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Objectives: Since the enactment of the Serious Accidents Punishment Act in Korea in 
2021, the importance of safety management in food service facilities has increased. This 
study was conducted to examine the status of safety education and to identify educational 
needs for safety accident prevention among army food service personnel.
Methods: This study included 157 food service personnel from Army units located in Gyeo-
ngsangnam-do. Participants were divided into two groups based on the daily number of 
meals served. Demographic characteristics, the status of safety education, and priority for 
safety accident prevention education were evaluated.
Results: A total of 97.5% of participants received safety education, with 60.8% attending at 
least monthly. “Lecture” (63.4%) was the most commonly used educational method. The 
preferred educational methods were “Lecture” (23.5%) and “Counselling” (23.5%), show-
ing significant group differences (P < 0.001). A total of 79.6% of participants reported ap-
plying the educational content in their performance. The mean importance score for safety 
accident prevention (4.78) was higher than the performance score (4.44), with significant 
differences between the two groups observed in the importance scores (P < 0.05). “Slip & 
burn” had the highest importance score, while “Electric shock and fire” had the highest 
performance score. The educational needs analysis revealed that the highest priority item 
for the < 100 meals group was “When moving heavy items, an assistive device or assis-
tance from colleagues should be utilized”, while for the ≥ 100 meals group, it was “When 
using a vegetable cutter or grinder, use an exclusive stick.”
Conclusion: This study can serve as a foundational database for developing customized 
safety education programs tailored to Korean army food service personnel.
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INTRODUCTION

In Korea, military food service is a core element directly related to ensuring sol-

diers’ nutritional intake for health and maintaining combat readiness. It also sig-

nificantly influences the operational efficiency of the military army organization 

and the quality of life in barracks [1, 2]. Recently, in Korea the Basic Act on Military 
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Food Service was enacted to reflect this importance [3]. 

Personnel responsible for military food service include 

logistics officers, supply officers, food service managers, 

supply and food service coordinators, dietitians, civilian 

cooks, and military cooks, each with distinct roles and 

responsibilities. These personnel are responsible for a 

wide array of tasks, including meal planning, food pro-

curement, production, hygiene, and safety management 

within space- and time-constrained environments [4]. 

These facilities are particularly vulnerable to physical, 

chemical, and biological hazards, resulting in frequent 

accidents, such as burns, cuts, slips, and musculoskeletal 

injuries [5-7]. In response to increasing concerns about 

workplace safety, the Serious Accidents Punishment Act 

was enacted in Korea in 2021 to emphasize the need for 

more robust safety management in food service settings 

[8]. Military cooks, who comprise the majority of food 

service personnel, receive only three weeks of initial 

training after enlistment, underscoring the need for 

continuous and practical safety education [9]. Howev-

er, current education is mostly top-down and instruc-

tion-based, often failing to reflect real-world conditions 

and the specific needs of food service personnel [10]. 

Therefore, the need for practical and effective education 

to prevent safety accidents has become apparent. To de-

sign such safety education, a prior analysis of education 

needs that reflects the job roles and circumstances of the 

target trainees is essential [7, 11].

The Borich Needs Assessment quantitatively prior-

itizes educational needs by measuring the weighted 

gap between perceived importance and current perfor-

mance. While it provides objective and precise identifi-

cation of priority areas, its results may be less accessible 

without visual interpretation [12, 13]. The Locus for 

Focus model complements this by visually mapping 

importance and performance into four quadrants, fa-

cilitating intuitive recognition of critical educational 

priorities. However, it offers less quantitative precision 

compared to Borich. Integrating both models leverage 

their respective strengths, combining robust numerical 

analysis with clear visual prioritization to enhance the 

accuracy and usability of needs assessments [14]. These 

models have been effectively applied across multiple 

disciplines, including healthcare, education, and food 

service [7, 12-14, 15, 16]. Despite the critical importance 

of military food service safety, research in this field re-

mains limited due to concerns over national security 

and accessibility [17]. Moreover, few studies have exam-

ined how variations in unit size and meal volume affect 

educational needs. Based on the Food Sanitation Act, 

industrial foodservice facilities serving < 100 meals are 

classified as small-scale and are not required to employ 

a dietitian or a cook [18]. However, specific standards 

for the deployment of nutritionists and cooks within 

military foodservice facilities have not been established.

