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Objectives: Recently, food insecurity has been a major public health issue along with the food crisis
caused by COVID-19, climate change, and the polarization of food supply due to socioeconomic dis-
parities. Food insecurity is known to be related to the food choices and environment of the consum-
er. Therefore, this study aimed to evaluate the food security statuses of adults in Jeju and investi-
gate their food purchase patterns, food policy recognition, and food environment satisfaction.
Methods: Based on data from the 2022 Jeju Food Survey, 346 adults aged > 19 years in Jeju were
classified into food security and insecurity groups (quantitatively and qualitatively) using the ques-
tionnaire. Food purchase patterns, including purchasing frequency, items, and reasons, were sur-
veyed for local and eco-friendly foods. The recognition and necessity of several food policies and
satisfaction with diet and food environment (availability, accessibility, affordability, accommodation,
and acceptability) were measured using the Likert scale.

Results: Among the total participants, 47.4% were in the food insecurity group. The frequency of
purchasing local and eco-friendly foods did not significantly differ by food security status. The inse-
curity group exhibited a higher recognition rate of basic rights to food (36.0%) than the security
group (24.7%, P = 0.023). The recognition and necessity of specific food policies did not significant-
ly differ by food security status, except for the policy of promoting food communities, for which the
food security group exhibited higher recognition than the food insecurity group did (P = 0.004). The
food insecurity group exhibited significantly lower scores regarding satisfaction toward diet and food
environment factors (P < 0.05 for all).

Conclusion: Overall, the food security group reported higher satisfaction with their diet and food en-
vironment than the food insecurity group. Further in-depth studies to investigate the determinants
of food insecurity and effective promotional strategies for food policies are needed.
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Food security status of adults in Jeju

INTRODUCTION
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METHODS

Ethics statement

The 2022 Jeju Food Survey was approved by the Institu-
tional Review Board of Jeju National University (approval
number: JJNU-IRB-2022-038-001) and this study was ex-
empted from the review by the Institutional Review Board
of Jeju National University because of the secondary anal-
ysis (exemption number: JJNU -IRB- 2024-076). The in-
formed written consent was obtained from each partici-
pant.
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Table 1. General characteristics of study participants by food security status

Characteristic n Logill 6) Fo(cr>]d=sigér)|ty Foc()g ':i%%my P-value”

Sex 0.017
Male 152 (43.9) 91 (50.0) 61 (37.2)

Female 194 (56.1) 91 (50.0) 103 (62.8)

Age (year) 471 +16.2 473+ 174 46.8 + 14.8 0.780

Age group (year) 0.111
19-29 2 (17.9) 39 (21.4) 3(14.0)

30-39 3(15.3) 24 (13.2) 9 (17.7)
40-49 65 (18.8) 31 (17.0) 34 (20.7)
50-59 8 (25.4) 41 (22.5) 7 (28.7)
> 60 8 (22.5) 47 (25.8) 1(18.9)

Region
Jeju-si dong 207 (59.8) 108 (59.3) 9 (60.4) 0.609
Jeju-si eup-myeon 48 (13.9) 26 (14.3) 2(13.4)

Seogwipo-si dong 49 (14.2) 29 (15.9) 0(12.2)
Seogwipo-si eup-myeon 42 (12.1) 19 (10.4) 3(14.0)

Education level 0.802
Less than high school 148 (42.8) 79 (43.4) 69 (42.1)

College or above 198 (57.2) 103 (56.6) 5 (57.9)

Household type 0.874
Single person 56 (16.2) 30 (16.5) 26 (15.9)

Multi-person 290 (83.8) 152 (83.5) 138 (84.1)

Occupation (n = 344) 0.655
Managers/professionals/clerk 119 (34.6) 60 (33.1) 9 (36.2)

Service/sales workers 104 (30.2) 52 (28.7) 2 (31.9)
Forestry and fishery workers/elementary workers/other 51 (14.8) 28 (15.5) 3(14.1)
Unemployed (including students and housewives) 0(20.4) 41 (22.7) 9 (17.8)

Monthly household income (n = 343, KRW) 0.241
< 2,000,000 54 (15.7) 29 (16.1) 5 (15.3)
2,000,000-2,999,999 41 (12.0) 17 (9.4) 24 (14.7)
3,000,000-4,999,999 123 (35.9) 61 (33.9) 2 (38.0)
> 5,000,000 125 (36.4) 73 (40.6) 2 (31.9)

n (%) or Mean + SD.

