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Analyses of the Awareness of Students’ Parents on School Meals
and their Intention to increase Consumption of
Environment—friendly Agri—products

Kim, Ho - Jeon, Doo-Cheol

As a result of analysis on situations of environment-friendly school meals, it was
obtained that student's parents were interested in food safety and the importance of
sanitary supervision. Many parents responded that environment-friendly school
meals increased the health and eating habits of their children. The higher and
higher educated parents responded that environment-friendly school meals effected
on the children’s health positively. Also, the higher educated parents responded
that environment-friendly school meals effected on the children’s eating habits
positively. After the environment-friendly school meals, the item increase to pur-
chase was vegetables by 25% of the consumers who purchase environment-friendly
agri-products. The second and third increasing items were respectively fruits and
rice. When environment-friendly agri-products were consumpted and influenced
positively through school meals, the consumption of environment-friendly agricul-
tural products will be increased. The expansion of environment-friendly school
lunch program cannot bring the consumption expansion of environment-friendly
agri-products immediately. However, when the persistent promotion and student's
parents confidence on environment-friendly agri-products were accumulated and
experienced positive effects through school meals, it will give a positive effect on
the consumption of environment-friendly agr-products.

Key words : environment-friendly school meals, food safety, environment-friendly
agri-products, parents of student
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Table 1. Characteristics of respondents
(Unit : persons, %)

Item Frequency Ratio
20s 4 1.1
30s 174 47.4
40s 181 49.3
Ages 50s 6 1.6
Above 60s 1 0.3
Non-responses 1 0.3
Total 367 100.0
Under 1 million won 4 1.1
1~2 million won 20 54
2~3 million won 71 19.3
3~4 million won 100 27.2
Income levels
4~5 million won 88 24.0
Above 500 million won 79 21.5
Non-responses 5 14
Total 367 100.0
High school graduates 118 322
Collage graduates 83 22.6
Univ. graduates 127 34.6
Scholarships
Graduate school graduates 28 7.6
Non-responses 11 3.0
Total 367 100.0
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Fig. 1. Satisfaction index on school meals made from environment-friendly agri-products
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Table 2. Satisfaction differences by scholarship of students’ parents
Item Significant Duncan test
F-value
Scholarships prob. 1
High school graduates 3.28
Student’s Collage graduates 3.38
5.680 0.001
health Univ. graduates 3.67
Graduate school graduates 3.71
High school graduates 3.11
Student’s Collage graduates 3.32
. . 7.475 0.000
cating habits Univ. graduates 3.63
Graduate school graduates 3.71
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Fig. 2. Awareness on a few sides of environment—friendly agri-products
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Table 3. Awareness differences on a few sides of environment—friendly agri—products by

scholarship
Items Significant Duncan test
F-value
Scholarships prob. 1 2
High school graduates 3.62
Awareness on Collage graduates 3.66 3.66
. 3.131 0.026
EFAP* types Univ. graduates 3.87 3.87
Graduate school graduates 393
High school graduates 4.06
Awareness on Collage graduates 4.10
certification marks 2492 0.060
of EFAP Univ. graduates 4.36
Graduate school graduates 4.38
High school graduates 3.62
Confirming the place Collage graduates 3.66 3.66
of origin in 4.831 0.003
. Univ. graduates 3.87 3.87
purchasing
Graduate school graduates 393

* EFAP : environmental-friendly agri-products

A @G e=e Tkl A=Al et Aol el A SRR 362%W &

203%(55.3%)°] T3t U 1597 (43.3%)°] FulEtA] 3 U ATHTable 4).
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Table 4. Purchasing or not of environment—friendly agri—products
(Unit : persons, %)

Item Frequency Ratio

Yes 203 55.3

No 159 433

Non-responses 5 1.4

Total 367 100.0

AV FENHEL THSL Y PR F QFELo] FT 23138 s A0 ek

ot} FujEts 35E HHE 23|15 Fulsts SHERU) 88 (43.3%)E 7HY Bkal 1t
o2+ 189 3§]i A 457 (22.2%)°1 Utk B Ao 2 12385 Fuiste SRR 1339

(65.5%) 0.2 o

L

£ A5} tH(Table 5).

Table 5. Ratio of purchasing frequency of environment—friendly agri-products

(Unit : persons, %)

Item Frequency Ratio Average
1 time 45 22.2
2 times 88 433
3 times 45 22.2
4 times 14 6.9
5 times 7 34 2.31 times
7 times 1 0.5
10 times 1 0.5
Non-responses 2 1.2
Total 203 100

ARFHES Ffsta e SR 2039 St ez EASIATE dAl Fulsta s
=5 FAHES AvZE vlud n2A SR = Ha 29.0
% =7t A2 YEEth 10-20% 3% S7He MR 182%= 7Hd Wekal, 1 v
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o] AtH(Table 6).

