation Rate

FT F=AFELETY Frol g TR} FFa)Ae oHds EA43 A, SR
5619 F 55.7%, DAL 1468 F 64.4%7} &FF AFSFo| Sy} asigE oA S
UEFATHTable 11). 354524 S 53l AAHL S+ sAFEs2 55 O
g RJIAEE Ast=r] AR dFE XL e A2 YEyT) o9 22 AgE
Fol FF A&EH o2 gid Ag w2 TA I BASE ARSI Al 4, w29 <

Table 11. Opinions on expansion of future activities on farms
(Unit : people, %)

School parent Nutrition teacher
Frequency Ratio Accu:altlelation Frequency Ratio Accugtlelation

Very likely 108 19.3 19.3 36 24.7 24.7
Somewhat likely 204 36.4 55.7 58 39.7 64.4
Neutral 171 30.5 86.2 42 28.8 93.2
Somewhat unlikely 59 10.5 96.7 6 4.1 97.3
Very unlikely 19 3.4 100 4 2.7 100
Total 561 100 - 146 100 -

Non-response : 9people Non-response  3people
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Table 12. The effects of eco-friendly free school food on farmers and rural economy

(Unit : people, %)
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