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AAel 719gE BHog dtn Aok HmFHL AAFH, ZAF deo] 43 JYHE
% % 12 %2 338 FAE ddez NS ens, F4E T EEHY ¢
A Agol Wasich =G o] A1719 %Y R H4E guL B4 37 ¥ R ¢
ARG P o) YAE AR, Y] FIE FHo] ANYE F U=EE fuw
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W FuFAL HAIAHR A JFBY e TG HEAHA HFPAAOY,
SR FAY SN ot ARE wedh HAgdde FHARNEAY ¢ FE 1Y
SAA, AR 7lEEE WPstn, AFue GAFANNA FAFH AHEIISE
H, 23 A4 2 AQ §& nstd FYPHe2 AP o Fri(Kinder T 1984).
A FHAEAe FTEE BT FEHEA FAO FARY A4de AFEe A ¥
RFHe FaH 4F adelth. FHAAQL FABUAE A JMF TG DA HEAH
oty AuAge AT W Arrde Fo /A AT A A, AP 34N NE F
Aol H¥ AA 8 Ao|tHSpears 1991).
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AR AT old ¥ dTE HAA sfuFAY AYL A3 JUHA FF S 1A
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2% StmuABAHel ostd 19974 129 319 WA, $iel 25%ae 97.3%,
z8me) 86% TSR] 98%. HHTE 100%7H HTFAL NS glon, oo F
AAge £ 3209 5890 o2 U FTHE 1). FHIFNE 25849 719%, 3
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o] 183%, 5P 123%7F Fqstn Utk F4 YH2e 2F%HY FS Az
o 2% FuFHo] 753%2 7}F Wkon, FFze 233%, 19 I 4ol 14%°1Uh
B T aEstae B A f FExde 9% dmFol & 39.6%, 22.7%] £33}
ou, AHFHNE 47 604%, 773%2 L HFE BAHE 2). FuFHe FARIY
S AWEY, GEAT 39247, ZEA3810%, Y 158409 2F3n AN sw
4 1998395 FAA BFE 7HA Y B GaEo] 2o F4o] Fddm You(®
3), o2 FAHo] F, gz did F¢ vt FU9 o 20% FEI} duF4
of F43A Hu2 ole] ALAHYA e % A FAo] v Fasic
199745 SmFAY ALY 207ME GEE AuRDTo] 560%2 71F BE HE
¢ AARYD, U SANANN 365%, AN GH LuAANM 18% 2N, GaF
4 FUFAME 57% FHEAUKRE 4). YEE2 2073vE EFHRY, 2 FH7} 558%
2 /M8 g%, ool AdHl 208%, Ald-AdHIv] 198%, 94 41% ¢o2 L8=HAY
(B 5). 19959% A9 3887 FHxeue g 2Ate JA(FAF F 1997), 4
Hle BT 1206901008, o]F 4FuH|2 8374, Syl 164¥0] HF ALEHATT o}

¥ 1 AZ SaFy AAEY1997. 12. 31 AA) n(%)
au % 2 5 % 4 5
- A A g 4 o 7 A &} A8 e
(%) (%)
25 %n 5,721 5,566 ( 97.3) 3,784,000 3,015,000 ( 79.7)
z & n 2,720 235 ( 8.6) 2,180,000 107,000 ( 4.9)
1E & 1,892 185 ( 9.8) 2,337,000 60,000 ( 2.6)
E4 g 114 114 (100.0) 23,000 23,000 (100.0)
3t A 10,447 6,100 ( 58.4) 8,324,000 3,205,000 ( 38.5)

(8% QuLABAH A= 199 4)

