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Correlations among Life Stress, Dietary Behaviors and
Food Choice of College Students

Min-Jung Sung and Kyung-Ja Changf
Dept. of Food and Nutrition, College of Human Ecology, Inha University, Incheon 402-751, Korea

Abstract

This study was performed to investigate stress levels, dietary behaviors and food choices, and their correlations in
college students. General characteristic stress scores, using a stress test, and the dietary behaviors and food choices of
subjects under stress were measured in 358 subjects (185 males and 173 female). The mean total stress scores of the male
and female students were 67.91+44.85 and 85.62+48.91, respectively. Female students were more stressed than males in
relation to family, value, future, friends, and study related factors. There were gender differences in the food intake and
frequency of eating sweet things when under stress. Stress increased the food intake and frequency of eating sweet things
in female students. Especially, stress factors, such as value, economic, future, friends and study problems increased the
food intake of female students. Female students preferred sweet tasting items; whereas, male students preferred hot tasting
items when under stress. These results show the effect of life stresses on the dietary behaviors and food choices of college
students. Stress not only increased energy consumption in certain individuals, but also changed their food choices. There-
fore, education with regard to nutrition is necessary if college students are to practice good eating habits for the correct
management of life stresses.

Key words : Life stress, dietary behaviors, food choice, college student.
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FAke) Lrols WM 23.654, A3 2095412 G A<
Aol E BATHp<0.001). ol= FeHAe] A ¢ Hy 57 &
B Y Eo] BotHd Aoz AlREn AF JHE B

W, FAS AeHo) 59.5%, 2K 34.1%, 3155 1.1%, 7154} 49
%, FAZ 0.5% ootk APL AElo] 74.6%, A3 16.8
%, & 1.2%, 715A} 5.2%, A3 23%2 Y 7] £
]l Aol & HHATHp<0.01). of2Hlo|ES] f7-E E& A
ol g el £992Q1 Apolg Bof AL 18.4%, I3t
A& 358%7} olZBlo| EE a1 gltka SHBIATHp<0.001).
FUA L A Bx AF9 HF oRe Y F% &
oF 2.7%, %Al 8.6%, 717 BHE A E 49%, <h=T} 83.8
%0)31, JEHAF-L TheF 4.0%, YA 22%, AF Bz 2E 56
%, AH=TE 67.6%2 HU ol {FAAQ] RpolE BT
(»<0.01). ZetA2] 7%, Chung & Chang(2006)2] &0l A
22%7} 3k, 14.6%7F QUA L, 73%7F 27 BE A E

W) 4% ~Edash 4%, 4F 49 657

< Bgslgjon, ux] oke A AAQ 75.8%E A3 =
Atell B8l & gol w2 HolQurt. &Ae] 7%, Kim et al
(2004)4 ATl A AlFG S AT AUl 89.4%7F B LA

£, 96.8%7F 717 HZ A1 &S F83lx] Eevhes i ¥
BH 28 Zo] e Holgon, 20023 AXE ZY 9% =
Abell A 20~294] 4 2}e] 24.6%7 HIEMIAE B&drhe 2
b= FARATE ARl 17 el g A7F Q14 A
e 9y e f48Q zol7t glirh
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Table 1. General characteristics of subjects N(%)
Male(n=185) Female(n=173) Total(n=358) Significance”
Age(years) 23.7£2.4Y 21.0+1.5 224425 12.60°
Residence type
House w/family 110(59.5) 129(74.6) 239(66.8)
Boarding w/self-cooking 63(34.1) 29(16.8) 92(25.7) -
Boarding 2( 1.1) 2( 12) 4( 1) 1564
Dormitory 9( 4.9) 9( 5.2) 18( 5.0)
House wi/relative 1( 0.5) 4( 2.3) 5( 1.4)
Self-recognition of health status
Good 80(43.2) 70(40.5) 150(41.9) L
Fair 93(50.3) 86(49.7) 179(50.0)
Poor 12( 6.5) 17( 9.8) 29( 8.1)
Part-time job
Yes 34(18.4) 62(35.8) 96(26.8) 13.89™"
No 151(81.6) 111(64.2) 262(73.2)
Health food .
Chinese herb medicine 5(2.7) 7( 4.0) 12( 3.4)
Dietary supplement 16( 8.6) 38(22.0) 54(15.1) 14.42”
Health functional food 9( 4.9) 11( 64) 20( 5.6)
No 155(83.8) 117(67.6) 272(76.0)
" Mean+SD.
2 By Chi-square test,  p<0.01, ~ p<0.001.
» By Student's ftest, . p<0.001.

