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Study of University Students’ Perception of Food Safety

and Food Purchasing Behavior
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ABSTRACT

This study examined the perception of food safety and the food purchasing behavior of university
students from Jeonnam area. For the survey, 295 students (126 male students and 169 female
students), participated in and answered a questionnaire. The food purchasing decision was made
dominantly by ‘taste’ and ‘food safety (19.3%). On the other hand, 78.6% of respondents answered
that food safety is important. Food safety information was obtained through the media (45.1%)
and the Internet (44.7%). The major causes of food safety incidents were a ‘lack of awareness
about food safety’ (33.7%) and ‘lack of responsibility’ (29.3%). Confidence in national food safety
policy had a low score (2.86). The items of T can trust the national food safety management’
and ‘having established scientific and reasonable food safety standards’ scored 3.09 and 3.08,
respectively, whereas food safety system is well established” was 2.75 , which was relatively low.
The reliability of food companies was 3.06, which is a normal level. The highest score was 3.97
‘check expiration date’ and 3.82 ‘check food package’ in the students’ food safety attitude when
purchasing food. The overall results can be applied to establish reliable food safety education for
consumers as well as robust food safety policies for food industry. In addition, increasing responsibility
on food safety for the food industry should be encouraged and monitored by government.
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Table 1. General characteristics of the respondents

Characteristics n %
Male 126 42.7
Gender
Female 169 57.3
<19 43 14.6
20~21 36 12.2
Age
22~23 205 69.5
=24 11 3.7
First grade 45 15.3
Second grade 90 30.5
Grade )
Third grade 86 29.2
Fourth grade 74 25.1
<100 40 13.6
101~200 40 13.6
' 201~300 83 28.1
(Piglll(sfoz)rz)c)ome 301~400 53 18.0
401~500 49 16.6
>501 28 9.5
No answer 2 0.6
Teself 78 26.4
Person who meal prepare Parents 186 63.1
Others 31 10.5
Ttself 96 32.6
Food purchasing decision person Parents 194 65.7
Others 5 1.7
Very healthy 68 23.1
Healthy 118 40.0
Health status Moderate 80 27.1
Weak 24 8.1
Very weak 5 1.7
Total 295 100.0
2. AFQIH0 CHer Q1A Aoz Aol 2o} Qe ol ob# AdthA
2A1Z 94 71 1EER= dE(Table 2)d)] T o2 F3 AW gste] A 2Fe
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Table 2. Most important consideration when purchasing food

n(%)
Variable Male Female Total x?
Safety 24(19.0) 33(19.7) 57(19.3)
Taste 60(47.7) 77(45.6) 137(46.4)
tit 9(7.1) 11(6.5) 20(6.8
Most important thing Quantity ©8 4.131
Freshness 15(12.0) 20(11.8) 35(11.9)
Nutrition 9(7.1) 21(12.4) 30(10.2)
Price 9(7.1) 7(4.0) 16(5.4)
Total 126(100.0) 169(100.0) 295(100.0)
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Table 3. Food safety perception of the respondents

n(%)

Variable Male Female Total x?

Always 15( 11.9) 22( 13.0) 37( 12.5)

Often 38( 30.2) 61( 36.1) 99( 33.6)
Consideration of food Average 38( 30.2) 58( 34.3) 96( 32.5) 9.282"
safety Not often 28(222) 271600  55( 18.6)

Never 7C 5.6) 1C 0.6) 8( 2.7

Subtotal 126(100.0) 169(100.0) 295(100.0)

Mass media(TV, Radio) 45( 35.7) 88( 52.1)  133( 45.1)

Internet 62( 49.2) 700 41.4)  132( 44.7)
Food safety Newspaper or magazine 5( 4.0 5( 3.0 10C 3.4) 4131
information source Person 11( 8.7 6( 3.6) 17C 5.8)

Others 3( 2.4 oC 0.0) 3C 1.0

Subtotal 126(100.0)  169(100.0)  295(100.0)

I&:vciie:f legal and institudional 3y 70 33(106)  67( 22.9)

Lack of awareness of food 470 373) 52( 31.0) 99( 33.7) )
Reasons for food safety 5.749
safety accidents Lack of food safety protective 14 11.1) 28 16.7) 42( 143)

system

Lack of sense of responsibility 31( 24.6) 55( 32.7) 86( 29.3)

Subtotal 126(100.0)  168(100.0)  294(100.0)

zzgirignil punishment by the 0 500y 76(450)  114( 38.6)
Most important thing Consumers™ own efforts 42( 33.3) 14( 8.3) 56( 19.0) 33.356""
iZEetpyre;:;g:i food iﬁ;ﬁ:gof food safety 26(206)  35(207)  61(20.7)

Having a sense of responsibility ~ 19( 15.1) 44( 26.0) 63( 21.4)

Subtotal 126(100.0)  169(100.0) ~ 295(100.0)

Rk

*p<0.05, **"p<0.001
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Table 4. Reliability of the national's food safety policy

Item Male Female Total t—value

I can trust national food safety management system. 3.10 + 0.95Y 3.09 £ 0.79 3.09 + 086  0.064

Having established scientific and reasonable food safety 390 + 075 2.99 + 067 308 + 071 2530
standards.