E 2 34999 4% | n(%)
2% F 4 %234 e
T stm4g AMxdE  FERY 24 Az Rz AA
2583 5566 419(753) 1,299 (23.3) 5489(986) 4 (01) 73 (1.3) 77 ( 14)
Z 8% = 235 43 (183) 50 (21.3) 93 (39.6) 5 ( 21) 137 (58.3) 142 (60.4)
s &x 18 38 (20.5) 4(22 42227 24 (13.0) 119 (64.3) 143 (77.3)
2w 114 108 (94.7) 6 (65 114(100) 0(00  0(00) 0¢(O00)
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¥ 3 9dx9 499 4%

TR ‘92 o] A ‘93 ‘94 ‘95 ‘96 ‘97 ‘93 ~ ‘97
5% 1,513 675 1,126 826 927 499 4,053
% =n — — — 23 208 235
158w — — — 4 180 185
E4 %= 105 — 2 1 5 1 9
73 A 1,618 675 1,128 832 959 888 4,482

(ZE4R RuRAPAL AE: 1998, 4)

¥ 4 aFH 408 A9 28019979 E) (@9: gy
2 = Qe
7 A =g 29dA g=Fy AT ove vew FUSA
25 %@ 79635 284245 (357%) 46921 ( 57%) 450485 (565%) 14,984 ( 1.9%)
z 8 ®m 24016 10365 (432%) 1,086 ( 45%) 12,330 (513%) 235 ( 1.6%)
DEGT 19352 8317 (43.0%) 642 (33%) 10,328 (53.4%) 65 ( 0.3%)
=E4%m 687 5827 (852%) 39 (06%) 883 (12.9%) 88 ( 1.3%)
& A 846840 308,754 (365%) 48,688 ( 5.7%) 474,026 (56.0%) 15372 ( 1.8%)

(L& R ARHR 2 8: 1998. 4)

5 Gugd 4399 5 28319974 x) (9l Aeq)
8 A A Aujm A Ay A g & 9
25 8@ 79,635 152,562 (192%) 166,843 (20.9%) 443,711 (55.7%) 33,519 ( 4.2%)
2 8% ®m 24016 10,614 (44.2%) 804 ( 33%) 12,242 (51.0%) 356 ( 1.5%)
nE&%T 19352 4,525 (234%) 1,749 ( 9.0%) 12535 (64.8% 543 ( 0.3%)
E48%3 6837 348 ( 5.1%) 2,432 (35.6%) 3,808 (557%) 249 ( 3.6%)

£ A 846840 168,049 (19.8%) 171,828 (20.3%) 472,296 (55.8%) 34,667 ( 4.1%)

2 34 8¢ 2 249 9% 97 A%
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JFAFD RS Tk Behd FAA YW F2 adg.
& 92 FFARFE AgsA, HmFANee] A TWA A 32 1 39 HuF

2l9] 4R7|FEE AT
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B. 449 =% 7IINQ ; Index of Nutritional Quality)

FYYUEE 1000kcal?] FFel g YHAHYL FFLFo s HAHY, AF 4F2 9
Fo] AL Yt ol FYLUEY ML A, HuFgHe He * T4 4L
43T Hrle Hénsen(l973)°] A ¢+E INQ(ndex of Nutritional Quality)7} f8&3}4 A8 ®rch
INQel o3 A Felu, &4 E& A9 dFol $Fd FeloMe L d¥ LS Hoty
F Atk " FF4Y INQ/F L HEFE HIAY B, FHAFY FUtROE AT
g HH7E BolANEZR, €% AE LA 42 G ¥4 HFo| BoldA
. EF Y PrldA §F F%4Y INQZF ¥ 4L I 49 FE FUHIE,
A HARL F7Id L= §A gerng, 53 4Y¥LE AAF AFs
HA dFe] 298 ¢ Jvh. ol INQJ & 422 nyd IFE 2HeA god
A oHE 4FLE FEYE F ASE G

@® INQ = 2]F 1000kcale] FH8 FHYFLYF /| €F 1000kcal F SHISL: AR F

x=,

@ INQ = AFEY 5F I¥L ¥/IFY 4L 71 A vg %)/
FHFFY AR ZNEZFA AE HE& (%)

