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ABSTRACT

The satisfaction of clementary school children and their parents with the school lunch -
program by foodservice system was assessed by questionnaire. 787(347 rriale, 417 female) Sch'

grade clementary school children and 761 parents parcicipatc#:»Foods‘e_t_xﬁg; systems of the
schools were of 4 types : central/commissary ; satellite/commissary ; conventional/contracted
. and delivery/contracted. The most joyful mealtime for children was. identified as anch
because of eating with friends. Satiety and leftovers after lnch varied according to the

foodservice system. For example, there was less satiefy in the| contracted system and more
leftovers in the delivery system than in the others. Foods tsted bettgr-n the commissary-

system than in the contracted one. The contracted system, especially the delivery/congracted
system, was poor for keeping rice and soup hot. The childrcn;t: food habits such as cating a
greater variety of foods and good table manner wes¢ improw v
program. Most parcnts well understood the main purpose of the; school lunch program to be-a
source of education on nutrition and table manner, as well as 2 way in which to provide the
same meals to all stadents and savé the time & work ieeded to prepare home lunches. Parents
claimed that hygiene, taste, good nutrition, nutrition education and food amount should be
improved. This was dspecially true for hygiene in the commissary system and taste-in the
contracted system. Furthermore, they stressed that better taste and hygiene aré the most
important criteria for good school foodservice systems. In conclusion, “pasents wanted the
school lunch program to be continued and preferred the cbnvim:idﬁa! systern. The ménu for

the school foodservice system should be selected with considdration of ‘childien's préferenice

such as by periodical food preference tests. A nutridon educadon program should slso ‘be
provided to correct bad food habits of childrens. (Korean J Nutrifion 31(2) : 179~191, 15?98}
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Table 1. Number of elementary school chvldren participating in survey by foodservice system N{%)
Compmissary Contragted Managerrent L

Foodservice system Central Satellite Convennoy_ Delivery o _Total

Male 70(39.8)  79(42.0) - 109(509) 89(426) . 347(441) -

Female 89(50.6) = 107(56.9) o3 48.1) He( 564 417(530)

no_response, . A7 96y - A 09 2 09) 10, 229

Total 1?%(1009) gaaﬂuo 0‘" SNA00.0) BTN ey
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Table 2. Identification of the enjoyable meal %(N)
i Commissary Contracted Management 2
Foodservice system Central Satellite ~ Conventional  Delivery Total x-test
Enjoyable mealtime
Breakfast 23 1.6 47 4.3 3.3( 26)
Lunch 50.0 50.5 47.2 349 45.4(357) 25.86*
Supper 47.7 479 48.1 58.9 50.8(400)
no response - - - 1.9 0.5( 4)
Reason for enjoyable lunch
Eating with friends 69.3 52.6 75.2 71.3 67.0(239)
Daily change 12.5 20.2 14.8 12.3 15.1( 54)
Good taste 9.1 15.8 7.0 55 95(34 2381
Others 8.0 2.1 1.0 2.7 3.4(12)
no response 1.2 9.5 20 8.2 5.0(18)
Reason for enjoyable breakfast or supper
Better taste 17.0 30.1 327 28.8 27.7(118)
Easy to eat whole meal 21.6 17.2 8.0 9.8 13.4( 57)
Favorite dish 34 129 15.0 159 12.4( 53)
Clean foods 10.2 12.9 98 9.8 10.6( 45) 40.29**
Clean environment 10.2 10.7 53 15.2 10.6( 45)
Others 21.6 10.8 248 14.4 17.8( 76)
no response 16.0 5.4 44 6.1 7.5(32)
*p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Table 3. Satiety and food amount of school funehes - o :
o : i " Cohissaty Coniacted Mafiagement I
Foo{jsemcé system Central .~ Satellite  Conventional Delivary . Total x-tgs g
Satiety after lunch . B
Full 125 20.7 10.3 17.2 131419 -
Adequate 722 70.2 64.5° 679 685539  40.06***
Not enough 137 7.4 238 14.4 15.10119)
no response 1.7 ’ 1.6 1.4 05 1.3( 10)

