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A Study on the Degree of Satisfaction with School Dinner by
School Meal Service in Daegu

Eun-Ju Lee'
Department of Food and Nutrition, Catholic University of Daegu’

Abstract

To compare satisfaction with school meals provided by two different types of school meal services, a
survey was conducted with 252 high school students (male: 138, female: 114) consisting of 133 students
offered by on-site school meal service and 114 ones by transporting school meal service in Daegu.
Anthropometric measurements of the study subjects showed that 68.1% of male and 41.2% of female students
had normal weight while 50.0% of female and 10.1% of male students were underweight on the basis of
BMlIs. 'Taste' was the most important factor when eating meals followed by 'nutrition', 'hygiene' and
‘preference by the students'. (of the both schools). Eating habits of the subjects were influenced mostly by
family. Female students (17.5%) skipped breakfast more frequently than the male students (8.0%). The
students (68.4%) offered by on-site school meal service were more satisfied with meals than those (9.2%)
by transporting school meal service. Top reason for not being satisfied was 'taste' in both schools but the
second reason (36.3% of the subjects) was 'quantity of food' only in the school with transporting school meal
service. In satisfaction with menu, temperature, quantity and hygienic condition of foods, higher dissatisfaction
was shown in the students offered by transporting school meal service. Items needed for improvement in
school meals suggested by the students were 'taste of food' (25.6% vs 62.2%), 'diversity of menu items'
(21.1% vs 8.4%), 'hygienic conditions' (17.3% vs 8.4%), 'quantity of food' (10.5% vs 17.6%) and 'balanced
nutrition' (8.4% vs 1.7%) for on-site service and transporting one. It is concluded from these results that
transporting meal service for school meals has to be changed from the present condition to improve the
quality of meals and that managing and supporting programs should be developed by public institutions such
as office of education.

Key words: school dinner, consignment food service, on-site service, external transporting service,
satisfaction of food service, eating habit
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{Table 1> General characteristics of the subjects
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Variables Total N(%)

On-sits i 133(52.8
Operation type nostie service . . 252 (52.8)
External transporting service 119(47.2)

Mal 138(54.8
Gender e 252 (54.8)
Female 114(45.2)
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<Table 2> General characteristics of the subjects

N(%)
Total Operation type Sex
o A B e Male Female e
Underweight" 71282) 51(38.3)  20(16.8) 14(10.1)  57(50.0)
Normal” 141(56.0)  65(48.9)  76(63.9) s 94(68.1)  47(412)
BMI Overweight” 19( 7.5 7(53)  12(10.1) 15.025 15(10.9)  4( 3.5) 50103
Obese” 21(83)  10( 7.5)  11( 92) 15(10.9)  6( 5.3)
Dual Yes 136(54.0)  62466) TAE22) o 82S94)  S4A4TH) L
income No 116(46.0)  71(534) 45(37.8) 56(40.6)  60(52.6)
Economical  TED 39(15.5)  25(18.8)  14(11.8) o 260188)  13(114)
vl Middle 178(70.6)  98(73.7)  80(67.2) 10.606"  94(68.1)  84(73.7)  2.662
Low 3513.9)  10( 7.5)  25(21.0) 18(13.0)  17(14.9)
BMI : Body Mass Index=body weight(kg)/height(m’)
1) <185,
2) 18.5 ~ 229
3) 23.0 ~ 25.0
4) > 250

A : on-site meal service
B : transporting meal service
* P<0.05 ** - P<0.01 **%k P<0.001
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<Table 3> Food behaviors and food habits of the subjects

N(%)
Operation type Sex
A B X Male Female e
Taste 57(42.9)  90(76.3) 79(572)  68(60.2)
Nutrition 35(263)  14(11.9) 28(203)  21(18.6)
zzzdiﬁ)g Preference 1410.5)  4(34) 291077 7(51)  11(97)  3.682
Hygiene 17128) 7 5.9) 15(109)  9( 8.0)
No concern 10( 7.5) 3( 2.5) 9( 6.5) 4( 3.5)
Nutrition intake 30226)  14(11.8) 3021.7)  14(123)
Reason for Hunger 49(36.8)  75(63.0) 6T 61535)
cating Joyfulness 39(293)  22(185) 23302 3424.6)  27(23.7)  4.946
Habitually 15113)  5( 42) 9 65  11( 9.6)
Others - 3(25) 214) 10 09)
Family 47(353)  73(61.3) 67(48.6)  53(46.5)
. _ Friend 2(316)  13(109) 32(232)  23(202)
::;fgr ;‘;ﬂ;:“cmg School 33248)  21(17.6) 364977 26(188) 28(24.6)  3.994
Media 11( 83)  3(2.5) 6(43) 8 7.0)
Others -9 7.6) 7(5.1) 2 1.8)
Everyday 87(65.4)  79(66.4) 102(73.9)  64(56.1)
E;i?g;nge:kffast Occasionally 2921.8)  2(21.8)6  0.062 25(18.1)  30263) 9.567"
Do not 17(12.8)  14(11.8) 11( 8.0)  20(17.5)
Most imporant Bkt 2(165)  17(143) * 16(11.6)  23(20.0)
o Lunch 6448.1)  42(353)  6.027 57(413)  49(43.0)  4.560
Dinner 47(353)  60(50.4) 65(47.1)  42(36.8)

