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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine the usefulness, attitude for using on food labeling such as nutrition labeling,
organic food labeling and food additives labeling, and purchase intention in Korean housewives and university
students. A total of 320 subjects participated in study from October to November in 2008. They answered to
developed questionnaire and 300 subjects (149 housewives, 151 students) completed all questions. The statistical
analyses were performed using by SPSS 17.0 package program. The rates of checking the nutrition labeling, organic
food labeling and food additives labeling were 57.3%, 57.2% and 63.3%, respectively. Comparing housewives with
university students, housewives showed significantly more positive usefulness, attitude for using, purchase intention in
some questions about nutrition labeling, organic food labeling and food additives labeling (p <0.05). Subjects who
checked each food labeling on purchasing had more positive usefulness, attitude for using and purchase intention in
all questions (p <0.01). For nutrition labeling and organic food labeling, usefulness (each value of 3 was 0.362, 0.354)
and attitude for using (each value of B was 0.336, 0.301) were independent factors for purchase intention (p <0.001).
For food additives labeling, only usefulness had an effect on purchase intention. In conclusion, usefulness, attitude for
using food labeling and purchase intention were different between housewives and university students. Moreover,
usefulness and attitude for using food labeling affected positively on purchase intention (Korean J Community Nutr

16(1) : 86~97, 2011)
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Table 1. General characteristics of subjects 200 -
I7Z
Housewives  University Total 180 |_mYes ®No (57.3%)
Variables students 160 yi-value=7.3017"
(N=149) (h=151) (N=300) -
14
Gender 10
120 97 —
Male 0( 00) 57(377) 57(19.0 (65.1%) = 7
100 ' —
Female 149 (100.0) 94( 62.3) 243(81.0) (49.7%) (50.3%)
80 : : —
y2value 69.438%%** -
; n
20's 17( 11.4) 151(100.0) 168 (56.0) ;o
305 42( 282 0( 00) 420140 . |
405 71(47.7)  O( 00) 71(23.7) _ o
Housewives University students Total
50's 19( 128 0( 00 19( 6.3)
y>value 238.878%** “p<0.01
Taking a course for food and nutrition Fla. 1. The rafe of sublects who check the nutiiion bl
vos 47( 315 41(272) 88 (29.3) ig. 1. The rate of subjects who check the nutrition labeling.
No 102( 68.5) 110( 72.8) 212(70.7)
y>value 0.698 200 170
. ; 1 MYes mNo [57.2%)
Having children” 180 . ' ?
) ¥2-value=7.7358""
Yes 122( 81.9) - 122 (81.9) 160
No 27( 18.1) - 27 (18.1) 140
Age of children (years)?  18.1 £ 7.0 - 181+ 7.0 120 —=6 —
100 (65.3%) 24 76 -
*kk 5 < 0,001

1) For housewives
2) For housewives having a child
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Fig. 2. The rate of subjects who check organic food labeling.
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Table 2. Usefulness, attitude for using and purchase intention about nutrition labeling

