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ABSTRACT

This study examined the health-related perception of food and the status of the use of food labeling according to the
concerns on food safety in Korean adolescents. The data for 622 adolescents from the 2020 Consumption Behavior Survey
for Food provided by the Korea Rural Economic Institute was analyzed. Approximately 36.5% of adolescents were concerned
about food safety, while 52.1% reported moderate concerns, and 11.4% were unconcerned. Adolescents concerned about food
safety had significantly higher perceptions about the quality of school food service (p<0.05), interest in food origin (p<0.01),
and overall dietary satisfaction (p<0.01) than those not concerned about food safety. Adolescents concerned about food safety
recognized milk, vegetables, and fruits as healthy foods and alcohol as the most unhealthy food. Approximately 21.0% of
adolescents with above-moderate food safety concerns checked the food labeling when purchasing processed foods, but 75.2%
of adolescents unconcerned about food safety did not check food labeling (p<0.001). Adolescents concerned about food safety
checked the expiration date, price, and country of origin during purchase. Adolescents concerned about food safety had
significantly higher satisfaction and reliability in food labeling than those not concerned about food safety (p<0.001). In
conclusion, practical school education is needed to enhance food safety, understand food labeling, and encourage adolescents

to choose processed foods properly.
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Table 1. General characteristics of the subjects
Variables N %
Male 324 51.6
Sex
Female 298 48.4
Middle school 218 45.7
School type
High school 404 543
Seoul - Gyeonggi 173 48.8
Daegu - Gyeongbuk 142 9.8
Honam 116 12.1
Region
Busan -+ Ulsan *+ Gyeongnam 71 14.8
Chungchung 60 11.5
Gangwon 60 3.0
Unconcern 71 114
Concerns on food safety =~ Moderate 333 52.1
Concern 218 36.5
Total 622 100
N(weighted %).
ad o] AEFdd o] B o)de] we] e Ao vad Fugd 7PN ve 2w sted 7101
= Uehstth A5AY sl AEckded vigk A= b 3.65%, Stuaae] F4ol ety 35859 ol
£ 2AME Kim KQo2ne] AFadE A ZAh Al ok AFehdel U3 By Sl mhet SmEa e Ak
38.5%& A&k thste] vl Aol WAY #dS 7 Wl mfo] "k Bio] SlE aFe] 3883 = frels)
A3 Qlom, BEgrEe] A= 48.7%, #iol gl thd Al =UThp<0.01). Stag2]e 7oA W & w1 ke
A 12.8%% Hiwo] & AFdel fARE 235 H d 7|9tk E 2 Eekdd] didt 3 Sl whel o]
ok &A1Y Sl AEbdel et F= AF0in SlE 1Fe] 3.908 22 frolshA Ekthp<0.01). ‘StaEA]
BK & 2010)014 2Fbdaa AR 5o] 9Foz ARy o F-o] 95tk e AEA B ) wet #4lol
o7 AFPAe| ik #ilo] FolAAl HW o]of| wet Y i T1Eo] 3o R folahAl =UTh(p<0.05). Jin BK 5
=9 A FAEE G Folvka sisith Kim Bl (2010)2] 7ol whEw AlthdAke] 47.5%71 21Ebd ol
5(2023)= COVID-192 <l3te] Algld oz 2170} o8 g3pEe Faz stugds] AAS 1292 gslgen, o
glol] ik ¥ilo] oA HAdE9] TR 24 Lo N RE/A 2H(18.8%), 7F8(16.9%), LuH--217(14.6%)
gelo = Akt JS v oz Hud HE B u o] {0 & UERTE Lim HI $5(2019)9] AW A74 2%
FF Aads AFH de IS AEHoR ol 2 98 Ao w2d 882%2] RANNAY HAUEL dw
A Ao= d3dnt w4 a7t RSt geklon, 80.7%E w4l 914
Aol A Algdrta FHIAL, 924%= ¢F AU
2. MEetMol THet 2helrEol e stuaAol tiet & 2dke] AlgEe] HAdEe SuFs] 44 et =
Q1A AMZAMKX|of st zhal W MEbH MMEOEE =7} Erha Bus ok Kim B 5(2023)9] COVID-19 o]
AP gre] A FAAG e ATl WE Samas AT COVID-19 Z12te) st wE vmel A = g
o ek <14, AFLLA ] gk FA 9 ANkA A Ae] FHo] itk o] COVID-19 |- ET} COVID-
= FAEIE Table 29 2t stwgafol] ek A4 7 19 71kt fejA o2 gopitta Huskitt o= s
3 R 2 °] COVID-19 7|3t staga{ae] dA7E j4ae S 44
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Table 2. Perception about school food service, interest in the origin of products, and overall dietary satisfaction according
to the concerns on food safety

