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Effect of Nutrition Education Program on Nutrition Behavior of Housewives
in a Loow-Income Urban Area

Kang Myung-Hee * Song Eun-Joo - Lee Mee-Sook * Park Ock-Jin
Department of Food and Nutvition, Han Nam University

ABSTRACT

This study evaluated the effectiveness of affected-based program in changing the nutrition
attitudes and behavior of a group of low-income housewives in a urban area near industrial
complex, using pre-, post-. and one month retention test measures of nutrition attitudes,
knowledge, and nutrition behavior. The sample consisted of treatment group(n=58) and
control group(n=68, 66 or 61). The treatment group participated in a four-week nutrition
course of eight hours offered by faculty members of department of Food and Nutition
in Han Nam University.

At the conclusion of the program the respondents had improved nutrition attitudes, increa-
sed nutrition knowledge and improved dietary diversity and dietary quality scores. Nutrition
attitude scores rose significantly from the pretest to post-test for the treatment group only.
However, this improvement was not maintained one month after education. Nutrition know-
ledge score of the treatment group increased significantly from the pretest to posttest and
pretest to retention test.

Nutrition behavior wls measured by food practice. dietary diversity and dietary quality
scores. The mean food practice score, dietary diversity and dietary quality scores were signifi-
cantly increased from pretest to posttest for the treatment group. Only dietary diversity
scores was maintained from posttest to retention test for the treatment group.

There was a good correlation between nutrition knowledge and attitude scores at the
pretest. However, no significant corrlation was found between nutrition knowledge and
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attitude scores at the posttest. At the pretest, nutrition knowledge or attitude and behavior
were not correlated, but there were significant correlations between nutrition knowledge

or attitude and behavior at the posttest.

It was concluded that a four-week nutrition education program of eight hours duration

for the target people can lead to a change in dietary behavior as well as nutrition knowledge

and attitude.

KEY WORDS : nutrition education * nutrition knowledge - nutrition attitude * nutrition be-
havior - dietary diversity - dietary quality - food practice score - low-income

housewife.

Nooo=
AFNAY YIRS Z2IYL, Ado] WA
599 1h02 daA JuFc WA
g Aoldgs 7l ), £ A& Y
OE ©ed gAY 2 49 g5
HAE Fe A gFe Z2aPoz FAH

He JInS ZzFaYe AL
A—2A A 0)7] Bite AL —FAA 7= 7
ARA SR E 24Ee 2H4
A fo, A o] HF °=‘°Jﬂ%oﬂ

Ry

K 5
Ho

_1,3

O ook o A oofy R i
Y
)
o

B ded SRR 3 &
450 2R Hrlo) od =87 517

_—

2 uE e dYng T2a9e asE
FEAHY 5 2o °}L433r vhE A g A e
= :n }JA@%Q. Q‘@Eﬂ' "‘EZ'];E]?l %Eﬂi’l %
7 Vel RAojojok & Zic’]
SimsV= L ge] ThE BRG] A 2
R HALe EHvto g = BEEESTY A9 4
Age] WM 4BoA dojuert = AL
Z4%  slojor gotn AT 2 4
AZ FL¢uge AFIH L AT FFYEFo=
FEAHE o] HAFY AANAE O F =F
e AAAA 18] 2o B ot I o) %
Az AHe #5387 4
BAe Brts 87 2R 2
0

o
i
o
oL

E 238 4 & ARH Py, xE

P

71%e Bk TEE) 2oz 9e e
ok gl
J2ge] AR JPuge A%g 4|

g E450.2 #38 Heje 77 &R
U, &g gtEfe ARSD gl g¢asd
SERELEEEEEREE LU EE
o ek A A GAS e B 95 W
=) wstol meh e 4 Qi Aol B
W57t 04 dojuel AT BFe} Balrt &
& ntm 9. & g54 FAEM 4A 4
FEYY JFG] QAANTFY JFugRGE
PEwiztd o e 2512 & gl Rosanderd
Sims¥’= WIC(women, infants and children) &
2390 $5¢ ololgel omUEL Yoz
APAFY 999 At FFTEL AAFL 2
&Y ART SR & A, FNAE A4
2 i A5 BEAL UG ws
+ 9 st