Reason for hunger ' _
‘Leftover due to poor taste 20.8 - 23.5 ;46,7 26.1( 31)
Smalisized main dish : 8.4 28.5 35.3 13.3 23.5( 28) .
Smalisized side dish 125 429 137 133 1680200 AT
Leftover due to dislike 333 14.3 7.9 6.7 13.4( 16)
Others 250 14.3 19.6 200 20.2( 24y

Food amount of school lunch v :
Sometimes leftovers 58.0 1.5 46.3 411 . 46.4(365)
Often leftovers 26.1 46.3 42.5 177 33.2(261) -
Eat up 10.2 32 28 196 go(71) 12379
Take eatable amount 45 6.4 19 18.2 79(62)
no response 1.1 2.7 65 3.3 . 36(28)

Reason for leftover food -
Dislike 19 35.2 35.8 333 36.6(229)
Poor taste 223 124 26.3 309 2250141
Fullness 18.2 32.1 2. 122 29037) - e,
Hair, bad ingredient 54 8.5 6.8 » 7.3 7.0( 44} T
Dirty spoon and dish 1.4 - 0.5 0.8 0.6( 4
Others 4.1 1.2 2.6 41 2.9( 18)
no response 6.7 10.9 5.8 S 114 8.5( 53)
*p <0.05, **xp <0.001 g ) e
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Table 4. School lunch hygiene and dining environment %{N)
. Commissary Contracted Management 2
Foodservice system Central Satellite ~ Conventional  Delivery Total xtest
Drinking water at school
Home-taken water 58.0 28.7 9.8 445 34.3(270)
Barley tea 9.1 19.7 75.2 14 27.6(217)
Bottled product 7.4 43 0.9 32.1 11.4( 90)
Tap wat 40 255 3.7 7.2 9.9(78) 3653
p water
Underground water 4.5 74 - 19 3.3( 26)
Others 9.1 2.1 6.5 4.8 5.6( 44)
no response 8.0 12.2 3.7 8.1 7.9( 62)
Incidents of undesired ingredients(hair)
Once or twice 59.1 49.5 51.4 53.1 53.1(418)
Never 21.0 37.8 31.8 28.7 30.0(236)
Several times 19.3 12.8 16.4 17.2 164129) 1494
no response 0.6 - 0.5 1.0 0.5( 4)
Satisfaction of dining room
Convenient 34.5 445 64.6 259 45.2(308)
Good 47.1 495 325 473 43.2(295)  233.99**+
Inconvenient 17.2 33 24 259 10.3( 70)
no response 1.2 2.7 0.5 09 1.3( 9
Cleaness of dishware, spoons"
Clean 27.8 335 55.6 29.2 37.1(292) 44 52%%*
Food residue 733 65.4 31.8 47.8 53.4(420) 81.79*+*
Wet 21.6 16.0 19.6 39.2 24.4(192) 35.59%+
Broken 19.3 16.0 140 16.7 16.4(129) 5.57
Complaints about dining room”
Not clean 54.5 320 46.0 53.5 46.9(180) 13.04**
Uncomfortable chair 420 454 46.0 19.8 37.8(145)° 19.19%**
Noise 26.8 34.0 419 40.6 35.2(135) 6.28
Unpleasant smell 339 299 39.2 337 33.9(130) 1.62
Limited space 41.1 320 4.1 38.6 31.0(119) 33.27 %>
Far from service counter 23.2 17.5 25.7 218 21.9( 84) 1.87
Wet air 6.3 6.2 6.8 79 6.8( 26) 0.31
Dark 54 8.2 14 59 5.5( 21) 3.92

