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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to find efficient and customized tools for delivering the benefit of health functional foods
(HFFs). Delivery tools which could influence the impact of advertising were images, explanations of ingredients, diagrams
of health benefit, patents, and comments from authority. Six advertisements were developed using these tools: “A”: relevant
image + explanation of ingredients + scientific diagram of efficacy; “B”: relevant image + explanation of ingredients; “C”:
relevant image; “D”: irrelevant image; “E”: irrelevant image + explanation of ingredient + patent; “F”: irrelevant image
+ explanation of ingredient + comments from authority. To analyze the consumer perceptions on HFFs and advertisement
effects, 300 respondents were requested to answer a questionnaire comprising of the following questions: 5 questions of
attitudes (necessity of HFFs, trust in HFFs, gathering information, watching advertisements and trust in advertisement claims)
and 6 questions on the 6 developed advertisements (attention, understanding, sufficiency of information, sympathy, trust,
and purchase). Scoring was done as per the 5 Likert scale. There was a higher proportion of females and the elderly, as
compared to males and youngsters. The overall consumer attitudes were positive. Explanation of ingredients, scientific
diagram of health benefit, patents and expert comments were helpful factors in increasing the advertisement evaluation by
consumer, but the images were not. Advertisement evaluation of consumer did not differ with gender and age. However,
differences were observed between some of the consumer attitudes (necessity of HFFs, trust in HFFs, gathering information
and trust in advertisements claim) and advertisement evaluations (attention, understanding, sympathy and purchase). Our
results indicate that for consumers utilizing the HFFs, advertisements with concrete tools such as diagrams, patent, and expert
comments are more helpful. However, for consumers who do not have interest in HFFs, the scientific information was
irrelevant. We believe that to maximize the effect of health information in advertisements, consumers should be segmented,
and customized tools for each segment needs to be developed.
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Table 1. Description of the respondents

Variables Categories Number %
Female 150 50

Gender
Male 150 50
30~39 100 333
Age 40~49 100 333
50~59 100 333
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Table 2. The effect of gender on consumer attitude on health functional foods

Consumer attitude” Total Female Male PP
(n=300) (n=150) (n=150)
Necessity of HFF 3.860.544” 3.89+0.524 3.83+0.563 019"
Trust in HFF 3.7240.776 3.76+0.789 3.68+0.760 029"
Gathering information 3.78+0.695 3.85+0.706 3.71+0.677 .000™"
Watching advertisements 3.77+0.724 3.79+0.736 3.75+0.712 329
Trust in ads claim 3.68+0.587 3.72+0.567 3.64+0.603 .004™

D Consumer attitude
health functional foods ;
: I carefully watch advertisements for health functional foods ;

: Necessity of HFF : We should have health functional foods to be healthy ; Trust in HFF :
Gathering information : 1 gather a lot of information before I buy health functional foods ;
Trust in ads claim : I trust the claim which is delivered by advertisements.

I trust the efficacy of
Watching advertisements

? p-values were obtained from Student's r-test between female and male, A value of p<0.05 was accepted as significant. Asterisks () denote
significant differences at p<0.05, Asterisks(") denote significant differences at p<0.01, Asterisks (") denote significant differences at

p<0.001.
% Data are expressed as mean=S.D.
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Table 3. The effect of age on consumer attitude on health functional foods

Consumer attitude” 3(?1:}1,;85; ig:}lfzaor)s 5(?1:}{;23; P
Necessity of HFF 3.70+0.656* 3.90+0.459° 3.97+0.458° 000"
Trust in HFF 3.600.849" 3.7440.783" 3.8240.670° .000™"
Gathering information 3.61+0.748° 3.83+0.649° 3.91+0.650° 000"
Watching advertisements 3.59+0.802° 3.84+0.660" 3.88+0.668" 000"
Trust in ads claim 3.5620.654 3.70£0.592° 3.78+0.482° 000"

Y Consumer attitude : See the Table 2.

? p-values were obtained from one-way ANOVA, A value of p<0.05 was accepted as significant. Asterisks (") denote significant differences

at p<0.001.