Demographic characteristics

Checking the nutrition labeling

Variobles Total iversi
Housewives University t-value Yes No tvalue
students
Usefulness
Nutrition labeling helps to 3.84 £ 093" 393+ 0.87 376+ 097 1546 408 £ 093 3.53 £ 0.82 5.263***
purchase healthy food
To check nutrition labeling at 393+ 094 397+ 091 390+ 096 0.605 413 £ 094 3.66 £ 0.87 4.45]%**
fime of purchase is useful
To check nutrition labeling atf time 3.78 £ 1.08 391 £ 099 365+ 1.15 2.127% 409 £ 1.05 3.37 £ 0.99 6.034%**
of purchase is a waste of time?
Total 3.856+ 0.73 393072 377072 1.946 410 £ 0.69 3.52 £ 0.64 7.444%**
Attitude for using
To mark nutrition labeling on food is 432 + 0.70 4.25 £ 0.64 4.39 =+ 0.75 -1.777 452 = 0.64 4.05 £ 0.69 6.012%**
desirable
Nutrition labeling let us know 403 £ 085 4.04 £ 0.75 4.03x095 0.140 426 = 0.77 3.73 £ 0.87 5.484%**
importance of nutrition
Nutrition labeling is unnecessary, if price 3.47 £ 1.12 3.66 £ 0.99 328 £ 1.21 2917*% 3756 £ 1.10 3.09 = 1.05 5.224***
increases due to nufrition labeling?
Total 394 + 0.65 398 + 0.61 390+ 0.68 1.092 417 £ 057 3.63 £ 0.61 7.963%**
Purchase intention
| will purchase food with nufriion labeling  3.99 + 0.86 3.96 + 0.84 4.01 = 0.88 -0.540 431 £ 0.67 355+ 0.90 8.006%**
I will purchase food with nutrition 344+ 1.00 356+ 1.00 3.31 £ 097 2213* 368+ 0.85 3.11 = 1.08 4.945%**
labeling, if it is more expensive
Total 3.71 £ 0.78 3.76 £ 0.80 3.66 = 0.76 1.102 3.99 £ 0.63 3.33 £ 0.80 7.707%**
* p<0.05 * p<0.01, *#* p<0.001

1) Likert-type 5 point scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree

2) Reverse coding

200

Yes No (63.3%)
180

alue=11.916

160
140 :

106 108
120 T (36796
. 0
100 (53.7%), >~
20 " (46, 3%)
60 33 I —

(26.9%)
40 — I _—
20 — | S —
D
Housewives University students Total
Mp<0.01

Fig. 3. The rate of subjects who check food additives labeling.
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Table 3. Usefulness, attitude for using and purchase intention about organic food labeling

Demographic characteristics

Checking the organic food

Variables Total iversi
Housewives University t-value Yes No t-value
students
Usefulness
Organic food labeling helps to 3.98 £ 0.77" 397 £ 0.74 399 +0.80 -0.227 425 £ 0.67 3.65+ 0.75 7.330%**
purchase healthy food
To check organic food labeling ot 3.86 £ 0.86 3.86 £ 0.82 3.86 £ 0.90 -0.019 412 £ 081 354 £ 081 6.142%*%
fime of purchase is useful
To check organic food labeling ot 3.63 = 1.04 3.81 £ 0.95 3.46 = 1.11 2.873** 3,88 £ 1.07 3.31 £ 0.92 4.875%**
fime of purchase is a waste of time?
Total 3.83 £ 069 388 £ 069 377069 1.339 4,08 £ 060 3.50 £ 0.65 7.926%**
Aftitude for using
To mark organic food labelingon  4.16 £ 0.71 409 £ 0.70 422 = 0.72 -1.519 441 £ 0,60 3.87 £ 0.68 7.224%%**
food is desirable
Organic food labeling let us 3.94 £ 092 391 +089 397 +09 -0513 421 £ 082 363 £ 091 5.6471%**
consider food safety
Organic food labeling is 345+ 105 368095 323+ 109 3.897*** 361 £ 1.09 324+ 096 2980**
unnecessary, if price increases due
to organic food labeling?
Total 3.85+ 066 390+ 067 380+ 066 1.205 4,07 £ 0.60 358 £ 0.62 6.890%**
Purchase infention
| will purchase food with organic 3.93 &+ 0.86 3.83 £ 0.88 4.02 £ 0.82 -1.910 419 £ 0.79 3.61 £ 0.79 6.283%**
food labeling
| will purchase food with organic = 3.61 + 0.81 3.66 £ 0.83 356 £ 0.79  1.159 3.82 £ 0.73 3.31 £ 0.81 5.695%**
food labeling, if it is more expensive
Total 3.77 £ 070 3.75 £ 075 3.79 £ 0.65 -0.491 401 £ 065 3.46 £ 0.65 7.162%**

** p < 0.01, ***: p < 0.001

1) Likert-type 5 point scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree

2) Reverse coding
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Table 4. Usefulness, attitude for using and purchase infention about food additives labeling