This study aimed to analyze the educational needs 

for safety accident prevention among Korean army food 

service personnel in Gyeongsangnam-do, using the Bo-

rich Needs Assessment and the Locus for Focus model. 

To reflect differences in the scale of food service facili-

ties, the analysis was conducted by dividing participants 

into groups based on the daily number of meals served 

(< 100 and ≥ 100). This study is expected to provide 

practical foundational data not only for identifying the 

priorities of educational content but also for developing 

customized safety education programs tailored to the 

scale of each military unit.

METHODS

Ethics statement 

The informed consent was obtained from all participants 
for the survey. The survey procedures and protocols were 
approved by the institutional review board of Changshin 
University (Approval No. 104271-201501-HR-022). Addi-
tionally, the Security Office of the army unit conducted a 
security review.

1. Study design
This cross-sectional study was described with reference 

to the STROBE (Strengthening the Reporting of Obser-

vational Studies in Epidemiology) reporting guidelines 

(https://www.strobe-statement.org/).

2. Participants and data collection
Participants were army food service personnel in Gyeo-

ngsangnam-do, Korea who understood the purpose 

and content of the study and participated voluntarily. A 

survey was conducted online using Google Forms from 

October to November 2024. The survey link was distrib-

uted to participants via a social networking service. Re-

https://www.strobe-statement.org/
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sponses were collected anonymously, and no personally 

identifiable information was recorded. The sample was 

obtained using a convenience sampling method, and 

the number of participants was 150, the minimum sam-

ple size when using the G*Power 3.1.9.2 (the hhu) with 

an effect size of 0.3, a significance level of 0.05, and a 

power of 0.95. Considering the anticipated dropout rate, 

the survey link was shared with a total of 165 people. 

A total of 163 copies were returned, with 157 used for 

data analysis, excluding 6 copies that had inconsistent 

responses or missing important variables.

3. Materials and methods
Demographic data included sex, age, meals served 

per day, work career, army hierarchy, the number of 

food service workers. Work career categorized into two 

groups: less than five years and five years or more. Army 

hierarchy was classified as either army officers (includ-

ing commissioned officers, non-commissioned officers, 

government employees, and civilian cooks) or army 

cooks. The daily number of meals served was catego-

rized as fewer than 100 or 100 or more, and the number 

of food service personnel was classified as five or fewer, 

or six or more. The measurement tool for assessing the 

importance and performance of safety accident preven-

tion consisted of 22 items, which were directly adopted 

from used items in previous studies [6, 7]. The items 

were categorized into six types: slip & burn (4 items), 

cut & winding & stenosis (4 items), collisions & falling 

off (4 items), electric shock & fire (4 items), musculo-

skeletal disease (4 items), and contact with chemical 

substance (2 items). Each item was measured using a 

five-point Likert scale for importance, responses ranged 

from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (very important), and 

for performance, from 1 (not at all performed) to 5 (very 

well performed). Higher scores indicated higher levels 

of importance or performance. The Cronbach’s α coeffi-

cients for the importance and performance scales were 

0.987 and 0.983, respectively.

4. Statistical analysis
All data were analysed using IBM SPSS Statistics version 

23.0 (IBM Corp.). The daily number of meals served 

was the independent variable. The chi-square test and 

independent samples t-test were used to analyse the 

differences in proportions and means between groups. 

The reliability of the measurement tool was examined 

for internal consistency using Cronbach’s α coefficient. 

The priority of educational content for preventing safety 

accidents was analysed using the following three steps. 

In the first step, the difference in means between the im-

portance and performance of safety accident prevention 

management was tested using a paired sample t-test. 

The second step was to calculate the Borich Needs in or-

der to prioritize the safety accident prevention education 

content. The Borich Needs were calculated for each item 

using the formula ‘(importance mean – performance 

mean) × importance mean) / Total item number’. For 

example, if an item has an average importance of 4.5, 

an average performance of 3.0, and the total number of 

items is 22, the calculation would be ((4.5 – 3.0) × 4.5) / 

22. In the third step, the Locus for Focus model was em-

ployed to visualize the priorities of educational content, 

with the X-axis representing importance and the Y-axis 

representing the discrepancy level (i.e., the difference 

between importance and performance). Quadrants were 

delineated using the mean values of each axis as the cut-

off points. The first quadrant indicates high importance 

and high discrepancy levels; the second quadrant indi-

cates low importance but high discrepancy levels; the 

third quadrant indicates low importance and low dis-

crepancy levels; and the fourth quadrant indicates high 

importance but low discrepancy levels. Items located 

in the first quadrant represent the highest educational 

needs and should therefore be prioritized for implemen-

tation. The significance level was set at P < 0.05.

