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Preface

When consumers choose an agri-food product, it is inevitable to have

information gaps between producers or distributors and consumers. Such 

asymmetrical information causes adverse choices and moral hazards, leading to 

market failure. Food labeling and certification programs are typical policies to

ameliorate market failure, resulted from asymmetrical information. However, 

consumer utilization of food labeling and certification programs remain at a 

low level. Korea is not the only country facing this problem.

Prior studies agreed that consumer utilization of agri-food labels remains low 

and improvement is needed, however, they only emphasized educations and did 

not suggest other specific alternatives. Also, previous studies were mainly 

carried out by focusing on the role of information suppliers. Our study,

therefore, focuses on consumer’s perspectives toward label information. This 

study describes all aspects of agri-food labeling and certification programs, and 

then, reviews consumer utilization based on food type if required. The purpose
is to establish specific and practical strategies for encouraging consumers to 

use agri-food label information through the applications of behavioral 

economics,  field analysis, and online experiments.

I hope the results of this study will be helpful for establishing effective agri-

food label policies, developing the food industry, and consumer utilization of

agri-food labels as well as contributing to people’s healthier diet habits and 

sustainable consumption. I am grateful to our external experts for their advice 

and consumers and enterprises for their responses at during the process of this 

study. In particular, I also thank the passionate researchers who participated in 

this study, the Gwangsan and Bongseon shops of Emart in Gwangju for their 

cooperation in the field experiments on Emart, and four staff members for 

conducting the field experiment.

  October 2018

Kim Chang-Gil

Korea Rural Economic Institute
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Abstract

Background 

There is a variety of information, at the stages of production, distribution, 

processing, and packaging, that suppliers know but consumers may not. This 

includes crucial information related to hygiene and safety. Once various agri-

food information is provided to consumers as the social promise of ‘providing 

label information,’ consumers can make decisions toward a healthy, safe and 

wise way. Furthermore, agri-food label information can be used for systematic 

tracking and management of production and distribution. Therefore, it can be a 

crucial factor in boosting the agricultural and food industries. As agri-food 

label information has the potential to improve producer welfare as well as 

throughout the society, ideal label design and its implementation would be 

highly beneficial to consumers and producers. This is why political interest, 

continuous evaluation, monitoring and updating are required for the policy to 
provide information in agri-food labels and consumer utilization.  

Prior studies focused on strategies for applying or improving labeling 

guidelines, as “label information provider”. On the other hand, studies about

“information utilization” did not conduct as “label information consumer.”

Consumers in Korea are aware of the importance of agri-food label information, 

but their utilization level is low. Additionally, food-related incidents and 

scandals contribute to deteriorating consumer trust in label information. While 

the majority of consumers claim that having too many agri-food labeling and 

certification programs bring about confusion, some argue that it is necessary to 

have more food labels on fresh foods, home meal replacement (HMR), foods at 

restaurants, and delivery and take-out foods. Moreover, political interest is 

required for promoting healthier food choices, which is a goal for agri-food 

label information that the international society directs its attention to. 

Increasing trust in label information, addressing ‘too much’ or ‘too little’

information issues, and finding ways to encourage consumers to make healthier 

food choices are objectives for agri-food labeling.

Therefore, this study aims to examine and evaluate current agri-food label

information provided in Korea to understand the current use and evaluation of 



iv

label information. Then, we will finally establish strategies for enhancing the 

agri-food label used by ‘consumers.’

Methods

We reviewed the related literature to identify the purpose and utilization of 

agri-food labels. The whole process from factors for determining agri-food 

label information to results and effects were conceptually described with 

diagrams. We used a linear regression model to examine the factors, which

affect the label utilization, by using the data from the Consumer Behavior 

Survey for Food of 1,000 consumers by the Korea Rural Economic Institute 

(KREI). The effect analysis of label utilization is also conducted with the same 

dataset. To investigate changes in label utilization and consumer competency

index during last year, 2,381 respondents who participated in the survey in both 

2016 and 2017 were selected.

Advisory meetings were held with experts in charge of document analysis and 

policies to examine the current agri-food label information. Focus Group 

Discussions (FGD) were conducted five times with agri-food label information

experts, in which the experts were divided into group-specific for label

information attribute.  

Focus Group Interview (FGI) was conducted three times with consumers to 
uncover barriers to consumer’s label utilization in the current label information 

programs. This enabled us to conduct a qualitative analysis on consumer’s label 

utilization, awareness and evaluation of label information. For the analysis, we 

employed the raw data from a consumer survey by the KREI. The analysis was 

conducted through a yes-no question, matrix analysis (Note 1), basic statistics, 

and a cross-analysis. Also, the raw data from the 2018 Consumer Behavior 

Survey for Food by KREI (adult, n=6,578) was analyzed the importance

evaluation, utilization and awareness, trust and satisfaction with information in 

agri-food labels. 

Literature reviews in other countries were focused on the current agri-food 

label information and its implications. The current labeling policies and related 

studies in the United States and the European Union were analyzed in 

cooperation with Professor Lee Sang-Hyun of Kangwon National University. 

Furthermore, some results collected from OECD conferences. The result of this 

study was presented at the OECD international conference on October 16, 2018,
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and then, incorporated reflected the comments from the representatives and 

experts of member countries into this study.  

We used questionnaires for consumer surveys to establish strategies for 

improving label utilization. The behavioral economics theories were applied to 
the Emart field experiment and an online choice experiment. We analyzed 

results using including the difference-in-difference model and the Tobit model.  

1 This is widely used in the field of economics or political studies as IPA analysis or 

importance-performance analysis. For example, where importance evaluation about 

policies is placed on axis X, and performance evaluation on axis Y, policies of high 

importance and performance are placed in quadrant 1; policies of low importance but high 

performance in quadrant 2; policies of low importance and performance in quadrant 3; and 

policies of high importance but low performance in quadrant 4. Since this analysis helps 

researchers figure out areas requiring more/less political efforts, it is a useful analytical 

technique.
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Result and Implications

Functions and purpose of agri-food labeling

The functions of agri-food labeling can be classified into three categories; first, 

explanation and guide on agri-food; second, information related to safety, 

health, and nutrition and producer regulations; and third, advertisement and 

promotion in agri-food. The purposes of agri-food label utilization to 

consumers is to find necessary information and pursue healthy, safe, and wise 

consumption. How the label information is designed and provided on the 

product to achieve various purposes is significant. We defined using the label

information from a consumer viewpoint as pursuing “safe, healthy, and wise 

choices of foods by reading required information.”

In this study, we developed a conceptual framework related to agri-food labels. 

These multi-step processes follow the stages; exposure to label information,

cognition, and awareness of the current label information, understanding the 

accurate information, taking a confirming action, and decision making in agri-

foods purchasing, which is the last stage of utilization the label information. 

Factors affecting the aforementioned process include trust and satisfaction with 

food labels; individual characteristics such as socio-demographic factors, 

product selection criteria, motivation, and situations; and food policies such as 

the quality of food labeling policies and campaigns for public awareness.  

We analyzed the validity of the conceptual framework through econometric

analyses. The empirical evidence showed that the experiences to purchase 

certified products have a positive relationship with confirmation of food labels, 

trust, and satisfaction. We also found the group, reading more label information 

than the previous year, presented improved the purchase environment 

competency index, the safe diet competency index, and the healthy diet 

competency index. The results suggested that improving food labeling 
utilization would positively affect consumers’ health and nutritional status.

Agri-food LabelingPolicy

Agri-food labels are provided by five central government ministries, including 

the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (MAFRA) and the 
Ministry of Food and Drug Safety (MFDS), and eighteen regulations. Agri-

food labels are classified into five categories depending on the following 

attributes; hygiene and safety attributes, nutrition and health attributes, 
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environment and ethics attributes, quality and standard attributes, and product 

specification and information attributes. Hygiene and safety attributes include 

Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points (HACCP) and Good Agricultural 

Practice (GAP). Nutrition and health attributes  include the nutrition facts 

labels (including nutrition content claim labels) and sodium content label. 
Environment and ethics attributes contain organic certifications, chemical-free 

agricultural product certifications, antibiotic-free livestock product certification,

while quality and standard attributes include traditional food quality

certifications and standard labels for agricultural products. Product 

specification and information attributes contain basic labeling (product name, 

content, etc.), other precautions, drinking warning labels, and recycling labels. 

We derived policy issues by examining the current labeling status from 

multifaceted perspectives. Some issues include unbalanced certification 

programs by attributes and items, lack of agri-food labeling utilization, and no 

differentiation by programs, and conflicts between producers and consumers.

Consumers’ Utilization of agri-food labels

The results of analyzing the Food Consumption Survey of the Korea Rural 

Economic Institute showed 55.6 percent of adult consumers find agri-food 

labels are essential in choosing products, but only 16.0 percent of respondents

answered that they use agri-food labels in the process of purchasing agri-foods.

When comparing the number of consumers who read labels by food type

offline, the food type with the highest rate was packaged meat (75.1 percent ), 

followed by unpackaged meat (72.3 percent), grain (60.5 percent), packaged 

vegetables and fruit (58.0 percent), home meal replacement (HMR) foods (57.2

percent), processed foods (57.1 percent), and unpackaged vegetables and fruit 

(56.1 percent). When purchasing fresh foods online, only 51.4 percent of 

respondents answered that they would read food labels, which show a lower 

rate than offline purchases. Also, 38.6 percent of respondents presented that 

they would read the food labels then eating-out. The reasons with the highest 

percentages that consumers do not read were t “no required information” on

unpackaged vegetables and fruits, packaged vegetables and fruits, unpackaged 

meat, and packaged meat and “too much label information resulted in difficulty 

in reading” on processed foods and HMR . Other answers were “difficulty in 

understanding labels” and “insufficient knowledge about labels.” In the case of 

online purchases, The responses that consumers do not read labels were

“difficulty in understanding labels,” and “distrust in labels.” in eating-out.
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We examined the label information that consumers checked on their purchasing 

in agricultural products. When it comes to rice products, the results revealed 

that consumers considered country of origin and production area (65.0 percent), 

quantity and weight (61.3 percent), date of production and rice-polishing (57.3

percent), and rice-related certifications. When purchasing unpackaged 
vegetables and fruits and unpackaged meat 76.0 and 76.9 percent of 

respondents read the country of origin and production area, respectively, but 

they did not read other label information besides the price. When purchasing

packaged vegetables and fruits, 41.2 percent read certification marks, but only

30.5 percent read labels for packaged meat. In the case of processed foods, 52.7 

percent of respondents answered they read use-by-date (52.7 percent and 49.7

percent), followed by brand information (23.7 percent ) and nutrition facts 

(23.7 percent). For HMR, the results showed consumers read use-by-date (49.7

percent) and nutrition facts information (29.9 percent). Among consumers who 

read country of origin, only 13.4 percent of respondents read the labels about

processed foods and 17.8 percent of them about HMR.  

Consumers’ Perceptions and Evaluation on Agri-food Labels

A survey on consumers’ awareness of food labeling guidelines showed that 

there is no labeling guideline that more than 60 percent of consumers are well 

aware of. Although most labeling guidelines had gained increased awareness, 

the awareness level was still low. The awareness levels of origin labels (58.2

percent), the KS for processed food labels (47.7 percent) are relatively high,

while the consumer awareness of other labels was below 30 percent.

The results of the 2018 Consumer Behavior Survey for Food showed that trust 

in agri-food labels had a small increase from 3.20 in 2013 to 3.53 in 2017, and 

the scores presented 63.3 (out of 100). Respondents also suggested several 

opinions to improve agri-food label information; too much information on

labels, the manner of labeling, and new label information .

Agri-food labels in Developed Countries and Implications

We derived the following implications by examining food labeling guidelines, 

policy changes, and utilization of agri-food labels in the United States, the 

European Union, and Japan.

First of all, food labels and nutrition facts labels were being integrated. For 

example, in the EU, new regulations on food labels were initiated from 
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December 13, 2014, by integrating the existing labeling law and nutrition facts 

guidelines. Likewise, new food labeling law was initiated in Japan from April 1, 

2015, by the previous food labeling regulations by the Japanese Agricultural 

Standard Law and the Health Promotion Act. If different ministries' food 

labeling systems have a similar purpose and expected role, it would be efficient 
to manage them through cooperation between ministries. If the purposes and 

goals of food labeling guidelines are the same, integrations between ministries 

will be efficient management.

Second, the provision of food labels is expanding to meet consumer needs. In 

the United States, consumers can obtain calorie and nutrition facts information

from restaurants and food retailers. In the UK, when purchasing food 

products online, phone, or mail order, consumers can gain food information at 

the same level as when purchasing food in a retail environment through 

websites or catalogs. It is also necessary for Korea to expand the health and 

nutrition label programs to various channels where food purchasing occurs to 

reflect new consumer demand.

Third, the way of displaying food labels improved. The recent trends of agri-

food certification and labeling guidelines in the U.S. and the EU are focused on

establishing strategies to deliver essential information essential for consumers 

in more effective ways. It is noteworthy that voluntary nutrition labeling 

schemes that display main nutrient contents in a chart form, such as Facts Up 

Front in the US, 1 plus 4 model in Germany, and the Nutri-Score labeling 

system in France, are being enforced to help consumers in their decision-

making process. If these schemes are active in Korea, consumers can easily 

access the information they need and make informed choices.

Fourth, various methods of delivering nutritional information to consumers 

are being developed. Nutrition facts labels on the shelves, the utilization of 

nudge in a healthy direction at the purchasing point, the introduction of smart 

labels can be good examples of various ways of delivering agri-food 

information. In particular, some U.S. retailers including Giant Food, Shop & 

Shop, SuperValu, and United Supermarkets are using their own nutrition 

labeling on the shelves for marketing some items.

Lastly, certifications by non-government organizations are increasingly used. 

Regarding the U.S. industry certification, manufacturers voluntarily provide 
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information on their labels through their own quality certification system. In 

Japan, each item of agri-food products in the market presents the certification 

by related associations. We find that establishing a certification system that 

flexibly manages several private certifications will help to respond to changes 

in market environments promptly.

Directions to Enhance Consumer Utilization of Agri-food Labels

The directions to enhance the utilization of agri-food labeling include; building 

a consumer-friendly labeling system, adapting to changing food consumption 

trends, enhancing the reliability of food labeling, and promoting healthy food 

choices. In order to improve agri-food consumers’ labeling utilization, it is 

necessary to 1) adjust the overall system of food labeling to be consumer-

friendly, minimize the area of information that can be duplicated or 

misunderstood, improve the awareness and understanding of food labeling 2) 

meet the new food label demand of consumers in accordance with the changing 

trends in food consumption (e.g., increase in online and home shopping, Home 

Meal Replacement (HMR) expansion, and food truck popularization), 3) 

strengthen the trust in food labels provided by the government through 

improvement of labeling and management systems as well as the labeling 
methods. Lastly, 4) smart labeling policy needs to be designed and 

implemented to encourage consumers to make healthy food choices and benefit 

from the agri-food information featured on food products.

Specific strategies for Enhancing Utilization of Agri-food Labels

Detailed strategies include; selection and concentration of basic components 

required for food labels; expansion of food labels that respond to consumer 

demands; consumer-oriented maintenance of agricultural product certification 

marks; use of easy-to-understand food labeling methods for consumers;

establishment of the institutional and organizational basis for healthy food 

choices; effective labeling education and promotion; and improvement of the 

reliability of agri-food labeling.

Detailed Strategy 1. Select and Focus on Mandatory Labels

It is necessary to rearrange label information based on priority. Platforms,

where consumers can check details in agri-food information online, should 

provide less important information instead of marking on the package. For 

consumer-friendly platforms, agri-food information needs to be connected to 



xi

large-scale web portals for convenient utilization. The SmartLabels of Canada 

is an excellent example.  

Detailed Strategy 2. Information Expansion in Response to Consumer 

Demand

The results of agri-food labels survey showed that there is “too little label

information” (40.3 percent) for fresh foods (including online consumers) and, 

in particular, 58.3 percent of respondents agreed that there are insufficient 
labels for unpackaged vegetables and fruits. An analysis of consumer demand 

for information investigated demands on dates of cultivation and harvesting, 

use-by-date and date of marketing; nutritional components and nutrition facts

and calories for fresh foods; and GMO or agricultural chemicals. Therefore, it 

is necessary to address these consumer requests in the long run. 

