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A Survey on Nutrition Attitude and Food Habit
of Nationwide Middle School Students’ Mothers
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to provide a baseline assessment and relationship of nutrition
attitude and food habit among mothers of middle school students. Eighteen questions were
developed to test nutrition attitude and food habit test was used to reflect dietziry behavior.
The questionnare was mailed to a representative sample of nationwide middle schools, and

was asked to be answered by mothers of one class’ students.

Usable questionnares were recieved from 4,694 participants of 99 schools. The mean score

of nutrition attitude was 65.9 out of minimum possible score 18 and maximum 90. Nutrition

attitude was weaker in the areas of control and self-efficacy than in intention and outcome-

expectation. The mean score of food habit was 386 out of minimum possible score 12 and

maximum 60. Food habit was weaker in the areas of protein, vitamins & minerals and dietary

fiber than in the other areas. Nutrition attitude and food habit scores were lower among rural,

manually working, lower educated and low-income mothers. There was a significant correlation
between nutrition attitude and food habit(r=0.37, p<{0.001).

KEY WORDS : nutrition attitude * food habit score + middle school students’ mothers.
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Table 1. Mean scores of nutrition attitude and food
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habit of respondants

. No. of . . Mean per
Variable Mean Minimum Maximun .
respondants question
Attitude? 4363 65.9 40.0 90.0 - 87
Food habit? 4415 38.6 20.0 59.0 3.2

1) No. of total questions=18, Minimum possible score=18, Maximun possible score=90.

2) No. of total questions=12, Minimum possible score=12, Maximun possible score= 60.

Table 2. Percentage of respondants showing desirable nutrition attitude”

Item Percentage of
No. Statements respondants
24. 1 think that I need the information about nutrition and dietary life for my health. 90.2%
16. 1 think that the adequate intake of vegetables, seaweeds and fruits is good for the intake ~ 86.3%
of dietary fiber.
10. I intend to intake adequate amount of vitamins and minerals by eating fruits and vegetables. 86.1%
7. 1 intend to intake animal proteins by eating meat, egg, milk and fish. 84.3%
14. 1 think that the adequate intake of vegetable oils is essential to the maintenance of the 82.7%
normal body functon. - |
17. 1 can not eat salty for my health, ™ 80.5%
18. I can give up drink, tobacco and caffeine for my health. 80.1%
9. 1 intend to drink at least a cup of milk a day. 72.5%
12. T intend to maintain the amount of cereal intake to the present level for my health. 75.2%
19. 1 intend to have a nutritous breakfast for a healthful day. 74.3%
20. 1 can control the amount of my diet. 68.1%
8. 1 think that the intake of meat is important for the nutrition of protein, B vitamins 65.9%
and iron.
15. 1 consider the amount of fat when purchasing and eating meat. 59.4%
23. I eat everything 1 want, and I think no more about this. 59.0%
13. 1 intend to decrease the amout of animal fac and cholesterol in my diet. 52.3%
11. I consider energy intake to maintain normal body weight. 47.6%
29. 1 have maintained the same dietary habit for several years, and I can not change my 38.4%
dietary habit at present.
21. 1 can not give up my favorite food for the healthful dietary life. 34.8%

1) Desirable nutrition attitude means the case obwining score 4 or 5 from each question.
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Table 3. Percentage of respondants showing desirable food habit!?

Item Percentage of
Statements
No. respondants
36. How many days do you eat very sweet food per week ? 68.5%
25. How many days do you have regular three-meals-a-day per week ? 62.7%
33. How many days do you have a meal containing at least one of cooked rice, bread and 60.5%
noodle per week ?
34. How many days do you eat a food cooked by vegetable oils per week ? 51.1%

35. How many days do you eat a food which is very salty and cooked with artificial flavor ~ 46.9%

per week ?
26. How many days do you have an adequate amount of diet per week ? 43.1%
30.. How many days do you eat green and yellow vegetables per week ? 38.0%
29. How many days do you eat milk and milk products per week ? 36.6 %
31. How many days do you eat fruits and fruit juices per week ? 34.3%
27. How many days per week do you eat at least one of meat, poultry and egg at more 25.4%
than two meals a day?
28. How many days per week do you eat any of beans and tofu at more than two meals 17.5%
a day?
32. How many days do you eat seaweeds per week ? 14.2%

1) Desirable food habit means the case obtaining score 4 or 5 from each question.
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Table 4. Demographic difference in nutrition attitude and food habit!