RESULTS

1. Demographic characteristics
The demographic characteristics of the participants are 

presented in Table 1. Among the participants, 73.2% 

were male, with a mean age of 29.5 ± 12.9 years. The 

majority of participants (80.3%) had less than five years 

of work career. The proportion of participants with less 

than five years of work career was higher in the group 

serving ≥ 100 meals group, although the difference was 

not statistically significant. The proportion of army 

cooks (63.7%) was relatively higher than that of army 

officers (36.3%). Regarding the number of food service 



https://doi.org/10.5720/kjcn.2025.00185

Jeongeun Park and Eunsil Her

264

personnel, 66.9% of participants reported having 5 or 

fewer personnel in their unit, nearly twice the propor-

tion of those with six or more (33.1%). By the daily num-

ber of meals served, 82.9% of the < 100 meals group had 

5 or fewer personnel, whereas 74.3% of the ≥100 meals 

group had 6 or more personnel (P < 0.001).

2. Status of safety education
As shown in Table 2, 97.5% of the participants had re-

ceived safety education. The most frequently reported 

frequency of safety education was once a month or more 

(60.8%), while 9.1% received education only once a year. 

“Lecture” was the most frequently used method of safety 

education (63.4%), followed by “Counselling” (15.7%) 

and “Discussions” (9.8%). In the < 100 meals group, the 

proportion of “Counselling” was relatively higher, at 

26.2%, whereas in the ≥ 100 meals group, “Discussions” 

and “Practice” were more prevalent, at 14.5% and 13.0%, 

respectively, showing a significant difference (P < 0.001). 

The preferred education methods indicated equal pro-

portions for “Lecture” and “Counselling”, each at 23.5%, 

followed by “Practice” (15.0%), “Video-based educa-

tion” (13.7%), “Discussions” (12.4%), and “Social media” 

(11.8%). In the < 100 meals group, “Counselling” (36.9%), 

“Video-based education” (15.5%), and “Social media” 

(14.3%) were the preferred education methods. In con-

trast, the ≥ 100 meals group showed greater preference 

for “Lecture” (34.8%) and “Practice” (23.2%) (P < 0.001). A 

total of 79.6% of participants reported implementing the 

received educational content in their actual performance.

3. The importance and performance of safety accident 
prevention
Table 3 presents a comparison of the importance and 

performance of safety accident prevention management 

between the two groups based on the daily number of 

meals served. The overall mean score for importance 

was 4.78 out of 5.0, with the < 100 meals group reporting 

a significantly higher score than the ≥ 100 meals group 

(4.86 vs. 4.70) (P < 0.05). The overall mean score for per-

formance was 4.44, which was 0.34 points lower than 

the importance score. Although the < 100 meals group 

showed a slightly higher performance score than the ≥ 

100 meals group (4.51 vs. 4.37), the difference was not 

statistically significant.

In the analysis of importance by type of safety acci-

dent, the “Slip & burn” indicated the highest mean score 

(4.82), while “Musculoskeletal disease” had the lowest 

(4.74). However, all six categories scored above 4.5 out 

of 5, indicating a generally high level of importance 

across all accident types. The < 100 meals group con-

sistently reported higher importance scores across all 

accident types. Statistically significant differences were 

observed in the categories of “Collision & falling off” 

(P < 0.01), “Electric shock & fire” (P < 0.05), “Musculo-

skeletal disease” (P < 0.01), and “Contact with chem-

ical substance” (P < 0.05), with the < 100 meals group 

showing a higher importance in each type. The highest 

level of performance was found in the “Electric shock & 

fire” (4.55), and the lowest in “Musculoskeletal disease” 