9 ™. Not significant by Chi-square #-test.
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A gt A7l 255 2E
2857} B2 AL ulsle® 39tk Table 2= AY ~
Efx HAE vepd Zolth Hd 2EHA Y WEs
FEA 3550, A3 41.77, FLEE FEHAY 4148, JEAY
48998 HEAHT] ofdhafo] H ~E¥ A Y Wk F
85 2% fofatA Z7t E3thp<0.01). A 2EdH X
2R I3 6791, A4 85.622 FEAIHTE o EHA)o]
SolEHA 2EH A 24 0] =TtHp<0.001). Min ef al(2004)
o] i tigtae] ~EH - AEE ZARE AT AHelA] =
EdA Z-o] FEha) 106.08+33.37, 33HY 119.3+33.862
2 foFQl el & Ko, Kim ef al(2004)8] AT =
F2 YA 2Ef 2 2AEdA AEAe] FEYHT ~E
2 vk Aot Zith ARlY] 2EHAE ZARRE ATtelA
T A A, A, A7 7A24H 2Ed 2 BRoA EAle
Hlg) A2t o % A48 veio] ARl Axpt o B
2EH 28 27w A2 YEFGTHKIm KH 1999). ©]/3<]
AF AHAEL X7} Exlol vlE] 2Ed Xol o dR131A
vheshe B AT Aot dA Gk

Fig. 1¢] A2 B 2E» A =& UYepfglor % 8
7 fooz il #AA mF, o)A, AT, 7ISTe] #A
2 m FH AA A ], AR R, A, A EAR
T=] ik Fste A A4, g EA, A A4,

A@ BA, mg £A, ol BA, 71 BA, AT BA <

€ Bo] Z¥stn 3,

i

Table 2. Life stress level of college students

Male Female Signiﬁcancez)

Experience frequency  35.5£17.2" 41.8+£17.9 337"

Tmportance 4154202  49.0+21.1 3.44”
Total life siress scores 67.9+449  85.6+48.9 357
D MeantSD.

2 By Student's stest,  p<0.01,  p<0.001.

Stress scare

gender

Fig. 1. Score of life stress category.
By Student's t-test,  p<0.05,  p<0.001.
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o2 2E#Hx HAFvt 5kow, e A w4, 8
BA|, 71X A, AA A, 25 A, 715 A, o4 &
A, AT A €27 2EH 2 H4rt g3k o] F S
A, 73 BA, A '2A4, A7 A4, &9 A0 o
o] FEAYRT FoldtA ~EH A A7t w4tk ole
FAG BE, T #9, A7 3 A9, g9 €% ¥ g
EollA oz} tgAe] dx} YR ~E A5 T W%
= A3l A5 Al {FASISCHMin et al 2004).

