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Abstract

This nutritional survey was conducted from February 8 to March 10, 1994, in order to investigate the
nutritional knowledge, food habits, nutritional attitude, food preferences and nutrient intakes of urban middle-
aged women living in Daegu and Pohang district. The subjects of this survey were 164 urban middle-aged
women living in Daegu and Pohang Area. The completely answered questionnaires were analyzed for nutritio-
nal knowledge, food habits, nutritional attitude, food preference and nutrient intakes of urban middle-aged
women. The results obtained are summarized as follows: The subjects had a high level of perceived knowledge
(82.9%), that is the knowledge that each subject believed she had, but the accuracy of the knowledge was
only 66.1%. The average nutrition knowledge score was 8.26 out of possible 15 points, and food habit score
was 5.50 out of 10 points. Most of the subjects belonged to “Fair” or “Good” food habit group, which is
considered to be relatively good. With increasing age, the percentage of perceived knowledge, accuracy, and
nutrition knowledge score were getting lower. But food habit score and nutritional attitude score were getting
higher at 40’s women than 30’s women. The correlation between nutritional knowledge score and food habit
score was low (r=0.0748). The correlation between nutritional attitude score and food habit score was low,
too (r=—0.0653). Food preferences for kimchi, potato, cooked rice, beef, noodle, cabbage and milk were
high. Average calorie and protein intake of the subjects were 1967.4% 27.8 Kcal, 758+ 14 g respectively.
Carbohydrate, protein and fat ratio on energy composition was 63.3%:15.5%:21.2%.

LM & A%l walo] BL4E
2.

Azte) AYTe ARF e FAsed Fay Aejste By 253
A% WAL Aol AEe] Ay AFBe Yol BAY A9 ¥
AUZRA BHAL AATA 3ol spEch AA, PR 2 Agwes ¥
Tg, 21 P AEA FET BF AN 44, ARAZAME U
FPoE JTE WAL Yom Y HBEE D X ok o2 kel Fd)e
BE AFAA TS AU A HBER e ZYstn, vpos
F AA, AME, A3We] AxEHa glom, FREo Alzlth

X e
oat
L
Hd

44%e

!

A =Hon
azdE g a8z
\‘“0} -2t A
A7 dF=HL A
F e und
9 9¥E 7}

u}



228

B x o

FHES UEeE AANE APATF9N
F33 BghEL 34~36%F BAHI 9]

19903
HAFE
ok

FEH AF st gutEA o) oeF
AN AABEANN S8 o9 FHAL Ao
ojFATI & 5 vk au AHH PF Py
A3 Aol ofrolr ¢i Y AL ad2 A4
Bo Hg3A R A= ®rh

FAARL THEWA AHHY Adge FYPsin,
g 7o) FREAM ZIETEY 2R AT A%y
AY, 79, 28 5, 715 AREE Fodte T8
qTe FF34n Uoh WA Fddde uiRAE
ARG Y 3G E AN ope} 7hE T
ANQ1e] A G AR, ez & Y
LR

Eppright 592 w532 glojn GdAA 7 7
FE A YT AREAT DS FHAsAE,
5 GEAY FEOl BEFF 08 AAZ AP
A -g3ke] Hgdo] ¢za) Ao ek 22 Car-
ruth”e FFaLS programol] FAd F Friate] 2
s3] AAHA AgSS LAFATL, GFAAH 4
o T4 HABATES BolAe geva A

FH A R A S0 mARIEAY 2 FEAY
AFA T Hgae) B ATANE dF

o B 4TE BARA At slo] QA ge
A9 BT % FYAY FRES YoE FRE
JEAY, A58, AETIE 2 9%a WHLHE
stetalas, 1 AsE HAAT Wmele] B
F959) JYANT 4gARe FRAAE AE]
VBT AT Fome JFAKS YAHEY 2R
22A mgo] HuA stk

Il Z=AHHY 9 o7 2y

1. ZACHAH S 7(2H

2 A7 AR dT 2 EZIRAe) AF
3= 300 6483, 40t) 100H O E £ 16478 FRE
Aoz ZALE AABIYLh A7 19949 29
8URE 39 10971A) 32¢Uztel A zAVSIgEch

2. ZAHHE % g
B Ao AHEE AFETFE AAd 3o 1
ot ME Fahm B Aol o AgtE HE

.
7%

e -

23% Btk L
F 2 AT ALY 4 Ak BES s AP
Ao, BRA 4R FHoz AP 4
A e BREOR o], YN, 44, 9
Fol B BE, AEINSE, J¥s AANNE 24