A : on-site meal service
B : transporting meal service
* P<0.05 ** P<0.01 *H% P<0.001
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<Table 4> Comparison of satisfaction with school dinner

N(%)
Operation type Sex
A B X Male Female X
School policy 43(32.3)  46(38.7) 48(34.8)  41(36.0)
Preference 42(31.6) 1( 0.8) 22(15.9) 21(18.4)
. Inconvenient lunchbox 26(19.5)  32(26.9) 27(19.6) 31(27.2)
Reason for eating . .
school dinner Nutritional balance 3(23) - 56233 3(22) - 8226
Pleasure for tablemate 17(12.8)  28(23.5) 27(19.6)  18(15.8)
Price 2( 1.5) 1( 0.8) 2( 1.4) 1( 0.9)
Others - 11(9.2) 9( 6.5) 2( 1.8)
: . . Satisfied 91(68.4) 11( 9.2) 52(37.7)  50(43.9)
Satisfaction with ok
school dinner Moderate 25(18.8)  28(23.5) 103.374 30(21.7)  23(20.2)  1.007
Dissatisfied 17(12.8)  80(67.2) 56(40.6) 41(36.0)
Taste 12(66.7)  48(60.0) 38(67.9) 22(52.2)
Amount - 29(36.3) 12(21.4)  17(40.5)
Reason for Status of hygiene 2(11.1) 2( 2.5) 23.060"" 3( 54 1( 2.4) 9319
dissatisfaction Method of distribute 1( 5.6) 1( 1.3) - 2( 4.8)
Time & Place 2(11.1) - 2( 3.6) -
Food service expense 1( 5.6) - 1( 1.8) -
Taste 56(42.1)  76(63.9) 74(53.6)  58(50.9)
Amount 21(15.8)  11( 9.2) 18(13.0)  14(12.3)
Quality 13( 9.8)  13(10.9) 15(10.9)  11( 9.6)
Main concerns in  Menu variety 5( 3.8) 10( 8.4) 26.967"" 4(29) 11(9.6) 7799
school dinner Balanced nutrition 18(13.5) 7( 5.9) 13( 9.4)  12(10.5)
Temperature 3(23) - 3(22) -
Method of distributing food  14(10.5) 2( 1.7) 9( 6.5) 7( 6.1)
Status of hygiene 3(23) - 2( 1.4) 1( 0.9)
. Cheap 34(25.6) 3(2.5) 24(17.4) 13(11.4)
Food service -
Moderate 71(53.4) 56(47.1) 38.723 66(47.8) 61(53.5)  1.926
CXPEIISE Expensive 28(21.1)  60(50.4) 48(348)  40(35.1)

A : on-site service.
B : external transporting service.
*% P<0.001
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{Table 5> Comparison of satisfaction with school dinner menu MESD

. Operation type
Eval t
valuation 1tems A B t

Taste 3.410.92" 2.55+0.96 7.298""
Portion size 3.39+0.88 2.28+1.02 9.334™
Appropriate food temperature 3.44+0.89 2.99:+0.90 3.940""
Season with salt 3.2620.94 2.554+0.89 6.139""
Freshness of food 3.41+0.85 2.66:0.79 7.230""
Quality of ingredients 3.38+0.89 2.63+0.93 6.557""
Number of side dishes 3.38+0.86 2.73+0.97 5.595""
Harmonic combination of menu 3.31+0.79 2.38+0.95 8.492""
Menu variety 3.35+0.95 2.55+1.03 6.354""
Frequency of supplied favorite menu 3.37+0.93 2.39+0.91 8.467"
Frequency of supplied nutrition information 3.42+0.95 2.64+0.84 6.900""

1) 5 point scale from 5(very big impact) to 1(unaffectedness)
A : on-site meal service

B : transporting meal service

*k% P<0.001
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{Table 6> Comparison of satisfaction with the temperature of school dinner
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M+SD
Operation type
A B t

Rice 3.5240.77" 3.58+1.95 1.370
Soup 3.41+0.83 3.1741.02 2.108"
Broiled/Steamed/Boiled 3.40+0.80 2.99+0.97 3.652°"
Gimchi/Salad 3.40+0.85 2.97+1.02 3.669"
1) 5 point scale from S(very big impact) to 1(unaffectedness)
A : on-site meal service
B : transporting meal service
* P<0.05 *** P<0.001
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{Table 7> Comparison of satisfaction with the amount of school dinner
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<Table 7> Stalg2](A2))9] ol tigh wh=
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M+SD