The survey also presented information lack of agri-food labels that were sold 

online. There were no specific labels position, prevalent exceptions for ‘date of 

manufacture’ on online products, and no regulation for promoting web pages . 

These issues hampered consumers from accessing and utilizing information. It 

is, therefore, necessary to supplement regulations and establish “one-click 

information” to check the required information in one page. 

Respondents showed high demands for calories and nutrition facts at

restaurants. Recently, the amount of dining out expenses accounted for 

almost half of their spending on foods (47.6 percent) and they took a large 

amount of meat and fats from dining out foods. Thus, establishing a policy 

toward dining out is required for people’s healthy diet habits. It is necessary to 

add more label information related to health and nutrition for dine-out foods in 

Korea. On a long-term basis, it is also necessary to examine the demand for 

labels for foods from food trucks, HMR that, meal kits, and deli foods. 

Detailed Strategy 3. Consumer-friendly Certification 

To efficiently enhance agri-food labels, the study suggested improving

certification marks (clear, simple, and different marks by attributes) connecting

similar programs, and reestablish aspects of the national certification program. 

Certification differentiation contained color changes and shape changes. Color 

differentiation could be divided into hygiene and safety attributes (bleu),  

nutrition and health attributes (yellow), environment and ethics attributes 

(green), and quality and standard attributes (red). Shape differentiation remains 
overall shapes the same, but a few changes For clear and simple marks, the 
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study suggested presenting ‘organic’ for organic agricultural products, 

livestock products, and processed foods; unifying alcohol quality certifications 

with ones by MAFRA; emphasizing Korean name in GAP marks; and 

integrating GAP and HACCP marks.

With regard to integrating similar programs, a low-carbon agricultural and 

livestock products can be a low-carbon product certification program can be 

integrated. Similarly, grandmasters of food and Intangible cultural heritage 

program can be integrated. 

For reestablishing aspects of national certification programs, it is necessary to 

establish mandatory safety attribute label information such as GAP and

HACCP, and then, develop strategies to use KS for processed foods, which 

have lower labels utilization.

Detailed Strategy 4. Use Noticeable Design
It is necessary to improve label positions taking into account consumer’s 

perception and behavior. Moreover, basic mandatory labels should be enhanced 

to make it easier and quicker for consumers to understand relevant information. 

We asked six questions to consumers about the current agri-food labels and 

alternative labels and alternative labels showed a higher percentage of the 

correct answer. As a result, we should consider introducing the alternative 

labels A multiple-choice experiment was conducted testing other alternative 

label designs for sodium content labels. The results of the test showed that the 

current sodium content label design had the least effect on reducing sodium 

consumption. Energy-rating label or the smile label design are found to be

more effective for reducing sodium consumption. It is also essential to select 

label positions in consideration of consumer’s perception. Current regulations 

of agri-food labels do not have recommendations for mark position, therefore, 

producers tend to attach the marks to any side of a product. A choice and 

memory experiment were conducted to analyze the effect of the location of 

agri-food label marks on consumers. Our test revealed that placing label marks 
in the upper right of a package is better for improving observation by the 

consumer.

It is also necessary to consider consumers’ behaviors when providing label

information. We conducted a selection experiment by using the framing effect, 

which is generally used in behavioral economics, for guiding reduction of sugar 
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intake. The test showed that 19.9 percent of consumers chose Pepsi Cola when 

‘High sugar content’ was marked while 29.8 percent of consumers selected

Pepsi Cola when no label was suggested. This implies that intuitive, simple and 

easily observed information is more effective for making changes to consumers’

behavior than long and non-intuitive messages.

A “nudge experiment at the point of sale” was conducted in an Emart shop in 

consideration of consumers’ behaviors. A tool to encourage customers to 

purchase fruits and vegetables was installed in carts in the Gwangsan shop 

located in Gwangju to compare it with the ones in Bongseon without any tool

installed. Our analysis revealed that a simple tool installed in the carts 

increased the consumption of fruits and vegetables and did not crowd out the 

consumption of processed foods, thus, the amount of purchasing whole foods

increased. Based on results, it is a reasonable expectation that more 

consumption of agricultural products with GAP or organic agricultural product 

certifications can be implemented in the same way. Therefore, using point of 

purchase nudges will be able to contribute to facilitating healthier food choices 

and vitalizing the application of various labeling and certification programs.  

Detailed Strategy 5. Establishing Programs and Organizations 

Around the world, “Healthy Food Choice” is a recent topic and agri-food 

utilization is consider as the most politically expedient option. The Korean 

government should increase interests in boosting people’s nutrition and 

health. To this end, information that is easy to understand is an important 

political instrument for achieving better health for the general public. For the 

purpose of better health, it is necessary to improve people’s diet, nutrition 

intake and health in a line with “Basic Act on People’s Diet and Nutrition 

(provisional)” (Lee, Kim and Kim, 2017). An integrated management team will 

be required for designing and providing agri-food labels in encompassing all

steps of agri-food production, distribution, consumption, purchase, intake, 

nutrition, and health. The proposed integration management team could be an 

independent organization under the existing central ministries or perform its 

roles through a cooperative program of the MAFRA and the MOHW (Ministry 

of Health and Welfare) in the short-term.  

Moreover, it is essential to establish a “behavioral economics – food policy

research center (provisional)” to apply different concepts and theories of 

behavioral economics to various food and labeling policies. The “behavioral 

economics - food policy research center” will play an important role in
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establishing strategies for facilitating people’s healthier food choices and 

communicating this to the public through agri-food label information. The 

USDA’s “Center for Behavioral Economics and Healthy Food Choice 

Research” is an example of a food policy research center and demonstrates the 

importance of establishing a “behavioral economics and food policy research 
center for healthy food choices.”

An essential requirement for facilitating people’s healthier food choices is to 

create an environment that allows and encourages enterprises to “foods

improvement.” For food improvement, a private-public partnership is a 

precondition. To this end, it is necessary to organize a “food improvement 

committee (provisional)” to build a communication channel between the 

government and the private sector and establish an abatement target through 

cooperation with various academic circles. It is necessary to provide support 

for Research and development (R&D) so that product improvement to create

healthier foods do not deteriorate food qualities such as taste, flavor, or texture.  

Lastly, establishing a direction for education and public relations requires an 

examination of whether agri-food consumers have an accurate knowledge of 

label information; what barrier discourages to use; through which channel label

related information is acquired; the level of consumer satisfaction with label

information; and what elements are required for improvement. For answers to 

these questions, it is essential that consumer and economy analysts conduct 

regular “quantitative surveys about the current use of agri-food label

information (provisional)”. This should be implemented to build a foundation 

for establishing programs and organizations for healthier food choices.  

Detailed Strategy 6. Education and Public Relations   

Awareness of label information is an essential prerequisite for reading agri-

food labels. The higher the interest is in the agri-food label information, the 

higher the points are for reading the label information. Therefore, it is 

necessary to enhance consumers’ interest in the agri-food label through public 

relations and education. It is necessary to deliver accurate knowledge and 

conduct education about meaning and purpose as well as benefits and potential 

issues if not used. A study showed that consumers who watched a video about 
certification programs remembered more label information than consumers 

who did not. Also, more consumers obtained foot related information through 

social media. Therefore, it is useful to use social media and videos for practical

education.  
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Detailed Strategy 7. Enhancing Trust in Agri-food Labels

Trust is an essential precondition for consumers to utilize agri-food label

information. We conducted a survey in which respondents were divided into 

two groups; one group with high trust in the actual agri-food label information;

and the other group with no trust. When comparing the two groups regarding 

their level of reading label information, The results showed the high-trust group 

read more label information more when purchasing foods, and consumers are

more satisfied with policies. The group with high trust changed their food 

decisions by using nutrition facts label many times and willingness to purchase 

certified products was high. It is necessary to repair vulnerable trust situations

through exhaustive management and supervision for enhancing trust. It is also 

vital to strengthen communication with the public by sharing active and 

preemptive monitoring results. Moreover, it is considered to use ‘the Korean 

government’ on certifications to improve trust. 
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or add label information regarding foods from online/mobile shopping, home 

shopping, Home Meal Replacement (HMR), functional foods, delivery and 

takeout foods, imported foods, and foods sold in food trucks. Thus, a conflict in 

the current situation exists between “a need for adding more label information”

and “too much information provided” in the agri-food labels.4

The central government significantly invests in human resources to manage 

and promote agri-food labeling and certification programs. It is also necessary 

to suggest a mid- and long-term political direction that simultaneously 

addresses issues such as consumer confusion, low level of use, too much 

burden on the government, concerns about scattered management capacity, and 

blind spots of label information.  

The provision and use of agri-food label information helps consumers to 

make “healthier food choices,” resulting in decreasing social cost of illness and

increasing consumer quality of life and healthy living. Recently, the United 

States is paying close attention to the effect of food labels on healthier living 

(Zilberman et al., 2018)5 and the OECD is also paying attention to the health-

related functions and use of label information. Since the label information can 

have a direct impact on consumer decisions at the time of choosing and 

purchasing agri-foods, it can be an effective political instrument for promoting 

healthier food choices. As there has been a rapid increase in diet-related 

illnesses such as obesity and metabolic syndromes in Korea, various policies 

for improving healthy eating habits and food choices are being established. If 

smart label information can help consumers to make healthier food choices, it 

or consumption on the basis of the economic theory. This implies that excessive 

application of mandatory labeling can make consumers further confused, and it should be 

carefully applied in terms of theoretical appropriateness of information supply. 
4 Too much information can be a factor hampering an accurate analysis and understanding 

of labeling information. Too much information available is highly likely to contribute to 

simplified decisions using a heuristic and causing errors (Marlow, 2017). In other 

countries, there is a need for discussion about overall labeling information, e.g., 

appearance of private labeling in demand for various information about foods, regulations 

for the role of enterprises/private institutes/central government, the scope of mandatory 

labeling, a need for discretionary labeling, and numerical limitations on labels (Zilberman 

et al. 2018).
5 The US and international food labeling focused on food safety and packaging until 1970s 

(Zilberman et al. 2018).
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can improve their health and quality of life as well as mitigate a significant part 

of the burden from national medical costs. This is why it is necessary to 

understand the connection between the use of agri-food label information and

consumers’ healthier food choices.  

If consumers do not read agri-food labels, understand them, or change their 

consumption patterns after understanding them, it is hard to be evaluated to 

perform its intended political purpose (at least from the viewpoint of 

consumers), and it will hardly create additional economic values. It is 

necessary to contemplate policies to enhance the agri-food label utilization

considering consumers. The policies should also address falling trust in agri-

food labels resulted from the many food safety scandals or incidents, conflicts 

opinions between too much label information creating confusion and blind 

spots of missing information, and a need for providing smart label information 

for healthier food choices.

1.2. Purpose of the study

This study aims to identify the current agri-food labels in Korea, examine 

and evaluate consumer utilization agri-food labels in order to establish 

strategies to enhance the use of agri-food label information from the standpoint 

of the consumer.  
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INTRODUCTION

1. Background and Purpose

1.1. Background

When agri-food labels provide information that producers or distributors 

know, but consumers do not know, at the stages of the production, distribution,

and processing of products, it can reduce information gaps between suppliers 

and consumers. Therefore, with better labels, consumers can choose healthier 

and safer foods. Since agri-food label information is useful for tracking and 

managing production and distribution information, it is an essential factor for 

facilitating production and achieving various industrial promotion policies in 

the agriculture and food industries. It is necessary to continue political interest 

therein to have the proper designs and applications of agri-food labels to 

improve the welfare in the society.1

Most prior studies related to agri-food labels were conducted on strategies

for introducing or improving labeling guidelines. Good Agricultural Practices 

(GAP) or environment-friendly product certification programs focused on label

information as a provider. However, there was not much interest in food label 

utilization as a consumer. Meanwhile, surveys showed that Korean agri-food

1 Trust formed between various economic subjects, including producers and consumers, can 

vitalize profitable trade and economic activities by designing and providing appropriate 

agri-food label information. The vitalized trade and economic activities will contribute to 

creating added values.

CHAPTER1
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consumers make little use of label information, suggesting the need for a study 

on inspiring consumers to use the label information. 

The Consumer Behavior Survey for Food 2017 (n=5,983) showed that 51.4

percent of respondents agreed with the fact that agri-food labels are important

for choosing products, but only 18.3 percent of them showed that they utilized

agri-food labels to choose foods. The results implied the difference between

consumer awareness and its importance.  

Food-related incidents and scandals, such as the pesticide-contaminated egg 

scandal (August, 2017) and the hamburger disease incident (July, 2017), 

contributed to significantly deteriorating trust and satisfaction with food safety 

management and the agricultural and livestock products certification programs. 

According to the Consumer Behavior Survey for Food 2017, satisfaction with 

food safety policies significantly dropped from 74.7 to 65.0 points, right before 

(before July) and after (October) the pesticide-contaminated egg scandal. 

According to a survey by the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs 

(MAFRA), consumer trust in national agri-food certification programs

significantly dropped from 71.5 (2016) to 54.5 points (2017) (The Farmers 

Newspaper, 2018)2. Therefore, there is an urgent need to establish strategies for 

consumers to use agri-food labels by enhancing trust.

Furthermore, while 74.4 percent of agri-food consumers answered that there 

were “too many agri-food labeling and certification programs controlled by the 

MAFRA, which make them confused.” Only 14.2 percent said, “they need 

more information because there is too little information available” (n=1,000, 

MAFRA).3 Meanwhile, respondents also showed there was a need to improve

2 Although consumers trusted the national agri-food certification program between the 

second half of the 60s and the first half of the 70s from 2012 to 2016, it significantly 

dropped to mid50s in 2017 (The Farmers Newspaper, 2018). Meanwhile, the satisfaction 

with/trust in labeling information of consumers who answered “read labeling information 

almost every time” was 3.29/3.21 even smaller than the average (3.50/3.44). Between trust 

in labeling information and purchase experience (use) of 9 types of labeling information, a 

statistically significant positive (+) correlation was found generally at 1% (Food 

Consumption Survey, 2017; adult, n=5,983). 
3 Golan, Kruchler, and Mitchell (2000) of the USDA argued that mandatory agri-food 

labeling is useful only for mitigating problems in asymmetrical information, and not 

effective for correcting ripple effects/problems in the environment created by production 
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or add label information regarding foods from online/mobile shopping, home 

shopping, Home Meal Replacement (HMR), functional foods, delivery and 

takeout foods, imported foods, and foods sold in food trucks. Thus, a conflict in 

the current situation exists between “a need for adding more label information”

and “too much information provided” in the agri-food labels.4

The central government significantly invests in human resources to manage 

and promote agri-food labeling and certification programs. It is also necessary 

to suggest a mid- and long-term political direction that simultaneously 

addresses issues such as consumer confusion, low level of use, too much 

burden on the government, concerns about scattered management capacity, and 

blind spots of label information.  

The provision and use of agri-food label information helps consumers to 

make “healthier food choices,” resulting in decreasing social cost of illness and

increasing consumer quality of life and healthy living. Recently, the United 

States is paying close attention to the effect of food labels on healthier living 

(Zilberman et al., 2018)5 and the OECD is also paying attention to the health-

related functions and use of label information. Since the label information can 

have a direct impact on consumer decisions at the time of choosing and 

purchasing agri-foods, it can be an effective political instrument for promoting 

healthier food choices. As there has been a rapid increase in diet-related 

illnesses such as obesity and metabolic syndromes in Korea, various policies 

for improving healthy eating habits and food choices are being established. If 

smart label information can help consumers to make healthier food choices, it 

or consumption on the basis of the economic theory. This implies that excessive 

application of mandatory labeling can make consumers further confused, and it should be 

carefully applied in terms of theoretical appropriateness of information supply. 
4 Too much information can be a factor hampering an accurate analysis and understanding 

of labeling information. Too much information available is highly likely to contribute to 

simplified decisions using a heuristic and causing errors (Marlow, 2017). In other 

countries, there is a need for discussion about overall labeling information, e.g., 

appearance of private labeling in demand for various information about foods, regulations 

for the role of enterprises/private institutes/central government, the scope of mandatory 

labeling, a need for discretionary labeling, and numerical limitations on labels (Zilberman 

et al. 2018).
5 The US and international food labeling focused on food safety and packaging until 1970s 

(Zilberman et al. 2018).
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can improve their health and quality of life as well as mitigate a significant part 

of the burden from national medical costs. This is why it is necessary to 

understand the connection between the use of agri-food label information and

consumers’ healthier food choices.  