YP-value from chi-square test or t-test.
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Fig. 1. Food security status of the study participants (A) and major cause of food insecurity (B, C).
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Food security

Food insecurity

Food purchase and related factors (n = 346) (n = 182) (n = 164) P-value”
Frequency of purchasing foods produced in Jeju 0.668
2-7 times a week 134 (38.7) 67 (36.8) 67 (40.9)
1-4 times a month 163 (47.1) 87 (47.8) 76 (46.3)
Less than once a month 49 (14.2) 28 (15.4) 21 (12.8)
Types of foods produced in Jeju (n = 315) 0.411
Grains (rice, barley, etc.) 16 (5.1) 10 (6.1) 6 (4.0)
Legumes 13 (4.1) 10 (6.1) 3(2.0)
Fruits 3 (10.5) 15(9.1) 18 (12.0)
Vegetables 87 (27.6) 40 (24.2) 47 (31.3)
Meat :LO:L (32.1) 58 (35.2) 43 (28.7)
Seafood products (fish, shellfish, etc.) 6 (8.3) 13 (7.9) 13 (8.7)
Eggs (egg, etc.) 5 (7.9) 12 (7.3) 13 (8.7)
Milk and dairy products 14 (4.4) 7(4.2) 7(4.7)
Other 0(0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Main reason for buying foods produced in Jeju (n = 315) 0.106
The ingredients are fresh. 222 (70.5) 109 (66.1) 113 (75.3)
The taste, shape, and quality are good. 29(9.2) 18 (10.9) 11 (7.3)
It's cheap. 12 (3.8) 8(4.9) 4(2.7)
It helps Jeju’s farmers. 21 (6.7) 8(4.9) 13 (8.7)
It's an ingredient that I've been eating since | was young, 27 (8.6) 19 (11.5) 8 (5.3)
Other 4 (1.3) 3(1.8) 1(0.7)
Difficulties in buying foods produced in Jeju (n = 314) 0.448
There’s no store nearby. 6 (17.8) 33(20.0) 23 (15.4)
It's hard to notice the mark of Jeju. 9 (18.8) 30(18.2) 29 (19.5)
There aren’t many different types of ingredients. (30 3) 46 (27.9) 49 (32.9)
Due to low quality such as taste, appearance, etc. 3(4.1) 7(4.2) 6 (4.0)
The price is expensive. (22 9) 35(21.2) 37 (24.8)
Other 1(0.3) 1(0.6) 0 (0.0)
No specific reason 18 (5.7) 13 (7.9) 5(3.4)
Main reason for not buying foods produced in Jeju (n = 29) 0.609
There’s no store nearby. 5(17.2) 3(20.0) 2(14.3)
Don’t know if it's from Jeju. 7(24.1) 4(26.7) 3(21.4)
It's not particularly different from other local agricultural 7(24.) 3(20.0) 4 (28.6)
products.
Due to low quality such as taste, appearance, etc. 1(3.5) 1(6.7) 0(0.0)
The price is expensive. 2(6.9) 0(0.0) 2(14.3)
Other 7(24.1) 4 (26.7) 3(21.4)

https://doi.org/10.5720/kjcn.2024.00012
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Table 2. Continued