Concerns on food safety

Variables Unconcern Moderate Concern (::(2;12) Wald F
(n=71) (n=333) (n=218)
Perception about school food service"
Help with eating habits 3.46+0.13%" 3.65+0.05°Y 3.88+0.06" 3.66:+0.06 6.015"
Contributing to eating well at home 3.4240.11° 3.63+0.05° 3.90+0.08° 3.65+0.05 7.387"
Be of excellent quality 3.55+0.14° 3.48+0.06° 3.7240.06" 3.58+0.06 3.865"
Interest in origin of products®
Domestic agricultural products 2.6140.11° 3.21x0.06 3.63+0.06 3.15+0.05 35.962"
Eco-friendly products 2.24+0.19° 3.01+0.06° 3.49+0.08" 2.92+0.07 24.816”
Local agricultural products 2.0740.18° 2.98+0.06° 3.57+0.07" 2.87+0.07 44.143"
Overall dietary satisfaction® 3.65+0.11° 3.57+0.04° 3.81+0.06" 3.68+0.04 5467

D Likert scale: 5 (very much)~1 (never).

? Likert scale: 5 (very interested)~1 (very not interested).

% Likert scale: 5 (very satisfied)~1 (very unsatisfied).

9 MeanzS.E.

% Means with different superscripts in the same row are significantly different by complex samples general linear model ANOVA.
" p<0.05, ” p<0.01.

