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Dietitian’s Perception and Purchasing Pattern of Fruits in School Lunch Menu
— Focus on Apples and Pears -

Sun - Hee Seo’ - Jung - Hee Jang

Dept. of Nutritional Sciences & Food Services, Ewha Womans University

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to identify dietitians' perception and purchasing pattern of fruits in
elementary school lunch program. This study was conducted using mail survey from September 15 to October
30, 2006. Survey questionnaire was developed based on in-depth interview with three school food service
dietitians. A total of 100 school food service dietitians in Seoul were participated. Based on the frequency
analysis results, over half of respondents(69%) provides fruits every week, and 23% of respondents provides
them twice a week. Strawberry, watermelon, apple, and mandarin were identified as the most frequently
served fruits in Spring, Summer, Fall, and Winter, respectively. Sixty two percent of respondents indicated
they offered imported fruits, such as banana and pineapple, less than 10% of total fruits. Ninety three percent
of respondents selected private contract when they purchase fruits, and forty four percent of dietitians decided
fruits purchasing procedure by themselves. Respondents addressed "Apples and Pears were appropriate for a
dessert.” and "Apples and Pears supply nutrition such as calorie and vitamin." as the advantages of offering
apples and pears in school lunch menu. They also indicated difficulty in preparation work and many leftovers
as the disadvantages of offering apples and pears. When purchasing apples and pears, dietitians considered
taste as the first criteria and price as the second. Respondents perceived that elementary school students
preferred apples and pears in a neutral level. Respondents also had higher preference for an-sim apples which
can be eaten without peeling for school lunch menu and higher intentions to provide in school lunch menu.
The survey results also found that respondents' intention to offer apples in school lunch menu was higher
than intentions to offer pears. The implications to increase the chance of fruits offering in school lunch menu
wete discussed.
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Table 1, Demographics of dietitians

Table 1, Continue

(N=100) (N=100)
Category N (%) Category N (%)
=10 62 62.0 < 1,500 15 15.0
=17 1 190 > 1,500 - 1,800 4 830
> ,
Whole career in ; ? ) 2 23 Meal cost per = 1,800 - 2,000 30 300
dietitians(year) 'jl ; 3'0 person(won) > 2,000 10 10.0
o ' Missing value 2 2.0
Missing value 2 2.0 ol o
Total 100 100.0 o 1000
Over master degree 11 1.0 F.reedom - amount 2 250
Graduate student 10 10.0 Fixed amount 49 490
Bachelor degtee 14 740 Serving style  Partial fixed amount 20 20.0
Education University student 1 1.0 Missing value 2 20
College graduate 2 2.0 Total 100 100.0
Missing value 2 2.0 Classroom 72 72.0
Total 100 100.0 Dining room 11 11.0
= 50 3 30 Service location Classroom + Dining room 15 15.0
2 45-50 2 320 Missing value 2 20
Work hours 44 31 310 Total 100 100.0
per week < 44 32 320
Missing value 2 2.0
Total 100 100.0 %,
> 8 81 81.0 : i
Duration of =5-8 7 79 e
operating =2-5 6 6.0
foodservice <2 3 3.0
{year) Missing value 3 3.0 ; : :
Total 100 100.0 0 | I y I
Temporary employee 1 1.0 o L — ———— —
porary employ ’ more han twice/week  once/week  twice/month  less
| Regular employee 81 81.0 3 wmes/week onc
Etmtﬁ oymet Contract employee 15 15.0
status Missing value 3 3.0 Figure 1. Frequency comparison of providing fruits, apples and
Total 100 1000 HOR
Conventional 96 96.0 os0 Z%E]:HHALO_ ’8]—3-'- 10] 49 0% 7]—;(]_ ko,
Type of Commissary 1 1.0 IO Co 6 NmE LN V70 o W
foodservice Joint management 1 L0 s vehych
system Missing value 2 2.0 '
Total 100 100.0
= 300 0 a0 3. SHEIAON TIUALTICH B F4) MIZ W ok
> 2,500 - 3,000 35 35.0 MEH
=
= 2,000 - 2,500 5 5.0
Z%agl(-‘)/o"ijf;)s > 1,500 - 2,000 12 12,0
’ < 150 s s ) T AT HEY ATHE A FRE,
Missing value 3 3.0 = 'S o
= 7
Total 100 1000 = 7 AR
= | = = 3
Private 10 10.0 ShalgAof Ao MAAE R=E ZALRE A}
Type of National 4 40 13 69%8(69.0%), ‘3= 23] 23W(23.0%), ‘= 33] o]
elementary Public 84 84.0 , s B ,
school Missing value 2 2.0 Aol- 6‘:5(60%), ‘(‘5_].- %‘Oﬂ 1g H]‘ﬂ- 1%(10%)—E0 L}
Toul 0 iwo epdeiFig 1) B AREE 1) 38 24 2