If consumers do not read agri-food labels, understand them, or change their 

consumption patterns after understanding them, it is hard to be evaluated to 

perform its intended political purpose (at least from the viewpoint of 

consumers), and it will hardly create additional economic values. It is 

necessary to contemplate policies to enhance the agri-food label utilization

considering consumers. The policies should also address falling trust in agri-

food labels resulted from the many food safety scandals or incidents, conflicts 

opinions between too much label information creating confusion and blind 

spots of missing information, and a need for providing smart label information 

for healthier food choices.

1.2. Purpose of the study

This study aims to identify the current agri-food labels in Korea, examine 

and evaluate consumer utilization agri-food labels in order to establish 

strategies to enhance the use of agri-food label information from the standpoint 

of the consumer.  
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2. Literature Reviews

This study aims to establish a strategy for utilizing agri-food labels; therefore, 

studies related to consumers’ awareness, current use, labeling methods and 

their improvement, education, and promotion of agri-food labels were 

examined.

2.1. Awareness and Use of Food Labels 

Han, Choi, and Ryu (2014) surveyed the use of food labels with 208 

residents who lived in the Busan area in their 20s to 30s, purchasing HMR 

from convenient stores. Respondents reported reading food labels in order of

priority from the use-by-date (4.02/5 points) to contents (3.23 points) to

cooking methods (2.99 points). Female respondents showed significantly 

higher levels of label reading than male respondents. They also read calories 

(3.06/5 points), and trans-fat (2.84 points) followed by sodium (2.80 points).

Female respondents showed significantly higher levels of reading the nutrition 

facts label than the male ones.   

Lee, Oh, and Choi (2015) analyzed university students’ awareness of and the 

level of reading food labels in purchasing processed foods and examined the 

factors influencing their choices of processed foods. They found that the

students’ thought the use-by-date and nutritional components are the most 

critical factors in the processed food labels; however, they were not well aware 

of the use-by-date label. The students’ stated that fonts are small to read and 

delicate in understanding.

Lee and Lee (2004) conducted a survey about the awareness and use of the 

food nutrition facts label program of 254 female and male respondents in their 

20s, living in Seoul or the capital region. Only 43.3 percent of the respondents 

were aware of the food nutrition facts label; 18.1 percent of them check. The 

respondents preferred figures and graphs as the type of nutrition facts label and 

said it is easier to choose for their own better health to prevent adult diseases 

and diets. In conclusion, these results suggested that education and public 

relations are vital to disseminate the food nutrition facts labeling program.  
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Lee et al. (2011) surveyed 962 people in seven university hospitals in Seoul 

and the Gyeonggi region in 2007. The survey revealed that the level of 

consumers’ use of the food allergy labeling guideline used in Korea is deficient. 

The authors suggested a strategy for addressing the low-level by studying 

consumer-accessible label design and a need for steady public relations and

education.

Jeong, Gang, and Lee (2011) conducted a survey and correlation analysis of

300 housewives and university students living in Seoul, the capital region, and 

Gangwon-do. Their survey presented a significant positive correlation between 

usability and purchase intention toward nutrition facts labels, organic agri-food 

labels, and the food additive label. Their analysis showed that the usability and 

actual use of nutrition facts label and organic agri-food labels are factors 

affecting the intention to purchase. In their survey, the group reading food 

labels showed a significantly higher intention of purchasing the product.

Huh and Jin (2011) surveyed 382 consumers, living in the Seoul/capital 

region, about their awareness of traditional food quality certification. They 

found that trust in the certification of traditional food quality and intention of 

purchase was high. However, the willingness to visit and purchase far-away 

shops was not high. The survey results suggested that it is important for the 

government to provide more information, education , public relations about 

certification marks, expand the sales network, and conduct post-sales 

management of the certification program.  

Kim et al. (2011) examined current processed food certification programs

and requirements to facilitate the use thereof 17 of the top 20 companies in 

terms of production outcome in 2009. Their survey revealed that consumers’

low awareness of certification programs contributed to no significant increase 

in sales volume, and they concluded that this was caused by a lack of public 

relations by the government.  

Kim et al. (2012) conducted a survey regarding awareness and the use of 

food labels with 420 middle school students in Gwangju. The results showed 

that 62.9 percent of respondents read food labels and their level of nutrition 

knowledge scored 10.9/15 points. The group with healthy eating habits showed 

a higher rate of reading food labels and had more nutrition knowledge. They 

suggested future education should focus on practical label formats and create 

standards and methods that are readily understandable.  
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Park (2013) surveyed 344 university students in Gyeongbuk about the use of 

processed food labels. The survey showed that respondents chose processed 

foods based on taste and easy preparation rather than nutritional necessities for 

their healthy living. This study also found that many students sometimes read 

or did not read the use-by-date or calories information. Park suggested more 

extensive public relations and education are required.

Lee, Lee, and Park (2010) surveyed 350 university students from 3 

universities in Busan and Gyeongnam. The results showed that respondents

generally admitted that the nutrition facts label is required, but they did not 

know how to interpret because of a lack of knowledge and did not fully 

understand the usability of the nutrition facts label.

Furthermore, many other scholars who specialize in food nutrition have 

studied the use of the food nutrition facts label. Kim and Kim (2012) surveyed

426 students in Chuncheon. Oh and Lee (2010) surveyed 400 elementary 

school students. Lee, Kim, and Jeong (2008) surveyed 829 students in Seoul 

and Kim et al. (2010) surveyed 500 students in Chungbuk and Cheongju area 

their awareness and use of the food nutrition facts label. The aforementioned 

studies all emphasized the need for education about the food nutrition facts 

label; however, they did not suggest specific facilitation strategies.  

2.2. Improving the Method and Scope of Agri-food Labeling 

Gong (2002) suggested strategies for developing food labeling guidelines as 

an instrument for providing information to consumers. He mentioned that the 

three most important labeling guidelines for protecting consumers and 

providing information were nutrition facts label, warning and caution label, and 

use-by-date label. He also suggested adding caution and warning labels to 

avoid potential hazards, discarding the discretionary setting of use-by-date, 

enforcing a compensation program for reports by the public, expanding food 

bank, and employing a diversified use-by-date label guidelines. 

Jang and Baek (2008) surveyed 150 women and men in their 20s to 30s to 

investigate visibility of processed food packages in terms of design.6 While 

6 In this study, visibility means readily observed.
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respondents answered it was easy to find branding information such as product 

name or firm name, it was hard to find information related to the food, such as 

the use-by-date, ingredient names, country of origin, or nutrition facts. This 

study also showed that important factors affecting visibility included label 

location, font size, and weight of labels. Jang and Baek presented it was

necessary to put the label at the same place for consumers to address the issue.  

Oh et al. (2008) conducted an experiment by face-to-face interviews with 

questionnaires of 534 consumers in order to develop a tentative plan to allow 

consumers to understand nutrition facts readily. They used the Multiple Traffic 

Light of Food Standard Agency of the United Kingdom as a reference and 

designed a 3-level traffic light for saturated fat, sugar, and sodium, which can 

cause problems in the case of excessive intake. Their comprehensive analysis 

of preference, understanding, correct answer rate, and response time showed 

that an ideal method for labeling is ‘ Multiple Traffic Light with % Daily Value

(MTL-%DV)’ provided along with the ratio of multiple traffic lights to 

references.   

Choi et al. (2009) studied how to establish reasonable labeling standards for 

origin labeling guidelines for processed foods when the Chinese milk scandal 

of melamine detection from imported processed milk products occurred in 

2008. Their survey of consumers and producers showed they have different 

opinions about imported product labels, composite ingredients, items for 

labeling, and country of manufacture labels. The tasks they suggested for 

improvement included more application of the origin of culinary salt labels, 

changing the label ‘imported’ to ‘country of origin,’ and the allowance of one 

year of grace period when revising the regulation for deleting ‘mixture ratios.’ 

Jang et al. (2013) argued that details of Korean processed food labels are not 

clear and hard to understand, resulting in consumers’ low use of label

information. They analyzed the label information of processed food available 

in the market through objective indexes and visualization techniques . By using

the information, they developed a mobile service application so that consumers 

can use label information in a more accessible and more straightforward way.   

Sa and Yeo (2014) conducted an experiment by means of questionnaires 

designed for 1,029 consumers to examine existing label types (the nutrition 

facts label and the nutrition contents label) and alternative label types (nutrition 

certification mark and traffic light) to improve political effects of nutrition facts 
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labeling program. They estimated processing time, assessed effects, and 

selective choice to analyze effects and appropriateness. In conclusion, they 

suggested that nutrition certification marks and traffic light, which belong to 

the alternative label type category, were very appropriate and effective. They 

confirmed that too much information suggested in a complicated format could

have an influence on the effects and appropriateness for consumers.  

Seok and Yang (2018) analyzed consumers’ reading details of food labels

and the importance, nutrition facts information, importance/satisfaction, 

adopting a new sodium labeling scheme and willingness to pay in order to 

suggest a method for improving food labels to reduce sodium intake. They 

conducted a multiple-regression analysis of 331 women and men across Korea 

on the basis of the survey data in 2017. The results suggested that it is 

necessary to improve the information label type provided on foods to allow 

consumers to get information.  

2.3. Education and Public Relations for Agri-food Labels 

Kim (2009) compared and analyzed current food label education and the use 

of food labels by surveying 829 students in 7 middle schools in Seoul. The

analysis showed that 56.0 percent of respondents were taught food labels in 

their school, and 91.4 percent were taught it in classes of technology and 

domestic science. The students with this education opportunity showed higher 

awareness, more accurate knowledge about food labels and more use thereof 

than those without the opportunity. 

Yeo and Chae (2011) developed a learning process to which the “ARCS7

model of motivational design” is applied after noticing young people’s little 

interest in food labels and food choices by their preference. They also studied 

whether the learning method had an effect on middle school students being 

better aware of and using food labels. 

From the analysis of covariate (ANCOVA), they proved that there is a 

significant difference in awareness and use of food labels between the middle 

7 ARCS is an acronym for attention, relevance, confidence, and satisfaction as 4 factors for 

motivating students to learn.  
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school student group taught with the ARCS design and the comparison group 

taught with a conventional teaching method. This also argued for the need to

teach the method for ARCS basics. The food labels used in the analysis were 

the nutrition facts, food additives, Genetically Modified Organism (GMO)

irradiated foods, and food quality certification labels. 

2.4. Strategy for Facilitating Use of Agri-food label information

Lee, Choi, and Kim (2004a) surveyed to examine the general use of labeling 

guidelines. They evaluated 400 households regarding each labeling guideline

and suggested a direction for enhancing the use of labeling guidelines for 

agricultural products. The study suggested establishing standards focusing on 

objective essential labels, reviewing potential integration, operating

certification programs, and connecting agricultural products to processed food 

labels. Furthermore, public relations of label information via mass media and 

street advertisings, distribution of labeling guideline lists in cooperation with 

involved ministries free of charge, and creation of websites and phone hotlines 

for direct contact were suggested.  

Kim and Lee (2004) assessed the effect of the certification mark on

agricultural products and processed foods to determine related issues, 539 

consumers and 26 experts. They suggested strategies for political improvement 

through surveys and analysis of related regulations. They found that the reasons

for consumers not using the quality certification marks were because they do 

not know the certification marks well and trust the certification procedure. Also, 

there were too many marks issued on the product, causing confusion. The 

strategies they suggested for creating a consumer-oriented operation included

an overhaul of certification marks, delivery of information to consumers,

education opportunities, and encouragement of consumers representatives to 

participate in the quality certification process as judges.  

Lee et al. (2005) established that basic directives for labels should be; labels

centered around consumers, compliance with international standards, efficient 

operation of the labeling guideline, and support of producers for their quality 

management to avoid inefficient operation of the food labeling guidelines. 

They suggested an improvement strategy complying with international 

specification standards and principles of fair trade. They also suggested 

strategies for facilitating the process as follows: suggest acceptable operation 
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methods for legislative integration, labeling regulations, and enforcement 

procedures; improve the operation system (provisional), and create a basis for 

vitalizing the food labeling guideline.  

Je (2011) said that even though the government leads the agri-food safety 

certification program in Korea, it is different and complicated depending on the 

items in operation, resulting in consumers’ low trust. The author suggested to

strengthen the connection between items and ministries for enhancing 

awareness of and trust in the agri-food safety certification program. He also 

suggested integrating similar certification programs and conducting continuing

education and public relations outreach for consumers.  

Lee et al. (2011) suggested a strategy for improving origin labeling 

guidelines for restaurants and processed foods and enforcement of regulations 

based on the current operation of origin labeling guidelines, economic effects, 

and consumer evaluation. The author pointed out that the origin labeling 

guidelines do not cope well with consumer trends, although it is a program

consumers are aware of and interested in the most. She also emphasized it is 

essential to overhaul the labeling guidelines focusing on consumers so that it 

can respond to consumer preferences and they could understand the labeling

readily.  

Jeong et al. (2013) said there are blind spots and inefficiency because three

ministries (Ministry of Agriculture, Food, and Rural Affairs, Ministry of 

Oceans and Fisheries, Ministry of Food and Drug Safety) operate the food 

certification and labeling guidelines, respectively. The survey of 59 food 

hygiene monitors and 32 food companies presented the following issues: no 

origin label form available, no standard for the use-by-date label, different label 

font sizes, different locations and meanings, different labels for what makes 

one serving, different labels for the same program, and frequent changes. They 

proposed enforcing a strategy integrating the marks of HACCP, Traceability,

and the quality certification program. These are essentially the same programs,

but each ministry uses its marks to address the redundancy issue. They also 

suggested abolishing programs that are not well known or used (traditional

food, grandmasters of food, traceability of fishery products, and geographical 

indication) or enhance public relations for them. They also suggested it is 

important to adopt standard forms for the origin label, change the nutrition

facts label to packaging units in consideration of personal intake differences, 
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improving font size and sharpness, fix the use-by-date label locations, and 

adopt forms. They also recommended enhancing PR, using QR code to provide 

more information and using the radiation-safe certification as a strategy to 

address some of the blind spot issues. They also proposed adjusting and 

streamlining tasks among the three ministries and strengthing the food 

certification and labeling guideline infrastructure.  

2.5. Analysis of Effect of Agri-food label information

Kim and Lee (2010) used the health and nutrition survey data to suggest that 

nutrition facts labels can reduce consumption by 47.7kcal of total energy and 

346.7mg of sodium/person/day. The study found that just 22.4 percent of 

consumers used the nutritional facts information label. Influencing factors 

whether to use the nutritional facts information label included age, gender, 

marriage, education, household income, awareness, and practice of guidelines

for healthy eating, diseases, subjective body types, and health conditions. Kim 

(2010) used the propensity score matching method to analyze the same data 

and found a reduction in consumption by 61.5 to 97.8kcal/total energy and 

304.5 to 505.5mg in sodium/person/day.  

Yang and Yang (2009) determined the label attitude (origin, nutrition facts, 

GMO/organic processing, HACCP, low-carbon label) with 92 respondents and 

attribute levels for tofu and conducted the CE (Choice Experiment), which is a

conjoint analysis technique. The analysis showed WTP (Willingness to Pay) is 

3,706 won, 648 won, and 962 won with the nutrition facts label, HACCP, and 

carbon label, respectively, in comparison to the case of no label.  