BUA2 2] A== Dugdale®ol] 23] AAEn
9 o F=ol ALHEE utH FF 157
gEo] A, & FAZ G A AF HH He
TAE FHoE dFENo, 7 &9 g “ged)”,
“‘BUd”, “REU’E gIkes ok gAY
Hrke 2= g & 3590 144 F0] 163 whdes
Hriatdch =3 FREY ‘gety £ ‘i
@3 AL 150 5% AR disted ArgEY
94E& 7L Yok Ag sy “REdel @il
AL ot oAr glvke & HEdth azEr B
ARE A © Qo ‘et 58 “Edny
233 Alge A" A 2(perceived knowledge)o] 31
ta #gste] dAE AHo HEE Asged,
AAE x|&lo] BT FEF x2& opnz QAAH
A2 FolA e 7Y ¥EE F¥E(accuracy)E w
At AxE AHF FFre HE2 AT

Ag@e o] Fho] AgE WS ot WA
Argstgon AR AEAANE 1084 gt 1
zAzte] MAAGAS 0~29, 3~5Y, 6~7U] X
3HAl 3t zbzbel 0, 0574, 14& Fol 2 F& W
o 1 Axt §o] 853 olido]H excellent, 6.5~8.0
FHold good, 4.5~6.0F oA fair, 4.03 ©]3}°]H poor
% 49AZ e Hrlskch

Bl A Blmo| ZAle 7 S90] ALES WS
A8t o H, Likert-type scale AME-3te] wpg=]g
FFH =T W 21, a¥d 2y, 2 2
23133, ol 44, AF ot} 53¢ 571A

AHg3le) A4LE FAx bEFERA e JUdy)
1= Yoke whlle SAHzE HFE FAUh & 2
A ALe-d oj23 HeAAdze Y =HFTt
Atgo] g dolu YY =g ulFH G o g
A v 4 Jde AR U™ B JYEe
A7t #& M2 AFdoy JYHEst 540
glo] GAstn A vHR ¥e AHEeE Hridd.

A9 3z tE Al QFHom E3] A
e AF 20FF ] =S Folitl, g7 Fot
ghoh, 12 13, g dojdtd, i HojdtE
o] ®3kAl 3F.om, Likert-type scaleS AH8-31ed
Zkztef diste] 5, 4, 3, 2, 1o 2 FFE FU

ZAMY TR0 U HFRAE E 59 o3
FEo AL & YEF UQHE 7hol YFMFHAXAL

2

MO b
rlo Hd



Vol. 10, No. 4 (1995) TAAY FA7) 39 ¥ AHAH 229

(convenient method)= ZAVSFT) 2} 218 Joka
9 IMATE AL HE BES Ed 2AE 7
7HA HFLF-o-# € FF, S5 € 1 7EAE,
HAF, oA/, FF-2A- LT, A% AR A
el AFHRIE] ZANA Uil HAFE A2
At

3. X9 A uhy

B ARE 300 FF R 400 FFE o] ¥
Z}o]= Student’s t-testZ FA AAEL Yo, 3
E7te] A#AAAE Pearson’s correlatin coefficient =

vrehy gict
I &z 3 0@

1. A XAE, Msn

B zAbe) thAAE 30t 5 649, 40T) F3 100
Ho2 & 16490t} Table 19 F¥A2] Ao
3 QR X)X (perceived knowledge)e) W& A
HT(accuracy)& FEIFT B FAL gt FEEL
AA BAFE 829%c] el UAAE AAL spAm
ANeH, o] F 66.1%To] Tz FololA] ojEo]
I e A9 339% A TEH LS &
). dHEE AEEA 00 FRS0] 409 F
BB AAE A9 vg3 Pl vl gol
gort, EARCE {I4XHE UHYAE
Chos} Fryer®= MEAES ddozs J4A B
Aol glojA, 7t e ©@3k ANTE saAR
2ate] geiA & dx, dYEo] Ao sty 24
38 ¥ A$AE, 2 5D gl ddte gyse
©@3] zpale] glo] A& 1
FA) e thalede TAHo] B ool
U3 J&S B B ZARAE 24l
a2 gorony, AXE A9 Hgo] LS B W,
FREo] doko &l 7] UEHRE olalsta Yrix
93 sied, 2y B e A2e) 339% AxE
AR AHAS AAER g Aotk

o4
I~

.
;?‘_J.‘
P A ow

>
tlo

]