Table 2. Type and frequency of providing fruits in Spring,
Summer, Fall, and Winter
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Table 2, Continue

Category N (%) Category N (%)
Apple 16 8.2 Apple 38 19.7
Pear 5 2.6 Pear 20 104
Mandarin 23 118 Mandarin 88 45.6
Strawberry 80 410 Strawberry 3 L6
Cherry Tomato 40 20.5 Cherry Tomato 12 6.2
gype and . Watermelon 5 2.6 Type and Watermelon
in Spring Melon 3 15 Provu.img fruits  Melon
Peach . in Wintet Peach
Plum 1 0.5 Plum
Sweet persimmon Sweet persimmon 10 5.2
Banana 18 92 Banana 19 938
Missing value 3 L5 Missing value 2 1.0
Total 195° 100.0 Totals 193 1600
Apple ‘ 14 * Multiple responses caused different total numbers
Pear 1 0.5
Mandarin 6 2.7
Stavbeny P Iomr] S0W(410%), HEENE 407(20.5%),
Cherty Tomato 17 17 = 23‘1](11 8%), ‘H}‘L]'L]' 18‘:'4(9 2%), ‘/\]‘.L]‘ 169
Type and Watermelon 95 432 (8.2%) ‘HH 51::4(2 6%), ‘/\H]—’ 5‘:0'4(2.6%), ‘%}ﬂ 3tg
ey ol f;:lf(’; Z; 1‘3‘; (L5%), A 1505%), T 1H05%) &0
in Summer Peach ] 14 2otsle] 4|7t 7P Wl HiesE L]-E]—LH‘HE}
Plum 2 95 olfo] AFEHE Y| FF A B P
Sweet persimmon . . W43.2%), ‘EE 319H(14.1%), 2L 29”‘(13.2%)
;2:;1 - i’ zz AT 20HO.5%), HLENE 179(7.7%), 2 6
i T Q2.7%), “271" 6%8(Q2.1%), ‘BhHY 67H(2.7%), AR
Apple 59 217 47(1.8%), ‘B-sof 37H(1.4%), ‘Al ltﬂ(O.S% 0
pea w4 Surslo] o] Fhg B WESE UERilck
Mndar Mo e el B S FRE 2N A A
Strawberry : : S9R(27T%), CEE 2W(Q244%), U 37(17.4%),
Cherry Tomato 10 47 ‘H]—L]—H»’ 19‘11(8 9%) ° - 16]1](7 %) "
Type and Watermelon 1 03 A =t O\f-270) °©
froquency of  Gapes 57 244 (6.6%), “TSEOLE’ 107(4.7%), ‘ExoF 578(2.3%),
povidg s gion b 19(05%) 208 SRkl At Y Be
pach s 2 dehigic Agel AREE T £7
IS)i::;t persimmon 16' 7:5 s }_}\]—?ﬂ‘ 7334_ ‘?}’ 88%‘(45'6%)’ ‘/\]—:ﬂ]—’ 381:3
Baraa 9 g9 (19.7%), ‘¥ 20%(10.4%), “BRE 19759.8%) &
Missing value ) ) Eote’ 129(6.2%), ‘T 10%8(G.2%), B/ 34
Totl IR (L6%), L 1H0%)E0R Seste] Fo] AR
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5# WgAle] AlgEe 1Y F Aol 2pA|sE)
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Table 3. Proportion and type of imported fruits in school lunch

program
Category N (%)
< 10% 62 62.0
> 10 - 20% 28 28.0
=20 - 30% 9 9.0
et s o
> 35%
Missing value
Total 100 100.0
Kiwi 33 15.9
Banana 60 290
Orange 41 19.8
Melon 13 6.3
Type of Mango
imported fruits Pincapple 57 215
Grapefiuit
Others 2 10
Missing value 1 0.5
Total 207° 100.0

* Multiple responses caused different total numbers

H2.0%)0] theelglthFig. 1). SHAY] T4%7F &
2o 18] v viE AlFste AR tigdle], g

AFgAA HiE AFsle RlEs e w2 Ao
2 yepgth 7e gEeRE ‘Biy] angoR
SF AN, ShigAlel e F 13 o) g AF
St=F Hol Y3 ohE Iy 5 olsich T
Asizel ARt AFResE wap BEA dike
Table 49+ Z2th AA| 2530 3 34.0%9 2538
AofA] ol = 13 AFEHIL 3 ol 23] J=
AEZ|1ESR At AgEe FeE yehdtt
(=26.17, p<.03).

