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Abstract

This study was to investigate the association among satisfaction of nutrition labeling, change of purchase behaviors, and
dietary life care, based on the awareness of nutrition labeling at expressway rest areas. The subjects (n=903) were divided
into two groups, according to the awareness of nutrition labeling: Awareness of Nutrition Labeling (ANL) group, n=367,
Non Awareness of Nutrition Labeling (NANL) group, n=536. Effort of health care and identification of nutrition labeling
was significantly higher in the ANL group, compared with the NANL group. As for the main reason for not identifying
nutrition labeling, ‘not interested in nutrition labeling’ was the highest in the ANL group, and ‘Don't know nutrition labeling
is provided’ in the NANL group. Identification ratio of nutrition labeling in future was significantly higher in the NANL
group, compared with the ANL group among the subjects who didn't identify nutrition labeling before. After their becoming
aware, a change of food purchase after reading the nutrition labeling was significantly higher in the ANL group, compared
with the NANL group. Health beliefs on the nutrition labeling were significantly higher in the ANL group, compared with
the NANL group. Satisfaction of nutrition labeling was also significantly higher in the ANL group, compared with the NANL
group. The ANL group also expressed a necessity of expansion of nutrition labeling, compared with the NANL group. In
the ANL group, identification of nutrition labeling was significantly higher in the hard effort group, compared with the little
effort group of dietary life care. Therefore, improvement and campaign of nutrition labeling for consumers at expressway
rest areas, especially for the NANL group, will be effective in identifying nutrition labeling for their health care.
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Variable ANL(n=367) NANL(n=536) Total(n=903) X
Male 225 (61.3)" 342 (63.8) 567 (62.8)

Sex 0.58
Women 142 (38.7) 194 (36.2) 336 (37.2)
20~29 62 (16.9) 61 (11.4) 123 (13.6)
30~39 78 (21.3) 104 (19.4) 182 (20.2)

Age (years) 40~49 98 (26.7) 160 (29.8) 258 (28.6) 7.08
50~59 94 (25.6) 151 (28.2) 245 (27.1)
>60 35 (9.5 60 (11.2) 95 (10.5)
<Middle school 29 (7.9) 31 ( 5.8) 60 ( 6.6)

High school graduate 134 (36.5) 187 (34.9) 321 (35.5)

Education level University/college graduate 154 (42.0) 253 (47.2) 407 (45.1) 3.44
Beyond postgraduate school 38 (10.3) 51 (9.5) 89 (9.9
Other 12 ( 3.3) 14 ( 2.6) 26 ( 2.9)
Agriculture/fishing 15 (4.1) 19 ( 3.5) 34 ( 3.8)
Self-employment 82 (22.3) 129 (24.1) 211 (23.4)

Occupation Office worker/expert 182 (49.6) 246 (45.9) 428 (47.4) 1.72
House wife 55 (15.0) 86 (16.0) 141 (15.6)
Student/unemployed/other 33 (9.0 56 (10.5) 89 (1 9.8)

Very hard 61 (16.6) 52 (97 113 (12.5)

Effort of dietary life ~Hard 222 (60.5) 322 (60.1) 544 (60.2) 416"
care for health Little 79 (21.5) 151 (28.2) 230 (25.5)
Never 5(14) 11 ( 2.0 16 ( 1.8)
>4 times/week 47 (12.8) 41 (7.7 88 (19.7)

Frequency of using  1~3 times/week 65 (17.7) 70 (13.0) 135 (15.0) 1426
highway rest areas  2~3 times/month 161 (43.9) 249 (46.5) 410 (45.4)
<1 time/month 94 (25.6) 176 (32.8) 270 (29.9)

ANL; Awareness of nutrition labeling, NANL; Non awareness of nutrition labeling

D N(%)
™ p<0.01
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Variable ANL (n=367) NANL (n=536) Total (n=903) X2
S Identify 191 (52.0)" 28 (15.2) 219 (24.3)
Content identification ) 259.94
Never Identify 176 (48.0) 508 (94.8) 684 (75.7)
To confirm the high proportion of nutrition 97 (50.8) 10 (35.7) 107 (48.9)
Reason for identifying For weight control 39 (20.4) 14 (50.1) 53 (24.2) 13.59™
the contents” For health from diseases 28 (14.7) 2 (7.1 30 (13.7)
To compare other company products 27 (14.1) 2(71) 29 (13.2)
Not interested in nutrition labeling 62 (35.2) 116 (22.8) 157 (23.0)
Reason for not Don't know nutrition labeling is provided 21 (11.9) 299 (58.9) 320 (46.8)
identifying the Have no time to read nutrition labeling 56 (31.8) 56 (11.0) 112 (16.4) 130.83™"
contents” Hard to understand nutrition labeling 29 (16.5) 29 (5.7) 58 ( 8.4)
Other 8 ( 4.6) 8 ( 1.6) 37 ( 54)
S Identify 114 (64.8) 385 (75.8) 499 (73.0)
Content gﬁ‘?fa“‘m Never identify 25 (142) 53 (10.4) 78 (11.4) 8.19"
e Don't know 37 (21.0) 70 (13.8) 107 (15.6)

