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Abstract

The purposes of this study were to examine understanding, attitudes, and behaviors of college
students regarding the nutrition labels of food package and the relations among these factors and
demographic background such as educational experience with label, major, home place and
parents’ status. The study was surveyed 471 undergraduate students enrolled in general education
classes at local university. Generally, coliege students could understand nutrition label. Nutrition
related class in college didn't influence Nutrition label understanding, use and purchasing behavior.
Students whose mothers with higher than college education level and professional work showed
strong dependability on nutrition label. Label use, understanding and purchasing behaviors
significantly associated with gender of subjects. All the subjects looked at the amount of sodium
most frequently among all the nutrients listed on the food package(88.8%). Of all the food labels,
the manufacturing date(25.1%) was considered the most important and the refund and
exchange(12.9%) was considered the least important information. This paper suggested that
nutrition education program for college students needs to be developed in series from elementary
school curriculum and to enhance the use of nutrition labels.
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<Table 1> General characteristics of subjects

N(%)
Gender Male 120(25.4)
Female 352(74.6)
Bducation <Middle school 64(14.0)
level High school 246(53.9)
> 2-yr College 146(32.0)
Sales - Service 116(26.5)
Father’s .
tatus Manufacturing work 97(22.1)
Occupation Office work 126(28.8)
Professional work 41( 94)
Administrator 45(10.3)
Miscellaneous 13( 3.0)
.| £Middle school 107(24.2)
Education | __

level High school 270(61.1)
2 2-yr College 65(14.7)
Mother's Sales - Ser\fice 98(22.7)
status Manufacturing work 20( 4.6)
Occupation Office work 19( 4.4)
Professional work 14( 3.2)
Administrator 4 09)
Miscellaneous 277(64.1)
Home place > Urban cite(City) 350(74.6)
< Rural cite 118(25.4)
Food & Nutrition 16( 3.4)
Natural Science 123(26.2)
Major Subjects Literature - Social Science | 304(64.7)
Arts - Musm - Physical 270 57)

Education
250< 4( 1.8)
BMI 20.0~24.9 99(43.0)
20.0> 127(55.2)
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<Table 2> Mean value of dependability on nutrition label by
father's education level, mother's education level
and mother’s occupation of subjects

Father’s | <Middle school 2.74
education | High school 2.76 1.256
level 2 2-yr College 2.85
Mother’s | < Middle school 2712
education | High school 279 3.178*
level 2 2-yr College 2.94°
Sales - Services 2.76%
Manufacturing work 2.67°
Mother" 8 Ofﬁcnal' work 2.68° 5 04TH
Occupation | Professional work 3.24°
Administrator 2.17¢
Miscellaneous 2.820

abc: Values with different alphabets in same row are significantly
different by Duncan’s multiple range test o/=.05
* p<0.05

HE AN BIE gel) AWAQ 2uREe
QoA e AHEE B4 %S A0 wah
FSINEY A 4EIN HNPTE Y ¢
a3 ®A gl BE BAE EFHGEOHO, 2
B 2uAE] GUBAS AN o R
49l 0% WAWEH T FEATCIG 287,
AZYAA g BAolets Base JeEAll o
& 2HRe] AREE LA JEEA DT TS
o Bl el Sl B FF 1T 4FAZUA
g9 JUBAA L e ols17h HAsojok FE A
A,

jﬁ

o
ﬂJ

=

ZALHAIRLS] S0l W2 FUEA| AT,
OIOHE. O|SAlE} H TS

(F DT ARG 540 wE JEEA A
%, osl, ol g4 % FuiES vee Wi
Y A4 BIFFY 7 TS 0006 FEAA
FLEA T A molM FoAF 2ol & E‘R“iﬁﬂﬁ

RPFYE SR I M=286 S FHA P
F(M=272)] viste] B 2 NEEE »}Ewai



<Table 3> Mean value of dependability, understanding, use and purchasing behaviors by taking nutrition class,

gender, home place and BMI of subjects

S Dependability Understanding Use Purchasing behaviors
Taking Yes 2.86 0.90 2.56 2.59
Nutrition class No 272 0.89 251 2.58
T-value 2451 0.597 0.568 0.177
Male 274 0.86 2.20 2.28
Gender Female 2.81 0.90 2.65 2.69
T-value -1.195 -2.64R% % -4.605%+* 43504
Urban cite 2.83 0.90 2.54 254
Home place Rural cite 2.67 0.90 249 2.60
T-value -2.550%* 0.378 -0.568 -0.545
250< 2.86 0.78b 2.68 2.70
BMI 20.0-24.9 219 0.90a 251 267
20.0> 2.81 0.90a 2.52 2.72
F-value 0.163 4.7752%+ 0.254 0.182

abc: Values with different alphabets in same row are significantly different by Duncan’s multiple range test =.05

