J East Asian Soc Dietary Life 226
15(2): 226~234 (2005)

x| ZstdE2]
A 0| OH-i‘I ol &'
ARt AEG e

f
El

24 UEE TA

Satisfaction with School Food Service of Middle School Students in Daegu

Mi-Ae Jang and Mi-Ja Choi'
Dept. of Food and Nutrition, Keimyung University, Daegu 704-704, Korea

Abstract

A study was conducted to improve satisfaction to school food service and to furnish source materials for nutrient education
by researching degree of satisfaction of middle school students to school food service. Following results are from the study
that targeted 215 male students and 173 female students in 5 middle schools in Daegu. Satisfaction rates regarding taste of
foods, smell, proper temperature, use of seasonal food, cafeteria atmosphere, numbers of side dishes, and kindness of the
cook in a cafeteria were higher than dissatisfaction. And dissatisfaction rates were higher in quantity and quality of foods,
sanitation, purity of table wares, opening to nutrient education and related informations for students, opinion reflection of
students, food serving time and gratification to food serving than the opposite. But the degree of general satisfaction on school
food service were higher than the degree of general dissatisfaction. Sanitation was the first thing to be changed in school
food service, then quantity of food and taste for the last. And there were notable differences between male students and
female students in sanitation satisfaction. The variables that influence on satisfaction to school food service were sanitary
administration, numbers of side dishes, quantity of foods, nutrient, smell and taste when ranked. And the main three things
that have similar rate in quantity with satisfaction rate are taste, smell and nutrient of school food service. Through these
followed results, degree of general satisfactions to school food service were higher than degree of general dissatisfactions. But
sanitation, quantity and quality of foods, taste, and food serving size were not satisfactory for students in rate. Therefore
it has to be improved to enhance satisfactions to middle school food service.

Key words : School food service satisfaction, middle school students.
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Table 1. The characteristics of the study subjects

Variables Male(N=215) Female(N=173)  p-value
Age (yr) 13.7+ 0.9" 13.841.0 NS?
Height (cm) 161.6+10.1 156.846.3 xed)
Weight (kg) 54.7+12.6 47.3+6.63 ok
BMI (kg/m%)" 20.8+ 3.6 19.242.4 NS
Y Mean+SD.

? NS : Not significant at p<0.05 by r-test.
3 wx% . Significantly different at p<0.001.
9 BMI(Body mass index) = Weight(kg)/Height(m?).
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Table 2. The satisfaction rate of taste, smell, tem-
perature, nutrition, quality of school food service N(%o)

Male Female Total p-

Variables
(n=215) (n=173) (n=388) value

Taste

Very satisfied 19( 7.6)  15( 5.1) 34( 6.3)

Satisfied 67(26.7)  75(25.8) 142(26.2) NSV

So-So 111(44.2) 129(44.3) 240(44.3)

Unsatisfied 43(17.1)  52(17.9)  95(17.5)

Very unsatisfied 11( 44) 20( 6.9) 31( 5.7)
Temperature

Very satisfied 16( 6.4) 20( 6.9) 36( 6.6)

Satisfied 68(27.0) 76(26.2) 144(26.6) NS

So-So 115(45.6) 144(49.7) 259(47.8)

Unsatisfied 46(18.2) 39(134) 85(15.7)

Very unsatisfied 7( 2.8) 11( 3.8) 18( 3.3)
Nutrition

Very satisfied 21( 84) 16( 5.5) 37( 6.8)

Satisfied 63(25.1)  59(20.4) 122(22.6) NS

So-So 125(49.8) 158(54.7) 283(52.4)

Unsatisfied 33(13.1)  43(149) 76(14.1)

Very unsatisfied 9( 3.6) 13(4.5) 22(41)
Quality

Very satisfied 18(7.2) 13( 4.5) 31( 5.7)

Satisfied 49(194) 47(16.2)  96(17.7) NS

So-So 118(46.8) 140(48.3) 258(47.6)

Unsatisfied 50(19.9)  67(23.1) 117(21.6)

Very unsatisfied 17( 6.7)  23( 7.9) 40( 74)

D NS : Not significant at p<0.05.