SugAleA AFEE 1Y Al g 2AF
3 ATt 347P 1%9(1.0%), ‘1271 1(1.0%), “1/47
707(68.6), ‘7|EF 307(29.4%) 0.7 Utepgch 7]Et
AR 67 227, ‘187 29, ‘191 25¢’, ‘=

O
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Table 4, Frequency of providing fruits and frequency of providing apples in school lunch

Frequency of providing apples

Variables
Twice/week Once/week Twice/month ~ Less than once/month
More than 3 times/week 0( .0) 5(5.1) 1{ 1.0) 0o .0
Twice/week 2(2.0) 8( 8.2) (70 6( 6.1)
Frequency of 26.17*
providing fruits Once/week 0( .0) 10(10.2) 33(33.7) 25(25.5) 49
Less than once/month 0( .0) 0 .0) o .0 1( 1.0)
Total 22.0) 23(23.5) 41(41.8) 32(32.7)
¥ p<05
Table 5. Purchasing pattern of fruits and autonomy in fruits 1678 19, 1127 1%, /878 309, ‘167§ 20

purchasing procedure

Category N %)

Direct transaction with producers 1 1.0

Government to Business contract

) Open competitive tender 2 2.0

Purchasing ‘

pattern of Private competitive tender 1 1.0

fruits i
Private contract 94 93.1
Missing value 3 3.0
Total 101 100.0
By myself 46 442
With principal 8 7.7

Autonomy in  Including parents' opinions 18 173

fruits

purchasing Including students' opinions 22 212

Procedie i food service staff 4 38
Missing value 6 58
Total 104*  100.0

Multiple responses caused different total numbers

AL A9 147, VAHCD), UKy, ‘HE 60g74
£ o) Ark 5ol 9lch smadeld waE
G Ate] e 24 An 2509
ojar 4875(48.0%), 300 37TH(37.0%), 350" 74
(7.0%), ‘400" 47(4.0%), 450 2H(2.0%)2& 1}
gk stmFAlold A= 1909 e e =
ARSE Ak 147y 207H(19.6%), “3/47) 175(1.0%),
b BHT6SU) SR YRk e ejReRs

B

F34 191

W, U816 3%, AR3IA] k=rp, 2091 7]E
o 900y, A9 FA ek Fol ggich. SwEal
oA BHE 2SI 193 e Wt 2w
A7} 3009 vlek 50'8(49.0%), 3504 30%(29.4%),
‘40078 9TH(8.8%), 450’ 41(3.9%), ‘5009 o]AF 1
H(1L0%) 22 LT

5) SraFAoA At} A7 e
shagAolA ATEe A FHE 2ARRE F3)
AR 7o} 7o ZahAy zgtﬂ(zg 2%), ‘AAEL
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EE ARo] il Kim(2)9] 4, 68H4 12592 T
oz 9 dApATe} v Re 255 A
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ME4E el 52 488 Zot s v}
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EOET%), A BT AR 7ok BEC(%)
=02 yehrh
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Table 6. Preferences of apples and pears and intentions to provide apples and pears in school lunch

) Mean S.D.

[ think elementary children like apples. 3.07 .820

1 think parents like apples. 3.73 726

I intend to provide apples frequently in school lunch. 3.44 813

I think elementary children like pears. 3.07 .853

I think parents like pears. 3.67 15

I intend to provide pears frequently in school lunch. 3.12 316

Likert 5-point scale from 1-strongly disagree to 5-strongly agree
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Table 7. Intentions to provide apples and proportion of imported fruits

Proportion of imported fruits

Variables P
< 10% >10 - 20% =20 - 30% =30 - 35%
Strongly disagree 1( 1.0} o .0 0( .0) 1(1.0}
Disagree 5(5.1) 3(3.1) 0( .0) 0 .0)
Iintend to provide Neither 21214 12(122) 6(6.1) 0( .0) 53,06+
apples frequently in
school Tunch Agree 29(29.6) 11(11.2) 3(3.1) 0( .0) di=12
Strongly agres 4( 4.1) 2 2.0) 0(.0) 0( .0)
Total 60(61.2) 28(28.6) 909.2) 1(1.0)
1 p<001
Table 8. Perception and intentions to provide "An—Sim apple” and "fresh—cut apple" in school lunch
Mean S.D.
I know an "An-Sim apple". 3.20 1.139
"An-Sim apple” is good for school lunch. 362 990
I intend to provide "An-Sim apple” frequently in school lunch. 3.55 1.104
I know a "fresh cut apple”. 1.97 879
"Fresh cut apple" is good for school lunch. 272 1.013
I intend to provide "fresh cut apple" frequently in school lunch. 2.68 1.031

Likert 5-point scale from 1-strongly disagree to S-strongly agree
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