ANL; Awareness of nutrition labeling, NANL; Non awareness of nutrition labeling

Y N(%)

2 Among the subject who read nutrition labeling (n=219)

? Among the subject who dont's read nutrition labeling (n=684)
 p<0.05, " p<0.01, ™ p<0.001
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Table 3. Preference, consideration for selecting food and important rating of nutrient

Variable ANL (n=367) NANL (n=536) Total (n=903) X
Rice 128 (34.9)) 149 (27.8) 277 (30.7)
Noodles 87 (23.7) 167 (31.2) 254 (28.1)
Convenience food 49 (13.3) 63 (11.8) 112 (12.4)
Preference of food 9.45
Beverages 89 (24.3) 142 (26.5) 231 (25.6)
Snacks 9 (24 10 ( 1.8) 19 (2.1)
Others 5(14 5(09) 10 ( 1.1)
Taste 225 (61.3) 342 (63.8) 567 (62.8)
Nutrition contents 71 (19.4) 77 (14.4) 148 (16.4)
Consideration factor Price 64 (17.4) 94 (17.5) 158 (17.5) 13.14°
Portion size 6 (1.6 6 (11 12 ( 1.3)
Others 1(03) 17 ( 3.2) 18 ( 2.0)
Energy 184 (50.1) 257 (48.0) 441 (48.8)
Important rating of Sugar 74 (20.2) 118 (22.0) 192 (21.3)
nutrients appearing on  Protein 58 (15.8) 85 (15.9) 143 (15.8) -
nutrition labeling’ Saturated fat 62 (16.9) 89 (16.6) 151 (16.7)
Sodium 97 (26.4) 132 (24.6) 229 (25.4)

ANL; Awareness of nutrition labeling, NANL; Non awareness of nutrition labeling

D N(%)
' Multiple response, = p<0.05
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Table 4. Purchase behavior and health beliefs related to the nutrition labeling

Variable ANL (n=367) NANL (n=536) Total (n=903) X
Change of food purchase after Yes 269 (73.3)" 329 (61.4) 598 (66.2) 1446"
reading the nutrition labeling  No 98 (26.7) 207 (38.6) 305 (33.8) ’
Very helpful 143 (38.9) 142 (26.5) 285 (31.6)
Helpful 157 (42.8) 281 (52.4) 438 (48.5)
Health beli‘iig?n the nutrition —\ al 44 (12.0) 92 (17.2) 136 (15.0) 20.68"
. Unhelpful 19 ( 52) 17 (32) 36 ( 4.0)
Never helpful 4 (11 4(07) 8 ( 09)

ANL; Awareness of nutrition labeling, NANL; Non awareness of nutrition labeling

D N(%)
™ p<0.05
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Table 5. Satisfaction and improvement related to the nutrition labeling

Variable ANL (n=367) NANL (n=536) Total (n=903) X

Satisfaction 283 (77.1)Y 265 (49.5) 548 (60.7)

Satisfaction of  Normal 59 (16.1) 214 (39.9) 273 (30.2) -
nutrition labeling  Dissatisfaction 15 (4.1) 37 ( 6.9) 52 ( 5.8)
Others (not interested) 10 ( 2.7) 20 ( 3.7) 30 ( 3.3)
Increase the size of nutrition information 143 (39.0) 254 (47.4) 397(44.0)
Provision of additional nutritional information 91 (24.8) 80 (14.9) 171(18.9)

Improvement of Campaign for the general public 72 (19.6) 118 (22.0) 190(21.0) 623"
nutrition labeling  Education to use nutrition labeling 35 (19.5) 44 ( 82) 79( 8.8)
Not interested 23 (1 6.3) 33 (1 6.2) 56( 6.2)
Other 3(0.8) 7 ( 1.3) 10( 1.1)
Reduction of energy 71 (19.3) 82 (15.3) 153 (16.9)
Reduction of sodium 138 (37.6) 220 (41.0) 358 (39.6)

Reduction of sugar 18 ( 4.9) 34 (. 6.3) 52 ( 5.8) "

Improvement of food ) ) ) 19.67

Reduction of portion size 26 ((7.1) 10 ( 1.9) 36 ( 4.0
Reduction of oil use 77 (21.0) 128 (23.9) 205 (22.7)
Others 37 (10.1) 62 (11.6) 99 (11.0)
Very necessary 157 (42.8) 198 (36.9) 355 (39.3)
Necessity of Necessary 168 (45.8) 261 (48.7) 429 (47.5)

expansion of Normal 30 ( 8.1) 60 (11.2) 90 (10.0) 14.03
nutrition labeling  Uppecessary 8 (22) 2 ( 04) 10 ( 1.1)
Never necessary 4 (LD 15 ( 2.8) 19 ( 2.1)