Lee et al. (2011) used the Equilibrium Displacement Model (EDM) to 

measure contribution to social welfare by the origin labeling guideline for chili 

powder, soybean, tofu, beef, pork, and ham. The analysis showed that the WTP 

for domestic items is 2.4 to 3.2 percent. They also found that the net economic 

welfare increase is 4.5 to 17.6 billion won for soybean and tofu, 23.8 to 40.8 

billion won for chili powder, 169.6 to 278.7 billion won for beef, and 263.8 

billion won for pork. Although the program operation cost was considered, the 

net economic welfare increase was 461.8 to 744.6 billion won in total.  

Bae (2011) used the Computable General Equilibrium (CGE) technique to 

analyze the effect of applied food information labeling guidelines on overall 

economic activity. Some of the variables studied included: production level of 
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the food industry and related industries, consumption, demand for factors, trade, 

GDP, and consumer welfare from the perspective of regulations. This analysis 

showed that the intermediate input demand for packaging materials, and rising 

domestic prices of imported materials, reduce the final consumption of 

households and consumer welfare for food. He cited a prior US study (Teisl et 

al. 2001) reporting that the consumer benefits from food information labels

were about 4.5 US billion dollars but increased to almost 6.3 US billion dollars 

when the information value was adjusted consider intangible values. For 

example, the value of information obtained when consumers know more 

accurate information if the food labeling guideline is applied.  

Jang and Park (2016) analyzed the effect of the GMO label on consumer 

preference. They analyzed the structural simultaneous equation model on the 

basis of the trivariate probit model and showed that the GMO label does not 

affect the willingness to consume GM foods. In the study, they proved that the 

introduction of a new labeling guideline is not connected to demand the 

concerned food, although it can affect consumer trust.

2.6. Agri-food Certification programs

Before conducting a full-scale study for enhancing consumers’ use of the 

agri-food label information, certification program studies were reviewed to 

examine structural and institutional problems of individual programs. With 

regard to the animal welfare certification, it is important to adopt international 

standards and be compatible with existing environment-friendly certification 

programs. The program for designating grandmasters for food is not well 

recognized and focuses mainly on alcoholic drinks. Consumer trust and 

understanding of GAP and environment-friendly certification program is not 

high. Issues related to consumers awareness are already known for most 

certification programs, including HACCP. Table 1-1 below illustrates the 

problems and issues of each program, and prior studies describing the issues 

and problems. 
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<Table 1-1> Summary of prior studies for individual certification programs

Certification Problems and Issues Source

Animal welfare

-Need for establishing animal welfare certification standards 
matching international standards is applicable (OIE).
-Need for adapting the animal welfare certification program to the 
existing environment-friendly livestock certification program and 
providing political support.  

-Farmers’ confusion with new certification programs and their 
economic hardship.  

-Need for changing consumers’ views about livestock products 
considering animal welfare.  

Ahn et al. 
(2014)

No antibiotics

-Because this is a farming scheme not allowing the use of antibiotics 
used in conventional farming, it is easy for farmers to get 
certification in comparison with the organic livestock product 
certification program. However, a basic solution for the problems 
due to intensive farming is not suggested.  

-Although it is an antibiotic-free certification, it allowed the use of 
veterinary drugs, including antibiotics, according to veterinarian’s 
prescription when livestock diseases occur (the Board of Audit and 
Inspection of Korea, Inspection of State Administration, and media 
say antibiotic-free is not a proper term to apply).   

Ahn et al. 
(2014)
Kim et al. 
(2016)

Grand master of 
food

-Items specified for the grandmasters are not diversified (focusing on 
alcoholic drinks).  

-Benefits for the grandmasters are not clearly defined, and not 
guaranteed.  

-The program is not well recognized.  
-There are too many similar grandmasters of the food. A strategy for 
regulating the misuse of the word is required. 

Yeo et al. 
(2015)

Origin

Processed 
food

-Consumers and producers have different opinions about adding 
more items to the origin label.  

-Need for applying labels to culinary salt.  
-Consumers and producers have different opinions about the number 
of ingredients to be labeled (different opinions for the country of 
origin label, e.g., mixing ratio) 

-Change the label from an Imported → Country of origin.
-Use ‘Country of manufacture’ label for semi-processed products.  

Hwang et al. 
(2010)
Lee et al. 
(2011)

Restaurants

-Add more items to be labeled. 
-Review the application of the self-regulating labeling guideline to 
items other than the necessary items.  

-Use the origin label for delivered foods. 
-Need for implementing strict punishment and guidance. 
-Need for strengthening education and PR.  

Korea 
Agricultural 
Economics 
Association  
(2012)
Lee et al. 
(2011)

Traditional food

-Required to publicize the specifications to include most Korean 
traditional foods.  

-The classification, does not match the specification standard
according to the standard for specifying traditional food items. 

-Small scale and difficulty in management of the companies for 
traditional food quality certification.  

-Difficulty in controlling the use of imported ingredients, e.g., those 
imported from China. 

-Difficulty in export due to the small scale of export agencies. 

Kim (1995)
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(continued)

Certification Problems and Issues Source

Geographical 
indication

-Support projects, including product quality management and PR, are 
also important. 

-Adopt legal indemnification procedures for efficiency in the burden 
of proof by a person responsible for geographical indications.  

-The indications controlled by both MAFRA and Korean Intellectual
Property Office contributes to inefficient administration and confuses 
consumers.  

-Too many registrations are issued for items not worth geographical 
conservation.  

-Implement exhaustive quality control and provide after-registration 
support for products registered for geographical indications. 

-Strengthen producer training and PR for consumers. 
-Further, strengthen the connection to policies for facilitating local 
specialty industries. 

Shin et al. 
(2017)
Lee et al. 
(2011)

Environment-
friendly
(chemical-free)

-There is an increase in cases of violating environment-friendly 
certification.  

-Consumers do not know the accurate definition of the certification 
program. 

-Overseas certification programs do not have any certification for 
chemical-free farming regulations (just for organic products).

-Small-scale farmers for environment-friendly agricultural products 
result in unstable supply.  

-Need for enhancing consumers’ trust in environment-friendly 
agricultural products. 

-Need for improving the competence of private certification agencies. 

Song (2008)
Shin et al. 
(2007)
Seong et al. 
(2017)

GAP

-Unsatisfactory involvement of farmers/enterprises, and lack of 
consumers’ interest/awareness/trust. 

-Complicated and incomplete management standard.
-Unclear place between certification and management programs. 
-Complicated certification procedures, and too picky unrealistic 
certification conditions.  

-Needs for mandatory application of GAP.  
-Too small economic incentives but high costs (government support)
for certification.  

- Certification and self-regulation strengthened by the private sector. 

Kim et al. 
(2008)
RANET (2016)
Choi et al. 
(2012)
Je (2011)
Kim et al. 
(2015)

HACCP
-Apply HACCP to all categories (start with livestock products).
-Provide support to small-scale processing companies. 
-Help consumers understand and recognize it. 

Choi et al. 
(2012)

Certification of 
organic processed 
food

-Mandatory statement of the total content of organic ingredients in the 
ingredient label. 

-Mandatory statement of origin label next to the organic processed 
food certification mark.  

-Stricter standards for products with 95% or less organic ingredients.  
-Need for communication with consumers for the goal of organic 
foods.  

-Unclear obligation/self-regulation between regulations and 
ministries. 

-Issues of separating fresh/processed (separation of 
regulations/organizations) -> integration required.

-Better organic certification program compatible with international 
goals/levels.  

Gwak et al. 
(2011)
Park (2009)
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(continued)

Certification Problems and Issues Source

Low-carbon
-Low level of awareness (value) of consumers/producers.
-Consumers’ awareness/trust.
-Mandatory indication of carbon discharge.

Kim et al. 
(2015)
Yim /Yang 
(2012)

Suggestion for all 
sectors

-Strengthen the connection of safety regulations different for items 
and in ministries.  

-Integrate/simplify similar certification programs (reduce resource 
waste, and avoid consumers’ confusion).

-Reduce and reorganize the number of national certification programs.  

Je (2011)

Source: the author of this Chapter reedited details on the base of the prior studies.  

2.7. Literature in Other Countries

Literature on agri-food labels in other countries included the effect of origin,

organic labels, and the use of nutrition facts labels. 

Other major countries also experienced a low level of agri-food label 

utilization and agreed with the importance of enhancing label usage. 

2.7.1. Analysis of Preference and Effect of Agri-food Label Information

Onozaka et al. (2011) used the Panel Mixed Logit model to analyze 1,889 

the United States consumers’ purchase changes depending on organic labels for 

apples and tomatoes, fair trade labels, carbon footprint labels, and location and 

origin labels. For apples, the analysis showed that the fair-trade labels, location 

and origin labels increased the possibility of the U.S. consumer purchasing

apples. For tomatoes, the analysis showed that organic farming labels and 

location and origin labels increased the probability of the U.S. consumer 

purchasing in tomatoes, but the higher level of carbon dioxide footprint labels

are, the less the consumers purchased tomatoes. 

Janssen et al. (2014) conducted a choice experiment and interviewed 370 

consumers in the cities of Kassel, Göttingen, and Witzenhausen in Germany in 

2010. They used the seven-point scale ±three to examine consumer awareness

and trust regarding three organic farming labels (German government, Farmers 

Union, former European Union) for apples and eggs. Their analysis showed 

2.75 points for the German government, 2.04 points for Farmers Union, and 

1.91 points for the former EU on awareness, but 1.91 points, 2.06 points, and -

0.44 points on trust, respectively.  
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Ellison et al. (2016) conducted an online experiment with 605 US consumers

participating in studying the effect of the United States Department of 

Agriculture (USDA) organic labels on product evaluation (taste, nutrition, and 

prices). The average expected taste for strawberries evaluated 7.81 (the 10-

point scale) with the organic labels, and 7.41 for those without the organic 

labels. The analysis also showed 8.41 and 7.98 points for expected nutrition

and 4.21 and 3.67 US dollars for expected prices, respectively.  

Xie et al. (2016) conducted an online choice experiment of broccoli of 508 

US consumers. The respondents were divided into two groups; one group with 

Organic Equivalency information and the other without the information. This 

study employed the Conditional Logit model and the Generalized Mixed Logit

model to analyzed consumer’s consumption patterns by the origin labels. As a 

result, they discovered that US consumers prefer broccoli produced in the 

United States.  

Ahmadi et al. (2013) and Barreiro-Hurlé et al. (2010) showed that consumers’

knowledge played a crucial role in reading food labels and utilization.8

2.7.2. Studies about Alternative Labels 

Cecchini and Warin (2016) proved the impact of food labels through the 

relationship between an increase in healthy product choices and a reduction in 

calorie intake. They also compared the relative effects compared the traffic 

light labeling and Guideline Daily Amount (GDA). The authors suggested that 

the traffic light labeling is more effective than other labeling options in terms 

of healthy food choices. Food labels did not significantly lower calorie intake 

although they increased the number of people choosing healthy foods by 18.0

percent.

Shen, Shi, and Gao (2018) analyzed the effects of food label colors on the 

effort of perception and willingness-to-pay (WTP). Blue labels were found to 

8 See studies by Cannoosamy·Pugo-Gunsam·Jeewon (2014), Carrillo·Varela·Fiszman 

(2012), Cooke·Papadaki (2014), Hess et al. (2012), Jacobs et al. (2011), Jasti·Kovacs 

(2010), Liu·Hoefkens·Verbeke (2015), Miller·Cassady (2012), Miller (2014), 

Norazlanshah et al. (2013), Norazmir et al. (2012), Orquin (2014), Petrovici et al. (2012), 

Pletzke et al. (2010), and Walters·Long (2012).
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be more effective than a red one for reading and label colors had a significant 

effect on WTP.  

Borgmeier and Westenhoefer (2009), Crockett et al. (2014), Roberto et al.

(2012a), Watson et al. (2014), Roberto et al. (2012b), Gaigi et al. (2015), 

Spanos et al. (2015), Wong et al. (2014), and Vasiljevic et al. (2015) analyzed 

the effects of the traffic light labeling, GDA, GDA colors, green low fat–red 

high fat labels, and front labels on food choices and intake patterns in Germany, 

the UK, the US, Australia, France, and Canada. The outcome variables used in 

the aforementioned studies were food choices, planned or desired consumption, 

actual consumption, utilization and understanding of labels, purchase, and 

willingness to purchase, and the amount of intake. 

Furthermore, another ongoing study involves food nutritional facts labels on 

display tables or shelves to analyze the effect. Shelf labels are divided into 

several cases, provided by a grade or step format with respect to 

comprehensively assessing nutrition facts and provided nutrient specific 

content. The US retailers such as Giant Food, Shop & Shop, SuperValu, and 

United Supermarkets, use shelf labels for some items as the purpose of 

marketing.  

Levy et al. (1985) compared and assessed food choices of consumers in 

Washington, D.C., where the nutrition facts information program called 

“Special Diet Alert” enforced for foods with low sodium, calories, cholesterol,

and fat levels to consumers in the state of Maryland without the program. 

While the effect of the nutrition facts information program was scattered in 

some food categories, the consumers in Washington supermarkets spent more 

money to purchase the concerned foods than those in the Maryland 

supermarkets.  

Sutherland et al. (2010) attached 3-step stars to food and drink shelves to 

analyze the effect on consumer choices and nutrition intake in 168 

supermarkets in New England, the US, from 2006 to 2008. They observed that 

the number of stars attached to the shelves has a significant effect on consumer 

choices. Taking into consideration of the steady increase of obesity and the 

condition of nutrition in diet, they suggested adopting a explicit and 

straightforward program. 

Hobin et al. (2017) examined the effect of the number of stars attached to the 

shelves in supermarkets in Ontario, Canada, on consumer choices. Although it 
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was apparent that more stars increased their food purchase, there was a vast 

difference depending on food categories.

Lastly, Berning et al. (2011) attached labels emphasizing nutrition facts to 

shelves for microwave popcorn in five supermarkets in California to examine 

consumers’ purchase patterns. Whereas nutrition-facts labels reduced the 

purchase of healthy popcorn, more unhealthy popcorn was sold. In this 

experiment, they argued that such a labeling guideline could create unexpected 

results.

2.7.3. Utilization of Agri-food labels

1) Utilization of Agri-food labels of European Consumers

Cavaliere et al. (2017) studied a relationship between health orientation and 

food nutrition facts labels with 540 consumers in Milan in 2012. The results 

showed 3.27 on average (out five-point Likert scale). They concluded that 

health orientation had an effect on consumers who frequently use food nutrition 

facts label. 

Grunert et al. (2014) conducted an online survey of 4,480 consumers in the 

UK, France, Germany, Spain, Sweden, and Poland in 2012 to analyze

consumer understanding and utilization of food labels. They used the 7-point 

Likert scale and found 6.09 points for food price label, 5.23 points for food size 

label, 4.73 points for food brand label, 4.32 for food component label, 4.00 for

food nutrition facts label, and 3.17 for the organic label.  

Bonanni et al. (2013) investigated the relationship between a Mediterranean 

diet and consumers’ utilization of food nutrition facts label. They conducted a 

survey between 2009 and 2010 of 883 women and men over 35 years in Molise, 

Italy. The survey employed the data from the European Prospective 

Investigation into Cancer and Nutrition (EPIC) and the Food Frequency 

Questionnaire (FFQ). The authors found that 56.2 percent of respondents 

regularly used food nutrition facts label, 30.2 percent did not frequently use it, 

and 13.5 percent did not know food nutrition facts label information well.  

Hess et al. (2012) conducted a survey of 1,162 Swiss consumers who speak 

German in 2009. Their results presented that an average of 3.33 points, which 

means consumers use food nutrition facts labels. Meanwhile, 13 percent of 
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respondents did not use food nutrition facts labels at all, and only 5 percent

frequently used these labels.  

2) Utilization of Agri-food labels of US Consumers

Christoph et al. (2018) conducted a 2-year online survey (Project Eating and 

Activity in Teens and Young Adults–IV survey) from 2015 to 2016 of 1,817 

US adults in their early 30s. Their study focused on US consumer utilization of 

food nutrition facts label and purchase patterns related to their diet and weight 

control. 40.3 percent of women said, they frequently or always use label 

information when they purchase packaged foods, while only 29.6 percent of 

men said they frequently or always use it. 