o2 "ol AAR Son YJ 5(2022)2] A A< gwF4] oh AL Ao = 2] EeHd el gk #alo] S AA)
229] COVID-19 o] 5] Sje] A3t ZAlol waw F2 T kAo Uig #ado] A veh Aagde] Axje}
o) W EA 9 2 s 5o Be EAVE J3oE AR A3E By
sl g7 A 2 #elEa it 2o A dARe] ARkl A A vhEE = 5 7] 3.68F
STt olm, A& et I ol wet #ilo] e 1F
A FLAA otk HA L A BAE 5H VIE o] 3813 2R oSl =S3kthp<0.01). Kim MJ & Chong
3154, ‘A8 AAE 2924, A dEakE 28749 £o2 YK(202009 A E HAA =} A4 vELo] i3k AT
Uehgo), BE 3o H4E Ao e #4S By o W2 SAksiHE AR, 2A8A s 2 313K
o} 2lEkdel tigk gl whet Ak BAbe e AE AR ozt A Ee anxEe o4, 1 53 AR
SHdo] Aol e 1Eo] 3.63%, HEQ 80| 3217,  AQl #Ro] lom, AR o|F st AH RS A%
Halo] QlE aFo] 26189 o g fojzlel 2ol2 Kyl Fdd tigh WSS Fall A vES sHA "drkar sl
THp<0.01). X187 2132 2| F<Hdel #ilo] sl 150 th £ Aol M= 2 EFdl #ile] e Ee AvkEd
3497, g9l 1F0] 3.01%, T4l gl 1wl 2.24739 28 WS o agEY 24 e Aot &
£o 7 Fo A9l Afo]E HATHp<0.01). ‘A DFAE 2 2] AR 23S B
Feobdol Falo] Qe aFo] 3.574, HEC 50| 2.98%,
BAlo] Qe 2F0] 20749 &2 FolZQl o= B 3. AlZotHol| CHSE Tl Zof| 2 AERY 742
ThHp<0.01). Park JH & You SY(2021)= HAd7] zhqe] 4] O|x|= Ad5ko]| CHEE Q1A
Azl gk Il mA e J&FS A A7, 2Ahq7) 4 ZA AR Y] Al Zokdd] et BASE wE AEy
9| kel gt ®ilo] E&FE AR e THAE A7) v]xE Gak] Y3k Q2] B A3} Table 33 2Tk
7h S Aer HauErh ole FadEo] AFdd olfr AERE 1A nAE Gk e 914S 2AR A3
o et Fa #Hilo] UEFE AR F4E A9 g A <7t 57 71F 420807 7P =4 A7kl F3FS 1]
37 AR AR Tol g Tlo] & Foz FAEY = AFeR A YAt kg2 AlA 4274, 3
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Table 3. Recognition of health effects of each foods according to the concerns on food safety
Concerns on food safety
Variables" Total Wald F
Unconcern Moderate Concern (n=622)
®=71) (n=333) (n=218)
Vegetable 4.27+0.13? 4.29+0.06 4.26+0.06 4.27+0.58 0.088""
Fruit 421%0.13 4.23+0.04 4.32+0.06 4.26+0.05 1.084™
Milk 4.34+0.15 4.27+0.06 4.25+0.07 4.29+0.06 0.161™
Grain 4.10+0.15 4.15+0.06 4.1240.06 4.12+0.06 0.078"8
Egg 429+0.13 4.17+0.06 4.14£0.07 4.20+0.06 0.459"
Beef 4.53+0.10™ 4.15+0.05° 4.1120.07° 4.26+0.05 6.973"
Pork 4.42+0.16° 4.02+0.05° 4.03£0.05° 4.16+0.06 3.157
Chicken 4.39+0.13" 3.97+0.05° 4.00+0.06° 4.12+0.05 4.709"
Rice 4.20+0.11 3.99+0.06 3.97+0.08 4.05+0.05 1.641M
Health functional food/healthy food 4.1740.11 4.05+0.06 4.20+0.06 4.14+0.05 1.718™
Eco-friendly food 42120.12 4.06£0.06 4.08+0.06 4.12+0.06 0.765"
Aquatic products 3.97+0.14 3.77+0.10 3.86+0.06 3.87+0.07 0.783"
Meat products 3.60+0.17 3.3440.08 3.5420.08 3.49+0.07 2.011M
Processed foods 3.38+0.14 3.2940.11 3.45+0.08 3.37+0.07 0.715"
Alcohol 1.76+0.16° 2.1620.10° 2.3740.15° 2.10£0.08 4.001"

D Likert scale: 5 (very good influenced)~1 (very bad influenced).

2 Mean+S.E.

» Means with different superscripts in the same row are significantly different by complex samples general linear model ANOVA.

" p<0.05, ™ p<0.01, ™ Not significant.

A’ 42674, ‘A7 426, ‘AR 4204, =HA 7] 4.16
AR EARAE 4147, ABAAE 4127,
FH 41274, HaT) 4127, A 40578, AR 3877,
“SIVEE 3497, I1EAE 3374, 94RE 21089 &
o7 AFL S 77 Y g gES v ¢ = AFE
F2 Qddsta Ak F 15709 2FF F 4 AFFelA
A EEA ] ek Il wet fo A1 ApolE Hith
21 Ebdel #Alo] gl 1Eel ‘A7) 45373 (p<0.01), “=A
R 371" 4427 (p<0.05), ‘3171 4.39% (p<0.05) -2 7173l
DFE ooz 7 =4 145k Fo® e
‘LIS A EAL A B T180] 237
olF o7 EUTHp<0.05). L FAlo] BBl
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(2021)9] AFA 7173 Bol IRlste AEFEA F5S 7}
Z(60.0%)°]™, 152 F5713K32.7%) = e 2 X
APAZLe} 2po] E B9t) 18U} Lee DB 5(2021)2] 7]
Me Axda 9 F8718, 7H, GEBA], AFH7HE, 9
AR Az, AZSAPE Y] £o g2 ZRlshe Ao R YEh
2 Z2AL fARSE ATE B