Food purchase and related factors i T=oga£I16) F()(?]d=si§;';ty Foc()g rslgcij)nty P-value”
Use of local food stores 0.506
Yes 135 (39.0) 68 (37.4) 67 (40.9)
No 211 (61.0) 114 (62.6) 97 (59.1)
Most difficult aspect of using a local food store (n = 134) 0.297
There aren’t many stores nearby. 73 (54.5) 39 (57.4) 34 (51.5)
The foods are not fresh. 2 (1.5) 2(2.9) 0(0.0)
There aren’t many different types of ingredients. 31(23.1) 14 (20.6) 17 (25.8)
Due to low quality such as taste, appearance, etc. 5(3.7) 1(1.5) 4(6.1)
The price is expensive. 17 (12.7) 8(11.8) 9 (13.6)
Other 1(0.8) 0(0.0) 1(1.5)
No hard reason 5(3.7) 4(5.9) 1(1.5)
Frequency of purchasing eco-friendly foods” (n = 344) 0.984
2-7 times a week 47 (13.7) 25 (13.9) 22 (13.4)
1-4 times a month 139 (40.4) 72 (40.0) 67 (40.9)
Less than once a month 158 (45.9) 83 (46.1) 75 (45.7)
Main reason for buying eco-friendly foods (n = 234) 0.467
The ingredients are fresh. 80 (34.2) 36 (30.0) 44 (38.6)
The taste, shape, and quality are good. 13 (5.6) 5(4.2) 8 (7.0)
It's cheap. 4(1.7) 2 (1.7) 2(1.8)
To protect the environment. 14 (6.0) 6 (5.0) 8 (7.0)
It is more nutritious than regular agricultural products. 15 (6.4) 9 (7.5) 6 (5.3)
| can eat it with confidence. 108 (46.2) 62 (51.7) 46 (40.4)
Main reason for not buying eco-friendly foods (n = 104) 0.018
There’s no store nearby. 21 (20.2) 13 (22.0) 8 (17.8)
Eco-friendly product certification is not trustworthy. 7(6.7) 2(3.4) 5(11.1)
There is no difference from general foods. 0(19.2) 16 (27.1) 4 (8.9)
Due to low quality such as taste, appearance, etc. 4(3.9) 3(5.1) 1(2.2)
The price is expensive. 0 (38.5) 16 (27.1) 24 (53.3)
Other 2(11.5) 9(15.3) 3(6.7)
n (%) or Mean + SD.

YP-value from chi-square test or t-test.

?Measured using a 3-point scale (e.g., don’t know = 1, have heard of it = 2, know well = 3).

92 “7hzo] M7} 7HE A UERF=T(38.5%), WA ]
B2} o] Eof| wlet AL o WA nEA I2AL V1A
o] vl Bk 23t v Qo] 53.3%% FHhS 2| FAoLt
HAE B I8AE 27.1%2 “Qut HA e} Ko7} glo]
A7 7.1%)2He S {ARBH HeRgteh (P = 0.018). 0|9l

A=A MA 7 7 Ao} 2AZT AujA) o] L AE] SofA
£ FoJgt Aol 7} = 2] ¥k,

3. YA B o220 ME HAZ| M QX= R 22

HAE B offo] wheh HA e 7] 2At AF 2] HAE
Aol gt 1A 9 g AmE AiK(Table 3), A 4
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o] WAT 7]1EE QAL 30.1%F=d HAY nEY 1
29] QIX]80] 36.0%F EA 12(24.7%)°] Bl5] S-2l5HA =
UTHP = 0.023). WA FF JAA =5 37 HHO 2 YePtS
o “PEH7E TE 2.03)S Aot BF 1-UE Wk
oh 9850 A9 53 vhHos BA% Ay Bawrt M =
2 B B E AF @431, 7MY B2 B
‘TAGAE F4Y 57 225 58 B8 OEE AYAAA T
% G 7H)oE Yetith HAY B4 offof meis v
59, &4 to|d &3t 5 HAY TEA S A" 1A

7} e BA g0l mlag g M) SolskA %t
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Table 3. Food policy recognition and necessity by food security status