Miller et al. (2015) conducted a telephone survey of 1,891 households in 

Sacramento, California, in the United States between 2013 and 2014. They 

examined respondents’ use of food nutrition facts labels and the result was 

average 3.6 points ( a five-point scale) . They also conducted an eye-tracking 

study on 392 respondents by using EyeLink 1000.The analysis showed that 

participants spent an average of 18.6 percent of the time, reading food nutrition 

facts labels when they choose products.

Zhang et al. (2017) used the data from the Flexible Consumer Behavior 

Survey conducted by the USDA ERS from 2007 to 2010 9,982 Americans 

participated in the survey and examined the relationship between frequency 

of using food nutrition facts label and daily salt intake. Their analysis showed

41.4percentout of 7,040 respondents always or frequently used food nutrition 

facts labels to purchase processed foods or frozen foods, whereas 58.6 percent

did not frequently use it.

Kim et al. (2017) analyzed consumer awareness and utilization of agri-food 

labels between nonpregnant and pregnant women, using the data from the 

National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey by National Center for 

Health Statistics from 2005 to 2006. The respondents are American women 

aged between 16 and 44 years. This study found 68.6 percent of pregnant 

women and 66.1 percent of nonpregnant women utilized food nutrition facts 

labels, indicating that there was no difference between pregnant women and 

nonpregnant women in terms of using the food nutritional facts label. However, 

there was a significant difference in label utilization between pregnant women 

and nonpregnant women aged between 30 and 44 years. Furthermore, the 
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survey showed 48.6 percent of pregnant women and 50.6 percent of 

nonpregnant women used food component labels, 43.6 percent of pregnant 

women and 50.8 percent of nonpregnant women use the food size labels.  

Bleich et al. (2015) studied patterns of using the food nutrition facts 

information label for weight control used data from the National Health and 

Nutrition Examination Survey of 9,690 American adults conducted from 2007 

to 2010. The study showed that 76 percent of respondents used food nutrition 

facts labels, 62 percent of them used food component labels, and 56 percent of 

consumers used food size labels and daily nutrition intake standards when 

purchasing packaged foods. Respondents, who manage wight,  were found to 

use all labels more than other respondents, not trying for weight control.  

2.8. Difference from Prior Studies 

Prior studies related to agri-food labels agree with the point of view that 

consumers do not use the label information much, and there is a need for 

encouraging more consumers to use it. None of them, however, suggest 

specific labeling alternatives than emphasizing the importance of education. 

Moreover, because these studies just conducted partial analysis or surveys,

suggested strategies and economic effects for adopting and operating specific 

labeling and certification programs were limited in terms of improving 

consumer understanding of labels.

While most prior studies focused on effective design and management of the 

labeling program from the perspective of agri-food suppliers or policymakers, 

there are not many studies focusing on “consumers using the program.” There 

are not many cases of careful consideration of the purpose, process and effects

of using label information, thus resulting in an insufficient understanding of 

consumers as a key party using agri-food label information.  

Moreover, in Korea and other countries,  it is necessary to connect the 

international issue of “healthier food choices.” One way to accomplish this is to 

use of agri-food labels through the chain of experimental and behavioral 

economics.  

While conducting an objective and exhaustive analysis of consumers in this 

study i to address the aforementioned issue in prior studies, behavioral and 

experimental economics used to remove the convenience in the existing 

consumer surveys, thus, conduct more experimental study. This study is 
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different from prior studies because experimental and behavioral economics 

were used to; t focus on consumers, starting with “consumers’ use”; examine

labelings and certification programs, not individual labeling or certification 

programs; investigate the current use and demand on agri-food labels, 

regarding each type of foods, and utilizes experimental and behavioral 

economics to establish strategies to utilize label information and encourages

consumers to make “healthier food choices.”  

3. Scope

3.1. Agri-foods for This Study 

This study reviewed label information used for agricultural products and

processed foods. Literature on the agri-foods were classified into item 

categories, and the processed food category includes HMR (Home Meal 

Replacement). The label information, regarding agri-foods sold online/offline 

was included as the part of the study, whereas the label information about agri-

foods sold in offline shops (business locations) was not included. Part of the 

label information for agri-foods sold in restaurants was reviewed in the next

section.  

3.2. Labeling Guideline for This Study 

This study focused on the label information provided by agri-food labeling 

guidelines and certification programs. The labels ,which facilitated and

managed by the central government, was examined, while the labels, managed 

by individual local government was not included. 

The overall national labeling and certification programs were reviewed and 

individual programs were also reviewed if required. Our analysis also included

various information (including public relations and advertisement) that 

consumers can read at the point of purchase, considering that it is also label 

information in a broad sense.  
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3.3. Other Countries Reviewed  

The cases of agri-food labeling policies of the US and the EU actively  

were reviewed to find out implications. Furthermore, the agri-food labeling 

policies of Japan were used as a reference when Korea designed agri-food 

policies were reviewed. Case studies on other North American countries or

European countries were examined if required.  

3.4. Label Information User 

The government uses agri-food label information, and other users include 

restaurants, retailers, food processing companies, distributors, and farmers. In 

this study, the focus of the review was consumers as the key party using agri-

food label information.  

4. Details 

The results of the study are presented in 5 chapters. In Chapter 1, the 

functions and significance are reviewed to show the purpose and effects of 

agri-food labels. Next, the current agri-food labels and involved issues are 

examined, focusing on current policies. Despite the perspective of the issues 

and tasks, the current agri-food labels of major countries were examined to 

derive implications and establish the basic strategies for enhancing consumer 

utilization of label information. Various experimental and behavioral 

economics techniques are applied to suggest the strategies in detail.  

In Chapter 2, the purpose of providing agri-food label information and the

purpose of consumer utilization are reviewed to understand the reasons for

enhancing consumer utilization of label information. Moreover, the conceptual 

framework is reviewed regarding the process from factors and background of

agri-food consumer utilization of labels to the result, In addition, the effects of 

agri-foods labels are analyzed through econometric model analysis.  
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In Chapter 3, the current agri-food label information policies are examined to 

determine the relevant issues. Individual labeling guidelines and certification 

programs are also reviewed to divide and examine agri-food labels ,regarding

each attribute. The current regulations for labels are examined with regard to its

objectives and labeling methods.  

In Chapter 4, we evaluated consumer behaviors, focused on awareness, 

understanding, and trust on agri-food labels in order to examine consumer

utilization . The current issues were examined on the basis of consumer usage, 

then, evaluations were conducted as key reference data for establishing 

strategies for enhancing label utilization

In Chapter 5, the current label policies and consumer utilization in the US, 

the EU, and Japan were investigated with the aims to derive implications that 

could be used as a frame for Korea.  

In Chapter 6, strategies are established to enhance consumer utilization of 

agri-food labels by applying various experimental economics techniques and 

behavioral economics concepts. The direction of the strategies to improve

consumer utilization of labels and are presented in detail.  

5. Method

Documents were examined to specify the purpose of agri-food labels and 

their benefits. The process is conceptually depicted from factors for using agri-

food labels to the results and effects. The linear regression model was

employed to analyze factors, which affect consumer utilization of label, by 

using the Food Consumption Survey by the KREI. 2,381 respondents, who 

participated in the survey in both 2016 and 2017, were chosen to use for the 

data about changes in the use of label information and the consumer 

competency index last year.  

Document analysis was conducted and advisory meetings with people in 

charge of making policies were held in order to examine current agri-food label 

information policies and pertinent issues. FGD (Focus Group Discussion) was
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held with agri-food label information experts five times the experts were 

divided into specific groups depending on label information attribute categories.  

FGI (Focus Group Interview) was conducted for consumers three times to 

find out issues in the current label information that is hampering the consumers’

use. Through this process, the current use of label utilization information and 

the levels of awareness were examined. The analysis methods included analysis 

of correct answers in yes-no questions, matrix analysis9 , basic statistical 

analysis, and cross-tabulation analysis. In addition to the survey by the author 

of this Chapter, raw data from the 2018 Consumer Behavior Survey for Food 

(adult, n=6,578) by the KREI was analyzed to evaluate the importance of agri-

food label. We investigated utilization, awareness, trust, and satisfaction of 

agri-food label information.

Literature was reviewed to analyze current agri-food label information and 

identify implications in developed countries. current labeling policies and 

related studies of the United States and the European Union were analyzed in 

cooperation with professor Lee Sang-Hyun, Gangwon National University. 

Moreover, some data collected through OECD conferences. The outcome of 

this study was announced in the OECD conference held on October 16, 2018,

to collect and reflect the opinions of representatives and experts from other 

countries.  

A consumer survey was conducted in order to establish strategies for 

enhancing label utilization. The concept of behavioral economics was applied 

to conduct experimental studies, for example, the Emart field experiment and 

the online choice experiment. The results of the experiments were analyzed 

using econometric models, including the difference-in-difference model and 

the Tobit model.   

9 This is used in economics or policy studies under the name of IPA analysis or importance -

satisfaction analysis. For example, placing evaluation of policy importance on axis X and 

performance evaluation on axis Y, quadrant 1 is placed with policies high in both 

importance and performance evaluation; quadrant 2 with policies low in importance but 

high in performance evaluation; quadrant 3 with policies low in both importance and 

performance evaluation; and quadrant 4 with high in importance but low in performance 

evaluation. Because this analysis can be used for finding out the area requiring more/less 

political efforts, this is a useful analytical technique.
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The following sections illustrate the details of the survey and experiments 

conducted for this study.  

5.1. Consumer Survey 

Macromill Embrain, a specialized survey company, conducted an online

consumer survey of 1,000 respondents survey from August 14, 2018, to 

September 5, 2018. The purpose, respondents, and methods of the study, are 

shown in the following Table 1-2.

<Table 1-2> Overview of online consumer survey

Category Description

Purpose Examine current use and awareness of food label information by ordinary people across 
the country to establish a strategy for enhancing their use of agri-food label information.  

Respondents Above 20 years-old across the country.  

Sample 1,000 persons 

Sampling Purposive quota sampling proportional to genders, ages and regions.  

Sampling error ±3.10%p of error rate in 95% of trust level

Method Web survey using structured questions 

Period August 14, 2018, to September 5, 2018

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

In terms of the demographic statistics of respondents, the ratio of men and 

women was 50.9 percent and 49.1 percent, respectively. Major respondents had 

an higher than the middle school educational background. Respondents in their

40s accounted for 23.9 percent followed by 50s (22.8 percent), 30s 

(20.3percent), 20s (18.4 percent) and 60s (14.6 percent). Four-member 

households accounted for 36.7 percent, followed by three-member households 

(28.0 percent), and 2-member households (16.6 percent). Married respondents 

accounted for 65.2 percent among which 53.2 percent were double-income 

families. With respect to average household income per month, households 

about 4 million won accounted for 17.9 percent, which is the highest, followed 

by about 3 million won at 17.7 percent and 5 million won at 16.2 percent. 

Residents living in the capital region, accounted for 50.7 percent oTable 1-3. 
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<Table 1-3> Demographic statistics of respondents 

Category N
(persons)

Percentage
(%) Category N

(persons)
Percentage

(%)

Gender
Men 509 50.9

Double income
Yes 347 34.7

Women 491 49.1 No 305 30.5

Age

20∼29 184 18.4

Average 
household 
income/month

Smaller 
than 1 
M(million) 
won

19 1.9

30∼39 203 20.3 About 1 M 
won 49 4.9

40∼49 239 23.9 About 2 M 
won 127 12.7

50∼59 228 22.8 About 3 M 
won 177 17.7

60∼69 146 14.6 About 4 M 
won 179 17.9

Education

Not higher 
than middle 
school

13 1.3 About 5 M 
won 162 16.2

High school 204 20.4 About 6 M 
won 81 8.1

University 
or higher 783 78.3 About 7 M 

won 75 7.5

Members 
in 
household

1 person 74 7.4 About 8 M 
won 45 4.5

2 persons 166 16.6 About 9 M 
won 32 3.2

3 persons 280 28.0 More than 
10 M won 54 5.4

4 persons 367 36.7
Residence

Capital 
region 507 50.7

5 or more 
persons 113 11.3 Others 493 49.3

Marriage
Married 652 65.2

Total 1,000 100.0
Single 348 34.8

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

5.2. Consumer Experiment and Survey 

The study aims to enhance consumer utilization of agri-food labels. therefore,

various experiments and surveys were conducted 

Three experiments and surveys were conducted, two cases were online 

choice experiments for labeling changes, and the other case was both online 

and offline field experiment to compare the effect of agri-food choices by 

presenting nudges to shoppers. Table 1-4 illustrates two online choice 

experiments regarding labeling method changes, whereas Table 1-5 and Table 

1-6 illustrate the statistical features of respondents who participated in two
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experiments and surveys. In the experimental research section, respondents, 

who are older than 60 years, were not included.

<Table 1-4> Survey for online choice experiment

Category
Description

Experiment 1 Experiment 2

Purpose Provide alternative label information to food shoppers and examine utilization patterns
o on changes in labelings

Respondents food shoppers aged between 20 and 59 years across the country

Sample 1,453 persons 1,244 persons

Sampling Purposive quota sampling proportional to genders, ages and regions. 

Sampling error ±2.5%p of error rate in 95% of trust level  ±2.78%p of error rate in 95% of trust 
level 

Method Web survey using structured questions 

Period September 27, 2018, to October 1, 2018 

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

<Table 1-5> Demographic statistics of respondents in experiment 1

Category N
(persons)

Percentage
(%) Category N

(persons)
Percentage

(%)

Gender
Men 448 30.8

Average 
household
income/month

Below 3 M won 296 20.4

Women 1005 69.2 3 M to 5 M won
exclusive 453 31.2

Age

20s 375 25.8 5 M to 7 M won
exclusive 371 25.5

30s 344 23.7 7 M won or more 333 22.9

40s 488 33.6
Residence

Capital region 990 68.1

50s 246 16.9 Off-capital region 463 31.9

Members 
in 
household

1 person 376 25.9
Education

High school or 
lower 308 21.2

2 persons 182 12.5 University or 
higher 1145 78.8

3 persons 339 23.3
Total 1453 100.04 or more 

persons 556 38.3

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.
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<Table 1-6> Demographic statistics of respondents in experiment 2

Category N
(persons)

Percentage
(%) Category N

(persons)
Percentage

(%)

Gender
Men 654 52.6

Average 
household 
income/month

Below 3 M won 94 7.6

Women 590 47.4 3 M to 5 M won
exclusive 331 26.6

Age

20s 241 19.4 5 M to 7 M won
exclusive 270 21.7

30s 327 26.3 7 M won or more 233 18.7

40s 356 28.6
Residence

Capital region 636 51.1

50s 320 25.7 Off-capital region 608 48.9

Members 
of 
household

1 person 316 25.4
Education

High school or lower 219 17.6

2 
persons 143 11.5 University or higher 1025 82.4

3 
persons 280 22.5

Total 1244 100.04 or 
more 
persons

505 40.6

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

In the field experiment of nudges, Point-of-Purchase nudges were used for 

customers visiting large-scale supermarkets. The goal was to conduct POS data 

analysis, receipt analysis, and a survey. The field experiments were conducted 

in Gwangsan and Bongseon branches of Emart in Gwangju metropolitan city. 

By using an exit poll, 1,760 and 1,346 receipts were randomly collected in 

Gwangsan and Bongseon branches, respectively Table 1-7. 