1) Childrens were asked to choose all that they agreed to

*p <0.05, **p <0.01, ***p <0.001
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Table 5. Food taste and rutfition education of school foodservice progjm ; . ' , %( )
. Commigsary Contracted Manfgement .~ . . .
Foodservice system Central Satellite Conventional Delivesy . ol X'F%t
Taste and temperature of school. lunches o _
Delicious 534 - 57.4 46.7 435 ©49.9393) ' . 23.28%
Warm rice 790 ' 69.7 82.7 66.5 74.5(586) ° 32064
Hot soup 795 © 739 82.2 : 76.1 78.0(614) 19.10**
Taste of school lunches comipared to home meals : ‘
Better 108 22.9 51 . 100 C11.9(.94) 31700
Worse 43.2 T335 49.5 57.9 46.5(366) 25.22%%%
Less salty 205 10.6 150 215 : 16.9(133) 10.60%
More salty 9.1 8.0 12.2 1168 11.7(-92) | 8.88*
Less sweet 7.4 8.0 6.1 14.8 92(72) 1152
More sweet 13.1 96 136 1ms 119(94) 178
Less hot 18.8 207 187 19:1 19.3(152) .34
More hot 222 19.7 140 25.4 20.2(159) 8.97*
Nutrition education . )
Doing 205 20.7 18.2 9.6 17.0(134) 35.63**F
Learning etiquette 48.3 36.7 116 30.6 : 39.0(307)‘ 21.65%*
Practicing etiquette . 290 218 B S 1 I N 32.4(256) 3683
Eating various foods 43.2 ' 26.1 33.2 1378 34.9Q75) . MJﬁ 10*"‘

1) Childrens were asked to choose afl that: they agreed to'

" 2p<005, *"P<ﬁmy TRECO001
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Table 6. School lunch acceptance and food type preference %(N)
Foodservice system Commissary . Contra.cted Manage’ment Total test
Central Satellite Conventional Delivery

Most preferred lunch
School lunch 42.0 56.9 34.6 25.8 39.3(309)
Home-prepared lunch 38.1 234 40.7 58.4 40.7(320) 81.05%*%*
Bath 199 14.4 238 14.8 18.3(144)
no response - 53 0.9 1.0 1.8( 14}

Most preferred food type
Korean 35.2 45.2 52.3 48.3 45.7(360)
Western 42.0 33.0 41.6 38.8 38.9(306) 33.97#%
Chinese 15.3 154 4.7 8.1 10.5( 83)
no response 7.4 6.4 4.8 4.8( 38)

*++p <0.001

1.4




Table 7. Parent's thought aboutv‘s‘chod Iun(:h gam

m{ed MahagamenTF

. - Compissary R
Foodservice system Central Satellite  Conventional  Delivery - Total Lot
Reasons wanting school funch program” - -
Less work for cooking 68.1 54.4 60.8 '58.4 . 60.1(458)
Etiquette and nutr. education ™ 45.7 ., 36.3 60.8 143.7 - 46,9(357)
Same meals 325 36.3 29.6° 378 34.2(260)
Better taste and nutrition 34.3 34.1 332 336 - 33.8(257)
More liked by child 72 13.7 65 . 1% 9.8( 75)
Better hygiene 36 - 66 25 1.4 3.5( 26)
Less cost 36 49 1.0 3.2 3.2(24

Satisfaction of school lunch program ‘
Be satisfied 63.9 74.7 61.3 533 62.8(478) o
Need improvement 343 231 36.7 © 374 _33.252) 41500
Prefer home-prepared lunch 1.2 1.6 1.0 .89 34020 0
no response 0.6 S 05 10 0.5 0.7( 5

School lunch program
Continue ; 98.2 98.4 . 970 855 . . 943(¢718) R
Stop 0.6 05 10 89 . 30023) 5112+
No idea 0.6 05 20 o023 14(11)
no response : 06 0.5 - 33 1.2 9