HEt AER|AQL AlBE, AIE M kA
2Ed 2 ks o) 34 AFH Y, ¢ AFH VR A8
A ) 2 Table 3, Fig. 29] }
g2 whoke ol 24 dHHE Ev AR
w2t {ejAkl
2rd 44.9%, ‘Fanoh ol Herh 254%, ‘PART A7
HEy 18.9%, ‘HART) ol AA Heth 7.6%, ‘HiH
o o Bl Hery 3.2%0U 1, g AS ‘HART Hol
HETl 49.7%, ‘BHA9 2P 16.8%, ‘PAHT} o}F To)
HETy 15.6%, ‘HaRT A Hetd 104%, ‘i H o}
T AA Heth 7.5%°]Uth £ ATelA 233 =g o3y
o] ZEYAE Wow A A ] Fske AEFE B
A AAYE dd ez 2AREE Kim KH(2000)2) AollA 2
Egx kS w), 18hd 59.2%, 2813 56.8%, 38R 60.0%,
48hd 67.0%7F =4 HHFo] TrHIHR @ A A7 4

b FARIGTE 2006 HIFe] W gl e &

AbeE Ao A 2B 2~ Wekg ) dete] A4 HiHc)
o] A=t 17%, AT AA Her) 54%00 0, oI
Aol A HAET gol| Atk 46%, ‘HART HA ¥
=t 37%E i gholl 89129 2polE BETHZellner et
al 2006). Oliver & Wardle(1999)2 212w 2] Y a3
o § AT 22 Weke ) dekao] Fata
urh gauc o] Wt e $go] Bgkor A4
#laile esitka sk

~E# 2 B o) B4 43 NES B YR
TP Ao} ZE AR Hery 55.7%, ‘HAaET oF
B2 BeE HeTy 243%, ‘SHART ol AL Jen
=¥ 124%, ‘AR ot HL B8R Her) 4.3%, ‘H
AR ol W HEE HEry 2.7%, <Hetd 0.5%°]
Ak Atge Pauct ok ge P4z wErh 503%,
‘Bt 2L ZFR i) 272%, ‘Hhur) ol B 3
SR ATy 145%, Fhuch O Ae A5 Hery
2.9%, ‘PHETP 12%, HAHTH o} AL Hpw wiry
4.0%1ch B AN G 2Ed s FgH Bg
2 43 WEsk asiAL Wabt fitke Sde] Betouk,
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iEhdel A ~EH e AYF, AF A= 659

Table 3. Dietary behaviors under stress N(%)
Male Female Total Significance”
Amount of food intake under stress
Much less than usual 14( 7.6) 13( 7.5) 27( 1.5)
Less than usual 35(18.9) 18(10.4) 53(14.5) e
Same amount as usual 83(44.9) 29(16.8) 112(31.3) %
More than usual 47(25.4) 86(49.7) 133(37.2)
Much more than usual 6( 3.2) 27(15.6) 33(9.2)
Sweet stuff frequency under stress
Never 1( 0.5) 212) 3( 0.8)
Far fewer than usual 23(12.4) 7( 4.0) 30( 8.4)
Slightly fewer than usual 8( 4.3) 5( 2.9) 13( 3.6) 58.16™"
Some number as usual 103(55.7) 47(27.2) 150(41.9)
Slightly more than usual 45(24.3) 87(50.3) 132(36.9)
Many more than usual 5(2.7) 25(14.5) 30( 8.4)
Preference taste under stress
Don't want to eat 9( 4.9) 2( 1.2) 11( 3.1)
Sweet 46(24.9) 96(55.5) 142(39.7)
Salt 12( 6.5) 5( 2.9) 17( 4.7) 39.56™
Sour 24(13.0) 13( 7.5) 37(10.3)
Hot 70(37.8) 49(28.3) 119(33.2)
Oily 24(13.0) 8( 4.6) 32( 89)
Y By Chi-square test, - p<0.001.
e w2l 591391 ZolE Bt (p<0.001). Oliver & War-
OFermde dle(1999)8] ATorxe ~Ed2 WUskE W dviee] 9y

% ol

Meat, fish|
Fruit, vegitab

Fig. 2. Preference food under stress.