Z INQE 54 49 JYYUE BAd 2ol F2 Yoz IA dow, 4
gl YL AAYT A J¥29 FH HAHFES € FE FL ARE 2300

C. 49 JYAYE JYHHT 994 AP <:MAR:Mean Adequacy Ratio)

BF 9%A HAYT(MARMean Adequacy Ratio)2 4 2 JdAol HFH|(NAR:
Nutrient Adequacy Ratio)& T3 ¥ 1 o9l & 12 UF3l3, 1 039 ge aUE A
et Z+ GYire) YA HRPHE BT B FhGuthrie, Scheer 1981). o] WL 4
T AHubEel A& HY £ UAou, ZF dF2Y FAEVE FUSA A H 2TlA
ol JYivl FEXHJEV ¢ F e @] ded, sEve 42 o5 49 =g
02 olFolA lorg, Z 49 Hride ALY,

@ 332 ZAu)(NAR: Nutrient Adequacy Ratio)=F ¥4 ¥%F /| %4 71EFH IS LD

® U7 9%2 HAHE:MAR:Mean Adequacy Ratio)
= 7t ¥2FHAGu 9 FUolA4L 12 A | %4 AF



3. 4a 92 S99 AAAY H7):
JgAi-@71 B4 (Nutrient- Cost Evaluations)

49 A8 W7t Schauss}t Briggs(1983)9] FF/HEE ©l 839 oS Fo] £4
B ole AFH HFvle I FEF FULE ATV A8, I%E 2AY
BARA HF R S AP PEE deE
@ 71 1009 HH ¢ 5 A JFLFE AL

nutrient = nutrient
100 4 cost X 100

@ ©71 100 ¥ HAY F Ae YL 7I1EF HAE(%) & AY

nutrient % standard - nutrient % of standard
100 9 cost X 100
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Table 6. Ranking of Energy and Nutrients Contents in One Serving Portion of Menu
Group of School Lunch Program

Energy content Protein content Vitamin A content  Vitamin C contentt Ca content

Rank Menu % of Menu % of Menu % of Menu % of Menu % of

group RDA group RDA group RDA group RDA group RDA
% % % % %
1 One dish 60.4 One dish 66.9 One dish 43.2 Fruit 171.0 Milk 75.0
2 Rice 40.1 Side B 62.2 Side C 418 One dish 809 Stew 39.5
3 Side BY 336 Stew 41.6 Soup 272 Soup 56.6 Soup 22.3
4 Side A? 242 Side A 36.9 Milk 230 Stew 54.1 One dish 172
5 Milk 16.9 Rice 324 Side A 214 Salad 48.6 Side C 82
6 Salad 154 Milk 29.0 Side B 173 Side C 46.7 Side A 6.7
7 Stew 12.8  Soup 19.0 Salad 168 Kimchi  31.0 Kimchi 6.1
8 Soup 5.7 Salad 7.5 Stew 142 Side B 305 Side B 59
9 Side C* 49 Side C 70 Kimchi 100 Side A 14.4 Salad 52
10 Fruit 3.5 Kimchi 4.1 Fruit 59 Milk 0.0 Rice 49
11 Kimchi 1.6  Fruit 22 Rice 0.0 Rice 0.0 Fruit 2.4

1) % of SLP RDA(Recommended Dietary Allowance) standard = Nutrient / SLP RDA standard per one meal x 100
2) Side A : roasted, hard-boiled or grilled meat side dish
3) Side B : panbroiled, fried or steamed meat side dish

4) Side C : steamed, dressed or raw vegetable side dish (Y34, 1997)

Table 7. Ranking of INQ of Each Nutrient in One Serving Portion of Representatlve
Menu Group of School Lunch Program.