3 Data are expressed as meantS.D. Post Hoc test with scheffe is conducted. Values with different superscript within a row (*") was

significantly different (p<0.05).
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Fig. 1. Developed advertisements for personal interview survey. (A) Un-misleading image+explanation of ingredient+

scientific diagram of efficacy, (B) Un-misleading image+explanation of ingredient, (C) Un-misleading image, (D) Misleading
image, (E) Misleading imagetexplanation of ingredient+Patent, (F) Misleading image+explanation of ingredienttcomments

from authority.
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Table 4. The effect of advertisement factors on advertisement evaluations by consumer

The information of advertisements”

Advertisement

3)

evaluations” (A) ®) © D) ® (¥) p
(n=200) (n=200) (n=200) (n=200) (n=200) (n=200)
Attention 4.00£0.501*  3.81+0.607° 3.660.883° 3.53+0.856" 3.9240.547 3.83£0.594° 000"
Understanding 3.93+0.465" 3.97+0.525" 3.43+0.900° 3.42+0.864° 4.00£0.309° 3.93+0.395 000"
Sufficiency 4.150.655° 3.97+0.729% 3.23+0.943° 3.22+0.976° 4.19+0.605° 4.28+0.567 000"
Sympathy 4.2140.725° 3.97+0.701° 3.28+0.945° 3.31+0.936° 4.12+0.677 4.13+0.752° 000"
Trust 3.94+0.508" 3.88+0.649° 3.23£0.937° 3.35+0.878° 3.9740.418° 3.95+0.378" .000™"
Purchase 3.98+0.698" 3.80+0.702° 3.30£0.930° 3.30+0.874° 3.97+0.584° 3.94+0.643" 000"

D Advertisement evaluations : Attention : The advertisement attracts my attention ; Understanding : The advertisement is easy to understand
; Sufficiency : The information in the advertisement is enough ; Sympathy : I sympathize with the advertisement ; Trust : I trust the

information in the advertisement ; Purchase :
? The information of advertisements : See the Fig. 1.

I would like to purchase products after I watch the advertisement.

3 p-values were obtained from one-way ANOVA, A value of p<0.05 was accepted as significant. Asterisks (") denote significant differences

at p<0.001.

9 Data are expressed as meantS.D. Post Hoc test with Scheffe is conducted. Values with different superscript within a row (*®) was

significantly different (p<0.05).
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Table 6. The effect of advertisement factors and age on
advertisement evaluations by consumer

Advertisement V. 5
) QhgkE & itk A ol IFE & 4 ok A AlA evaluations” aluables £
of gt AFollA, BAESY e AU 9Fo], THg F Advertisements 12872 000"
Hel A SE¢R7E 7P WA gAY = o (Parasuraman R 1986), Attention ~ Age 499 607
shtel Fal A= 0.3% FRF FAIRE & 1% oo 5 Advertisements * Age 515 .880
et 7429 H7E AARTRAL k(e & Son 2009). ©] Advertisements 39283 .000™
gt AFFESE EstH FajkEoA A= e 7154 Understanding ~ Age 4017 018
A=l thste] QRIS L AFERE FaL HTte] Bkdsh= Advertisements * Age 543 860
Ao] golstA| k= Aol2hal HZrdnh Advertisements 82.024 000
Sufficiency  Age .695 499
4. My 0 CE 23 "ot 24 Advertisements * Age 698 727
Fagto] whE Fa Frke] disto] JEa Aol Y= Advertisements 57580 000"
FEA| gobi7] f5to] o] YEAHE A (two-way ANOVA)S Sympathy — Age 977 377
3t Aot Fakat A, Faotat A7 Atoldle AR Advertisements * Age 801 628
Ao A-go] SATtHTable 5, 6). 43 2-g-0] gloke ovl= 4 Advertisements 50.805  .000™"
Trust Age 250 779
Table 5. The effect of advertisement factors and gender Advertisements * Age .286 984
on advertisement evaluations by consumer Advertisements 37.850 000"
Advertisement N Purchase Age .503 .605
evaluations” Valuables F P Advertisements * Age 470 910
Advertisements 12904  .000™ D Advertisement evaluations : See the Table 4.
Attention Gender 052 820 D p-values were obtained from two-way ANOVA, A value of

Advertisements * Gender 1.191 311

ok

Advertisements 39.221 .000

Understanding ~ Gender 139 710

Advertisements * Gender 210 958
Advertisements 81.717  .000™"

Sufficiency  Gender A27 S13

Advertisements * Gender 274 928
Advertisements 57.900  .000""

Sympathy Gender .010 921

Advertisements * Gender 1.700 132
Advertisements 51288 .000™"

Trust Gender 3.470 .063

Advertisements * Gender A74 .796
Advertisements 38.003  .000™"

Purchase Gender 765 382

Advertisements * Gender 371 .869

! Advertisement evaluations : See the Table 4.