Policy recognition n 'Logaéll 6) Fo((r)1d=sje-gtér)|ty FO(()g rsj,-%cllu)nty P-value”
Basic rights to food 0.023
Have heard of it 104 (30.1) 45 (24.7) 59 (36.0)
Have never heard of it 242 (69.9) 137 (75.3) 105 (64.0)
Establishment of multi-item production system by organizing
small and medium-sized farmers (n = 345)
Recognize it” 1.3+£05 13+0.5 12+04 0.054
Consider it necessary” 3.7+0.9 3.7+0.9 3.8+1.0 0.658
Support for local food activation
Recognize it 1.8+0.6 1.8+0.7 1.8+0.6 0.989
Consider it necessary 4.0+£09 40+£09 40+09 0.574
Support for processing and distribution using agricultural
and fishery products from Jeju
Recognize it 15+0.6 1.6+0.6 1.5+0.6 0.273
Consider it necessary 40+09 4.0+0.8 39+10 0.456
Expanding the supply of local food ingredients in public
meals (n = 345)
Recognize it 1.6+ 0.7 1.6+0.6 1.6+0.7 0.782
Consider it necessary 41+0.9 4.0+0.8 42+1.0 0.215
Support for eco-friendly agriculture, forestry, and fisheries
Recognize it 1.6+0.6 1.6+0.6 1.5+0.6 0.098
Consider it necessary 40+09 4.0+0.8 40+1.0 0.985
Strengthening dietary education
Recognize it 1.7+0.7 1.7+0.6 1.6+0.7 0.599
Consider it necessary 41+0.9 41+0.8 40+1.0 0.807
Strengthening the food safety management system (n = 345)
Recognize it 1.7+0.7 1.7+£0.7 1.7+0.7 0.337
Consider it necessary 43+0.8 43+0.7 43+09 0.745
Reduction of household waste (food waste and packaging
containers) (n = 345)
Recognize it 2.0+0.7 21+0.7 2.0+0.7 0.301
Consider it necessary 44+08 4.4 +0.7 4.3+0.9 0.663
Ensuring food for the vulnerable (n = 345)
Recognize it 1.8+0.7 1.8+0.7 1.8+0.7 0.604
Consider it necessary 43+0.8 4.3+0.7 4.23+0.9 0.996
Promoting food communities such as village kitchens and
social dining (n = 344)
Recognize it 15+0.6 1.6+0.7 1.4 +0.6 0.004
Consider it necessary 3.8+09 3.9+09 3.7+1.0 0.106

n (%) or Mean + SD.
YP-value from chi-square test or t-test.
Measured using a 3-point scale (e.g., don’t know = 1, have heard of it = 2, know well = 3).

)
2)
'"Measured using a 5-point scale (e.g., unnecessary = 1, normal = 3, necessary = 5).

3

9 2L ATt teix] PHlH SO oIS HolA] & 4, HHa| HA Of50 [HE AMSEH} e o3| $H DS
SFEHP = 0.004) uAe] 24 ool wet Ayt B, o =
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Table 4. Dietary satisfaction and importance of diet, happiness, and food environment satisfaction by food security status

Total

Food security Food insecurity

Dietary satisfaction and situation (n = 345) (n = 182) (n = 164) P-value”
Dietary satisfaction”
Happiness in life 3.8+0.7 3.9+0.7 3.7+0.7 0.006
Dietary satisfaction 3.7+0.7 3.9+0.6 3.4+0.6 < 0.0001
Importance of diet in happiness 4.3+0.7 4.4 +£0.8 42+0.8 0.046
Food environment satisfaction (n = 344)
Availability 28+ 0.7 3.0+0.7 2.7+0.8 <0.001
Accessibility 28+0.8 29+0.7 2.7+0.8 0.013
Affordability 28+ 0.7 29+0.7 2.6+0.7 <0.0001
Accommodation 28+0.8 29+0.7 2.7+0.8 0.003
Acceptability 29+0.6 3.0+0.6 2.8+0.6 0.001
Mean + SD.

YP-value from t-test.

?Measured using a 5-point Likert scale (e.g., very dissatisfied = 1, very satisfied = 5).

IMeasured using a 4-point scale (e.g., highly disagree = 1, highly agree = 4).