4

A FWe AT FEAG FRES FJURY
QA EE 799%, AEEE 665%= Vehgton o A
g B dFAade) vws B o & zole fii,
AATE TARNY FEI} 829%2 Z2F o A4 U
ehgou), s sARGe] 66.1%E 2T U 2
velgth 19859 A 579 AEAY FRES O
o2 AANF A A, JFAA A g IAE
A4 o] v]&L 858%, AEEE 51.6%2 ERLA,
Hoo] Zial e AA9 whgee ARE AYS
2= gty e B AFoMe FEBET) 66.9%2
velgs, Jeee ol#dt ke dATHAl A7
Zpolof 7]213k Ao 2 AZHAH, oF 10d59 4
ool T o AR} kg WA E B3 Bol B
# mRolgty AlEETh

Table 20l ARG FH59] FEANAFS 4
&8 ALE dEEE JEn doh A EeE
1582 30th7} 847, 40t)7} 81322 30u)e] Hrt
o =4 Yebgdth 53 A4 1038 TS 30Ut
5.25, 40T} 5672 YELEA 40T FH-50] Ao
o 2o Aeg Jehdth d¥A2] A5t Agd e
Atolel AAAAE - @A JERGI(r=0.0748), A
FATwe At} vlzgt A% GERAAT. HEHA
Aol e gdAa Ao g A Aol &
ABBAE B FEA 085 T 070, AARE
0.810] AAEAZE Jehd B1u®r} givh wheba o
T Ao M gokel ek oldE I oW, A
AlgEe] olF ¥FEEAL ISS Yrdtin & 5 4
o, B d79 FH Fd 59 Afde JAaE
Gl gojA e AAE FEsEn =g
Hrle g0l s FHFoR H3t LS Y5
T Aozt £ 4 Utk

Table 3o+ A5 Mo whe}l Excellent, Good,
Fair, Poor groupel £3&he FHeo| n|gi ojge] o
k=) Aeg el Aok A5d A5t 853 ool
s+ Excellent?ol &3 AMe 3.0%, 65803
Good T 438 AM#HE 31.7%, 4.5~6.0% 9] Fairdol=
40.2%, 4.0 ©)8%) Poord ol &3 AR 25%= U

[‘

e N

Table 1. The levels of perceived nutritional knowledge and accuracy of the housewives.

Perceived knowledge (%)

Accuracy (%)

Age group

mean (SE.) range mean (S.E) range
31~40 84.17(1.59) 53.3~100.0 67.13(1.88) 25.0~100.0
41~50 82.06(1.54) 28.0~100.0 65.43(1.34) 17.0~100.0
P-value 0.3623 0.4528
Total 82.88(1.13) 28.0~100.0 66.10(1.09) 17.0~100.0
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Table 2. The score of nutritional knowledge and food habit and their correlation.

Nurtition knowledge score Food habit score Correlation
Age grou - .
P mean (S.E) range mean (S.E.) range coefficient
31~40 8.47(0.25) 40~14.0 5.25(0.24) 1.0~10.0 —0.0387
41~50 8.13(0.20) 3.0~14.0 5.67(0.18) 05~12.0 0.1645
P-value 0.2898 0.1672 0.1597
Total 8.26(0.16) 3.0~14.0 5.50(0.15) 05~12.0 0.0748

Table 3. Number and nutrition knowledge score of the subjects belonging to each food habit group according

to their food habit scores.

Food habit Excellent Good Fair Poor
group
Subject age subject nutknowl.  subject nutknowl.  subject nutknowl.  subject nutknowl
group No. (%)  score® No. (%)  score® No. (%)  score? No. (%) score®
31~40 46.3) 850(0.87) 17(26.6) 8.82(0.57) 23(35.9) 8.17(0.36) 20(3L2) 8.50(0.49)
41~50 1(1) 8.0000.00) 35(35.0) 8.0000.39) 43(43.0) 814(0.27) 21(21.0) 829(041)
P-value 0.8130 0.2384 0.9453 0.7408
Total 53.0) 825(0.75) 52(31.7) 841(042) 66(40.2) 8.15(0.31) 41(25.0) 8.40(0.45)
dmean (S.E.).
Table 4. The scores of nutrition attitude and their correlation with food habit scores.
Nurtition attitude score Food habit score Correlation
Age group ffici
mean (S.E.) range mean (SE.) range coethcient
31~40 68.86(0.82) 5682 5.25(0.24) 1.0~10.0 —0.0607
41~50 68.99(0.59) 48~82 5.67(0.18) 0.5~12.0 0.1385
P-value 0.9357 0.167 0.2731
Total 68.91(0.49) 48~82 5.50(0.15) 0.5~12.0 —0.0653
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Table 5. The food preference test scores of urban housewives.