2 p-values were obtained from two-way ANOVA, A value of
p<0.05 was accepted as significant. Asterisks (") denote significant
differences at p<0.001.

p<0.05 was accepted as significant. Asterisks (") denote significant
differences at p<0.05, Asterisks (") denote significant differences
at p<0.001.
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2014).
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Table 7. The effect of advertisement factors and consumer attitude on advertisement evaluations

Advertisement evaluation" Attention Understanding ~ Sufficiency Sympathy Trust Purchase
Attitude? Valuables F P’ F P’ F P F P’ F P’ F pY
, Advertisements 4702 .000™ 17.880 .000™" 45.734 000" 29.992 .000™" 22.911 .000™" 15324 .000""
Nec‘;;?;y of ttitude 012 914 8803 003" 365 .546 5840 016 1785 .182 1226 268
Advertisements * Attitude 3.988 001" 2190 .053 844 518 1956 083 1984 078  2.679 .020°
Advertisements 9.885 .000™" 32.243 000" 70.283 .000"" 47.226 .000"" 45962 .000™" 29.469 .000™"
Trust in HFF Attitude 580 447 3696 055 3813 051 5362 .021° 092 762 1751 .186
Advertisements * Attitude 4.885 .000™" 2.003 .076  2.084 .065 3300 .006" 946 450  4.696 .000™"
~ Advertisements 8.133 .000™" 31.661 .000" 61.324 .000™" 45.606 .000"" 38.074 .000"" 26.081 .000""
intZf;mei?fn Attitude 635 .426* 1942 164 869 351 2121 .146* 2928 087 766 .382*
Advertisements * Attitude 2.276 .045 784 561 1568 166 2434 033 880 494 2233 .049
~ Advertisements 10782 .000"" 33277 .000™" 70.842 .000"" 49359 .000"" 42.938 000" 31.493 000"
. dzzra:i‘:;gfms Attitude 15921 .000™ .195 659 9292 002 18707 000" 4.190 .041" 17.634 000
Advertisements * Attitude 1.224 295 231 949  1.030 .398 189 967  1.145 335 698 625
. Advertisements 7464 0007 28.549 000" 63.770 .000”" 41.008 000" 38.638 .000"" 25.435 .000™"
Tmztlali‘; ads ) titude 3183 075 6982 008" 2660 .103 21739 0007 511 476 15458 000
Advertisements * Attitude 4.262 .001"  3.080 .009” 651 .661 3432 0047 809 .543 2518 .028"

D Advertisement evaluation : See the Table 4.

Y Attitude : See the Table 2.

3 p-values were obtained from two-way ANOVA, A value of p<0.05 was accepted as significant. Asterisks (*) denote significant differences
at p<0.05, Asterisks (") denote significant differences at p<0.01, Asterisks (") denote significant differences at p<0.001.
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Table 8. The effect of advertisement factors on advertisement evaluations in consumer attitude group

Advertisements”

Attitude? A:;’;ﬁ;?ﬁf?t Level” (A) (B) ©) D) ) (F) »
Attention Low (n=47) 4.03:0.585 3.77+0.646  3.97+0.847  3.69+0.932  3.68+0.670  0.54+0.779  .111
Necessity High (n=253) 3.99+0.485° 3.81£0.601™ 3.59+0.879° 3.49+0.838" 3.95+0.517° 3.87+0.555° .000™"
of HFF Purchase Low (=47) 3.850.795" 3.97+0.785° 3.45+0.794™ 3.3140.900® 3.75+0.585® 3.58+0.830° .006™
High (n=253) 4.00£0.677° 3.76£0.680° 3.27+0.953* 3.30£0.871* 4.01£0.577° 3.98+0.600° .000™"
Attention Low (n=106) 3.97+0.503° 3.72£0.693" 3.61+0.928" 3.76:0.726® 3.92+0.620® 3.62+0.613* .007"
High (n=194) 4.02£0.502° 3.87+0.536™ 3.68+0.858" 3.40+0.896" 3.91£0.511% 3.92+0.563* .000™"
Trust in Sympathy Low (n=106) 4.07+0.793° 3.88+0.678™ 3.27+0.859"° 3.45+0.938™ 4.06£0.609° 3.83+0.847 .000™"
HFF High (n=194) 4.28+0.675° 4.03£0.712° 3.28+0.997° 322+0.929" 4.15£0.707° 4.26+0.672° .000™"
Low (n=106) 3.81£0.620° 3.75£0.734™ 3.40+0.838" 3.44+0.823" 3.98+0.573° 3.65+0.732® .000™"
Purchase High (n=194) 4.07+0.723° 3.83+0.680° 3.24+0.979" 3.22+0.895" 3.96+0.591" 4.06+0.560° .000™"
Attention Low (n=84) 3.98+0.522  3.8440.541  3.69+0.948  3.65+0.914  3.79+0.642  3.62+0.725 .083
High (n=216) 4.01£0.474° 3.81£0.644™ 3.62+0.859" 345+0.839" 4.01£0.472° 3.97+0.490° .000™"
.Gatherir}g Sympathy Low (1=84) 4.25+0.667° 4.08+0.674° 3.26+1.136" 3.22+1.003° 4.03+0.620° 3.82+0.941° .ooo’:
information High (n=216) 4.22+0.732° 3.97+0.670° 3.28+0.861° 3.36+0.933" 4.25+0.620™ 4.33+£0.572° .000
Purchase Low (n=84) 3.95+0.672° 3.86£0.663% 3.43+0.964® 3.30£0.903° 3.88+0.532% 3.68+0.768" .000™"
High (n=216) 4.03£0.650° 3.80£0.707° 3.27+0.916" 3.31+0.868" 4.06£0.449" 4.09+0.525° .000™"
Attention Low (n=86) 3.96+0.533  3.73:0.621 3.75+0.932  3.67+0.847 3.75:0.615  3.54£0.670 .070
High (n=214) 4.01£0.489° 3.84+0.599™ 3.61+0.862" 347+0.857* 3.98£0.506° 3.93+0.530° .000™"
~ Low (n=86) 3.96x0.421" 4.1120397° 3.70+0.889° 3.46+0.884" 4.00£0.385™ 3.87+0.525* .000™"
~ Understanding b b . . . . o
Trust in High (n=214) 3.88+0.533° 3.88+0.571° 3.31£0.867° 3.40+0.854" 3.98+0.298" 3.97+0277° .000
ads claim Sympathy Low (n=86) 4.07+0.753° 3.86+0.762° 3.28+1.010° 3.2440.950° 3.87+0.771° 3.65+0.905® .000™"
High (n=214) 4.26+0.709° 4.02+0.666" 3.27+0.920° 3.33+0.933" 0.421+0614> 0.430£0.611° .000™"
Purchase Low (n=86) 3.7740.802° 3.73£0.775° 3.35£0.988® 3.24+0.889" 3.78+0.832° 3.60+0.799° .001™
High (n=214) 4.06£0.637° 3.84+0.663" 3.28+0.906" 3.32+0.870° 4.04£0.439" 4.05£0.532° .000™"