Robrlo} RGBS

Table 3. The satisfaction rate of change of menu,
number of side dishes, use of seasonal foods in school food
service N(%)

Male  Female Total -

Variables :
(n=215) (n=173) (n=388) value

Change of menu

Very satisfied 18( 7.2) 12( 4.1) 30( 5.5)
Satisfied 54(21.5) 75(25.9) 129(23.8) NS
So-So 116(46.2) 132(45.5) 248(45.8)
Unsatisfied 43(17.1) 56(19.3) 99(18.3)
Very unsatisfied 20( 8.0) 15( 5.2) 35( 6.6)
Number of side dishes
Very satisfied 18( 6.4) 19( 2.7) 37( 6.7)
Satisfied 59(23.5) 77(26.5) 136(24.5) NS
So-So 100(39.8) 133(45.7) 233(42.0)
Unsatisfied 53(21.1) 55(18.9) 108(19.4)

Very unsatisfied 23( 92) 18( 6.2) 41( 74)

Use of seasonal food

Very satisfied 100 7.2) 15( 52) 25( 4.7)

54(21.5) 58(20.1) 1122L.1)

Eit_';fed 124(49.4) 161(55.9) 285(53.7) NS
Unsatisfied 41(16.3) 39(13.6)  80(15.1)
14( 5.6) 15(52) 29( 5.5)

Very unsatisfied

D' NS : Not significant at p<0.05.

Table 4. The satisfaction rate of quantity of dishes and
dessert and the amount of leftover in school food service

N(%)
. Male Female Total p-
Variables
m=215) (©=173) (n=388) value

Dish quantity

Very satisfied 16( 6.3) 13(4.6) 29( 54)

Satisfied 37(14.7y  62(21.4)  99(18.3) NS

So-So 95(37.7) 115(39.8) 210(38.8)

Unsatisfied 71(28.2)  68(23.5) 139(25.7)

Very unsatisfied  33(13.1)  31(10.7)  64(11.8)
Dessert quantity

Very satisfied 14( 5.5) 10( 3.5) 24( 44)

Satisfied 27(10.8)  56(19.3)  83(15.4) NS

So-So 77(30.7)  923L.7) 169(31.2)

Unsatisfied 74(29.5)  74(25.5) 148(27.4)

Very unsatisfied  59(23.5)  58(20.0) 117(21.6)
Leftover quantity

very much 25(10.0) 21( 7.2) 46( 8.5)

much 58(23.3)  66(22.6) 124(22.9) NS

So-So 102(41.0) 139(47.6) 241(44.5)

little 48(19.3)  58(19.9) 106(19.6)

very little 16( 6.4) 8( 2.7y 24( 4.5)

"'NS : Not significant at p<0.05.
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Table 6. The satisfaction rate of service in Kkindness,
nutrition information, reflection of student's opinion, and
serving time in school food service N(%)

L Male  Female Total p-
Variables

FHAADEA7IE UF 28.1%, BUZE 27.6%= A9 vz (n=215) (n=173) (n=388) value
Service in kindness
Table 5. The satisfaction rate of sanitation in food and VeI:y satisfied 12(48)  24(83)  36( 6.7)
silver wares, atmosphere of dining room(class room) N(%) Safisfied 31205) - 83(28.6) 134(248)
So-So 101(40.6)  123(42.4) 224(41.6)
. Male Female Total - Unsatisfied 48(19.3) 33(11.4) 81(15.0)
Variables @=215) (@=173) (n=388) value Very unsatisfied  37(14.8)  27( 93)  64(11.9)
Hvei Nutrition information
ygiene management
Very satisfied 16( 6.4) 13( 4.5) 29( 5.4) Very satisfied 14 58) 19 6.5)  33( 6.1)
Satisfied 42(16.7)  59(20.3) 101(18.6) gD Satisfied 45(182)  58(20.0) 103(19.2)
So-So 120(47.8) 118(40.5) 238(43.9) So-So 114(46.1) 136(46.9) 250(46.6)
Unsatisfied 51(20.3) 55(18.9) 106(19.6) Unsatisfied 44(17.8)  57(19.7) 101(18.8) NS
Very unsatisfied 22( 8.8) 46(15.8) 68(12.5) Very unsatisfied 30(12.1) 200 6.9)  50( 9.3)
Sanitation in table wares Reflection of student's opinion
Very satisfied 17( 6.8) 8( 2.8) 25( 4.6) Very satisfied (45  6(21) 17( 3.2
Satisfied 39(15.6) 55(19.0) 94(17.4) Satisfied 33(13.3)  32(11.1)  65(12.1)
S0-So 98(39.2) 97(33.6) 195(362) *¥? So-So 103(41.5) 118(40.9) 221(412) NS
Unsatisfied 70(28.0) 63(21.8) 133(24.7) Unsatisfied 59(23.8)  97(33.7) 156(29.1)
Very unsatisfied 26(104) 66(22.8) 92(17.1) Very unsatisfied 42(16.9)  35(12.2)  77(14.4)
Atmosphere of dining area Serving time
Very satisfied 18( 7.2) 19( 6.6) 37( 6.8) Very satisfied 15( 6.0)  6( 2.0) 2I( 3.9
Satisfied 50(19.9)  65(22.5) 115(21.3) ¢ Satisfied 43(17.1)  51(17.6)  94(174) . .5
So-So 106(42.2) 133(46.0) 239(44.3) S0-So 66(263) 142(49.0) 208(38.4)
Unsatisfied 52(20.7) 44(15.2) 96(17.8) Unsatisfied 60(23.9)  60(20.7) 120(22.2)
Very unsatisfied 25(10.0) 28( 9.7) 53( 9.8) Very unsatisfied 6726.7)  31(10.7)  98(i8.1)