Improvement needed” ‘
Hygiene 62.0 632 40.2 509 53.5(407)  26.45***
Taste 33.7 28.0 51.8 481 41.(313) 7 30.28*
Nutrition 325 38.5 36.2 402 37.1(282) : 257
Nutrition. education 205 23.6 25.1 229 23.1(176) 1.13
Food amount 199 13.7 18.6 159 17.0(129) 290
Service 16.3 12.6 43 164 1240 94) - 1679
Price 1.2 93 166 17.3 11.7¢ 89) 2975
Dining room 9.0 20.3 35 10.3° 10.6( 81) - 29.05%
Others : 7.2 1.6 4.0 7.5 5.1( 39 8.96

Parent's participation v :
Accept 68.7 64.3 o 256 49.1 ° 50.9(387)
Refuse 17.5. _ 181 - 60.3 383. 3470264y 113.27%F
No idea o120 14.8 136 . 107 - 12.7¢ 97). :
no response 1.8 2.7 05 19 1.7( 13)
1) Parents were asked to choose two answers.. - 2) Parents were asked 1o choose alf that they agreed to

. %+ <0.001
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Table 8. Parent's observations about child’s school lunch acceptance and dietary behaviors changed after school lunch

program

%(N)

Foodservice system Commissary Contracted Management Total et
Central Satellite  Conventional  Delivery

School lunch acceptance
School lunch preferred most 63.3 64.3 59.8 46.3 57.8(440)
Often complained 241 16.5 28.6 33.6 26.1(199) 28.04***
No idea 9.6 14.8 10.6 154 12.7( 97)
no response 3.0 44 1.0 4.7 3.3( 25)°

Changes of dietary behaviors after school lunch program”
Eating more 65.1 63.7 55.3 55.6 59.5(453) 21.89*
Eating various foods 53.0 62.1 54.8 53.7 55.8(425) 14.21
Washing hands 434 41.2 44.7 48.1 44.5(339) 5.24
Improved etiquette 446 41.8 43.7 44.4 43.6(332) 10.23

1) Parents were asked to choose all that they agreed to

**p<0.01, ***p<0.001




Foodservice system ‘ Central - - Satellite COﬁvsntmna! i D" ? ery Totod xz'teﬁ
Criteria for good school foodservice system™ _ ‘ ‘ ‘
Taste and nutrition 464 . 50.5 5_7‘8 | 547 . -52.7(401)
Hygiene 525 472 422 T402 . 4530343 .
Less labor 277 335 31.8° 1299 1308238 ' 3372
Etiquette and nutr. education 356 313 292 220 29.7226)
Child's preference o114 104 70 ' 145 - 10.9( 83)
Less cost 10.2 : 33 9.0 194 . 10.8(8)) )
_Others 18 - 10 14. 1 8
no response 145 23.6 20.1. 177 ~19.0(145)
Preferred school foodservice system. ’ . S
School itself{conventional) - 80.7 68.1 64.8 48] S 64.4190)
Contracted(conventional) 139 15 32 294 227073
Contracted(detivery} 12 121 S5 IR T ATTO083) T 106990+
Contracted(Dosirak) o 30 2.2 05 1 28 S2AAE L
Leased snack. comer 06 - 2.2 - P47, 20015 -
no response 06 38 1.0 18 1.8(14)
Recognition of present school foodservice system I . S R B .
Correct . 669 56.6 49.7 860 . 65.3M497) 67.76%*
Wrong or no response 33.1 434 - 503 140 3470Q64) ‘
1) Parents were asked to choose all that they agreed to #p<0.01, *’?*p(ﬂ.ﬁm o
" Table 10. Reasons of parents‘selecnon.ﬁf school foodservice system™** | i S : (%)
e Cveteny " Convehtional , Contfaeted m@mmﬁ fy
Foodservice system {school itself) Conventional b Qemesy(pusmm
Less labor 18.7 697 »6&2 R 57,5
Taste and nutrition 57.5 35.0 .28 , 375
Hygiene 812 394 369 400
Ftiquette and nutr. education * . 387 278 <983 125
Child's preference 118 3.5 S (I * 7333
Less cost -2 128 . : .15.9' ' fo 6.7
Others .09 0.7 24 o -

1) Parents were asked to choose two answer
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