Protein Vitamin A Vitamin C Ca
S Mew  mo  Mew e M mo  pew e
1 Soup an Kimchi 6.82 Fruit 49.56 Milk 4.45
2 Stew 3.62 Side C 6.05 Kimchi 19.35 Kimchi 4.02
3 Kimchi 262 Soup 4.52 Soup 10.20 Soup | 3.99
4 Side BY 1.80 Fruit 1.70 Side C 0.10 Stew 2.81
5 Milk 1.72 Mitk 1.36 Stew 448 . Side C 231
6 Side ¥ 1.65 Stew 1.22 Salad 316 Fruit 0.71
7 Side A” 1.57 Salad 1.06 One dish 1.34 Salad 0.34
8 One dish 1.12 Side A 0.85 Side B 1.27 One dish  0.28
9 Fruit 0.83 One dish 0.67 Side A 0.62 Side A 0.26
10 Rice 0.81 Side B 0.57 Rice 0.0 Side B 0.21
11 Salad 0.48 Rice 0.00 Milk 0.0 Rice 0.12

1) INQ(Index of Nutritional Quality) : Nutrient % of SLP RDA standard / Energy % of SLP RDA standard

2) % of SLP RDA(Recommended Dietary Allowance) standard = Nutrient / SLP RDA standard per one meal x 100
3) Side A : roasted, hard-boiled or grilled meat side dish

4) Side B : panbroiled, fried or steamed meat side dish

5) Side C : steamed, dressed or raw vegetable side dish (Y 3%, 1997)



Table 8. Nutrient-Cost Evaluation in One Serving Portion of Representative Menu Group of

School Lunch Program.

Energy-Cost Evaluation Protein-Cost Evaluation Vit:maﬁ;(xl‘ost v“:,':l’:mg;ﬁm Ca-Cost evaluation
Rank Menu hlﬂoo, %]}DA Menu %0{) %?DA Menu Rl%o/ i Menu tlnogo/ ﬁgoDA Menu ;1(1)5/ b
group wonz’ 100 3 group won 100 group won 100 group won won group won 100
wWOn' won won won

keal % g (% RE (%) mg mg (%)

1 Rice 2417 345 Rice 56 281 Side C 746 37.3 Fruit 1710 1033 Milk 1111 417
2 Side A 924 132 Stew 43 216 Soup 326 163 Onc dish 809 438 Side A 523 196
3 Salad 775 111 Side A 39 196 Side A 306 153 Soup 566 437 Rice 485 182
4 gs'"’h 725 104 Milk 32 161 Kimchi 290 145 Stew 541 401 Side C 317 119
5 SideB 691 99 SideB 30 150 Mik 256 128 Salad 486 349 Sowp 197 74
6 Milk 656 9.4 Soup 30 149 Salad 229 114 Side C 467 310 Stew 1L5 43
7  Stew 463 66 Onedish 23 116 Stew 193 97 Kimchi 310 144 Side B 104 39
8 Soup 306 44 Kimchi 15 7.7 Fruit 163 82 Side B 305 14.1 Salad 97 36 °
9 SideC 293 42 Side C 12 60 ggg 146 73 Side A 144 87 Onedish 78 29
10 Kimchi 212 30 Salad 11 53 SideB 144 72 Milk 00 00 Kimchi 59 16
11 Fruit 189 27 Fruit 04 12 Rice 006 0.03 Rice 00 00 Fruit 42 16

1) % of SLP RDA(Recommended Dietary Allowance) standard = Nutrient / SLP RDA “standard per one meal x 100
2) Nutrient content / 100 won = Nutrient content/cost x 100
3) Nutrient % of SLP RDA standard / 100 won = Nutrient % of SLP RDA standard / cost x 100 (YA <%, 1997)
4) Side A : roasted, hard-boiled or grilled meat side dish
S) Side B : panbroiled, fried or steamed meat side dish

6) Side C : steamed, dressed or raw vegetable side dish (%) 734, 1997)

Table 9. Ranking of Energy Content and Energy-Cost Evaluation of One Serving
Portion of the Representative Menu of School Lunch Program.
Energy content Energy - Cost Evaluation
Rank menu Energy ttal?\{)d;r: d Menu Energy Cost 1013: avlv c{ n’ ?WRB‘?I{:

