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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate school dietitians’ perception on nutrition labelling of processed and pac-
kaged foods in the Incheon area. This study was carried out through a self-administered questionnaire and the subjects
were 203 school dietitians. The results were summarized as follows. Most of the subjects checked nutrition labeling of
processed and packaged foods when they purchased these foods for school lunch. However, the main reason for their
checking nutrition labeling of processed and packaged foods was not for nutrition but for food safety. There were signi-
ficant differences in the subjects’ understanding and trust on nutrition labeling of processed and packaged foods by emp-
loyment school. The scores of the subjects’ satisfaction, understanding and trust on nutrition labeling of processed and
packaged foods were not high. There were significant differences in the subjects’ perception and concern about content
information on nutrition labeling of domestic processed and packaged foods by employment school. Most of the subjects
answered that it is almost necessary or very necessary to implement nutrition labelling of processed and packaged foods.
Also their most preferred method of nutrition labelling was to label nutrient content. As the most important nutrient and
functional component necessary for nutrition labelling, they answered energy, mineral such as calcium and iron, protein,
total fat, cholesterol, vitamin, sodium and dietary fiber in order. As the major prerequisite task for the implementation
of nutrition labelling, they answered formulation of nutrition labelling-related rules, and education and motivation for
consumer, Therefore, it is necessary to activate the mandatory nutrition labelling of the processed and packaged foods and
to prepare its consumer education program for school dietitian. (Korean J Community Nutrition 9(5) : 636 ~643, 2004)
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ZAL tdAES] ARk AMEHE AT R Table 17 2t

ZA O st gl gAY A8 200 44.8%, 304
51.3%, 40t 3.9%% UElty, 8L A7 £ 43.3%,
A} e Y F 45.4%, A B Y F 11.3%E Y
epste}. AL 39 vk 40.4%, 3~7Q 34.5%, 7~9d
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tiiEe] 109 vgke] A E 7k Aoz ZA} HAled
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R on], A AY A 22 E 74.4%, AE ZA
231 25.6%2 Uehdch A= A uiA 48.8%,
v 43.3%, AF A FAMIA 7.9%°130th 34
L 5007 ulgt 12.3%, 500~999% 14.3%, 1000~
14993 48.8%, 1,500~2000% 23.2%, 71} 1.5%2 ek
Wt £ 2ol Foldhs ZelFAMdFE 1~40] 14.3%,
5~7940] 31.5%, 8~99F°} 34.5%, 109 o}4e] 19.7% =
velton, Adrk= 100049 ©lgt 3.9%, 1000~10499

Table 1. General characteristics of the subjects

Variables N %
21-29 91 448
Age (years) 30-39 104 513
0 < 8 39
2 years-collage 88 433
Education level 4 years-collage 92 454
Graduate school 23 113
<3 82 404
Employment period 3-7 70 345
as a school
diefitian (years) 7-9 33 162
10< 18 89
Elementary school 117  57.6
Employment school Middle school 45 222
High school 41 202
Type of meal Scr:%(:ccgrsri;nf 151 744
management Consignment 52 256
management
Restaurant 99 488
Place for meal service CIG:S room 88 433
e w679
<500 25 123
500 - 999 29 143
Number of meal service 1000 — 1499 99 488
1500 — 2000 47 232
Others 3 1.5
1-4 29 143
Number of employee 5-7 64 315
for cooking 8-9 70 345
10 =< 0 197
<1000 8 39
1000 - 1049 36 177
Cost per meal (won)
1050 — 1099 4 2117
1100 < 115 56.7

17.7%, 1050~10999 21.7%, 11004 o]4} 56.7% 2 Y
ehstct,
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Table 2. The degree of checking nutrition labeling (NL) and rea-
son for checking NL of the packaged and processed foods

Degree of checking NL N %
No checking 0 0
Almost no checking 4 20
Occasionally checking 22 10.8
Almost checking 97 47.8
Always checking 80 394

Reason for checking NL N %
Food safety 146 71.9
Nutrition information 33 16.3
Comparison with other products 5 25
Choice for menu 16 7.9
Other 2 1.7

A - AAHA - 639
Rekp < 0.05). FEEA] st
A, AEEY ZA M= 2
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Yable 3. The degree of satisfaction, understanding and trust on nutrition labeling (NL) of the packaged and processed foods

Employment schoot

Education level

ltems Elementary Middle High »  2vyears- A4dvyears- Graduate Average
F-value F-value
school school school colage collage  school
Satisfaction with NL 31+£07" 30+x08 32x09 048} 3008 3.1+x08 3007 034 3.1x08
Usefulness of NL for food 356+07 34%+07 35+07 1.1 34+07 3507 37=x06 1.338 35x0.7
choice
Identification of product 33+£08 32+07 34x+08 0.770 3308 34+08 3109 0729 33%08
characteristics from NL
Understanding of NL 35+07 32+07 3506 3154" 34+07 35+07 36+07 0657 35%07
contents
Trust on NL 35607 3108 3409 3827 33x08 34+09 39+0.7 1.344 34x08