An online choice experiment was also conducted to examine the effect of 

nudges on shoppers. The online choice experiment was conducted with 1,411 

respondents, in which men accounted for 30.1 percent and single households 

accounted for 28.3 percent . We found that 10.8 percent of respondents did not 

have any experience in purchasing foods online. We found that the most 

significant ratio by age is occurred in the 40s (36.9 percent), followed by in 30s

(30.3 percent), and 20s (21.7 percent) according to Table 1-8.  
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<Table 1-7> Overview of online/offline experiment about shopping bags

Category

Description

Online shopping bag
experiment

Offline field experiment

Gwangsan Emart Bongseon Emart

Purpose Analyze the effect of nudges on food shoppers

Target Adult food shoppers aged 
between 19 and 59 years

Adults aged between 20 and 50 years who purchased agri-
food from the shops on the day of the experiment

Sample 1,411 persons 1,760 persons 1,346 persons

Quota 
sampling

Random quota sampling about 
genders and ages

Quota-equivalent for each date of the experiment
Systematic sampling from shoppers of the shops on the date 

of the experiment

Method Online survey Survey by face-to-face interview by using CAPI (Computer 
Assisted Personal Interview)

Sampling 
error

Max. allowable errors of 
±2.90%p at 95% of trust level

Max. allowable errors of 
±2.33%p at 95% of trust 

level

Max. allowable errors of 
±2.67%p at 95% of trust 

level

Period Sep 12 to Sep 30, 2018 Sep 12 to Sep 15, 2018 Sep 6 to Sep 15, 2018

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

<Table 1-8> Demographic statistics of respondents in online shopper 

experiment

Category N
(persons)

Percentage
(%) Category N

(persons)
Percentage

(%)

Gender

Men 425 30.1
Members in 
household

1 person 399 28.3

Women 986 69.9 2 or more 
persons 1,012 71.7

Age 

20s 306 21.7 Experience 
of 
purchasing
food online 

Yes 1,258 89.2

30s 427 30.3 No 153 10.8

40s 521 36.9
Total 1,411 100

50s 157 11.1

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.
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5.3. FGI for Consumers

FGI (Focus Group Interview) of consumers was conducted to examine 

consumer utilization of agri-food labels and its issues qualitatively. The FGIs

were conducted by NongSoMo (KREI agri-food consumption reporters who 

stay in urban areas ), rural KREI reporters, and young KREI reporters to collect 

reviews from both urban and rural areas.  

Eleven urban residents participated in FGI on May 29, 2018, and were 

divided into two groups. Five rural residents participated in FGI on August 22, 

2018. Because the participants in FGIs should be aware of the purpose of the 

study and be able to communicate with each other for intensive discussion 

given subjects, residents with similar age and socio-economic backgrounds

were selected to maximize interaction within group members <Table 1-9>.

<Table 1-9> Features of consumer participants in FGIs

Group A Group B Group C

No. Gender Age Residence No. Gender Age Residence No. Gender Age Residence

1 Woman 48 Seocho, 
Seoul 1 Woman 59 Eunpyeong, 

Seoul 1 Woman 50 Jangseong, 
Jeonnam

2 Woman 46 Songpa, 
Seoul 2 Woman 48 Gangnam, 

Seoul 2 Woman 57 Haenam, 
Jeonnam

3 Woman 47 Gangseo, 
Seoul 3 Woman 47 Seongnam, 

Gyeonggi 3 Woman 58 Jeonju, 
Jeonbuk

4 Man 23 Bucheon, 
Gyeonggi 4 Men 34 Yongin, 

Gyeonggi 4 Woman 31 Sunchang, 
Jeonbuk

5 Woman 44 Guro, 
Seoul 5 Woman 44 Suwon, 

Gyeonggi 5 Woman 31 Asan, 
Chungnam

6 Woman 57 Uijeongbu, 
Gyeonggi

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.
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6. Research Process 

<Figure 1-1> Research process 

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.



Function and Importance of Agri-food Labels

1. Purpose of Agri-food Labels

It is hard for consumers to know how safely agri-foods were produced, 

processed and distributed by procedures and which level of quality agri-foods

are obtained as a result of the production, processing and distribution. Although 

consumers can monitor all processes of production, processing and distribution 

of the agri-foods to have an accurate expectation about the quality, it is hard for 

an individual consumer to pay the costs (search cost) for obtaining this

information. This is also a very inefficient economic activity in society. Thus,

there is a gap in information that producers and distributors know but 

consumers do not. Market failures, adverse selections, or moral hazards may 

occur in such asymmetrical situations. 

An ordinary political prescription in economics for reducing information 

gaps between producers and consumers are to let neutral and independent 

economic subjects produce and provide public-goods-based information. 

Labeling and certification programs are typical policy instruments to address 

asymmetrical information, which are widely used in Korea and other countries. 

With labeling and certification programs, consumers can use the information 

provided through the program to view the manner of producing, processing,

and distributing agri-foods. Specifically, the label information changes the 

experience or trust attribute of agri-food to the search attribute, thus, mitigates

CHAPTER2
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the asymmetrical information (Caswell and Mojduszka, 1996; Lee, Choi and 

Kim, 2004b).10

It is important to consider that labels can be used as description and 

marketing means for a product, delivering information regarding various 

quality attributes. Therefore, the functions of agri-food labels are classified into 

the following categories: essential explanation and guidelines of agri-foods;

provision of important information including safety, health, and nutrition, and a 

means of an advertisement to promote agri-foods.  

As the functions of labels are categorized, the use of the agri-food label 

information has different motives depending on market participants. 

Consumers have a motive for using label information to determine whether to 

purchase agri-foods or not to pursue as a means for healthy, safe, and wise 

consumption.

Agri-food producers use label information to increase the value of their 

products , thus, increase profits. The government uses agri-food labels to 

achieve political goals by inspiring or compelling desired behaviors in market 

participants. The government is using agri-food labeling policies as part of the 

industrial promotion policy to facilitate the production of specific products. 

The government also employs agri-food labeling policies as regulations for 

mitigating asymmetrical information and promoting people’s health and safety. 

Because the purpose of using agri-food label information can be partially 

different between producers and the government, mandatory labeling that must 

be enforced under management and supervision of the government. Therefore,

regulation policies and promotion policies for agri-food labels coexist. 

Market participants use the agri-food label information for their own 

purposes. The agri-food label system is meaningful when consumers employ 

10 aswell and Mojduszka (1996) classified product attributes into search attributes, 

experience attributes (Nelson, 1970), and credence attributes (Darby and Karni, 1973). 

The search attributes are identified through prior search and investigation before 

purchase, e.g., colors and sizes; the experience attributes are identified through 

experience after purchasing products, e.g., sugar contents and taste of fruits. The 

credence attributes can not be identified even after purchasing and using products, e.g., 

omega-3 contents. Becaues it is very hard for agri-food consumers to acquire 

information about experience or credence attributes, it is known that the information is 

very asymmetrical.



Functions and Significance of Agri-food Label Information  61

label information into the process of purchasing and choosing agri-foods. It is 

impossible to force consumers to choose certain foods. Therefore, it should be 

understood that agri-food labels should help consumers utilize label 

information and choose agri-foods in the process of making choices .11 If 

consumers do not use label information to search and purchase agri-foods -, 

they do not achieve their purpose as well as those of producers and the 

government.12

Generally speaking, the overall purpose of this study is to achieve the 

government’s political purpose and inspire consumers to pursue healthy, safe,

and wise consumption of agri-foods by promoting of utilization on agri-food 

labels. Figure 2-1 depicts the purpose of agri-foods labels by each subject.  

<Figure 2-1> Purpose of using agri-food label information by each subject 

Source: Diagram suggested by the authors of this study and based on prior studies 

11 Although enhancing the use of agri-food label information is not always required to be 

connected to labeling and purchase of certified products, the agri-food certification 

program has a certain aspect vitalized only when more purchase is implemented. The 

political purpose is achieved when the system is vitalized. Therefore, it is essential to 

establish a strategy and policies for more certified products to be purchased.  
12 In particular, where the government enforces the labeling guideline to protect consumers, 

or the certification program for encouraging production, consumers’ use can determine 

whether the political purpose is achieved or not.  
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2. Conceptual Framework of Agri-food Labels

Consumers’ understanding of label information will be facilitated by 

reviewing and configuring the conceptual framework, which depicts the 

process of from factors backgrounds to the results and effects of using label 

information.13

Specifically, the aim is to improve the understanding of agri-food label 

information by establishing a conceptual process that includes; 1) provisions of 

agri-food labels; 2) the factors which use agri-foods labels; and 3) the effects of 

agri-food label information. Besides, we will derive implications to establish 

strategies for enhancing agri-food labels.

First, agri-food labels should be provided to consumers by labeling policies

(step 1). The information should be exposed to consumers. Exposure of 

information does not necessarily present perception of the information, a 

separate awareness or perception procedure is required. A role of an active 

information provider is important as consumers are rather passive economic 

subjects.  

Once agri-food label information is provided to consumers, they approach a 

food selection through these steps,understanding of the given label information,

and interaction by reading and checking the label information (step 2). In this 

step, active utilization of labels by consumers is emphasized where label 

information is already provided, we define these processes, which include 

understanding, reading, and decision-making as “consumer utilization.” Trust 

and satisfaction are important factors in consumer economics or business 

literature. These concepts can interact with consumer utilization at this level. 

For example, consumers with little trust in agri-food labels are likely to make 

less effort in reading label information and consumers who do not understand 

label information well are likely to be unsatisfied with the label information.14

13 Nayga (1999) suggested the conceptural framework for using food labels and factors 

influencing consumers’ awareness and trust regarding the benefits from using labels.  
14 Grunert and Aachmann (2016) mentioned the need for dividing consumers into one group 

who implements decision-making through understanding and reasoning the food labeling 



Functions and Significance of Agri-food Label Information 63

The purpose of information providers is achieved depending on the level of 

consumer utilization by providing information (step 1) and utilizing 

information (step 2). The (expected) effect of consumer utilization is healthier, 

safer and wiser food choices. 

It is a foundation to analyze the effect of label utilization to derive effective 

stratifies to enhance agri-food label utilization. Factors, which can affect label 

utilization, are provision, exposure, awareness, understanding, reading of 

information, and trust/satisfaction include; political factors such as labeling

policies, public relations, and food-related education; and personal factors such 

as personal socio-demographic features, situations, attitudes, product choice 

standards, motives for checking labels, and knowledge (about nutrition).15

Drichoutis et al. (2006) classified the factors affecting the use of label 

information into six categories; personal features; situation, behavior, and 

attitude factors; knowledge of nutrition; motives; product features; and other 

factors. They suggested a conceptual framework where the utilization of labels

affects purchasing types, diet, and nutrition knowledge. Because consumers 

will not use the label information if they are not aware that it is useful 

(Petrucelli, 1996; Shepherd and Towler, 1992), we can greatly enhance the use

of label information with factors affecting consumer‘s awareness and trust.  

Figure 2-2 shows the conceptual framework for agri-food consumers using

label information.

information after they are aware of it, and the other group of ‘low involvement’ and 

‘habit-based skipping the step of understanding and reasoning to reach decision-making. 

Because consumers frequently purchase agri-foods which belong to the category of 

habitual purchase based on manufacturers and brands, more special consideration for low-

involvement consumers is especially required. The reason for dividing consumers into the 

aforementioned 2 groups in the process of using labeling information is based on the 

‘Dual process models of information processing’ by Kahneman (2003) and Chaiken 

(1980). 
15 Miller and Cassady (2015) described the cognitive process residing in the use of food 

labeling information that nutrient knowledge influences on the attention to nuttition facts 

information in food labeling, and the level of attention influences in turn on food choices 

and intake while interworking with understanding and memorizing nuttition facts 

information.  
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<Figure 2-2> Conceptual framework about agri-food consumers using label 

information.

Source: the author of this Chapter re-edited with reference to prior studies.

3. Factors and Effects of Agri-food Label Utilization

Our aim is to verify the validity of the conceptual framework through 

quantitative analysis of the process of agri-food label utilization. We also 

determine the theoretical conditions for establishing strategies for further 

utilization. The first thing is to examine the factors and processes that affect 

agri-food label utilization. Next, we analyzed the positive effects, which occur 

when more agri-food label information is used. The necessity and importance 

of enhancing agri-food label utilization is acknowledged when the use of label 

information is clear and has a positive effect. Therefore, the analysis results in 
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this chapter can be expected to support political efforts for enhancing agri-food 

label utilization.

3.1. Factor Analysis of Consumer’s Agri-food Label Utilization

3.1.1. Data and Method 

The questions for a survey in this study are related to using agri-food label 

information and various potential factors.16 Variables related to using label 

information include; experiences of purchasing products from 17 certification 

programs (total points); reading points of 10 food categories (total point);

reading points of 34 programs (total point); and reading points of label attribute 

(total point for each attribute). In equation (1) of our analysis model, the 

dependent variable was ‘Purchase,’ and, in equation (2), it was ‘Read’.  

The explanatory variables were classified into two categories: the political 

effect variable described in the conceptual framework for agri-food label 

utilization and the individual consumer variable. The political effect variables

include the evaluation of benefits and the satisfaction with agri-food labels

designed by policymaker, as well as government public relations and 

involvement in diet education programs. The individual consumer variables, 

which affect the process of agri-food label utilization is divided into; 

demographic and socio-economic variables for individuals or households; 

health-related variables; personal lifestyle (convenience, taste, health, 

practicality, and desire for quality products); involvement, use evaluation, 

awareness, satisfaction, and trust on agri-food labels; and information

acquisition channels.  

Although the analysis model was based on a linear regression analysis, the 

dependent variable was an ordinal variable so that the ordinal logit model 

analysis was also conducted to verify robustness. In the following regression 

equations (1) and (2), Purchase indicates purchase points; Read stands for

16 In addition, robustness of this analysis was confirmed through the raw data from the 

Consumer Behavior Survey for Food 2017 and the Food Consumption Survey in 2018, 

comprising more variables.  
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reading points; Know means cognition points; Trust stands for trust; Satisfy 

means satisfaction; and X represents control variables. 

Equation (1)

Equation (2)

3.1.2. Results and Implications

As suggested in the conceptual framework for label utilization, purchase

experiences show significant positive relationships with the points of reading 

labels, trust, and satisfaction with 10 food categories. This implies that it is 

essential to inspire consumers to read labels and enhance trust and satisfaction 

to encourage consumers to purchase products with certification labels. Because

certification labels highlight features of products, they have positive 

relationships with income range and quality orientation. Besides, the results 

show that more purchases occur in a family with diseases. Furthermore, 

respondents who acquire label information from social media or TV show more 

purchase of products with certification labels.  

For the points (total point) about 10 food categories, respondents with higher 

awareness points for labeling guidelines read the labels more. The points of 

reading labels were higher for respondents who are more related to label 

information, use the label information for decision making, present ‘too little’ 

label information available, and show label information as ‘hard to understand.’