Demographic Attitude Means Habit
parameter
Region
Large cities 66.12 39.02
Middle and small cities 66.32 38.92
Rural areas 65.1° 37.7°
Age '
Below 29 years 64.25 36.3°
30—39 years 66.22 38.62
40—49 years 65.740 38.7
Above 50 years 65.'32‘*b 38.14
Occupation
Professional,technical & related and 67.02 39.32
administrative & managerial workers
Clerical workers 64.85< 38.6*
Sales & service workers 65.9b 38.6°
Agricultural, foretry, hunters, fisherman 64.5¢ 37.1b
& related workers
Production & related workers, 64.2¢ 37.12
transport equipment operators & laborers
No occupation 66.62 39.42
The others 64.5¢ 37.12
Education level
Elementary school graduation 63.8¢ 36.5¢
Middle school graduation 65.4> 38.8P
High school graduaton . 66.4>2 39.1
Junior college graduation 67.9% 39.4b
College graduation 68.0% 41.0°
Graduate school graduation 67.5 41.12
Monthly income
Below 500,000won ‘ 63.8¢ $6.3¢
500,000—1,000,000won 65.1° 37.6¢
1,000,000 — 1,400,000won 66.4% 39.3b
1,500,000 2,000,000won 67.2¢ 40.0?
2,000,000— 3,000,000won 67.12 40.5%
Above 3,000,000won 67.12 40.82
Monthly food cost
Below 100,000won 63.44 36.3¢
100,000— 190,000won 65.1° 37.64
200,000 —290,000won 65.6°0 38.8¢
800,000 —390,000won 66.4P>2 38.9
400,000 —490,000won 66.7% 39.3ab
Above 500,000won 66.62 39.92

1) Scores followed by different letters in the same column within a demographic parameter are significantly
different by Duncan’s multiple range test(a=0.05).
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Table 5. Mean score of nutrition attitude concepts

Concepts Items'"’ Means per item?
Self-efficacy 17,18,21,22 3.45+0.59
Control 11,15,20,23 3.39+0.60
Outcome

. 8,14,16,24 3.98+ 0.48
expectation
Intention 7, 9,10,12,13, 3.7510.50

19
1) Ttem numbers are from Table 2.
2) Any difference between two mean concept scores
is significant at P<{0.001 by Student’s t-test.

Table 6. Mean scores of content domains for attitude and food habit

Content domain

Items composing domain

Mean per item

Attitude!’ Food habit? Attitude® Food habit?

Ca 9,10 29,30 3.8510.75 3.13+0.93
Protein 7, 8,9 27,28,29 3.76% 0.59 2.8410.81
Fat 13,14,15 34 3.60% 0.65 3.57+1.0
Vitamins & minerals 8, 9,10 27,29,30,31,32 3.79% 0.61 2.98+ 0.69
Starch 12 33 3.73+0.90 3.71x 14
Dietary fiber 16 30,31,32 4.09+0.74 2.98+0.74
Dietary habit 11,17,18 25,26,35 3.55+ 0.46 3.46+ 0.64

19,20,21 36

22,23,24

1) Item numbers are from Table 2.
2) Item numbers are from Table 3.

3) Any difference between two mean domain scores is significant at P<0.001 by Student’s t—test except
protein and starch. The diference between protein and starch is significant at P<{0.05.
4) Any difference between two mean domain scores is significant at P<{0.001 by Student’s t-test except

vitamins & minerals and dietary fiber.
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Table 7. Stepwise regression of nutrition attitude
against food habit

Variables entered RV
Intention 0.47
Self-efficacy 0.27
Control 0.22
Outcome-expectation 0.16

1) The multiple regression coefficients(R) are shown
for each successive variable added in. Only the
variables significantly improving the predictions at
P<0.001 are included(n=4134).
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