ANL; Awareness of nutrition labeling, NANL; Non awareness of nutrition labeling

D N(%)

* p<0.05, ™ p<0.01, ™ p<0.001

Table 6. Identification of nutrition labeling between awareness of nutrition labeling and effort of dietary life care

Variable ANL (n=367) NANL (n=536) Total (n=903)
Hard (n=283)  Little (n=84)  Hard (n=374) Little (n=162)  Hard (n=657) Little (n=246)
Content  Identify 161 (56.9)" 30 (35.7) 24 ( 64) 4 (25) 185 (28.2) 34 (13.8)
identification  Never identify 122 (43.1) 54 (64.3) 350 (93.6) 158 (97.5) 472 (71.8) 212 (86.2)
X’ 164" 3.56 20,02

ANL; Awareness of nutrition labeling, NANL; Non awareness of nutrition labeling
Hard: Sum of very hard and hard group about effort of health care, Little: sum of little and never group about effort of health care

D N(%)
* p<0.001

A el S g T FYRAIE I 35.7%
ol B8l =7 Yettal(p<0.001), YFEAIE SA5HA] th=
2ol AR AT A8EUE 2Ty SEY
2t & 64%50] YEEAIE Elsts Ao 2 vepith g%
& YT FEERC Wiz BHETE we5S AA/AE
7} &£ 3(Yoo & Jeong 2011), YFFA] E-gaHs oA A%

g Algdol digt 2143 g, YEER, ZH2HE 5 49
AH Al BAE dyate] A tigh Q14]o] Eoha B
T5tod(Lee & Kim 2008), 2 AZLATo|A A7 3 A4
g YO8 YUYRFAE SEste AR UEd A
2L A0E Bt 3, FEREAE QAFA] g= 2
A7 A3 A8E8TE ofF e Aduglo] LEEAIE Q14



1002 2He . 23
3HA] £317] wigoll FFEA] §-¥°1 Hlgo] W& oz Yt

Hm, JFEA Q) F A4ES vwhe A4 kS B
A7 AEE 93 e olgd & glrta Azrdn

g AT I&EEE FAL JYEAQ} Bste] 14T
FAL ol gAEY] FFHEA] Q14| offof el FYFEA|

l—‘L oAF o FFHst, YFEAZE AN A= 9
, GOFRA] Sfjo] W QAES Yol 1
4E2 AL A AW A 2 FAL 22 0|8
AEE o HBEZAE AT B4 AL A
AR 8 At e gt e dol e
I 33 HEo] YUEA AN FERAE XA
UE 2ol WF) B2 AR UERtAp=001), FAL
Q55 F 18] olaFoleka Sekgo] JYEA Q4o o
FTAE QAAFHA g ol 3| B AoR vhehgrt
(p<001), A& AE] A] JFEAE SATFE SHES 3
FRA| QJA|Zo] JFTAIZ A4 g 2ol vla) B
Tp<0001), FALAIE Flats olf2E JURA| W4T
& AZE A AEY BY JYRE FF YRS et
7) A8, JFTAIE QA g T2 AZVAE A
2 UERLThp<001). JFTAIE BlolA] P olf2 3
FA| Q422 GFEA Hizte] TAo] I, FFEA
£ AT AR AR7E YT 7E FEEAE YASHA =
T YEREI}L AT S ERTE YEET
(p<0.001). 215 A& A $AAH L2 IHd= G2 FF
AFol2tal SHT BlE&2 FUEA] A4 o] IFEA
AA3HA gh= woll HIsh EUTHp<0.05). FFEA 22l
3 Lofof YIS F e S92 gokgA] QlAlFo] HoF
E/\lé AAEHA] = ol Bls =RLp<0.01), FLEA]
T &S Agsket A3 Wi =eEt ="y
bl owor— SRAHE JFRA| Q14 FO] FYRAIE 214
SHAl ghe 2ol W =4 YERETHp<0.01). FALlA A
Tt Y= GUFEA] AH fidt wEr = ‘rESIth U}
JFA| Al To] JURAE UakA P 2ol vld) &
ERP<0001), FALAN 22 - Wofsts AFe] JFEA
g dadof disf ‘ol oSt Eesitt= SHEC ¥
FEA| QA FFRAE AAEHA @ 2ol vis &3
thp<0.05). YA AATLAA Bh AL 913 AyaT
7 =g ok O § JYRAE JABTE SHE
AP =L S Pehu e At F 9
Ng eelgtths Sergel B3 &7 Yebgdthp<0.001).
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