(4.18). In five out of the six accident types, excluding 

Table 1. Demographic characteristics by the daily number of meals served

Variables Items Total 
(n = 157)

< 100 meals group 
(n = 87)

≥ 100 meals group 
(n = 70) χ2 or t-value

Sex Male 115 (73.2) 64 (73.6) 51 (72.9) 0.010
Female 42 (26.8) 23 (26.4) 19 (27.1)

Age (year) - 29.5 ± 12.9 29.7 ± 13.0 29.2 ± 12.8 0.239
Work career (year) < 5 126 (80.3) 66 (75.9) 60 (85.7) 2.376

≥ 5 31 (19.7) 21 (24.1) 10 (14.3)
Army hierarchy Army officers 57 (36.3) 31 (35.6) 26 (37.1) 0.038

Army cooks 100 (63.7) 56 (64.4) 44 (62.9)
Number of food service 

personnel
≤ 5 105 (66.9) 87 (100) 18 (25.7) 96.635***

≥ 6 52 (33.1) 0 (0.0) 52 (74.3)

n (%) or Mean ± SD.
Differences between groups were analyzed using the chi-square test or t-test.
***P < 0.001.
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Table 2. Status of safety education by the daily number of meals served

Variables Items Total 
(n = 157)

< 100 meals group 
(n = 87)

≥ 100 meals group 
(n = 70) χ2 value

Experience of safety 
education

Yes 153 (97.5) 84 (96.6) 69 (98.6) 0.637
No 4 (2.5) 3 (3.4) 1 (1.4)
Total 157 (100) 87 (55.4) 70 (44.6)

Frequency of safety  
education1)

Once a year 14 (9.1) 4 (4.8) 10 (14.5) 4.484
Once every 6 months 17 (11.1) 9 (10.7) 8 (11.6)
Once every 3 months 29 (19.0) 17 (20.2) 12 (17.4)
≥ Once a month 93 (60.8) 54 (64.3) 39 (56.5)
Total 153 (100) 84 (54.9) 69 (45.1)

Main safety education 
method1)

Lecture 97 (63.4) 51 (60.7) 46 (66.7) 22.458***

Counselling 24 (15.7) 22 (26.2) 2 (2.9)
Discussions 15 (9.8) 5 (6.0) 10 (14.5)
Practice 11 (7.2) 2 (2.4) 9 (13.0)
Video-based education 6 (3.9) 4 (4.8) 2 (2.9)
Total 153 (100) 84 (54.9) 69 (45.1)

Desired safety education 
method1)

Lecture 36 (23.5) 12 (14.3) 24 (34.8) 28.344***

Consulting 36 (23.5) 31 (36.9) 5 (7.2)
Practice 23 (15.0) 7 (8.3) 16 (23.2)
Video-based education 21 (13.7) 13 (15.5) 8 (11.6)
Discussions 19 (12.4) 9 (10.7) 10 (14.5)
Social media 18 (11.8) 12 (14.3) 6 (8.7)
Total 153 (100) 84 (54.9) 69 (45.1)

Performance of safety 
education contents

Yes 125 (79.6) 92 (80.0) 33 (78.6) 0.039
No 32 (20.4) 23 (20.0) 9 (21.4)
Total 157 (100) 115 (73.2) 42 (26.8)

n (%).
Differences between groups were analyzed using the chi-square test.
1)Percentages were calculated based on valid responses (n = 153). Total sample size was 157; 4 missing responses.
***P < 0.001.

“Musculoskeletal disease”, the < 100 meals group re-

ported higher mean performance scores. Statistically 

significant differences were observed in the types of “Cut 

& winding & stenosis” (P < 0.05), “Collision & falling off” 

(P < 0.05), and “Contact with chemical substance” (P < 

0.05), with the < 100 meals group demonstrating higher 

levels of performance.

Among the 22 items, statistically significant differenc-

es were observed between the 2 groups in 14 items for 

importance and in 6 items for performance (P < 0.05–P 

< 0.01). For importance, the < 100 meals group reported 

significantly higher scores in the “When cleaning the 

gas hood, use the safe ladders and work in pairs” (P < 

0.01), “When cleaning the trench, install a caution sign 

and cover it again after cleaning” (P < 0.01), “Do stretch-

ing exercise before starting and after working” (P < 0.01), 

and “When moving heavy things, use an assistive device 

or help from colleagues” (P < 0.01). In terms of perfor-

mance, the “When cleaning the trench, install a caution 

sign and cover it again after cleaning” showed a more 

pronounced significant difference (P < 0.01), with the < 

100 meals group demonstrating higher scores.