(ied) % (ied) (won) (i) %
1 gt 543.2 77.9 Faa 285.7 11 257.4 36.8
2 lolglo] A 4815 68.9 4 279.6 112 249.6 35.7
3 257 € 406.9 58.1 4 283.9 118 2404 343
4 LIRS 393.9 56.3 »ay 277.6 119 233.2 333
5 o2 371.9 53.1 Ayt 2783 155 228.1 326
6 @53 353.5 50.5 #H o)y} 288.0 136 211.8 303
7 ke 3518 50.3 Ad Lol 158.6 87 182.5 26.1
8 3 %“# 288.3 412 Ed LB 134.0 85 157.6 225
9 o)yt 288.0 411 LR L 140.0 89 1573 25
10 = 285.7 40.8 Az 186.1 143 130.1 18.6

a. % of standard = Energy(kcal) / SLP standard per one meal(700 kcal) x 100
b. kcal / 100 won = Energy content / cost x 100
c %

of standard / 100 won = Energy % of standard / cost x 100



Table 10. Protein Content, INQ of protein, and Protein-Cost Evaluation of One Serving
Portion of the Reperesentative Menu of School Lunch Program

Protein content INQ Protein-cost evaluation
%RDA
Rank Menu Pr:tei :’sz; Menu Protein INQ® Menu Protein Cost 11?:5) t:jgﬁ c 1(/)0
WOI’\d
(8 % (8) (8) (won) (g %
1 Fdid 313 1567 Hold 64 580 FiA 313 231 13.6 67.8
2 €93 238 1190 Ro|= 50 568 §=29Y 6.6 65 10.2 50.8
3 AAA 186 932 eANAA 111 555 Hej= 50 53 9.4 470
4 R®A 169 843 EHA 313 502 @Iy 90 111 8.1 405
5 gZ4I$ 158 792 AAA) 186 458 @y 70 112 6.3 314
6 =3"AEl 150 750  #o|X Fo| 66 440 ARLo| 5.1 87 59 294
7 dlojglo]A 148 741 v 33 422 239%A 111 192 58 288
8 #4 146 731 &A% 51 420 SRA7N 55 97 5.7 28.1
9 B3 135 677  #sEldA 06 420 HoR 64 120 5.3 26.7
10 9= 135 67.6 AZANEZE 49 409 gy} 59 118 5.0 25.1

a. Protein % of RDA = Protein(g) / SLP RDA standard per one meal(20g) x 100

b. INQ(Index of nutritional quality) = Protein % of standard / Energy % of standard
c. Protein content / 100 won = Protein content / cost x 100

d. % of standard / 100 won = Protein % of standard / cost x 100

Table 11. Vitamin A Content, INQ of Vitamin A, and Vitamin A-Cost Evaluation of
One Serving Portion of the Reperesentative Menu of School Lunch Program

Vitamin A content INQ Vitamin A - Cost Evaluation
%RDA
Rank .. % of — N Vit A/

Menu Vltimm RDA Menu Vltaxmn INQ® Menu Vlt;mm Cost 100 160
won' d

won'

(RE) % (RE) (RE) (won) (g) %

1 AEAYE 3184 1592 AIFXEZT 2394 1981 AlFAYE 3184 106 3004 150.2
2 ANFANEFT 2984 1197 20/FA 409 1780 APo] 117.9 87 1356 678
3 YRS 1903 952 AlgAUE 3184 1582 AFAEAF 2394 178 1345 673
4 237 1774 887 HLA 488 1381 HAHE 1903 145 1313 656
5 Ay 1641 821 EvE 376 1180 AYIE 105.3 87 121.0 605
6 #3 1339 670 HARE 1903 975 ¥E53Y3A 488 52 938 469
7 AgBo] 1180 590 =H¥GE 275 647 BZH 1134 150 756 378
8 ez% 1134 567 AYYE 1056 629 EuH 705 105 671 336
9 3&lojg}elx 1106 553 <L.ojA 3 268 526 Ev®E 376 63 59.7 298
10 RAYYE - 1053 526, €7H 1134 512 SE%75) 544 97 56.0 280