& 27} 1 %%*E%A EFHRAGe £ £
27 Bol &3 HEe dez 4EAY
= %5}}_,‘]_1)8 \15) g ed kg W 3} A}7}1)8)10013)
1616) glow] olg} Bio] HZow RFo wE
25 o) mi}?— T4 BEE Axvl 2
PR Slck &, IR o 4yF WIS
H7] flsiA e 24/*7\_} AAdE5er H4F 2 4
a0 T AFE B4 BEoEs117-20)
24X FAYPL R ZAE HEE o] ArRe
2 Z45te Aate] ¥ = (diery quality)§ 2



2%

ol

RAVBING) . AHHE] 7hAS wE 2]
T (dietary diversity) & B48 A% A5
B0 whlo] o) AIRE T glon, I8 93
A Fel 474 AHAE B ¥ "= AY
ZA} JFEAPIF0] 20]7]E grt. ool v
FAGAAE 94 oS WEes & 9PN
W #Rez ged 439¢ duza 47 9
Aoy 7EzA Fol #F d7E Bou
FIFAGEL AT T 19 EFHE 9y Sy
goz grlal B Aot EoA) gfod JFu S

o] FYANEY W) L 25 ALEH 2ol
#F F7t T8 g Polrp A,

39 ¢2uet 49 94, B FHE 9%
o) ZAES BE BAD 9 FEAGEW uy
Zusd) O Joki AR AgR) ¥

TTE
ZaRem 33 1452 e) 2] B2
FHE9 J4EH

FE FRE EHn ALES

aol oS Yzt ute ¥t H2 oy T2
Aol AaES A ddde 2A 20
= olge] JFMH AuE AFFA W
3] BESPL FI| ARolu BEo| §FFo
Add Aoz vty & A zARERAe
b o] o] iR FFa UM AZFSY
-’F%‘- Hrell AHskA R gle Ao
Hol o} A9l gk BB AN ALHE
& 21211:} Rotolg oA g F=UEA, &
W5 AxHE AEFE A}E’ figcte F
apAstA 2 é.%*& ARAAE =2
wteh. rﬂra}l\ UE FFEAES

2 hAe g

—'.5
_'_.0

%3

;_. r-l,u

' orie

<]
a5

bj-lr
1SN

ZAUE W AU

L ZAA T iz 2 712

2 zAbe qAEA 9T dasel 4A38

LA dd FEAGE F4o® T Fl 40
NE FH 3699 (A 2D L A e g 3o 19899
6% 209 R-¥] 8 20 7R AAFH T W3 A
A e a5y AGns F53ze &S ol
Palgon ASToE HAE FREANAL 45
78] d¥ng TEOWL oI E &k

7 o] YRS o
(control group)® 457+
4 (treatment group) 2.
STk

ST B dFuES AAE] A AdE
AH(pretest) B StPal AFEFo| 13 ARFEFAL
(posttest), LT W-HTL 17]LFo 23 ALE
FA}(retention test) & FA|sFH ) ZALY 2o
B 94 2AARe] 49y w3 g 2o} <

F&A AR A7) fste] ddAEe 9%, &
44E, Agol, 1543, 1759 2 éwl:q
2o g3ty ARAR FABIACH ojojAM B

Fo) BAQ Qdns ARARFE AT Az g-_A}

2 s 2 AFNHEE 94 FEAZ =
Aetgen A8E 48 Al 2443 48
L2 ZARY 4AT AF HEE AT
BE 2AE THLL ANE gddw 213

Sk ol )
=g 9x D0l 9 ZAIE FIE
At AE T pehid 1AW AU 7
Foe WEEW YATAY FRABE W)Y



Table 1. Number of the subjects for control and treatment groups

Pretest Posttest Retention test Total
Control group 68 66 61 195
Treatment group 53 58 58 174
Total 126 124 119 369
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Table 2. Statements of attitude toward nutrition related activities
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Table 3. Statements of nutrition knowledge test

Statemcnts

About five food groups
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Table 4. Comparison of demographic characteristics of control and treatment groups

Control group

Demographic - Treatment Sig.
characterfstics Pretest Posttest Retention test group
(n=68) (n=66) (n=61)
Age(year) 31.6+6.7! 353.24 7.1 58.5+6.9 346+9.2 N§?
Education 9.6 2.8 10.2+ 3.0 9.7x 3.3 9.6+ 5.5 NS
level(year)
Percentage of 20.6 27.3 21.3 12.1 -
employment( %)
Size of family 4.0+1.1 4.0+ 0.8 4.0+ 0.9 4.4%1.5 NS
(persons)
Household income 502+ 244 518+ 185 499+ 256 467+ 201 NS
level(1000won/month)
Expenses for food 178+ 82 184+ 97 180+ 89 163+ 83 NS
(1000won/month)
1. Mean* 5D