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

ol &HE] ¥ FHjgFol £ O EUT Martta 59
S NS FHE T EREC) FUBAE Y
e A4 HFE=rt o oy Ado wE o)
+ BAHLE FoAol gl 3l Aoy W
£, AHE JgS A YUty BaEHF

JEy BEPEE ARE wS A% BdAYe
FEAF FREL GFEA FHH ola} o
3 E$O8 ol Y%t meh Aol o of
AU NP BN JEENS AHg o) 1
;r:u hof ol AP520) FYEA olshol
£ ASE uehge 3 212 o

g o
wjo ru]o

3 1599 BB Asaol AR o
O3 ste] ool M o) ) Yge B
QT T JlAHE Ddugaly) 7g e
AFE Blste] HFe GUYEAE O go
289 o] o HE S Fri 8

ogutzlo 2 fealEo| 7o
o UL ANstel HEA AR ANBE 3
FYBAE olsi Rt

Hq e Foe 7

ol K

(o
oX ¥2

o EHU} °]3H (p<0.01), ©]- &4 BN (p0001) B
(PO 2 FAF 2olE BYoU, AFE
Zolg lﬂ_c’lll U SR FSHAe) B

st o won ol & FHlgEe o

—Ll
:'0::,'01.?.,
1o o2 H

rlo © o oft >

il

o 7].70— = z‘rkO
Fol Azlo] AU

€ Ao® A

deael AAASG A5e BAE Ao ol
5509 Ao W ejrigo] Bapgel vsed ob

Az AL S A

ERPAUFER-DIE AL
e FUe Ao BT

AL FEAd wste]

AL BEEIT ke

o),
Z/\].KH Ak ‘:H b‘Hg =

M Az {3k

g olaf i, o] &-4H

i
flr
4y

A7h BT s Y%
AlFel o]l olsl ol
o) vl A o)
JEFAIS O wo| &l
ZALSE $AVE AL B

& AR "Wt plos TE

€ BHou GgEAd o
faste folgh 2ol
%*J( =283)°) 1 9

FE Al sk A==
=080)°]v 1 &

(M
A 4] 28 AE (M0 R0 oI5



34 BEREENRESH  Vol.17, No.3(2002)

N

19 24 (M=260)°] B 3tk
FFEAA B3t ol EE pl00l FEA A7t 7
719 AL 7122 st A4HE BMIo) WE 7
LA T3 AT Al J Alolo & A}
7} Aot Az, ol&dd ¥ FuiyEAE &
olgh Aol7h gtk A FHrhE2 A= (M=286)9}
o] & e (M=268)7} T+ el vl3te 7 9L
H ol ASAEE(M=090)3 ZAF(M=090)
o] AZFAoZ(M=078)°] B]3le o ESkth

Autd o g tigAEo| ARFAH FA 2
uj- F25HA AZsim) A7kl gk BAo] JF
Al o]4-& d&FE & e /P AEE 29 13}%
F89 B30 & of AFHrhre tlEe] A
gk #do] M F Aoz AlRH A

$H Hg £FY gFAE Alole] oldite H
A7} AFol g 2A 2AEE vl e gl
SS9 4] Apghol ghRo] HAFojof QUFA] 9
SAEY gudARgdes FeALyL 2718 ZHoE
B}

ol
=
K
s

L&mle}m

%

of of

é T fa o

ko i
[o

4 HATA|2| AIZIE, OfGHE I O|RAIEH0) e

ToigEe| X0}
(E D= GITAY st AL, ojdx L o)L
Ay Awsh FajdEel vXE 9% vepddch

ARA] DTS} £ FHM=200)% S
AR M=227) Aol FajEol Fid Aol u3
THp00). FLEAG D ol 1 A wa
FolgEo] fA3 Aolg Molx| gkgkor} o] &)
1 Awd we g 499 Aolg By
(p00D). ZAN RS2 FEFAE o= AR o
siajel weh AETH Ao GFE wE Ao
ZAHE Tk

Pl5e] A E AN FLEAE B83e =T
<Table 4> Mean value by high and low degree of nutrition label

dependability, understanding and use of subjects

High 294
Dependabili B A 4H
ependablity |y ow 227 84l
High 265
Understandin 1.
NesEndng | Low 251 518
N High 348 olgr
5 Low 2.04 o