== 437, 49 PHEe 38T Uedil BE =
A EAR oEA Jgol B 5] B frolshAl w2 A
F5 HATHP < 0.05 for all). HA2] D79 -9 A digAt
o] WEEE 44 o s UEhd 23 AeEdY S84, A
o4, o8 "y, 7Hg AEA, AAdE 9 E BE FEoA
2.8-2.9449] HE HYloH He FEoA HAE B 1
ol mEA 5ol vl o5t A YERTHP < 0.05 for
all).

DISCUSSION

AFAS A0 ARG gl whet HAe 2

A Sttt & At ojAt 3469 F HA T S 9 AHo
2 BAE 152 52.6%, R 15 47.4%% 0, o]F o
A7t ¥4 9 AH 07 nE HAEo] 9l Ytk FEI H|
2 A 3R] 7.8%0 0. A v BAF IFC] o HlE&
2 62.8%= HAY BA TF0] v f-oJ5HA Eqkth X9/%
27 WA Fuf A= AT B of Fof mat {93k Ao]
£ HolX]| 9ok, Ay HAYE YA Y= o7t A
g 71Ed 9 A5 FFof gt AR, A4S d HAY 3
of thgk FEoll A f-of gt Afol & E it

U APGRA A Zof A HA T A RA} o] FoiX] Bf
7} ob& WA Qkot & A+t A:pe}o] Hlnr} of FATE, 2022 A
A gAY SARA et Bl n S o) & A A 9
ATl nEA HE&2 47.4%% A2A19 25.6%°] Bl =3ttt
[27]. TS AZA19] A HAY n|EA TIF9] tiFEo] &5
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T A )R] 248 9le wepsty] A3t B 4529l
ZAPF Eash Ao g AYzhEr,

T, eluete] EAHQ FrhRARl FUAGIFRA
A 2 @70t fARE BFOE MY vl A

Hrskal Qe AEQHgA Fuof Bet Aoof w=H HA g
o] ¥ 9 A HAEGE oflgt FHoRE FFHEOU 4
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5171 Qlaf PR TFol A v B IE-S ZISH
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62.0% (3.7%/5% WH)RE o]Ho] £ 2020 A5 FEZ
T5 AYAE 8 AP OIA B 47.3%[25]0] H]sf =
FEoldoy, HAL v 07 AAE RS0l 45.1%
(3.44/54d )R B IF vle] A verEth E3h 9
Ae] B4 IFoA v|R7g 1FC] Bls] BEHA7] gt A4
29 3=t FOoHA RO H T IF B4 AvkEo
2 52 55 Bof YA &F ¢ AH oA 9] HAo]
4h9] YB3} ARG ST F7to] $a3 80] E 5 9SS
AARRITE Ty, & Ate AR HS BRE 8918 AR
A Bl WA nEA 159 B2 AE S HEE 9
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o A, JFBY, AGE 5 B 9% AAEAL L A
F2A} 872 B Wke WA %714 0.8 o] 2ol

W W7e] HokASe] A BEw A%, drEd 59 92
2 9% w39l ARulo] wgo] F Aoz AmEr),

FA9] 45.9%7F 2127 HAYE g ol g A mgt FLajgict
A FoH, FASHA] b= A% L ool sl “THA o] HlabAl”
2t SEBRh o2dt At AFAS AP A 4H]
o)A ZAPETH28] | M &= FAFSHA WERg T 1Y, S
EZA AT LNA FFH 2022 A FAH P RAH24]0014
B AES TUHA Y olfE “LuE AFH AolE =NA
FAA" 7L 15912 Uehd 2 A9 Aol ApolE His
b, & A9 H4AY B 259 ¢ VY 2159 29 A
4 HAZE FYHA = FE olf2 IR HA L} 2po]
7k QUO1A"E “THA o] WAL FASHA A Fot AFAT
oF FARE ATE Btk 2015 TAE|AH AFH28]0A Al
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SHAL, BAAA FEE Ll T AHAE FE S 19
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4 AR Yol FFE A= Ao B 59, HA
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A4 S 2 A AR 9 AT Q] o] g 4H T
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HA g 7| EA AR %7} 36.0%E A T159] 24.7%°] H]5] =
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Limitations
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