2. NS=Not significant at a=0.05 level between groups by F-lest.
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Table 5. Tortal nutriton attitude scores of control and treatment groups before and after nutrition educa-

ton

" Control

Treatment

Significan
Number of Number of L <€
Score . Score .
Subjects Subjects
Pretest 52.0% 5.6! 68 51.1£ 7.3 58 N§2
Posttest 50.1+ 7.3 66 46.4+ 7.3 58 Kk
Retention test 49.6+7.2 61 47.2+6.3 58 N§

1. Meanz 5D ! Using the following formet for scoring :
for statements 3,4,6,8,9,11,16,17,18,19,20(See Table 2), where 5=swongly agree, 1=

=strongly agree, 5=strongly disagree except
strongly disagree:

2. NS=Not significant at ¢ =0.05 level between groups by Student t-test.

*#p<0.001
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Table 6. Nutrition knowledge scores of control and treatment groups before and after nutrition education

Retention test

Nutrition

Posttest

Pretest

Control Treatment Sig. Control Treatment Sig.
(n

Sig.

Treatment

Control

{n
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{n=58)
9.1% 5.1

=61)

{(n

(n=358)

66)
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44125
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Score

*

£

=)

+I

w

44127

N§?

5129}

Score about five
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NS

9.3 2.0

88L 1.6

9.8%15
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86146

835%13
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184+ 42
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*

"

13.03.3 19.0+ 3.9

NS

*33

13.0

15.4% 3.6

Total nutrition

knowledge score
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Table 7. Total food practice scores' based on the frequendcies of food intake of control and treatment
groups before and after nutrition education

Control Treatment L
- Significance
Number of Number of
Score . Score .
Subjects Subjects
Pretest 10.6+ 3.62 68 11.2£3.2 58 N§3
Posttest 9.9+25 66 12331 58 K
Retention test 11.1+ 5.2 61 12.0+ 2.9 58 NS

1. For all food groups escept for instant foods, the scoring system was :

: 0=0-2 time/weeks, 1=35-5 u-

mes/week, and 2=6-7 tumes/week. For instant food group 2=0-2 times/week, 1=3-5 times/week, and

0=6-7 times/week.
2. Mean®k 5D

8. NS=Not significant at 0.=0.05 level between groups by Student t-test.

#22p.0.001
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Table 10. Comparison of mean scores T standard deviation for various measurements of contro! and treatment groups before and after nutrition

education

Sig.

Retention test

Treaument group

Posttest

(n
46.41 7.3,

Pretest

{n
511 7.3.°2

Sig.

Conurol group
Posttest Retention test

Preiest

(n
52.0% 5.6

61)

(n
47.2% 6.3

66)

68)

=61)

{n
196% 7.2

66)

(n=

68)

NS§!

50.1% 7.3

Attitude toward nutrition

=100)
Nutrition knowledge score

{Max. score

18.0f 33 1371 38 NS 13.0f 33, 19.0£3.9 18.4% 4.2,

J3.4% 36

23)

Food practice score

{Max. score

12.5% 5.1 12.0t 2.9 NS

NS 112 3.2

11.1+ 3.2

09t 25

106 3.6

20)

Dietary diversity score

(Max. score

15.9% 4.3, 153t 4.4

NS 13.3% 4.7,

1351 4.1

1571 4.3

15.1% 4.4

71.71 8.2, 70.5% 10.8.

NS 66.9115.7,

67.2 11.1

65.9110.6

65.0£13.1

Dietary quality score

100)

Not significant at o
9. In the same row, values with different subscripts significant

{Max. score

0.05 level between groups by F-test

NS=

1.

0.05 level by Duncan’s multiple rante test

ly different [rom each oterh at o

#45<0.01

#p<0.05,
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Table 11. Correlation coefficients’ among nutri-
don knowledge(K), attitude toward nut-
rition(A), and dietary quality score(D)?
of treatment groups

Correlation Treatment
Pretest K — A —0.468%"
K-—-D 0.267
A—D —0.270
Postiest K — A —0.198
K—-D 0.472%%
A—D —0.4757%

1. Pearson’s correlation coefficients.
2. Arbiirarily selected parameter among the three
nutrition behavior parameters(such as dietary qua-
lity score, food practice score and dietary diversity
score) in this sudy.

**p<C0.001
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