#% p(),001

1272 HERed AAEE ST4S EAST
o4 QJFEA g AHEA FITAA oA
FEACE HTY Aoz Auds HEse
JUARAL BT AFETH A o8 FFo) 3

I xo

¢

o), metd GUEEA dPnge e dug
1 sl a4Eel oIE NS AEE §
AT AL NS AY B5E + UE 290 ¥

28 oz Az

= 9ux
Al W4 F gede dEn :LEW ‘% %‘%%% =
Atste] (E 5 e ZAEEES 13 &
%F, DE, 9%, wa, Ay
FY2HE R UEF oA
‘AR 82 = R
st gkl Eol 71
UYEF (888%), wjd’
(770%) 15} B2F (690%), WIEV (672%), EH2
B2 (657%), ‘T (599%), ‘QRIZEA (577%),
‘Aure] gaF (370%), 183 B (313%) o &0l
Aok, ZANNY S A wet 2, T
7J’ *H]E}u]’ ‘igﬂ/\gﬂi’ j_a]—r ‘L}EE’S OQ]
Eiy x}ov} gk 28y 13 E3F 2 ploolgEd
A ZAL S Aol we} v«lﬂ zlol & Ho
o BT (490%) ] ‘FEHA(199%) 9 WFte] o Hol| I
A3k EAYE & EF & A HiEEY A
Hell wel p0001 FEAA fFAAH] AolE REAE
ol o841 (584%) ©l %“3(103%)011 u3le] ol
2 #E Hgol ¥ gyth AW FF L 2AL o
Aol Ao meEl plool FEAA FAHYA Zol
7b dlen At (548%) 0] HEA(82%)l ulste
#Fsls vlgol A gl GEFRIA E 2A
vistlel Aol meb pooil FEAM FHA 3}
o7} glglen A8A(491%)°] B8HE(187%) Kot
§ @o] ERIshe Ao velhgth JgRAES] 40%
o]Ae] Fldle WEE UEF)THANUET 13
Febh ol on, g 30%0)40] elslkA) fe
AUYEA Y& dEx e TEDYSFEZEAN
oGS 9A UEE] 7 el #1(227%)3%
= AT 7 gol IS gGe WES 9%
(103%) 1%tk

S50 JTAMEOI LY MEA AFAY] AL F
2 o] 13l o ::3:6]?:% ZTEFo|omD, el
AL 13 23 9% 2 AW FFE F2 e

c

‘



<Table 5> The frequency of looking at nutrition label by subjects among nutrition information

N(%)
Male Female it
No-- Yes No Yes No ' X
Portion e | 3220000 | 145610) | 930199) 25(34) 229490) | 12025.7) 7 174w
467(100.0) 118(25.3) 349(74.7)
Calcium 279(599) | 187(40.1) 740159 | 43092 205(44.0) | 144(30.9) 0741
466(100.0) 117(25.1) 349(74.9)
Caloric 146313) | 30068.7) | 690148) | 48(103) 765 | 21684 | oo
466(100.0) 11725.1) 349(74.9)
Protein 35977.0) | 107230) | 89(19.) | 28(60) 20679) | 79(17.0) 0,083
466(100.0) 11725.1) 349(74.9) ,
: . . ‘ . 4.
Fat 1126370) | 293630) | 79070) [ 38@82) B0 | 23554 | o,
465(100.0) 117(252) 348(74.8)
Vitamin 310672) | 151328) | 74161 | 43093) 236(512) | 108(234) .
461(100.0) 117(25.4) 344(74.6)
7. . . . . .
Health Claim 269670 | 197(423) 87187 | 30(6.4) 18239.) | 167(358) -
466(100.0) 11725.1) 349(74.9)
. . . . . 4
Cholestera] - JOH65T) | 159643) | 83179) [ 3269) 21417 | 127274 2880
463(100.0) 11524.8) 348(75.2)
8. . . . . 8
Sodium 414888 | 520112) 106227 | 11Q24) 30866.1) | 4188) 0487
466(100.0) 117@25.1) 349(74.9)
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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A : Expiration & Manufacturing date(25.1%)
B : Net weight(13.8%)

C : Ingredients(11.6%)

D : Nutrition facts(13.2%)

E : Origin(7.8%)

F : Keeping directions(10.5%)

G : Cooking directions(9.5%)

H : Refund & Exchange(2.9%)

I': Manufacturer & the location(5.7%)

<Fig. 1> Nutrition Information that subjects thought important
when purchasing
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