SAES] TA A3 RIETE FUtste] Ao & Aozt
VEREA) ekt

2EH A WohE W A3dke uhg B AR g
o &-ut 37.8%, Tt 24.9%, A9t 13%, 7187 A 13%, &t
6.5% o2 Azalon, sty ol 55.5%, it
28.3%, 215k 10.3%, 7123 2 8.9%, Aat 4.7% o2 A%
sttt B AL ek, YL ke b MBI
om, i 7hell f2A4Q1 Ao]lE ETHp<0.001). Kim ez
al(2003)0] AN FAAJNES oz HAIZ TN
AR5 2EY A WS uf vt 34.7%, T 26.0%
o g A3sksl e, Kim KH(2000)0] AA|gE AFeA o
AYEL o &t} dake A3sig e, shd 2t (oA
Q] o] 2 Holx] gtk 2004 tEHAle] AlE A~EF AT}
U] WX e Qe AT A AlE 2B A0 e B
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SAtHJun & Choi 2004).
2B ks i ke o4& & 'E‘Oﬂ R

& & 552%, T 24 21.5%, 17] - A 8.6%, H - 6.7%,
T - Ak 43%, 7 2 FAFE 3.7%, 7IE 37% L
Azeigen, gL FE4 557%, 9 - % 19.2%,
18%, 718} 9.6%, 7] - AA 6.6%, 7 L FA1E 6.6%, J+
g AL 54% £ G 2 g, gL BENE

714 A z3l%th. Critchlow B(1986) AEg 2 Wk o
& tHE ARES €0l AMIEY 188 AaAA 2 A
ojgta ®A Huj, 1 Fell oM olj AzhE JH AlgE
o] B B ol £& Au¥FTIT ST Windle(1992)
Bl 2EH A WS o ¢3EE FE ¢ Hol EY

iz kgt Park & Lee(2005)7} thetgel A ztgl ~EH A

g S5l thall AAE Aol ol d3tel A, ZHEAZF
WA S FIIFEAY HF dEE FaA7] A8 =

< A e E7]) o] §2]8 9GS njxon, o|AT}e] Txﬂ
AFAE BAVE ‘2 SF SR AL WY dEE

o7l fgl =& vle Bl freld 9% ulﬂv‘r =
AFeM 2Ed 2 Bk of £ AT PSS 1 0
Fr2 A DG S QoA 26%, ‘2E A div) Hag’
25 %, ‘ulo] WA 3 71Eo] FolAA 19% T8 $F7
T 3l Aut Aro JEAAEC] AEY A WS o ‘Ui &
F B2l oa €& e AE 4 7 MUY 2B
Hols o 93AE A9 AYEL I o|{E ‘vhEol
AR E I 71| FobHM 32%, ‘Wil Folsid F2 o]
i, glelA) 22%, <53 ol flo] Ha HojA 10% &
o2 $3lgth. Zellner er al(2006)0l o]a] HATE ATFo]
A AEE de s 3 agdEe AEa]AE Zz3, g2
g aFdle 2EH2E £ 42 F 54E dYs s
T} oju} 2EA W IFE MIM A 71 HEs
fqov, ~Ef2E WA 4 25 EE 7P st
Aok A7 G 688 S e ~EY AT HYTS
e FAFE Y e A7 2 gAel Ay 2B
o] A gl vis mAY-AHE 54, 2A LTS
& A5, xtel A 2Ed2go] g3t Bla A
A g, DA -84 S M E 3L THOliver er al 2000).
Nam et al(2002)°] AHYE o2 2EH 2= F=of B
AP e BAY A3 282 £ To] W2 THEHO 2
oM H1& dzsigen, v 54, 71843 &4, &
o Bols &7/ A& AFske =7 w40

