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Abstract

As the school lunch program is expanding to middle and high schools in Korea, a survey has been conducted
to provide informations of the types and menus which are most favored on 190 middle and high school students
in Metropolitan area.

The sources/menus of foods relating to their lunches were proportionally ranked as: school food services
(54.2%); individual lunch-box from home(37.4%); take-out lunch box(3.7%); school cafeterias(1.6%); and
commercial restaurant, undefined, and skip a meal(1.1%). For the present practices for lunch, 52.1 and 47.9%
of the students responded satisfaction on its sources and menus, respectively. A meal valued less than 2,000
won was paid by 54.9% of the respondents. In the meantime, 33.7 and 55.4% of the students were unsatisfied
with lunch box from home and school cafeteria of the present lunch practices, respectively. The reasons against
their satisfactions were enumerated as their preferences for take-out lunch box(22.2%), school cafeteria(21.0%),
outside restaurant(17.3%), individual lunch-box from home(16.1%), school cafeterias(8.6%), and undefined
(14.8%). For the individual lunch-box from home, two major obstacles, i.e., it is neither warm to eat, nor
diverse/properly-sized in side dishes, were reasons for dissatisfaction of the students. The school lunch programs
were blamed for its poor taste and lacks of variety and volume of the side dish which is mostly composed of
kimchi, seasoned vegetables, and bulgogi.

The most popular side dishes were pork- or fish cutlets, hams, and sausages while food with carrots, garlics
or red peppers, vegetables like pumpkins, lotus roots, and seasoned vegetables were mostly disliked.

It was concluded that the school lunch programs for middle- and high school students could be settled down
by preparing with well-nourished food items that suits students' taste best and be served at right temperature.

Key words : school lunch program, sources, menus, satisfaction, school food service, lunch- box, middle- and

high school students.
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Table 2. Lunch sources of middle and high school students No (%)

Lunch source Middle school High school Total p-value
School foodservice 32(33.7) T1(74.7) 103(54.2)
Lunch-box from home 58(61.1) 13(13.7) 71(37.4)
Take-out boxed-lunch 2( 2.1) 5( 5.3) 7(3.7)
School cafeteria 1I( L.1) 2( 2.1 3(1.6) 0.0058

Commercial restaurant 1( 1.1) 1( 1.D) 2(1.1)
No lunch 1( 1.1) 1( 1.1) 2(1.1)
Others - 2( 2.1) 2(1.1)
Total 95 (100) 95(100) 190(100)

p-value by x>-test.
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Table 3. Satisfaction for the present lunch sources and menus of middle and high school students

No(%)
Middle school High school Total p-value
Very dissatisfied 4( 4.2) 7 74) 11( 5.8)
Dissatisfied 7( 7.4 9( 9.5) 16( 8.4)
Somewhat dissatisfied 9 9.5) 13(13.7) 22(11.6)
Neutral 17(17.9) 25(26.3) 42(22.1) 0.179
Lunch source
Somewhat satisfied 12(12.6) 13(13.7) 25(13.2)
Satisfied 38(40.0) 23(24.2) 61(32.1)
Very satisfied 8( 84) 5( 5.3) 13( 6.8)
Total 95(100) 95(100) 190(100)
Very dissatisfied 4( 4.2) 12(12.6) 16( 8.4)
Dissatisfied 1I( 1.1 14(14.7) 15( 7.9)
Somewhat dissatisfied 11(11.6) 15(15.8) 26(13.7)
Menu Neutral 21(22.1) 2122.1) 42(22.1) 0.0084
Somewhat satisfied 19(20.0) 11(11.6) 30(15.8)
Satisfied 28(29.5) 18(18.9) 46(24.2)
Very satisfied 11(11.6) 4( 4.2) 15( 7.9)
Total 95(100) 95(100) 190(100)

p-value by x%test.