Table 6. Ratio of consumption increasing after school meals from environment—friendly

agri-products (Unit : persons, %)

Item Frequency Ratio Average
Under 10% 17 8.4
10~20% 37 18.2
20~30% 31 15.3
30~40% 23 11.3

29.0%
40~50% 28 13.8
Above 50% 15 7.4
Non-responses 52 25.6
Total 203 100
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Table 7. Purchasing increasing items after school meals from environment-friendly agri-

products (Unit : persons, %)
The order of priori Averages

ftem 1st 2nd pty 3rd Total (%)f
Rice 29 (143) 9 (44 13 (64) 51 (12.1) 13.9
Minor cereals 10 (4.9 10 (4.9 9 44 29  (6.8) 6.9
Vegetables 53 (26.1) 31 (15.3) 24 (11.8) 108 (25.5) 28.8
Soybeans 10 (4.9 17 (84 12 (5.9 39 (9.2 8.9
Fruits 28 (13.8) 35 (17.2) 24 (11.8) 87 (20.6) 20.9
Potatoes 0 (0.0 4 (2.0 14 (6.9) 18 (4.2 2.6
Spices 6 (3.0 17 (84 17  (84) 40 (9.5 8.1
Livestock 7 (34 18 (8.9 24 (11.8) 49 (11.6) 9.5
The others 0 (0.0 0 (0.0 2 (1.0 2 (0.5 0.2
Total 143 (100.0) 141 (100.0) 139 (100.0) 423 (100.0) 100.0

* Averages were calculated by weight(1st=3, 2nd=2, 3rd=1).
35 8 Tl o9 F5
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Table 8. Purchasing increasing intention of environment-—friendly agri-products
(Unit : persons, %)

Item Frequency Ratio

No completely 3 0.8
No 8 22

Yes or not 106 28.9
Yes 199 54.2

Yes completely 43 11.7
Non-responses 8 2.2
Total 367 100.0
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Table 9. Items of purchasing increasing intention
(Unit : Person, %)

The order of priority
Item Total Averages(%)*
Ist 2nd 3rd

Rice 91 (25.9) 11 (3.2) 30 (8.8) 132 (12.7) 15.6
Minor cereals 23 (6.5) 26 (7.5) 19 (5.6) 68 (6.5) 6.7
Vegetables 120 (34.2) 94 (27.1) 54 (15.8) 268 (25.8) 28.8
Soybeans 18 (5.1) 32 (9.2 24 (7.0 74 (7.1) 6.8
Fruits 48 (13.7) 111 (32.0) 61 (17.9) 220 (21.2) 20.5
Potatoes 2 (0.6) 4 (1.1 21 (6.2) 27 (2.6) 1.7
Spices 20 (5.7 36 (10.4) 59 (17.3) 115 (11.1) 9.1
Livestock 29 (8.3) 33 (9.5 72 (21.1) 134 (12.9) 10.8
The others 0 (0.0 0 (0.0 1 (03) 1 (0.1) 0.0
Total 351 (100) 347 (100) 341 (100) 1,039 (100.0) 100.0

* Averages were calculated by weight(1st=3, 2nd=2, 3rd=1).



PR AU AR €]

3t
o

aF

A

°

A A}

o
T

A o] A 7go]

ko3
T

o]

bl theat 2

°©

[e]

Atk ol 2R

30
2

7+ Aot

e

0

1

T
=

Al
)
"5]'.

I
pul

= Yebst

aL ek @A

lofol

P
T

= 5| of o}
6—‘_:'_]_

=
:I’."

=
T

sl
1

9

AJA}
A ZF -
A o] &

*

]
]

[e)
A4

zl}o
]‘E
j s
.

kel
o

o Fx

]

F A
329

A= o oF

Rs

o i
F ol Qdut hgelA

FAF TR SR A,

] A 5] Watel] TR A

LS

S HH

°

<
s
kil

j=s

o]

]

B

o
e

:2013. 2. 10. FF=THSTY 2013, 3. 8]

©2013. 1. 8. =E5AY



N
o
ol
off
>,
il
%
&
ol
1>
2
2
o
1%
-z
td
o
23
olo
e
e
e
o
off
>,
il
B
R
do
=
Lo,
oft
M
1

31

Reference

. Heo, Seung-Wook. 2006. Development Processes and Strategies for School Lunch Program
using Environmentally friendly Agri-products. Korean Journal of Organic Agriculture. 14(1):
41-53.

. Hwang, Yoon-Jae-Kook, Seung-Yong. 2011. A Study on Improving Services System. KREI.
. Jeon, Doo-Cheol. 2012. A Study on the Effect of Environment-friendly School Lunch Pro-
gram on Parents’ Consumption for Environmental-friendly Agricultural Products. Graduate
School Dankook Univ.

. Kim, Ho. 2010. Promoting Directions of School Lunch from Environment-friendly Agri-
products of Metro-government. Casebook of the Half-year Academic Conference. Korean

Society of Organic Agriculture.