1) *: p<0.05 by ANOVA

2) mean and standard deviation with § point Likert scale: 1 point strongly disagree, 2 point disagree, 3 point moderate, 4 point ag-

ree, 5 point strongly agree
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Table 4. Perception on nutrition labeling (NL) of the packaged and processed foods N (%)
Employment school Education level
ftems Elementary Middle High  2yearss dyearss Graduate Average
school school school _ collage collage school
Yes 92 ( 78.6) 29 ( 64.4) 28 ( 68.3) 63 ( 71.6) 67 ( 72.8) 19 ( 82.6) 149 ( 73.4)
Current NL system No 25(21.4) 16( 35.6) 13(31.7) 25(284)25(272) 4(174) 54(26.6)
Significance 2= 4037"" z27=1.162"
Yes 109 ( 93.2) 35( 77.8) 29 ( 70.7) 72 ( 81.8) 79 ( 85.9) 22 ( 95.7) 173 ( 85.2)
NL of domestic products  No 8( 68) 10(222) 12(293)16( 182 13(141) 1( 43) 30( 148)
Significance 22=14.673" 1= 2.697"
Yes 91 (77.8) 30( 66.7) 30 (73.2) 60 ( 69.3) 72 ( 78.3) 19 ( 82.6) 151 ( 74.4)
NL of imported products  No 26 (222) 15(333) 11( 268) 28(30.7)20( 21.7) 4(17.4) 52( 256)
Significance x%=12.145" 22=3814%
None 8( 68 10(222) 12(293)16(18213(141) 1( 44y 30(14.8)
Calorie 84 (71.8) 29 ( 64.4) 26 ( 63.4) 57 ( 64.8) 66 ( 71.7) 16 ( 69.5) 139 ( 68.5)
Most concermned NL Total 3( 26 0C 00 1(C 24 3 34 1(C 1.1) 0C 00 4( 20
content of domestic carbohydrate
products Protein 3( 26) 0C 00 0OC OO 1C 1.}y 1C 1.1 1(C 44 3( 1.5
Calcium 19162 6(133) 2( 4911 (12511 (120 5(21.7) 27(133)
Significance 27 =19.246" x%=17.320"
None 26 (1 222) 15(33.3) 11 ( 26.8) 28 ( 31.8) 20( 21.7) 4 ( 17.4) 52 ( 25.6)
Cadlorie 71 ( 60.7) 28 ( 62.2) 28 ( 68.3) 51 ( 58.0) 61 ( 66.3) 15 ( 65.2) 127 ( 62.6)
Total 2( 17 0C 00 OC OO 1TC 1)y 1C 1) 0(C 00) 2( 1.0
carbohydrate
Most concemed NL Protein 1( 09 0C 00 0C 0O OC 0O 1(C 1) OC 0O 1( 05
content of imported Total fat 2017 0C 0O 1¢C 248 1(C 1) 2(C 22 0C 00 3(C 1.5
products Calcium 10( 85 2( 44) 0C 00 2(C 23) 6( 65 4(17.4 12( 59
Cholesterol 0C 0 OC 0OY 1(C 24 1C 1.1) 0OC OO OC 0O 1( 05
Vitamin C 1( 09 0C 0Oy OC OO 1C 1.1) 0C 0O OC 0O 1( 05
Sodium 4( 34 0C 00 0OC 00) 3(C 34 1C 1)) 0C 0O 4( 20
Significance 27=16.636" 17=16.686"
Total 117 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 41 (100.0) 88 (100.0) 92 (100.0) 23 (100.0) 203 (100.0)

1) NS: not significant by chi-square test, 2) *: p<0.05, **: p <0.01 by chi-square test
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Table 5. The need for nutrition labeling of the packaged and pro-
cessed foods

Items N %
Never necessary 0 0.0
Not necessary 1 0.5
Moderate 7 34
Necessary 66 325
Very necessary 129 63.5

Total 203 100.0

Table 6. The most preferred method of nutrition iabeling of the
packaged and processed foods

ltems N %
Nutrient content 156 76.8
% Ddaily value 35 17.2
Addition or elimination of special nutrient 6 3.0
Health claim 6 3.0

Total 203 100.0

Table 7. The most important nutrient or functional component for nutrition labeling of the packaged and processed foods

Employment school Education
ltems Elementary Middle ~ Hgh . . 2yearss d4yearss Graduate [ o Average
school school school collage collage _ school

Energy 46+05” 44407 46058 2758 45%06 4605 47+05 1714 46106
Total carbohydrate 39+08 41=x07 41077 1141 41+£07 39+07 3.6*09 5585 40+08
Protein 44+06 42+07 44059 1078 44+07 44x06 42106 0627 44x06
Total fat 43+08 42%£07 42+087 0352 43+08 43+x07 40+09 1379 43=*=08
Saturated fat 40=07 40%=07 39+073 0544 40=x07 38+x07 4107 287 39=+07
Cholesterol 43+07 A40x08 41+072 2260 41+%08 43+x06 4307 1516 42%07
Mineral (Calcium, Iron, etc) 44+07 43+07 44+063 0545 43+07 45x06 44x07 1021 44 £0.7
Vitamin 42+06 4107 41068 0220 41+07 42x06 4107 1011  41=x07
Sodium 42+07 40+08 40%£1.09 14685 40=*x09 42x07 39x09 2505 41+08
Dietary fiber 38+07 37%x08 36+x071 2101 37+07 38x07 37+08 0841 3807

1) *: p<0.05 by ANOVA

2) mean and standard deviation with 5 point Likert scale: 1 point strongly disagree, 2 point disagree, 3 point moderate, 4 point agree,

5 point strongly agree
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Table 8. Prerequisite task for mandatory nutrition labelling (NL)
system of the packaged and processed foods

ltem N %
Consumer education and motivation for NL 88 43.3
Formulation of NL-related rules Q2 453
Enhancement of government employee 3 1.5
in charge of NL and their education
Manufacturers’ understanding and 20 9.9
cooperation for NL
Total 203 100.0

71673 Aol #E FFEAS] ool diste] 53 7

o] @ 463, VA E, AE B 447, d¥A 4473,

A4 4.34, FUAHE 4.24, el 424, A0 4.1
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