Y NS : Not significant at p<0.05.
2wk p<0,001,

Y'NS : Not significant at p<0.05.
D wwk 1 p<(.001.
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Table 7. The satisfaction of school foodservice fee

N(%0)
Variables Male Female Total pevalue
(n=215) (n=173)  (n=388)
Very expensive 46(21.3) 41(24.0)  87(22.5)
Expensive 88(40.7)  80(46.8) 168(43.4)
So-so 73(33.8)  47(27.5) 120(31.0) NS
Cheap 6( 2.8) 0( 0.0) 6( 1.5)
Very cheap 3( 1.4) 3( 17 6( 1.5)

NS : Not significant at p<0.05.

Table 8. The general satisfaction rate of school food

service in middle school N(%)
. Male Female Total
Variables p-value
(=215)  (@=173) (n=388)
Very expensive 12( 4.8) 10( 34) 22( 4.1
Expensive 55(22.0)  63(21.6) 118(21.8)
So-s0 100(40.0) 129(44.2) 229(423) Ns"
Cheap 61(244)  59(20.2) 120(22.0)
Very cheap 22( 88) 31(10.6) 53( 9.8)

Y NS : Not significant at p<0.05.
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Table 9. The unsatisfaction rate of school food service in

middle school N(%)
X Male Female Total
Variables p-value

(n=215) (n=173) (n=388)

Taste 49(20.9) 42(15.4) 91(17.9)

Quality 37(15.8)  55(20.1) 92(18.1)

Nutrition 12( 5.1) 19( 7.0) 31( 6.1)

Sanitation 28(12.0) 86(31.5)  114(22.5) wenl)

Serving time 16( 6.8) 11( 4.0) 27( 5.3)

Temperature 10( 4.3) 6( 2.2) 16( 3.2)

Serving method ~ 40(17.1)  28(10.3) 68(13.4)

Fee of food 42(18.0)  26( 9.5) 68(13.4)

Dok p<0.001.

Table 10. The comparison of preference of serving place

N(%0)
Total
. Male Female
Variables (n=388) p-value
(n=215) (n=173)
Dining room 137(55.0) 164(56.2) 301(55.6) N
Class room 112(45.0) 128(43.8) 240(44.4)

D NS : Not significant at p<0.05.
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235 /RAE Aow AlRHTL Table 12. The preference of soups and dishes N(%)
S e ANE A aTARES AR A . Male Female Total p-
Z Table 110] A ASFA T Fatel 729 vl 2] 330.5%)> 5t Variables (=215) (@=173) (1=388) value

9] 3}20.7%)>HA(192%) £o2 YEbgon ogAe] Preference of soups

739 A14(50.0%) > 5ke] FH(17.7%) > 2 H](11.6%)9] =2 Beef soup 109(51.9) 56(35.0) 165(44.6)

2 gwgAae] BukE golo] AxpAy F3tle w4 e o Seeweed soup 37(17.6)  43(26.9)  80(21.6)
e kHrle AL Mo T gl FEIF oF) Kimchi 20( 9.5) 17(10.6)  37(10.0) b
A ZH §elAQ) xolE Yehitl AR oz A, Soy paste soup 12(57) 11( 69  23(6.2)
oF uk, FAH] QA e o2 el gAHE TEE 2 Soybean sprouts 2(1.0)  6(3.7) 8( 2.2)

A A= BRthE oA o] 65.9%F BT Vegetable soup 2(1.0) 319 5( 1.3)

SYEe 3 wte] 7135 Table 12¢] JERAITEH Miscellaneous 28(13.3)  24(15.0)  52(14.1)

29 EFAM T AU F& Fur7t FAEIEH Dislike of soups

3 5, 19, OF2 A7 Z3EE Aol AATS A Vegetable soup 88(41.9) 69(41.3) 157(41.6)
23], o}, w3, Algl7] So] = Az =X 22T 7Hgo Soy paste soup 45(21.4) 39(23.3)  84(22.3)
2 7S 3 Agolm AR Lo Ao Z 7HE A L0 Soybean sprout 11(52) 13(78) 24(64) NS
th Zo} 3= Z £HZ 1)L 71 Toldlzm thE o Seeweed soup 10( 4.8) 10( 6.0)  20( 5.3)
2 ez PAZoz vehton Wi stalzhe] felHol Kimchi 10 48)  7( 42) 17( 45)
sz Hod et A urF(519%. W Beef soup 7(33) 424 1129
(17.69%), SIS S] 79 517] T(35.0%), 7)< F(26.9%) 2 et Miscellaneous ‘ 39(18.6) 25(15.0)  64(17.0)
WEol TIHE wol Aushe Aot Holohs BEH | oores cooking methods