Demographic characteristics

Checking the food additives

voriables fotal Housewives LSJ:J \gzﬂ;/ tvalue Yes No tvalue
Usefulness
Food additives labeling helps 4,07 £ 072" 414 £ 0.68 400+ 0.76 1.698 428 £ 0.62 3.70 £ 0.75 7.080%**
to purchase healthy food
To check nutrition labeling at 394 £ 091 393+ 092 395+ 090 -0.261 4,17 £ 0.85 3.55 £ 0.88 5.963***
fime of purchase is useful
To check food additives labeling ot 341 £ 1.14 361 £1.11 322+ 1.14 2998** 364+ 1.17 3.13 £ 0.94 4.068***
time of purchase is a waste of fime?
Total 381 £ 070 3.89+0.72 3.72+ 048 2085 403+ 0.67 3.46 £ 0.60 7.300%**
Aftitude for using
To mark food additives labeling 425 £ 071 434 £ 062 416 £ 0.78 2255% 439 £ 0.64 3.99 = 0.74 4.816%**
on food is desirable
Food addifives labeling let us 399 £ 090 405+ 089 394+ 092 1.022 415 £ 093 3.74 £ 0.79 3.785%**
consider food safety
Food additives labeling is unnecessary, 3.39 £ 1.16 3.64 £ 1.13 3.14 = 1.14  3.811*** 3568 &£ 1.18 3.16 £ 1.01 3.260**
if price increases due to food additives
labeling?
Total 3.88 £ 0.71 400+ 0.71 3.75 £ 0.69 3.260** 4.03 £ 0.73 3.63 £ 0.59 5.235%**
Purchase intention
| will purchase food with food 393+ 091 404+ 085 3.83+09 2030* 417 £ 090 351 £ 0.79 6.377%**
additives labeling
| will purchase food with food additives 3.65 £ 1.06 3.74 £ 1.06 3.56 £ 1.06 1.434 3.91 £ 1.01 313 £ 095 6.565%**
labeling, if it is more expensive
Total 3.79 £ 083 3.89+ 079 370+ 085 2040* 404+ 0.74 3.32+ 0.77 7.971%**

* p<0.05 * p<0.01, *#* p<0.001

1) Liker-type 5 point scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree

2) Reverse coding
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Table 5. Correlation of usefulness, attitude for using with purchase
intention about food labeling

Variables Usefulness  Atftitude

Purchase infention about nutrition labeling 0.585"#**  0,576%**

Purchase intention about organic food 0.5971%#**  (0,680%**
labeling

Purchase intenfion about food additives  0.484***  0,396***
labeling

=% p < 0.001

1) Correlation coefficient
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Table 6. Regression of usefulness and atfitude for using on purchase intention about food labeling
Dependent variable Independent variable B B t-value
Constant 0.610 2.721%*
Nutrition Iaboeling” Usefulness 0.390 0.362 6.061%**
Attitude for using 0.406 0.336 5.627%**
Constant 1.173 6.039%***
Organic food labeling? Usefulness 0.359 0.354 4,785%**
Attitude for using 0.317 0.301 4.,072%%*
Constant 1.548 6.27 1 #%*
Food additives labeling® Usefulness 0.509 0.433 5.568***
Attitude for using 0.078 0.067 0.864

1) R =0.637 R? = 0.405 adjusted R? = 0.401 F = 101.150%**
2) R=0.619 R? = 0.384 adjusted R? = 0.380 F = 92.440%**
3) R =0.486 R* = 0.236 adjusted R? = 0.231 F = 45.961***

** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

40.1%2) 2¥EE BAow (p<0.001), FE9PB=
0.362, p < 0.001)°] o ¢H= (B = 0.336, p < 0.001) =
ot FeFHo] & Ao AU (Table 6). 715213
Al A= 37 F o] Aol 38.0%°1oH
(p <0.001), 84 (B=0.354, p <0.001), o] EH %=
(B=0.301, p<0.001) =07 Fujo|Lo] Jas F=
707 BT (Table 6). 2F371HE2] 43¢ 8243
o] LEI= 7} Tl o) ol o] 2Rl S Bl o) 87
2 A3, 584 (B = 0.433, p < 0.001)7to] Fruj o] o)

AEFS F= Ao e o Ay 23.1%°]30th
(p <0.001).
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