Operation type

A B t
Rice 3.5620.76" 3.18+1.09 31627

Soup 3.7142.69 3.13+1.01 0.483

Meat 3.39+0.93 2.08+1.00 10.8217
Fish 3.40+0.79 2.50+0.99 7.946""
Vegetable 3.41£0.77 2.74+1.05 5709
Gimchi 3.3620.80 2.86+1.00 4.428""
Desert 3.40+1.09 2.27+1.04 84107

1) 5 point scale from 5(very big impact) to 1(unaffectedness)
A : on-site meal service

B : transporting meal service

** P<0.01 *kE P<0.001
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{Table 8> Eating amount related on food classification
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M+SD
Operation type Sex
A B t Male Female t
Rice 4.09+0.88" 3.97+1.04 0.954 4224091  3.8120.97 3.519”
Soup 3.63+1.18 3.07+1.18 3778 333+125  3.41£1.17 -0.560
Meat 4.11+0.97 4.57+0.72 -4300"" 451079  4.1120.96 3.583"
Fish 3.531.21 3.12+1.35 2,537 3384135  3.28+1.22 0.588
Vegetable 3.62+1.10 3.47+1.14 1.087 347+1.18  3.65:1.04 -1.274
Gimchi 3.56+1.14 3.55+1.33 0.112 3.63£1.26  3.46+1.21 1.060
Desert 4.42+0.89 4.82+0.55 4273 4.66+0.78  4.54+0.77 1.182

1) 5 point scale from 5(eat up all) to 1(do
A : on-site meal service

B : transporting meal service

* P<0.05 ** P<0.01 *kE P<0.001
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{Table 9> Reason for not finishing food N
Operation type
A B 2

Bad taste 46(34.6) 65(54.6)
Disliked food 64(48.1) 34(28.6)
Large quantity 17(12.8) 11( 9.2) 2.012™
Food Have never eaten 3(23) 1( 0.8) '
Cooled down 3( 2.3) 1( 0.8)
Others - 7( 5.8)

A : onssite service.
B : external transporting service.
** P<0.01
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{Table 10> Satisfaction with food service
M+SD
Operation type
A B t
Time for meal 3.24+0.99" 3.18+0.86 0.476
Service manner 3.39+0.88 2.7241.02 -0.576""
Dietitian 3.55+0.83 2.98+0.84 5355
Information 3.410.85 2.71+0.92 6.318""
Price of school dinner 3.38+40.82 2.5240.85 8.166
Reflection of students' opinions 3.33+0.88 2.05+0.92 11313
Customer voice 3.33+0.87 2.13+1.00 10212
Event 3.56:0.96 2.8241.09 5.694""

1) 5 point scale from 5(very big impact) to 1(unaffectedness)
A : on-site meal service

B : transporting meal service

*k% P<0.001
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<Table 11> Satisfaction with food facilities and hygiene
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<Table 12>} Zt} Lo glebF2lgyo
ME eae) B 25.6%, kel TR 21.1%, 9

M£SD
Operation type Sex
A B t Male Female t
Cleanness of a dinning room 3.55+0.78"  2.86+0.87 6.658" 3.1840.99  3.27+0.76 -0.804
Table / chair 3.50£0.81  2.97+0.94 4871 3224103 3.29+0.75 -0.642
Interior of a dinning room 343+0.86  2.90+0.82 4997 3.1741.02  3.18+0.69 -0.096
Convenience 3344094  2.73+0.88 5287 3.04+1.08  3.07+0.80 -0.287
Shape of a vessel 3424074 3.08+0.77 3614 3.23+0.87  3.29+0.63 -0.605
Cleanness of a vessel 3.3540.88  2.43+0.91 8.143™ 2.88+1.09  2.96+0.89 -0.637
Clothes of a cook 3.61£0.82  3.06+0.81 5.354"" 3.30£0.93  3.40+0.76 -0.912
Hygiene management 3.53+0.87  2.82+0.90 6.380"" 3.18+1.05  3.20+0.82 0.171

1) 5 point scale from 5(very big impact) to 1(unaffectedness)

A : on-site meal service
B : transporting meal service
*% P<0.001
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<Table 12> Improvements in school meals N
Operation type Sex
A B i Male Female i
Taste 34(25.6) 74(62.2) 61(44.2) 47(41.2)
Hygiene 23(17.3) 10( 8.4) 16(11.6) 17(14.9)
Menu variety 28(21.1) 7( 5.9) 18(13.0) 17(14.9)
Balanced nutrition 14(10.5) 2( 1.7) 8( 5.8) 8( 7.0)
Amount 14(10.5) 21(17.6) 55.240™" 17(12.3) 18(15.8) 5.386
Method of distribute 7( 5.3) - 4( 2.9) 3( 2.6)
Nutrition education 4( 3.0) - 3(22) 1( 0.9)
Eating place 4( 3.0) 1( 0.8) 4( 2.9) 1 0.9)
Price of school dinner 5( 3.8) 4( 3.4) 7( 5.1) 2( 1.8)

A : on-site meal service
B : transporting meal service
*kk P<0.001
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