D Advertisements : See the Fig. .

2 Attitude : See the Table 2.

9 Advertisement evaluation : See the Table 4.

9 Level : Respondents with score 1~3

: Low ; Respondents with score 4~5 :

High.

%) p-values were obtained from one-way ANOVA, A value of p<0.05 was accepted as significant. Asterisks (") denote significant differences
at p<0.05, Asterisks(**) denote significant differences at p<0.01, Asterisks (") denote significant differences at p<0.001.
® Data are expressed as meantS.D. Post Hoc test with Scheffe is conducted. Values with different superscript within a row () was

significantly different (p<0.05).

ZHAAE T 223 B glo] (A), B). (B). (A F1 &
Wt goHo R Reron, Y A JuEYETt B 7
o4 1 Et 23 € 2 Fgo] Uk Ao BRI

HANGAH TG Fuoke] HEAGOR AT JFL

AR, FIWEARE 20 B-EYL0l (A), B), (B),
(F) FiLe ‘o380l ol vX= &3r} A0, 110 H|5te

(©, (D) o) &= folalA Ac. 22l ol w}
£ BRYLAHE 20 w2t Fol g o, )2k (D)9

olfgole = aEo] T IFOIAY ARt ¥ F
A1) mof wlste] W2 Ao W ThFig. 29] i). ‘FH
= N Al eEo] W2 AFoAe Fad e FF
ol glley, w2 dFdAe I3, 53, A7t 9 A&
B7} AA = Fasol oju AT A EHE Fisel Blst

E2 598 Hola Y=ol FAHUHFig. 29 ). ‘FH
&=(Fig. 29 k) R ol g (Fig. 29] Dol QloiAM =, g3
WSAIRE s23 AdEglol (A), (B), (B), (F) FiLgt=so]



Vol. 29, No. 6(2016) 7|54 AR A vpd g

Attention Understanding

Necessity
of HFF

I
" NN\

7 NN 7

]

w
P
i

=
2
%
Bz

o
RN

N

P il
AWVNNN

Gathering
information

%
P .
B
7
7
7

| BEERR
MR -
 ARRIRIRUONR -

RN

Trust in
ads claim

7 NRRMMININ -
" RN
R -

Aul4 ] BE AR EAE B e 24 845

Purchase

v )

I &
AN

e

e

AR »

.
:
i
|
i
|

7 AR

T RN -

7 RN
* AN -

TR ¢

7 NN 7

T NN
” RN

.
NN\
NN

3

7 RN &

.

N
W

Fig. 2. The effect of advertisement factors on advertisement evaluations in consumer attitude group. Data comes from

Table 8. Advertisements (A-F) : See the Fig. 1. The bar of advertisements :

dot: Low ; oblique: High. Values with different

superscript within a row (a~c) was significantly different (p<0.05) among advertisements. Asterisks (*) denote significant
differences at p<0.05, Asterisks(**) denote significant differences at p<0.01, Asterisks () denote significant differences at

p<0.001 between low and high.
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