The results were similar (although slightly different) to the points of reading of 

34 labeling guidelines as shown in Table 2-1.
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<Table 2-1> Analysis of factors for purchasing and reading agri-food label 

information

Purchase 
with 17 

certificati
on 

programs

Points of 
reading 
label 

informatio
n of 10 
food 

categories

Points of 
reading 34 
labeling 

guidelines

Total points of reading for each attribute

Safety Health/ 
nutrient

Environme
nt/ ethics Quality

Reading 
label 
information
/
awareness/
trust/
satisfaction

Points of reading 
10 food categories 0.101***

Awareness of 34 
labeling guidelines 0.0239 0.107*** 0.480***

Safety attribute  
awareness 0.399***

Health/nutrition 
attribute awareness 0.441***

Environment/ethics 
attribute awareness 0.396***

Quality attribute  
awareness 0.344***

Trust 0.432** -0.335 0.252 -0.0253 -0.0232 0.0392 0.11

Satisfaction 0.544*** 0.447 0.282 0.0939 0.108 0.126 0.0199

Socio-
demographic 
household
variable

Age 0.0082 0.0435*** -
0.0644*** -0.00589* -

0.0166*** -0.00681 -
0.0124***

Man 0.269 -0.251 -0.435 -0.0458 -0.101 -0.328*** 0.00702

Education -0.0356 0.615* 0.652 0.0827 0.0651 0.156 0.113

Income 0.121** 0.0552 0.0766 0.0215 0.0139 0.0789*** 0.00219

Members in 
household 0.0144 -0.0175 -0.23 -0.0211 -0.0374 -0.0609 0.0143

Involvement
/use of label 
information

Involvement in label 
information -0.0219 0.489*** 0.514*** 0.0520*** 0.101*** 0.120*** 0.117***

Use of label 
information 0.553*** 1.636*** 0.474* 0.103** 0.0877 0.148* 0.152**

Health-
related 
variable

Exercise 0.0373 0.13 -0.285 -0.0858 0.0168 -0.058 0.0346

Diseases 0.609*** -0.0673 0.981** 0.195*** 0.0773 0.233** 0.169*

Lifestyle 

Convenience 
oriented 0.00608 -0.00429 -0.0614 -0.00136 -0.00637 -0.0157 0.00331

Taste oriented -0.063 0.0554 0.0956 0.00587 0.0158 0.0101 0.00688

Health oriented 0.0668 0.0736 0.196** 0.0448*** 0.0493** 0.0672** 0.0212

Rationality oriented -0.06 0.0872 0.150* 0.00475 0.027 -0.000212 0.0573***

High-quality 
oriented 0.289*** 0.0316 0.148 0.00556 0.0232 0.0500* 0.0399
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(continued)

Purchase 
with 17 

certification 
programs

Points of 
reading 
label 

informatio
n of 10 
food 

categories

Points of 
reading 34 
labeling 

guidelines

Total points of reading for each attribute

Safety Health/ 
nutrient

Environm
ent/ ethics Quality

Evaluation of 
label
Information 

Too much 0.0625 0.0516 -0.192** -
0.0415*** -0.0185 -0.0287 -0.0383*

Too little 0.066 0.149** 0.192** 0.0262* 0.0408** 0.0434* 0.0396*

Hard to understand 0.0221 -0.420*** -0.163* -0.00369 -0.0394** -0.0495** -0.0353

Information 
acquisition 
channel

social media 0.765*** -0.123 0.429 0.0452 0.0958 0.167* 0.0743

TV 0.644*** 0.318 -0.49 -0.0559 0.00422 -0.122 -0.0908

Constant term -13.12*** 5.663*** -17.87*** -2.095*** -3.125*** -4.514*** -4.032***

Number of samples 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000

R-sq 0.27 0.41 0.44 0.39 0.32 0.4 0.34

Note: *, ** and *** mean statistically significant at 1%, 5% and 10%, respectively.  

Source: Edited by the author of this chapter.

3.2. Effect of Agri-food Labels Utilization

3.2.1. Data and Method 

We analyzed the raw data from the “Consumer Behavior Survey for Food”

conducted by the KREI in 2016 and 2017. In our study, 2,381 respondents who 

participated in both 2016 and 2017 were employed as panel data format for 2-

period ( ) as presented in Table 2-2. 

<Table 2-2> Summary of analysis data

Category Description

Source KREI Consumer Behavior Survey for Food 2017

Year 
(number of samples)

Main shoppers in 2016 (3,290
persons)

Main shoppers in 2017 (3,043
persons)

Data integration As a panel data format for 2,381 respondents who were participants
in both 2016 and 2017.  

Source: edited by the author of this chapter.
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The dependent variable was the agri-food consumer competency index. The

2017 Consumer Behavior Survey for Food examined the agri-food consumer 

competency index in 9 areas using 56 questions that is only national survey for 

scoring the agri-food consumer competency. Each of the 56 questions used a 5-

step scale, 1 to 5 points, to define the total score of questions of the 9 areas. An

increase in the consumer competency index between 2016 and 2017 is a 

concerning variable.  

Since the Food Consumption Survey includes the 5-scale questions such as 

“Read more label information on food packaging surface than one year ago,” it 

was used as an important explanatory variable for this analysis.  

For the analysis, the following linear regression model was used. is 

competency index changes from 2016 to 2017 in area of a person . 

Specifically, . 

is an increase in food labels utilization, compared to the answer by 

person in 2017. is another explanatory (control) variable vector 

measured in 2017 where . 

Equation (3) 

3.2.2. Result and Implications

Our study show that the group reading food label information more than in 

the previous year (‘group of increased use’) was improved more in terms of 

competency in 3 out of the 8 areas compared the group with no increase in 

reading label information. Specifically, the scores in the analysis were 0.37, 

0.39, and 0.66 higher, respectively, for the purchase environment competency 

index, the safe diet competency index, and the healthy diet competency index. 

As seen in the analysis results, a positive relationship exists between food 

label utilization and the consumer’s purchase environment competency index, 

the safety diet competency index, and the healthy diet competency index. This 

implies that enhancing the label utilization will contribute to improving 

people’s diet competency index as shown in Table 2-3.
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<Table 2-3> Effect of using agri-food label information

Category

Informati
on use 

competen
cy

Purchase 
environm

ent
competen

cy

Safety
diet

competen
cy

Healthy
diet

competen
cy

Traditiona
l

diet
competen

cy

Consumer
’s right

competen
cy

Consumer
’s 

responsibi
lity

competen
cy

Consume
r’s 

problem-
solving 

competen
cy

Demogra
phic and 
socio-
economic 
variables

Increase in 
reading food 
labels

0.235 0.373*** 0.385*** 0.658** 0.0909 0.121 0.31 0.0998

Age 0.00256 -0.0103 0.0092 -0.00632 -0.0167* -0.0082 -0.0187 0.0023

Gender
(man=1) 0.442 0.238 0.314 -0.271 -0.326 0.973** 0.603 0.595** 

High school 
education 0.351 0.17 -0.0526 0.986* 0.181 0.308 0.244 0.165

Higher than 
university 0.659 -0.0439 0.147 0.668 -0.229 0.416 -0.0252 -0.117

Income 0.0217 0.0381* -0.0167 -0.0441 0.0149 0.012 -0.00343 0.0126

Adult
members in 
household

-0.310** -0.203** 0.0682 -0.406** -0.301*** -0.318* -0.284* -0.204* 

Young 
members in 
household

-0.206 -0.111 -0.196* 0.158 -0.131 -0.197 -0.0359 -0.207

Residence
(city =1) -0.282 -0.349* -0.126 -0.0889 -0.273 -0.469 -0.389 0.184

Diet
variables

Body mass 
index 0.0508 0.0606* -0.00783 0.184*** 0.0358 0.141** 0.1 -0.00594

Interest in 
diet 
management 

-0.192 -0.0744 -0.0241 -0.560** -0.340*** -0.196 -0.181 0.0793

Satisfaction 
with diet 0.415* 0.245* 0.404** 0.205 0.457*** -0.0244 0.358 -0.0978

Evaluation 
of benefit 
for health by 
food

0.0785 -0.122 -0.271 0.651 0.0923 0.278 0.0918 -0.0205

Evaluatio
n and 
experienc
e of food 
policy

Interest in 
safe food 0.544** 0.295** 0.266* 0.632* 0.304* 0.553* 0.470* 0.320* 

Lifelong 
education 
experience 
for food 

-0.523 -0.378 -0.432 0.00721 -0.548* 0.569 0.74 0.0248

Education 
experience 
within one 
year 

0.43 -0.0125 -0.102 -0.172 -0.776* 0.648 1.404* 0.830** 
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(continued)

Category

Informati
on use 

competen
cy

Purchase 
environm

ent
competen

cy

Safety
diet

competen
cy

Healthy
diet

competen
cy

Traditiona
l

diet
competen

cy

Consumer
’s right

competen
cy

Consumer
’s 

responsibi
lity

competen
cy

Consume
r’s 

problem-
solving 

competen
cy

Evaluation 
and 
experience 
of food 
policy

Indemnificat
ion 
experience 
for food 

0.53 -0.231 -0.0832 -0.472 -0.328 0.339 0.117 0.348

Label 
information, 
the most 
important 

-0.265 -0.519** -0.26 -0.919 -0.0847 -0.431 -0.665 -0.274

Satisfaction 
with 
labeling 
policy 

-0.0343*** -0.00863 -0.0326*** -0.0654*** -0.00991 -0.0359*** -0.0228* -0.0304***

Lifestyle 

Preference 
for simple
living 

-0.191*** -0.0407 -0.0315 -0.266*** -0.0536 -0.140** -0.136** -0.0988** 

Preference 
for 
taste/diversit
y 

-0.0858 0.017 0.0277 -0.0578 -0.0668 0.0424 -0.0832 0.0466

Preference 
for 
health/nutriti
on

0.0612 -0.0138 0.00495 0.453*** 0.130** 0.227** 0.256*** 0.117* 

Preference 
for 
price/practic
ality 

0.235*** 0.0774** 0.0757 0.226** 0.0434 0.205** 0.0214 0.100* 

Preference 
for high 
quality 

0.0864 -0.0139 -0.0282 -0.0435 0.0286 0.0237 0.134* 0.0822

Constant  
term -11.63*** -4.237* -3.957* -14.86*** 0.208 -16.35*** -14.04*** -8.586***

N 2381 2381 2381 2381 2381 2381 2381 2381

Note: *, ** and *** means statistically significant at 1%, 5% and 10%, respectively.  

Source: Analysis of raw data from the Food Consumption Survey (2017 and 2018).
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1. Current Agri-food Labeling Policy

Although the agri-food labeling guideline has mandatory detail regulations 

for individual category, this study aims to conduct an analysis focusing on 

common standards instead of individual item. However, the program

incorporated in legislation is included in the scope of this study for some items. 

Agri-food label information is categorized into the labeling guideline and the 

certification program depending on the features of the program; into mandatory 

labels and discretionary labels depending on whether the marks are mandatory 

or not. While labeling guidelines are mandatory labels, most certification 

programs are discretionary. 

CHAPTER3
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1.1. Current Agri-food Labeling Guidelines17

1.1.1. Basic Labels

<Figure 3-1> Definition of main side and information label side for each 

container and package 

Source: MFDS, (2017). Standard for food labels.

The Ministry of Food and Drug Safety (MFDS) enacted and enforced the 

“Standard for Food Labels” since 1996, in order to operate the food labeling 

guideline. The “Standard for Food Labels” has been revised several times, for 

example, by reducing mandatory labels to 9 categories and changing the 

location of labels. In 2017, the MFDS promoted a pilot project to provide 

essential information on packaging, used bar codes to access other information 

integrated food safety information network, and linked complicated terms to 

Internet encyclopedia. However, it did not publicize the result of the pilot 

project and subsequent policies to date. Since 2018, it is mandatory to use font 

size 10 or bigger, labels in table and paragraph formats to help consumers 

easily read the labels.  

17 This study aimes to specify the product name, net weight, ingredient name, business name, 

address, and use-by-date regulated by Article 10 (Labeling Standard) of ‘Food Sanitation 

Act’ as basic labels; classify cautions for consumer safety into allergen labeling, gluten-

free labeling and other cautions; and suggest the same wording in the original document if 

possible to avoid misleading statements according to the ‘Standard for Food Labels’. 
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The Korean Standard of Food Labels specifies using the front of a product 

that consumers see when they purchase foods as the “main side for labels” and 

the sides where there are label information on the top or back, are marked as a 

“label information side” as Figure 3-1. 

As illustrated in Table 3-1, the label information side should be marked with 

information, including the name of a food, a food category, producer name, its 

business address, use-by-date, and cautions for consumer safety. The origin

should be added and marked in the space for ingredients if possible, or on the 

packaging where consumers can easily check.18

<Table 3-1> Mandatory labeling form 

Product ○○○ ○○

▪ (Example) This product is manufactured in the same 
facility for the product using ○○○.  

▪ (Exemplary mandatory labels in other regulations) 
Exchange or refund for consumers’ justified damages. 

▪ (Exemplary label added by manufacturer) Store this in 
a cool and dry location.  

▪ Report on illegal or bad foods 
: 1399 (no area prefix)

▪ (Exemplary label added by manufacturer) 
Customer inquiries: ○○○-○○○-○○○○

Food category ○○○(○○○○○○*)
*other information

Producer and 
location

○○ Foods, ○○-gil ○○, ○○-ro, 
○○-gu, ○○-si

Use-by-date By month/date/year 

Net weight ○○○ g

Ingredients

○○, ○○○○, ○○○○○○, ○○○○○, 
○○, ○○○○○○○, ○○○, ○○○○○

○○*, ○○○*, ○○* 
(* triggers allergic reactions)

Components 
and contents ○○○(○○mg)

Container 
(packaging) 

material
○○○○○

Nutrition facts*
(can be marked in the space for the main label)  Product 

category report
No.

○○○○○○○○○○○-○○○

Source: MFDS (2017). Standard for Food Labels.

18 The agricultural products produced in Korea are labeled with ‘Koera’ or ‘Product of 

Korea’, and imported agricultural products and processed products thereof comply with 

the country of origin labeling regulation when clearning customs. Meanwhile, city, do, si, 

gun or gu can be marked for labeling products produced in Korea with regional name.  
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1.1.2. Nutrition Facts Label

The nutrition facts labeling program is separated into the “nutrition facts 

label” marking contents of each component and the “nutrition content claim”

using specific terms for the claims.  

The nutrition facts label states the nutritional contents in terms of calories, 

sodium, carbohydrates, sugar, fat, trans fat, saturated fat, cholesterol and 

protein (per pack, unit weight, value per reference weight/intake), and the ratio 

to the daily standard of nutrition facts. However, calories or trans fat is not 

labeled in ratio to the daily nutrition standard. The nutrition facts table can be 

marked at the front, which is a space for the main label, and the nutrition fact 

marks on the rear, e.g., the space for label information, can be omitted where 

they are marked in the space for the main label.  

The nutrition content claim label is designed to communicate the nutrition of 

a concerned product without reading the nutrition facts mark. The content 

claim label claims contents of nutrition facts by stating “○○-free,” “low ○○,” 

“high ○○,” and “contains ○○” for the contents of nutrition. The comparative 

claim label compares contained nutrition to the same type of products by 

stating “less,” “more,” “strengthened,” or “added.” It is not permitted to state 

nutrition content claims, for example, ‘not added’ to not contained nutrients to 

avoid consumers’ misconception or confusion. 

<Figure 3-2> Examples of nutritional facts information labels

Source: MFDS (2017). Standard for Food Labels.
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<Figure 3-3> Exemplary nutrition facts label and nutrition content claim labels

Source: MFDS website (www.mfds.go.kr: February 21, 2018).

1.1.3. The Consumer Caution and Warning Label

Caution and warning marks include allergen marks, potential mixture of 

allergens, gluten-free, and other caution marks. When products contain

ingredients such as egg (birds only), milk, buckwheat, peanut, soybean, wheat, 

mackerel, crab, shrimp, pork, peach, tomato, sulfurous acids, walnut, chicken, 

beef, squid, or shellfish (including oyster, abalone, and mussel), it is a 

requirement to provide spaces for allergen labels. These allergen labels should 

be stated the name of ingredients that could trigger allergic reactions around 

ingredient label. The mark of a potential mixture of allergens is also required to 

include a caution label because the product is produced in the same 

manufacturing process, although the allergens are not mixed directly during

production <Table 3-2>.19

<Table 3-2> Allergen and potential mixture labels

(Exemplary allergen label)

This product contains egg, milk, shrimp, shellfish 
(oyster) 

(Exemplary potential mixture label)
“This product is manufactured in the same 
facility for the product containing 
buckwheat.”

Source: MFDS (2017). Standard for Food Labels.

19 This means all manufacturing process including workers, tools, production lines, and 

storage of ingredients. 
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Gluten-free labels can be applied to foods of which the total gluten content is 

not more than 20mg/kg while not using wheat, rye, barley, oat or their crosses, 

or those foods of which the total gluten content is not more than 20mg/kg while 

using ingredients for which gluten is extracted from wheat, rye, barley, oat or 

their crosses (Standard for Food Labels, 2017). 

Other exemplary statements for caution include “Store this product in a 

refrigerator or consume as soon as possible once opening,” “Too much 

consumption of this product can cause diarrhea,” and “Exercise caution near

the sharp cutting edges of the can when opening, store carefully or dispose of it” 

(Standard for Food Label, 2017).

1.1.4. Irradiated Food Label

It is require to label irradiated foods to inhibit seed germination, kill insects, 

conduct disinfection, or control the speed of aging. This is separated into 

finished products and irradiating ingredients. It is required to label irradiation 

in a distinctive location by consumers for the finished food products, and in the 

ingredient label in the case of using the irradiated ingredients (Standard for 

Food Labels, 2017).