4. Educational needs and priorities for safety accident 
prevention
The results of the paired samples t-test conducted to 

analyze the differences between importance and perfor-

mance for the 22 safety accident prevention items in the 

< 100 meals group are presented in Table 4. For all 22 

items, the importance scores were higher than the cur-

rent performance scores, and the differences were statis-

tically significant (P < 0.001). To determine the priorities 
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for educational content, the Borich Needs values were 

calculated. The item “If the workbench height is inade-

quate, an auxiliary support is used to adjust it” showed 

the highest Borich Needs score at 4.740, followed by ‘Do 

stretching exercise before starting and after working’ 

with a score of 4.348. The model visualized using the Lo-

cus for Focus model is presented in Fig. 1A. Quadrant I 

(high importance high discrepancy; HH) represents the 

highest priority for educational intervention. The items 

included are “When cleaning the gas hood, use the safe 

ladders and work in pairs”, “When moving heavy items, 

an assistive device or assistance from colleagues should 

be utilized”, and “When handling heavy objects, the cor-

rect posture and proper techniques are observed”. Based 

on the overlap between the Borich Needs and the Locus 

for Focus model, the item with the highest educational 

priority was “When moving heavy items, an assistive 

device or assistance from colleagues should be utilized” 

(Rank 1). This was followed by “When handling heavy 

objects, the correct posture and proper techniques are 

observed” (Rank 2) and “When cleaning the gas hood, 

use the safe ladders and work in pairs” (Rank 3).

The ≥ 100 meals group also showed statistically sig-

nificantly higher importance scores than performance 

scores across all 22 items (P < 0.001). The Borich Needs 

scores were highest for the “If the workbench height is in-

adequate, an auxiliary support is used to adjust it” (2.235), 

as in the < 100 meals group (2.235). This was followed by 

“When using a vegetable cutter or grinder, use an exclu-

sive stick” (2.117). Based on the visualization using the 

Locus for Focus model in Fig. 1B, the items located in 

Quadrant I include “Pay attention to the burning when 

using hot water, oil, and utensils”, “Wear protective gloves 

when using sharp cooking utensils”, “Keep the knife in a 

hidden place or do not leave it in a sink with water”, and 

“When using a vegetable cutter or grinder, use an exclu-

sive stick”. The highest educational priority item iden-

tified through the integration of the Borich Needs and 

the Locus for Focus model was “When using a vegetable 

cutter or grinder, use an exclusive stick” (Rank 1). The 

next priorities were “Keep the knife in a hidden place or 

do not leave it in a sink with water” (Rank 2) followed by 

“Wear protective gloves when using sharp cooking uten-

sils” (Rank 3) and “Pay attention to the burning when 
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Fig. 1. The Locus for Focus model by daily number of meals served. (A) The result of selecting safety education contents priority 
using the Locus for Focus model in the < 100 meals group. (B) The result of selecting safety education contents priority using the 
Locus for Focus model in the ≥ 100 meals group. Difference = Importance – performance. HH, high importance high discrepancy; 
LH, low importance high discrepancy; LL, low importance low discrepancy; HL, high importance low discrepancy. 1 = clean the 
floor of the work place; 2 = when working, wear the apron and non-slip shoes; 3 = arrange in the work place and in the aisle; 4 
= pay attention to the burning when using with hot water, oil, and utensils; 5 = wear protective gloves when using sharp cooking 
utensils; 6 = keep the knife at hidden place or do not leave it in sink with water; 7 = when using a vegetable cutter or grinder, use 
an exclusive stick; 8 = precaution when using a rotating machine with a risk of stenosis; 9 = check the floor and surroundings 
without running in the kitchen; 10 = preventing collisions by securing distance and passage between workers; 11 = when cleaning 
the gas hood, use the safe ladders, and work in pairs; 12 = when cleaning the trench, install a caution sign and cover it again after 
cleaning; 13 = do not touch electric facilities with wet hands; 14 = check the electrical connections and facilities; 15 = when frying, 
cook do not leave their seats to prevent fire caused by overheated oil; 16 = check the operation status of gas breaker frequently; 
17 = do stretching exercise before starting and after working; 18 = when moving heavy items, an assistive device or assistance 
from colleagues should be utilized; 19 = when handling heavy objects, the correct posture and proper techniques are observed; 
20 = if the workbench height is inadequate, an auxiliary support is used to adjust it; 21 = check safety handling method of MSDS 
applied substance before use; 22 = wear protection thing before treating chemical substances.

using hot water, oil and utensils” (Rank 4).