A FESH ] tig dle] wetA = #ilol e 1F
AP AR 74.4%7) FE7IRE 7 WA ERlsh
52 7HA(45.1%), DA EA(36.0%), AEH 7
(28.6%), ‘KS FEAI’(25.7%), ‘LAEH(23.6%), ‘W&
(23.1%), ‘B ="(22.8%), ‘BEWH(18.5%), ‘HACCP ZEA]
(10.2%)°] o2 ZRlsta glom, ymz] 77kx]9] 2F3%
Al AFFE 10% BIRES] AL AL ERlsta Qe Ao =
Uebgth 53, ‘< GUEAE 5.5%] ZARRGAT gHolsta
ATk BECQl AT ZAMNAAAL] 63.3%7) G5
3PS glolela, atke o R TFA’(44.5%), ‘BANE(30.1%),
AR EA*(24.6%), “NET(14.9%), ‘KS vF=2(13.2%), ‘2
ZA7FE(11.4%), ‘HEH(104%)°] o= gelsta ¢)
om, Ymz] 97k e] AFHA] AR 10% PRke. 2 UL
Wk A Eekd ] Talo] gle g = Bilo] e OF,
B oo 15 s R 8713 (1.2%) 0 T
(26.8%)= FAAC R gRlstn SIlovth, avke ‘Bl
©°(20.1%), KS vF2(18.0%) 2 &
7FA 9] A EFA] AVBFE 10% nlRto & 2He)
3] ‘HACCP vw}=’, ‘GMO 2]¥°, “f7|7}a2E0%
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Table 4. Check the food labeling when purchasing foods according to the concerns on food safety

Concerns on food safety

Total

Variables Unconcern Moderate Concern (1=622) X-value
(n=71) (n=333) (n=218)
Check 1 3.1)" 40(10.5) 31(10.5) 72( 9.7)
Sometimes check 15(21.7) 160(44.3) 136(62.1) 311(48.2) 6.382""
Do not check 55(75.2) 133(45.2) 51(27.4) 239(42.1)

Y N(weighted %).
" p<0.001.
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Table 5. Check items when purchasing processed foods according to the concerns on food safety

Concerns on food safety

Variables Unconcern Moderate Concern T=O6t;12
(n=71) (n=333) (n=218) (n=622)
Expiration date 25(41.2)Y 228(63.3) 165(74.4) 418(64.8)
Price 18(26.8) 167(44.5) 96(45.1) 281(42.7)
Country of origin 9( 9.8) 98(24.6) 89(36.0) 196(27.1)
Brand 13(20.1) 109(30.1) 51(22.8) 173(26.3)
Amount 4( 9.0) 62(14.9) 53(23.1) 119(17.2)
Food additives 1( 0.7) 40(11.4) 63(28.6) 104(16.4)
Name of raw material 5( 2.9) 32( 6.8) 55(23.6) 92(12.5)
KS mark 6(18.0) 33(13.2) 51(25.7) 90(18.3)
Preservation method 3(1.3) 42(10.4) 39(18.5) 84(12.3)
Nutrition labeling 3( 4.9) 20( 5.1) 19( 5.5) 42( 5.2)
Name of manufacturer 1( 0.7) 14( 1.6) 22( 8.8) 37( 4.1)
HACCP mark 0( 0.0) 10( 2.8) 19(10.3) 29( 5.2)
Genetically modified organism food 0( 0.0) 6( 1.0) 16( 7.4) 22( 3.2)
Organic processed food certification 0( 0.0) 5( 2.8) 15( 6.1) 20( 3.7)
Traditional food certification 0( 0.0) 3(04) 14( 4.2) 17( 1.7)
Other certification such as local governments 0( 0.0) 2( 0.4) 14( 5.9) 16( 2.4)
Food allergy 0( 0.0) 6( 0.6) 10( 4.3) 16( 1.8)
) N(weighted %), multiple answer.
B wf 5718 &S 7P Bol s, Otk Suliat wEbA dile] e IE 2067, HEQ 15 1.85%,
AE A=, AFe T, A4E3HT dae] FEA8H, & B0l gle I8 1483 0= AEkdd] tid #ile] 3l
T 2E, A Bo 2O HOIS B, GMO HF A S4E HFAZHAG Y@ A5Ee] felHo Eoinh
T2 7P e Aer Husiglrh £ AIME ZAMRE (p<0.001). F 107] AEAS BA T TEEA ASAE
A AEe g BAFEE Aot Lok AF Tl ALY 9f BAARA thsjel A FLAA RS
Al AEFXAE BRIGE FFow F571 GUS 7P B o meEl fefARl Aols Hlth
o] #3 Q9T Eak GMO AFo] et Fele age] A AR AT 80 R} 94 57| F& EAAGL 47}
Foho] o] 9l Hado] Fola W nix] 1gel B o BANROR QA BAPQRITA), FFEAE KS EAP
23EL Fgoskr] e Ao YEh) AgdFe AE (2.043), ‘F715U03°(2.033), ‘HACCP EAIQ01F)E
Ax Felsgie ehskeh A EQk] Bk Bl mekd Aol gl o
F, BEQ 7, o] gl 15 <A EA U@
3) MECHMo| CHE BAFof 2 MEQIE EAlol  A4FEE 2563, 2274, Le7TH R 5 3F frelH 9 A}
Chst olAl == o] & HATHp<0.001). ‘7F&-21% KS FAIS] 15E 24
ZA A Ae] A E kA o Ao W AEelZ T 2414, 2108, L6022 15 I oA AelE B