Satisfied with providing food safety information. 296 £ 0.88 2.83 = 0.76 2.89 = 0.81 1.315

The food safety system is well supported. 290 £ 0.68 279 £ 0.75 2.83 £ 0.72  1.296

Food safety reporting system is well established. 2.82 £ 080 266 £ 0.76 2.73 £ 0.78  1.684

There is great reporting system about imported food. 283 £ 096 268 + 073 2.74 + 084  1.472

I trust sanitary management monitoring systems for 282 + 094 240 + 0.80 258 + 089 4075
general restaurants.

I trust in food 1?01son1ng prevenFlon and hygiene 305 + 093 270 + 082 285 + 0.89 3.400°"
management in the foodservice.

I trust food safety education for consumer. 317 £ 092 289 = 0.76 3.01 = 0.85 277177

Total 289 £ 050 2.78 + 047 2.86 £ 050  3.459"

Y Likert 5—point scale: 1(strongly disagree)~5(strongly agree) : Mean + S.D.

p<0.05, “"p<0.01, "p<0.001

A= 3,010 02 B A2eg Bt ol thgk Fdoll g AEles B8 F52
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Table 5. Reliability of food safety system in food companies

Item Male Female Total t—value
; - X

I trust- -ood‘ companies that have received food safety 348 + 0910 341 + 083 344 + 0.86 0,688
certifications.

I believe that companies have excellent human resources 304 + 081 306 + 076 314 + 079 L.938"
related food safety.

Food companies are following the national food safety 204 + 067 282 + 083 287 + 076 1,335
administration.

F ies h 11— f f .

ood companies have a well-managed food safety 315 £ 079 291 + 076 301 + 078 2701
management system for food production.

Food companies have developed R & D for food safety 3.25 £ 0.74 3.14 + 0.78 3.18 = 0.76 1.222

. . ‘ .

Food companies gulckly respond to food accidents and 306 + 087 305 + 099 305 + 094 0.021
related prevention.

I b'eheve tbat the company's food safety system is 209 + 089 276 + 0.80 286 + 084  2.378"
internationally excellent.

Food companies quickly analyze and respond to new 310 + 073 275 + 075 2.89 + 076 4,009
hazardous substances.

Compame.s are pr.owdmg customers with accurate food 202 + 084 280 + 085 285 + 0.85 1158
safety information.

Total 312 £ 045 3.01 £ 0.53 3.06 £ 0.52 1.720°

Y Likert 5-point scale: 1(strongly disagree)~5(strongly agree) : Mean + S.D.

*p<0.05, """p<0.001

2,757, p0.001), 7192 AFd} B 92l (3.417), ‘A B 2xE 39 Srh3.344),

S A R A
d, p€0.05), 71949l &b gk o] A (3.107) £o= AT B olte] Al

How Soathdeha: 2009, olshal 2764,  AEdRE PrlEERE GMO AES seld)

p(0.05)" 7192 kg AFAALS S5k dA= (2.817) 233 AFHd QlsutaEs IRl

s 2 ekt 3,157, oshA: 2914, (2.887) EFoZ AU ol FRES U

p0.05)" &l oM SAH R FoleHA we
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Table 6. Food safety purchasing attitude of the respondents according to gender

Item Male Female Total t—value
Check expiration date 375 £ 09200 413 £ 1.027 397 £ 0999 -3.321°"
Check food Optimal storage temperature 3.21 = 0.993 343 + 0950 3.34 + 0973 -1.910
Check the origin 319 + 1.010 344 + 1.046 3.34 + 1.036  -2.088"
Check food label 298 + 0975 319 £ 0926 3.10 £ 0.951 -10912
Check GMO 2.74 + 0931 2.87 £ 0.856 2.81 £ 0.890 -1.259
Check food certification mark (HACCP etc.) 273 + 0991 299 + 1.003 2.88 + 1.005 -2.247"
Check the cleanliness of the food handling area ~ 3.40 + 0.868  3.53 + 0.933 347 + 0906 -1.218
Check the food seller's personal hygiene 3.34 + 0.981 346 = 0.859 341 + 0914 -1.119
Check food package 3775 £ 0.935 388 + 0.901 3.82 +£ 0916 -1.130
Willing to pay additional money for safety food — 3.30 + 1.075  3.53 + 0913 343 + 0991 -1.991"
Prefer domestic food 336 £ 0.992 350 £ 0874 344 £ 0927 -1.338
Y Likert 5—point scale: 1(strongly disagree)~5(strongly agree) : Mean % S.D.

Mean with different superscripts in the same row are significantly different at p<0.05 by Duncan’s multiple range

test
"p<0.05,

ok

"'p<0.01, """ p<0.001

Al
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-
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A GRS 3,194, oS 3,444
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& f8 S EE AEE AP AT
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