B A ATHALEY%) > DAT(223%) > TUEH6.4%) 2 et Roast ‘or grilled food 45(22.1) 23(14.1)  68(18.4)
T, ole8(Lec SY 2003)8] ZAMIAE SHSe] 7 A5 Steaming 4321.1)  3722.7)  80(21.6)
oj0] S20]m HHE SAS AYAEE UEFeE oln Par(.:h 4421.6)  31(19.0)  75(20.3)

. i : Frying 38(18.6) 30(18.4)  68(18.4)

42 AAE Hola gt Salting 7(34) 425 14( 3.8) NS
Season vegetable 6( 29 10( 6.1) 16( 4.3)
Tf'able 11. The variables need improve in school food Boiled food 6(29) 12(74) 18( 49)
service NC&) Miscellaneous 15( 7.4)  16( 9.8)  31( 83)
. Male Female Total Leftover cooking methods
Variables p-value
(n=215) (n=173) (n=388) Season vegetable 114(54.0)  81(47.4) 195(51.0)

Taste 42(20.7) 29(17.7)  71(19.2) Salting 18( 8.5) 24(14.0) 42(11.0)
Sanitation 39(19.2) 82(50.0) 121(32.7) Steaming 100 47) 7 41) 17( 4.5
Dining place  15( 7.4) 2(12) 17(46) Roast or grilled food  8( 3.8)  7(4.1) 15(3.9)
Serving 16( 7.4) 8(49) 26070 Boiled food 5(24) (41 12(30) NS
Fee of food  26(12.8) 19(11.6)  45(12.2) Parch 5(24)  3(18 82D
Nutrition 4( 2.0) 7 43)  11( 3.0 Frying 5(24)  4(23) 9 24)
education Miscellaneous 46(21.8) 38(222)  84(22.0)
Serving size  62(30.5) 17(10.4)  79(21.3) D% . p<0 01,

D s 2 NS : Not significant at p<0.05.

: p<0.001.
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Table 13. The reason of leftover of food N(%)

Male Female  Total p-
(n=215) (n=173) (n=388) wvalue
155(73.1) 111(68.1) 266(70.9)

Variables

Taste is not good

Too much quantity 24(11.3) 29(17.7) 53(14.1)

Not proper of temperature  7( 3.3)  1( 0.6) 8( 2.1) *xV
Not sanitation 6( 2.9) 11( 6.8) 17( 4.6)

The others 20( 9.4) 11 6.8) 31( 83)
Dkt o p<0.001.

Table 14. The comparison of satisfaction in taste,
quantity, and variety of food in school food service by
career of dietitian

Variables 1yr 3yr Syr
Taste
Quantity of 2.78+0.95"2 3.34+091°  3.37+0.90°
Rice and side dishes 2.56+0.98°  2.92+1.09° 3.18+0.82°
Variety of menu 2.75+1.03°  32410.66° 3.29+0.84°

" MeantSD.
? Values with different superscripts within the column are

significantly different at p<0.05 by Duncan's multiple range
test.
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Table 15. The comparison of satisfaction score in
sanitation in table wares, hygiene management, and atmo-
sphere of serving area in school food service by facility of
build

Variables lyr 3yr 4yr
Sanitation in 3.21% 078" 2.6241.16°  2.18+1.09°
table wares
Hygiene management 3.12% 0.81° 2.94+1.14" 2.46+1.05°
Atmosphere of 321+ 093 2.78+0.99° 2.68+0.99°
serving area
Y Mean+SD.

? Values with different superscripts within the column are
significantly different at p<0.05 by Duncan's multiple range
test.
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Table 16. The multiple regression of each variables affect at satisfaction rate of school food service

Parameter Standard T for HO: Standardized
Variable DF . Prob > [T] .

estimate error Parameter=0 estimate
INTERCEP 1 0.03845 0.16402 0.23 0.8148 0.0000
Taste 1 0.37188 0.04901 7.59 0.0001 0.36658
Nutrition 1 0.02480 0.05161 0.48 0.6311 0.02288
Hygiene 1 0.10664 0.03266 3.27 0.0012 0.12905
Main quantity 1 0.07950 0.04187 1.90 0.0584 0.08536
Meal cost 1 0.12537 0.04005 3.13 0.0019 0.13297
Side-dish number 1 0.11033 0.04464 2.47 0.0139 0.11033
Service 1 0.14724 0.04010 3.67 0.0003 0.16292

(R*=0.49)
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