DISCUSSION

This study examined the current status and perceived 

needs related to safety education among army food ser-

vice personnel. Findings revealed that 97.5% of partici-

pants had received safety education, a rate comparable 

to that reported among industrial food service person-

nel (96.5%) [6], but lower than the 100% observed in 

school food service settings [9]. In the military, the main 

providers of safety education are typically food service 

supervisors or culinary consultants. Whereas the civil-

ian sector benefits from a broader range of instructional 

agents, including dietitians, the Korea Occupational 

Safety and Health Agency, and educational institu-

tions, indicating relatively restricted access to diverse 

and specialized educational resources in the military 

environment [6, 7]. Only 60.8% of participants reported 

receiving safety education on a monthly basis, a figure 

substantially lower than that of their civilian counter-

parts. Notably, even in the ≥ 100 meals group, where a 

high proportion of personnel had less than five years 

of work experience, participation in regular education 

remained insufficient. These findings underscore the 

critical need for systematic, continuous safety education 

programs tailored to less-experienced personnel [19].

The most commonly used method of safety education 

was “Lecture” (63.4%), albeit less prevalent than in in-

dustrial foodservice settings (77.2%) [6]. While the use of 
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practical education was relatively higher, accounting for 

13.0%. Education methods differed significantly by the 

scale of food service facilities; individualized “Counsel-

ling” was more frequently used in the < 100 meals group, 

whereas those serving ≥ 100 meals group favored “Dis-

cussions” and experiential learning (P < 0.001). These 

results suggest that instructional approaches are being 

differentiated according to the operational scale of the 

food service units. Preferences for educational methods 

were also becoming increasingly diversified. Compared 

to traditional lectures, which saw a decrease in prefer-

ence of nearly 40%, other methods, such as “Counselling”, 

“Practice”, “Video-based education”, “Discussions”, and 

“Social media”, were preferred. In particular, participants 

in the < 100 meals group preferred “Counselling” and 

“Social media”, whereas those in the ≥ 100 meals group 

favored “Lecture” and “Practice” (P < 0.001). This sug-

gests that educational needs vary according to partici-

pant characteristics and food service environments [20, 

21]. Approximately 79.6% of participants reported that 

they applied the contents of safety education to their 

actual work practices, a finding consistent with those 

among school food service personnel (78.2%) [7]. Never-

theless, previous studies identified dissatisfaction stem-

ming from discrepancies between educational content 

and the practical work environment (42.3%), and from 

formalistic or perfunctory delivery modes (19.8%) [7]. 

The results highlight the necessity of developing contex-

tualized safety education curriculums that reflect both 

experiential levels and facility characteristics.

Although the perceived importance of accident pre-

vention was high (mean = 4.78), the actual performance 

was lower (mean = 4.44), reflecting a documented gap 

between risk perception and behavioral implementa-

tion [21-23]. Among the types of safety accidents, “Slip 

& burn” were perceived as the most important, whereas 

“Musculoskeletal disease” received the lowest scores 

in both perceived importance and performance. These 

findings appear to be related to the most frequently 

reported types of safety accidents in previous studies, 

with “burns” (46.4%) being the most common among 

industrial food service workers [6] and “slips” (66.2%) 

among school food service employees [7]. It also high-

lights issues related to risk factors, suggesting that in 

work environments where repetitive physical tasks are 

routine, associated hazards may be easily overlooked 

[24]. Although stretching and the use of assistive devices 

are critical behaviors for preventing safety accidents, 

their actual implementation rates were relatively low. 