a. Vitamin A % of standard = Vitamin A (RE) / SLP standard per one meal(200RE) x 100
b. INQ(Index of nutritional quality) = Vitamin A % of standard / Energy % of standard
c. Vitamin A content / 100 won = Vitamin A content / cost x 100

d. % of standard / 100 won = Vitamin A % of standard / cost x 100



Table 12. Vitamin C Content, INQ of Vitamin C, and Vitamin C-Cost Evaluation of
One Serving Portion in the Reperesentative Menu of School Lunch Program

Vitamin C content INQ Vitamin C - Cost Evaluation

Rank Vitamin % of Vitamin Vitamin Vitg;nin %R/DA
Menu c RDA® Menu C INQ® Menu C Cost 100 IOOd

won® won

(mg} % (mg) (mg) (won) (mg) %
1 @l 644 3860 @7 644 1538 EnE 16.8 6 267 1600
2 @ 293 1755 EnE 168 630 SAa 2.0 36 249 1491
3 AFAYE 260 1560 290132 76 394 ASAJYE 260 106 245 1471
4 A 247 1482 HAF3 100 356 & 293 141 207 1244
5 NEFXNEFF 195 1170 EuE 128 360 ©7| 644 351 183 1100
6 ZutA 176 1056 & 293 341 7AYUE 15.7 87 180 1082
7 EnE 168 1008 HjFZA) 95 276 @¥&IA 88 52 169 1015
8 wA¥g 166 996 aa)Pa 66 264 A=Y 125 81 154 926
9 U4 16.1 9%.3 =4 90 261 Tuh}E 128 84 152 919
10 A9YE 157 940 L0144 52 241 wWi33xA 95 72 131 78.7

a. % of standard = Vitamin C / SLP standard r one meal(16.67mg) x 100

b. INQ(Index of nutritional quality) = Vitamin % of standard / gy % of standard
¢. Vitamin C / 100 won = Vitamin C content / cost x 100

d. Vitamin C % of standard / 100 won = Vitamin C % of standard / cost x 100

Table 13. Ca Content, INQ of Ca, and Ca-Cost Evaluation of One Serving Portion
of the Reperesentative Menu of School Lunch Program

Ca content INQ Ca - Cost Evaluation

%RDA

Rank Menu ca Sof Menu Ca INQ Menu Ca Cost Cl::)o/ /
RDA" won® 100

won

(mg) % (mg) (mg) (won) (mg) %

1 A7 2495 936 FYEF 604 794 6 2000 180 1111 417
2 & 2000 750 WMol¥Fo] 1242 620 FEAHN 1063 97 1096 416
3 ERzZY 1466 550 HAFH 26.7 6.09 A 1245 121 1029 386
4 AAF 1245 467 ©2X 148 540 FUER 604 63 959  36.0
5 wWolX o) 1242 466 AISANEAFF 790 491 AYYE 803 87 923 346
6 DAAM 1149 431 AARA 2495 460 Wol¥Fo] 1242 143 869 326
7 ¥dd 1115 418 HANRe 202 460 F2Y 369 65 568 213
8 EuAHM 1063 399 20)7A 137 447 ©E2x 148 28 529 198
9 Hx#L& 902 338 $% 2000 445 €A 360 202 522 196
10 AQUE 803 301 A= 1245 415 SHA 115 231 482 181

a. % of standard = Ca / SLP standard per one meal (266.67mg) x 100

b. INQ(Index of nutritional quality) = Ca % of standard / Energy % of standard
¢. Ca / 100 won = Ca content / cost x 100

d. % of standard / 100 won = Ca % of standard / cost x 100
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