Age group 31~40 41~50 P-value Total
Food mean (S.E.) mean (S.E.) mean (S.E.)
Beef 3.86(0.12) 3.99(0.07) 0.3082 3.94(0.06)
Pork 3.34(0.13) 3.41(0.10) 0.6954 3.38(0.08)
Chicken 3.48(0.12) 3.22(0.10) 0.1068 3.32(0.08)
Beef liver 2.13(0.15) 2.11(0.12) 0.9435 2.12(0.09)
Carrot 3.88(0.11) 3.73(0.08) 0.2997 3.79(0.07)
Cabbage 3.91(0.09) 3.86(0.08) 0.7113 3.88(0.06)
Onion 3.69(0.12) 3.88(0.09) 0.1954 3.80(0.07)
Udong 3.48(0.12) 3.32(0.10) 0.3165 3.38(0.08)
Bread 3.67(0.14) 3.62(0.11) 0.7786 3.64(0.08)
Hotdog 3.00(0.15) 2.64(0.11) 0.0664 2.78(0.09)
Pork cutlet 3.31(0.14) 3.04(0.11) 0.1290 3.15(0.08)
Dukdoki 3.69(0.12) 3.46(0.10) 0.1667 3.55(0.08)
Kimchi 4.47(0.09) 4.43(0.07) 0.7475 4.45(0.06)
Egg 3.47(0.10) 3.48(0.09) 0.9410 3.48(0.07)
Sausage 2.53(0.13) 2.54(0.12) 0.9623 2.54(0.09)
Cooked rice 3.84(0.12) 4.07(0.09) 0.1305 3.98(0.07)
Noodle 3.83(0.12) 3.97(0.10) 0.3870 3.91(0.08)
Potato 4.28(0.09) 4.14(0.09) 0.3056 4.20(0.07)
Chocolate 2.75(0.17) 2.92(0.13) 04303 2.85(0.11)
Milk 4.00(0.12) 3.76(0.11) 0.1547 3.85(0.08)
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Table 6. Energy and nutrient intake of urban housewives.

BRAEE LB EERE

Age group 32~40 41~50 P-value Total

Nutrients mean (S.E.) mean (S.E.) mean (S.E.)

Energy (Kcal) 2029.29( 41.43) 1932.31( 36.70) 0.1125 1974.43( 27.78)
Carbohydrate (Kcal) 1297.70( 29.30) 1217.15( 28.94) 0.0608 1248.56( 21.19)
Protein (Kcal) 306.63( 9.19) 300.93( 6.87) 0.6134 303.19( 5.50)
Fat (Kcal) 417.98( 16.89) 414.36( 13.40) 0.8723 415.77( 1047)
Carbohydrate (g) 368.18( 44.17) 304.28( 7.24) 0.0889 320.21( 17.88)
Protein (g) 76.66( 2.30) 75.21( 1.72) 0.6109 75.78( 1.38)
Fat (g 46.44( 1.88) 46.04( 1.49) 0.8712 46.20( 1.16)
Calcium (mg) 666.64( 96.52) 620.18( 27.90) 0.5823 638.31( 41.19)
Iron (mg) 1890( 1.31) 20.71( 1.23) 0.3397 20.01( 0.91)
Vitamin A (I.U) 4704.86(191.52) 4805.35(142.46) 0.6756 4766.14(114.19)
Vitamin B (mg) 1.50( 0.21) 1.23( 0.04) 0.1409 1.29(  0.05)
Vitamin B, (mg) 1.40( 0.08) 1.53( 0.15) 0.4882 1.48( 0.09)
Niacin (mg) 19.30( 0.80) 19.30( 0.64) 1.0000 19.30( 0.50)
Vitamin C (mg) 57.16( 2.38) 59.38( 2.16) 0.5058 5851( 1.61)

Table 7. Calorie composition of urban housewives.

Age group 31~40 41~50 P-value Total
Nutrients mean (S.E) mean (S.E.) mean (S.E.)
Energy (Kcal) 2022.29(41.63) 1932.31(36.70) 0.1125 1967.43(27.78)
Carbohydrate (%) 64.36( 0.80) 62.60( 0.86) 0.1667 63.29( 0.61)
Protein (%) 15.10( 0.30) 15.76( 0.32) 0.1609 15.51( 0.23)
Fat (%) 20.55( 0.59) 21.64( 0.62) 0.2327 21.21( 0.44)
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