Table 4. The purchase experience of take-out

Table 6. Lunch cost of middle and high school

boxed- lunch No(%) students in the commercial restaurants No(%%)
Middle Middle High
High school Total p-value Cost(won) Total  p-value
school school school
Yes 48(51.6)  66(69.5)  114(61.6) Below 1,500  27(32.5)  16(17.4) 43(24.6)
No 45(484) 29305 74394 1,600~2,000  2530.1)  28(304) 53(30.3)
T 1
otal 93(100)  95(100)  188(100) 2,100,500 13(157)  25(272) 38Q2L.7)
lue by x? -test.
prvalue by x- et 2600300 12045) 17085) 29166)
0.
Table 5. Satisfaction for take-out boxed-lunch of 3,100~3,500  3(36)  5(54) 8(46)
middle and high school students No(%) 3,600~4,000  2(24) 1( 1) 317
School types Above 4,100 - - -
Middle  High Others 1( 1.2) - 1(0.6)
Total p-value
school  school Total 95(100)  95(100) 190(100)
Very dissatisfied - 4 6.1) 4( 3.5) pvalue by 7test.
Dissatisfied 3(63) 3(45) 6(53)
Somewhat dissatisfied 5(10.4) 9(13.6) 14(12.3) B @ﬂcﬁmi} SEEree
" =] B 3
Neutral 9(18.8) 19(28.8) 28(24.6) 0.368 N = = , ° :; . .
A 5 3 wECE Aued gAEe
Somewhat satisfied  16(33.3) 15(22.7) 31(27.2) ;/} _T]W__i ZH ;6 :/“ ‘]‘; Elqiq , = ]—Iu
- orl = 36.9%7} THEEl= AL
Satisfied 11(22.9) 15(22.7) 26(21.5) 6:111 ":E TJT ;A 3 25"6; 420} . N2 "}Et;*
o™ 53] gl £ 45. =7 W & v
Very satisfied 4083) 1( 15 5(4.0) | ;"]} ﬁ’;t' 474 X U"r;)r EM]I"“ ijq =
SEA S+ = 7o prs A 3
Total 48(100) 66(100) 114(100) ok e = Ve S bR
2t Wl 379] TSR] o)A} 2ot US& &+ 3

p-value by y%test

2 THp<0.001).
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Table 7. Satisfaction for the lunch sources and menus between lunch box and school foodservice No(%0)

Lunch-box SChOO], Total p-value
foodservice

Very dissatisfied - 9 8.7) 9 52)

Dissatisfied 5( 7.0) 11(10.7) 16( 9.2)

Somewhat dissatisfied 5( 7.0) 15(14.6) 20(11.5)

Neutral 14(19.7) 22(21.4) 36(20.7) 0.039
Lunch source Somewhat satisfied 9(12.7) 14(13.6) 23(13.2)

Satisfied 31(43.7) 27(26.2) 58(33.3)

Very satisfied 7( 9.9 5( 4.9) 12( 6.9)

Total 71(100) 103(100) 174(100)

Very dissatisfied 1I( 1.9 13(12.6) 14( 8.0)

Dissatisfied - 15(14.6) 15( 8.6)

Somewhat dissatisfied 3( 42 19(18.4) 22(12.6)

Neutral 20(28.2) 18(17.5) 38(21.8) 0.008
Menu Somewhat satisfied 8(11.3) 21(20.4) 29(16.7)

Satisfied 27(38.0) 14(13.6) 41(23.6)

Very satisfied 12(16.9) 3( 2.9 15( 8.6)

Total 71(100) 103(100) 174(100)
p-value by x’-test.

Table 8. Desired lunch sources when students were not satisfied with present lunch source No(%)
Present lunch source .

Desired Tunch somce Lunch-box School foodservice Total p-value
School foodservice 13(54.3) 4( 7.0) 17(21.0)
Take-out boxed-lunch 3(12.5) 15(26.3) 18(22.2)
Lunch-box from home 2( 8.3) 11(19.3) 13(16.1) 0.0062
Commercial restaurant 2( 8.3) 1221.1H) 14(17.3)
School cafeteria 2( 8.3) 5( 8.8) 7( 8.6)
Others 2( 8.3) 10(12.0) 12(14.8)
Total 24(100) 57(100) 81(100)

p-value by x>-test.
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Table 9. Reason for dissatisfaction of the lunch between lunch box and school food service No(%)
Lunch-box School foodservice Total” p-value
Poor tasty 4( 3.3) 54(29.8) 58(19.3)
Not warm to eat 30(25.0) 5( 2.8) 35(11.6)
Small-sized rice(Bab) 5( 42) 11( 6.1) 16( 5.3)
Lack of rice(Bab) variety 4( 3.3) 7( 3.9) 11 3.7)
Small-sized side dishes 21(17.7) 28(15.5) 49(16.3) 0.0084
Not various or lack of side dishes 24(20.0) 32(17.7) 56(18.6) 008
No soup(Guk) or stew pot(Jjigae) 20(16.7) - 20( 6.6)
Not sanitary 4( 33) 22(12.2) 26( 8.6)
High price 1( 0.8) 15( 8.3) 16( 5.3)
Others 7( 5.8) 7( 3.9 14( 4.7)
Total 120(100) 181(100) 301(100)
" duplicate answers, p-value by x*test.
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