AThp<0.01). “§7]%591% FAlo] 28W AAFELS 238
A, 2134, 159908 12 7+ SoA9l zo]E HArt
(p<0.001). ‘HACCP ZEA] ol Ut 258 A2 ¢ 2304,



520 Ao} AMol - w5

FobAloh kiR

Table 6. Recognition of food certification system according to the concerns on food safety

Concerns on food safety

Variables” Unconcern Moderate Concern (I;r:g;lz) Wald F
(n=71) (n=333) (n=218)

Country of origin 1.67+0.16*" 2.27+0.06™ 2.56+0.07% 2.17+0.07 16.624™
Processed food KS mark 1.6020.09° 2.100.07° 2.4120.06° 2.04£0.05 28.023"
Organic certification 1.59+0.16° 2.13+0.06° 2.38+0.07° 2.03+0.06 12.290™
HACCP mark 1.64+0.09° 2.09+0.06° 2.300.09 2.01£0.05 15.422™
Geographical indication 1.4120.09° 1.66+0.06 1.88+0.09° 1.65+0.05 7.106™
Good agricultural practices 1.39+0.09° 1.69+0.07° 1.87+0.08° 1.65+0.05 8.574""
Traditional food certification 1.2440.10° 1.7120.06° 1.95+0.10° 1.63+0.05 14557
Genetically modified organism 1.40+0.09° 1.69+0.05 1.79+0.08" 1.63+0.05 6.206"
Traceability system 1.40+0.09° 1.64+0.06" 1.83+0.08" 1.63+0.05 6.907"
Animal welfare certification system 1.40+0.08 1.54+0.05 1.62+0.08 1.52+0.04 2.140"
Total 1.4820.79° 1.85+0.04° 2.06+0.62° 1.80+0.39 18.660™

D Likert scale: 3 (know well)~1 (do not know).
? MeanzS.E.

® Means with different superscripts in the same row are significantly different by complex samples general linear model ANOVA.

ok ok

p<0.01, ™ p<0.001, ™ Not significant.
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Table 7. Satisfaction and reliability of food labeling according to the concerns on food safety

Concerns on food safety

. Total
Variables Unconcern Moderate Concern (1=622) Wald F
(n=71) (n=333) (n=218)
Satisfaction” 3.32+0.08>" 3.55+0.05%) 3.8340.04° 3.57+0.33 18.993"
Reliability” 3.22+0.10° 3.59+0.04° 3.800.05° 3.54+0.04 14.978™

D Likert scale: 5 (very satisfied)~1 (very unsatisfied).
? Likert scale: 5 (very trusted)~1 (very untrusted).
» MeanzS.E.

» Means with different superscripts in the same row are significantly different by complex samples general linear model ANOVA.

sokok

p<0.001.
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