n[o

é

@A E Table 4, Table Sof] LERASITE

Table 4 2~E#| A~ W Fwsl ~2Eg 2~ A9 g &
2] ¥ Fe] wsgtele] A% AAE vER Rolth FEe
AR NE, Fo% 2EH 2 43 32 AF %Y g
of 4 BAE Bolx| gkgkon), YL 2Ed 2 HE W
T, 2B A e AR g et 2 AFH o] e
2H BAE BRALH(E<001), 2B~ F17 4 AHZF
o] AN 2EH 2 FHI S FH 7o) ¥ 4 B4
S HIHp<0.01). E5t G 871X 2EH A AU &
2] 3% Wl 2ol A BAE HolA] gtont, A e
T EA(p<0.05), 7AA EA(p<0.05), FHEA(p<0.05),
7 BA(p<0.05), &4 EAl(p<0.01)] thek 2EH 29} &
2] AF o] k] A BAE EJ) Kim KH (1999)°]) 2]3)
A= @:[Loﬂ}q /ao] R ER=3 Aoz )\Eaﬂ/\ e Hw
of W& &2 HHF Wslele] 4R WAE AuE 2D @A
o] A% 37—%‘, 2%, 7EEEA, Uil A, 3% 4 4, v}
& 3, X - AL - S, A el diste] AE#H A
£ Bo] BEFE 32 dH el Tiste ¥ A #AE
HG o (p<0.001), 2|5l thst] ~EHAZE e 77l
T AEYAE go] BHEFE 32 JHFo] ST THp<

=1 T

Table 4. Pearson's correlation coefficient between life
stress level, life stress category and the change of food
intake

Change of food intake

Male(n=185) Female(n=173)

Experience frequency 0.021 0.253"
Importance 0.012 0.229”
Total life stress scores —0.003 0.254"
Family problem —0.048 0.064

Value problem 0.045 0.177"
Economic problem -0.063 0.174"
Professor problem 0.026 0.007

Different gender problem —0.031 0.128

Future problem 0.054 0.172
Friends problem -0.066 0.185
Study problem -0.020 0.247"

T p<0.05, 7 p<0.01.
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00D, 87 FA) S 2l 5 @%& 2ol g9
B8 BAE BATHP<0.05). izte} 7 242 A9
g 9709 2~Ed 2 AelA *Eeﬂ_]} —ﬂ%?i 4 A
Fago] Zrlehe del A BAS HYTHP<0.001). 1 AT
A e 2B W FEg s Ao we
o2 Mol Wsk 7ol 47 BAE RolA agron), 49l
HUE g & o] ATeINE YU BF g sE
Bl el 2Ed2TL SRS SR Fo] ST
Table 5& ~2EH A BE AL, ~AEf 2~ 424 WE &
=4 A Rl=sge] A FAE Uehd Fo =, Y I
REAIN BE NIE, F8E, 2EdHx FHI &5 4
FHIE 7ol A ?Jrﬂlf‘" Holx] eishtt. 3 FegE 87}
A 2E#H 2 497 &3] A ¥x 7t Ad dAES
o]A ko, 045}*8«1 3% B BAl tig Z:EEH——
o} T3 HH e o] AR BAE EATHp<0.05).
o] Ate] @y,].,a_ E35) Agg_} /\Ea]}\g,}. 213 E0] A+ 3474]
oA 2Ed 2 FRR oheh 2Ed 2 A0 uke} 23
% Aol vlAE JPo] RS & 5 Utk olYF A
A9l sevv} 2eshe 22 JAES v s
of, 2uE Y5 Y sk 9ol 712 Aust B
4 9% Ao Agdt

Q% 9 A
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Table 5. Pearson's correlation coefficient between life
stress level, life stress category and sweet stuff frequency

Sweet stuff frequency

Male(n=185)  Female(n=173)

Experience frequency 0.089 0.144
Importance 0.029 0.144 -
Total life stress scores —0.008 0.136
Family problem 0.042 0.047
Value problem 0.067 0.097
Economic problem 0.000 0.063
Professor problem 0.008 —-0.031
Different gender problem 0.096 0.055
Future problem -0.064 0.096
Friends problem —0.059 0.063
Study problem -0.055 0.178"

* p<0.05.
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