Therefore, linking awareness to performance through 

targeted education on these behaviors may contribute 

meaningfully to strengthening practical safety out-

comes. Comparisons based on the daily number of 

meals served presented that both overall importance 

and performance scores were higher in the < 100 meals 

group compared to the ≥ 100 meals group. Among the 

22 items, statistically significant differences were ob-

served between groups in 14 items for importance and 

6 items for performance (P < 0.05–P < 0.01). This differ-

ence can be interpreted as reflecting clearer recognition 

of personnel’ roles and responsibilities in smaller-scale 

units, leading to relatively higher risk awareness. This 

finding is consistent with previous reports indicating 

that safety culture and risk perception may vary accord-

ing to organizational size [25].

The Borich Needs Assessment revealed that, for all 22 

items, importance exceeded performance (P < 0.001), 

indicating a widespread demand for educational rein-

forcement. In both groups, the task “If the workbench 

height is inadequate, an auxiliary support is used to 

adjust it” yielded the highest priority score, reflecting 

the need for ergonomic intervention to mitigate mus-

culoskeletal risk. Previous studies have emphasized the 

role of repetitive and improper postures as critical risk 

factors in institutional foodservice settings [26].

The dual analysis model, which combines the Borich 

Needs Assessment and the Locus for Focus model, is 

useful for providing practical and strategic intervention 

directions in educational settings, and its validity has 

been emphasized in previous studies [11, 12, 14, 15]. 

The integrated results of the two models in this study 

indicate that, for the < 100 meals group, the highest 

educational priorities involve preventing musculoskel-

etal disorder related to equipment use, which reflect 

increased physical burdens and heightened accident 

risks stemming from limited automation and staffing 

constraints [27]. Conversely, in the ≥ 100 meals group, 

safety regulations concerning cooking equipment—

specifically injuries such as cut & winding & stenosis—

emerged as top educational priorities. This finding cor-
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responds to the characteristics of the ≥ 100 meals group, 

where faster cooking speeds and more frequent use of 

equipment elevate the risks of thermal and mechanical 

accidents [28]. To effectively address these challenges, 

comprehensive policy measures at the Ministry of Na-

tional Defense of the Republic of Korea level are essen-

tial. These should include expanding and enhancing 

training for dedicated safety management personnel, 

modernizing foodservice facilities through the adoption 

of advanced safety equipment and automation tech-

nologies, developing standardized safety protocols and 

manuals, and optimizing workforce allocation.

Limitations
This study used a cross-sectional design, analyzing 

needs at a specific point in time, which limits the ability 

to reflect changes in safety education needs or long-

term effects. Additionally, the use of convenience 

sampling reduced the representativeness of the study 

population, and the reliance on self-reported data may 

have introduced subjective bias from respondents. The 

samples were limited to army foodservice personnel in 

Gyeongsangnam-do, Korea, restricting the generaliz-

ability of the results to other military branches or civil-

ian industries. Furthermore, external factors, such as 

the work environment and organizational culture, were 

not adequately controlled, which may limit the interpre-

tation of the results. Lastly, since this study focused on 

identifying the priority of educational needs, it did not 

assess the actual effect of educational programs on acci-

dent prevention or the improvement of safety behaviors.

Conclusion
This study is meaningful in that it clearly identifies the 

priority for safety education among Korean military food 

service personnel with limited access, by integrating the 

Borich Needs and the Locus of Control model, and the 

Locus of Control model, and may provide an empirical 

basis for establishing detailed provisions to enhance the 

safety of military foodservice under the recently enact-

ed the Basic Act on Military Food Service [3] in Korea. 

The findings suggest that safety education programs for 

military foodservice personnel should be tailored and 

practice-oriented, taking into account factors such as 

the size of the foodservice facility, working conditions, 

and types of accidents. The educational content should 

consistently include topics related to improving the 

work environment and preventing musculoskeletal dis-

orders. Specifically, for the < 100 meals group, emphasis 

should be placed on education aimed at fundamental 

improvements in the work environment and reducing 

physical burdens, whereas the ≥ 100 meals group should 

focus more on detailed safety management during food 

preparation processes and responses to hazardous sit-

uations. Furthermore, intervention studies are needed 

to assess behavioral changes based on the prioritized 

educational content and to verify whether customized 

education effectively reduces accidents in Korean mili-

tary foodservice facilities.
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