<Figure 3-4> Labeling irradiated foods

Source: MFDS (2017). Standard for Food Labels. 
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<Table 3-3> Items and purposes permitted for labeling irradiated food

No. Permitted Item Purpose No. Permitted Item Purpose

1 Potato inhibit
germination 14 dried spices and preparations 

thereof
disinfect, 
sanitize

2 Onion inhibit
germination 15 yeast disinfect, 

sanitize

3 Garlic inhibit
germination 16 food fermented with sugar disinfect, 

sanitize

4 Chestnut inhibit
germination 17 aloe powder disinfect, 

sanitize

5 Fresh mushroom and dried 
mushroom 

delay aging 
speed 18 ginseng (including red ginseng) 

products 
disinfect, 
sanitize

6 Dried spices disinfect, 
sanitize 19 food for patients requiring 

secondary disinfection disinfect

7 Dried meat as ingredients for 
processed food

disinfect, 
sanitize 20 egg powder disinfect

8 Shellfish powder disinfect, 
sanitize 21 grains, beans and powder thereof 

for ingredients of processed foods
disinfect, 
sanitize

9 Soybean paste disinfect, 
sanitize 22 seaweeds disinfect, 

sanitize

10 Chili paste disinfect, 
sanitize 23 multi-seasoning food disinfect

11 Soy sauce powder disinfect, 
sanitize 24 sauces disinfect, 

sanitize

12 Starch for ingredients of 
seasoned food 

disinfect, 
sanitize 25 powder tea disinfect, 

sanitize

13 Dried vegetable for ingredients 
of processed food

disinfect, 
sanitize 26 leached tea disinfect, 

sanitize

Source: Korea Advanced Food Research Institute website (www.kafri.or.kr: April 20, 2018).

It is required to use statements and irradiation labels to inform consumers of 

the presence of irradiated foods. Exemplary statements include “irradiated,” 

“irradiated with gamma rays,” “disinfected with radiation,” “onion (irradiated),” 

“onion (germination inhibited with gamma rays),” and “irradiated garlic” and

“garlic irradiated with gamma rays to inhibit germination.” The irradiation 

label is shown in Figure 3-4. Table 3-3 illustrates food items that are permitted 

to have been irradiated (Standard for Food Labels, 2017).
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1.1.5. Traceability Label

The “management of traceability” label aims to enhance the safety of 

domestic and imported foods through actions of tracking and recalling agri-

foods and provide accurate information to consumers. It is separated into food 

traceability management and traceability of agri-livestock products. 

a) Managing food traceability 

Manufacturers, food processing companies, importers, and sellers that are 

larger than a certain scale baby foods, functional foods, and infant formula are 

required to adopt food traceability management.20 As shown in Table 3-4, the 

information for food traceability management includes both work and process 

information. 

A person registering food traceability management must mark the food 

traceability management Nunber or the distribution traceability management 

Number on the container or packaging for the smallest unit of the product. It is 

allowed to print or attach bar codes or e-identification tags to provide food 

traceability management information.  

<Table 3-4> Information about food traceability management 

Domestic foods Imported foods

a. Food traceability management Number
b. Name and address of manufacturer 
c. Date of manufacture 
d. Use-by-date or best-before-date
e. Food ingredient information, name of ingredients 

or components, origin (country), GMO food  
f. Functions in detail (food with functional only)
g. Date of marketing 
h. Recovery and reason for recovery  

a. Distribution traceability management Number 
b. Name and address of importer 
c. Country of manufacture 
d. Name and address of manufacturer 
e. GMO food label 
f. Date of manufacture 
g. Use-by-date or best-before-date  
h. Date of import 
i. Name of ingredients or components
j. Functions in details (food with functional only)
k. Recovery and reason for recovery   

Source: MFDS Notice No.2016-131. Standard for Food Traceability Management. 

20 It is enforced step-by-step and year after year depending on the business scales. This

became a mandatory regulation from December 1, 2014 for a business manufacturing 

infant or baby foods with sales of at least 5 billion won in 2013 for each food category, 

from December 1, 2015 for a business with sales between 1 billion inclusive and 5 billion 

won exclusive, and from December 1, 2016 for a business with sales between 100 M 

inclusive and 1 billlion won exclusive.  
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<Figure 3-5> Labeling food traceability management and/or distribution 

traceability management of imported food  

Source: MFDS Notice No.2016-131. Standards for Food Traceability Management. 

b) Traceability management of agri-livestock products 

As people are now more interested in food safety because of frequent agri-

food safety incidents and scandals, the traceability scheme is expanded to 

agricultural products from livestock products. Although there are regulations to 

register specific agricultural products provided in the Presidential Decree for 

mandatory traceability management, no agricultural product has been currently 

specified for mandatory registration. Therefore the producers, distributors, and 

sellers conduct discretionary registration for the labels.21 The agricultural 

product traceability management label is the same as the food traceability 

management label, they have ‘MAFRA’ instead of ‘MFDS’ at the bottom of 

the label.  

For livestock products, traceability management covers cattle and pigs. It is 

classified into domestic products and imported products to record and manage 

information in each step, from raising to selling livestock, and to manage the 

channels of livestock and livestock products.  

21 For all agricultural products produced for human consumption, discretionary registration 

and labeling is allowed.  

Enter the functional food tracking number in www.tfood.go.kr to view functional food information.
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<Figure 3-6> Marks for registering agricultural product traceability 

management 

Source: Enforcement Rules, Agricultural, and Fishery Product Quality Control Act.

<Figure 3-7> Labeling livestock product traceability management  

Source: Data from the Korea Institute for Animal Products Quality Evaluation.

For labeling livestock product traceability management, it is required to use 

labels to indicate the traceability number on the packaging. The provided 

information includes date of birth, cattle breeds, gender, farming, and 

harvesting information such as Table 3-5.

[Packaged food]: use label paper. [Unpackaged foord]: use meat sale panel.
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<Table 3-5> Information about livestock product traceability management

Beef pork

a. Information about each cow
- Traceability No., date of birth, cattle breed, gender
b. Information about the report 
- Owner, report category, date of report, farm
c. Information about harvesting and packaging  
- Butcher, date of butchering, meat grade, packaging 

company 
d. Information about foot-and-mouth disease 

vaccination and bovine brucellosis surveillance  
- The final date of foot-and-mouth disease 

vaccination and bovine brucellosis surveillance 
and result thereof 

e. Details of bundle No. configuration (bundle sale 
only)

- Company and address known from bundle No. 
f. Details of bundle No. configuration (bundle sale 

only)
- Traceability No., cattle breed and farm address is 

known from the bundle No.

a. Farming information
- Traceability No., farm ID No., farm owner’s farm 

address 
b. Information about butchering
- Butcher, address, date of butchering, result of

butchering inspection
c. Information about meat packaging 
- Packaging company, date of packaging, address, 

grade 
d. Details of bundle No. configuration (bundle sale 

only) 
- Bundle No., company, address
e. Traceability information (bundle sale only)
- Traceability No., farm address, farm name

Source: Animal Product Traceability website (aunit.mtrace.go.kr/: May 25, 2018).

1.1.6. Sodium Content Labels

It is required to label sodium content ratios (%) to comparative standards.

The sodium contents per comparative unit are notified for each sub-category of 

noodles, cold noodles, fried noodles, and fast foods, including hamburgers and 

sandwiches, which may contain many seasoned ingredients as shown in Table

3-6. The comparative labels for sodium contents can be provided in the space

for the main label, the information label side, or QR codes.  

<Table 3-6> Foods for comparative labels about sodium contents and 

comparative standards

Type Sub-category Example Comparative 
Standard

Noodle 

Soup type Janchi noodle, kal noodle, rice noodle, udon, 
buckwheat noodle 1,640mg

Other types Jjajang noodle, bibim noodle, bibim jjolmyeon, stir-
fried udon, stir-fried jjambbongmyeon 1,230mg

Cold noodle
Soup type Cold noodle soup 1,520mg

Other type Cold bibim noodle 1,160mg
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(continued)

Type Sub-category Example Comparative 
Standard

Fried 
noodle 

Soup type Instant ramen, jjambbong ramyun, fried udon ramyun, 
curried ramyun, etc. 1.730mg

Other type Jjajang ramyun, bibim ramyun, stir-fried ramyun 1.140mg

Fast food
Hamburger - 1.220mg

Sandwich - 730mg

Source: MFDS Notice No.2017-34. Standards and Methods for Comparative Labels for Sodium

Contents. 

<Figure 3-8> Sodium contents comparison labels

Source: MFDS Notice No.2017-34. Standards and Methods for Comparative Marks for Sodium 

Contents. 

1.1.7. GMO and Non-GMO Labels22

GMO (Genetically Modified Organism) products refer to agricultural and 

fishery products artificially separating or recombining genes. The GMO 

agricultural products approved in case of soybean, corn, cotton, canola, sugar 

beet, and alfalfa. Therefore, the GMO products and the manufactured product 

with them as ingredients are under the category of mandatory GMO labels

(GMO Standard for Food Labels, 2017).

22 MFDS Notice No.2017-7. ‘GMO Standard for Food Labels’ was used as a refrerence.
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If GMO DNA or protein remains after foods safety examination, it is

required to label these as GMO manufactured foods (GMO Standard for Food 

Labels, 2017). This is stricter than the regulation for no label where GMOs are

not included in five ingredients based on contents, which is a standard of No. 

2014-114 Notice established in 2014. 

It is required to label “GMO ○○ (category)” for genetically modified

agricultural, livestock and fishery products. The “GMO ○○ (category) included” 

label is for products that include genetically modified agricultural, livestock,

and fishery products. The “Likely to include GMO ○○ (category)” is for 

products that are likely to include gene-modified agricultural, livestock and 

fishery products. It is required to provide the aforementioned labels in the main 

label space or in parentheses right beside the ingredient labels so that 

consumers can readily observe them with bright colors and texts at least font 

size 12 and highlighted against the background on container and packaging 

(GMO Standard for Food Labels, 2017).

Labels of “GMO-free food,” “non-GMO food,” “Non-GMO” or “GMO-free”

can be used if the mandatory ingredient contents labels are more than 50

percent or the ingredient content makes up most of the product. However, it is 

not allowed to use “GMO-free food (Non-GMO)” for not subject foods of

mandatory labels (GMO Standard for Food Labels, 2017).

1.1.8. Fresh Food and Other Major Labels 

Although it is required to label the name of the product, the manufacturer, 

the date of manufacture, and the contents of the natural agricultural, forest, 

livestock, and fishery products, there is a special regulation provided to omit 

the labels if they are packaged with transparent plastic wrap to allow 

consumers to see through the contents.  

For fresh agricultural products, the grain labeling guideline and the standard

specification labeling guideline are currently enforced. Other programs are 

enforced, including the recycling label, drinking water label, deep-sea water 

label, and alcohol warning label.  

The grain labeling guideline is a mandatory labeling regulation for grain 

processing companies or grain sellers to be in compliance with the ‘Grain 

Management Act.’ The grains subject to the Grain Management Act include 

rice (regular rice, glutinous rice, regular brown rice, glutinous brown rice, 
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black-brown rice, germinated brown rice, colored rice, etc.), barley, beans, 

minor grains (barley, soybean, red bean, mung bean, foxtail millet, African 

millet, grain cross, etc.), potato (potato, sweet potato), and compressed or 

crushed products. 

Table 3-7 lists grain labeling guidelines: the category, item name, year of 

production (for regular rice and brown rice), weight, variety (for regular rice 

and brown rice), date of polishing (for regular rice and brown rice), producer, 

processing company or seller address, the firm name with telephone number, 

and the grading (for regular rice only except black rice and aromatic rice).23

<Table 3-7> Exemplary labels of grain labeling guideline

Source: National Agricultural Products Quality Management Service (NAQS) (www.naqs.go.kr: May 

25, 2018).

<Table 3-8> Exemplary mandatory label for products of standard specification

Products of Standard Specification

Item Apple Grade Very good Producer (seller)

Variety Fuji 
Weight 
(each)

5kg
(15)

Name Hong Gil-dong

Origin Product of 
Korea Tel No. 054-123-4567

Source: Labeling products of standard specification (related to Article 9).

23 This labeling regulation prohibits distribution and sale of the rice produced in Korea and 

the imported rice, and rices produced in different years from being sold together, and the 

grains granted free to be sold are subject to the labeling regulation. 

Item Rice  Weight 20kg

Variety Chucheong Protein content
(discretionary label) Very high, high, medium

Grade Very good, good, 
medium The less protein content, the better the taste  

Year of production 2016 Date of polishing November 9, 2016

Producer
(processing company or 

seller)

Address ○○-ro, ○○-gun, ○○-do

Firm (name) ○○ Grain Polishing 

Tel No. 000)000-0000

Country of origin Product of Korea
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The standard specification for agricultural products is to set grade categories 

for agricultural product item by standard specified in the NAQS Notice 

(excellent, good, medium). The specification aims to improve the marketability 

of agricultural products and implement efficient distribution and fair trade by 

regulating the packaging and grade specification. This is followed the 

“Agricultural and Fishery Products Quality Control Act,” according to the 

packaging specification and grade specification specified in the Notice.24 For 

the standard specification products, it is required to label the category, origin, 

variety, grade, weight or quantity, producer or enterprise name and telephone

number along with “Product of standard specification.” Labeling 

recommendations include saccharinity and acidity labels, name or quantities 

(number of clusters) depending on the size (weight, length, diameter)

categories, packaging size and packaging material weight labels, and the 

nutrition facts label. The font and form size can be adjusted at the producer’s 

discretion depending on the item categories, packaging material types and size 

as Table 3-8. However, grains and beans should fully comply with the label 

requirements in Article 7-3 of Enforcement Rules of the “Grain Management 

Act” (about grain labeling requirements).  

For the recycling (sorted disposal) label, the business operator should 

comply with the recycling labeling regulations according to the “Act on the 

Promotion of Saving and Recycling of Resources” and the “Guideline for 

recycling labeling” by the Ministry of Environment. For drinking water, it is 

required to indicate the original water sources, other water sources, company 

name and address, use-by-date, business registration number, net weight, 

cautions, and mineral contents according to the standards in the “Standards for 

Drinking Water Labeling” by the Ministry of Environment. The deep-sea water 

label is based on the “Standards for Labeling Packaging and Containers for 

Deep-sea Water” of the Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries (MOF) and is used 

for listing item categories, product name, deep-sea water intake areas, suppliers 

and their address, mineral contents, and deep-sea watermarks.  

24 NAQS Notice. ‘Agricultural Product of Standard Specification’.



88 Policy and Issues of Agri-food Labels 

<Figure 3-9> Exemplary label of other foods 

Data 1. Guidelines for Recycling Labeling, MOE (Ministry of Environment).

2. Labeling Standards for Drinking Water, MOE.

3. Standards for Labeling Deep-sea Water Packaging and Containers, MOF.  

For labels warning of excessive consumption of alcoholic drinks sold in 

Korea, it is required to label “경고: ” in Korean in a rectangle, and one of the 

warning statements in Table 3-9 should be included. 

<Table 3-9> Labeling warnings excessive consumption of alcoholic drinks

Source: MOHW Notice No.2016-172. Part revised in the Notice for Labeling Warnings over Smoking 

and Excessive Consumption of Alcoholic drink.  

① Alcohol is a carcinogen and excessive consumption thereof causes liver cancer, stomach cancer, etc. 
Drinking alcohol during pregnancy can cause serious health problems for babies.  
② Excessive drinking of alcoholic drinks can cause cancer, and drinking alcoholic beverages during 
pregnancy can cause fetal deformities or miscarriage. In young people drinking alcohol can cause growth 
and brain development problems.  
③ Excessive consumption of alcoholic drinks can increase stroke risks and cause dementia or memory
damage. Drinking alcoholic drinks during pregnancy can increase the birth risk of deformed babies.  
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1.2. Current Labels by Agri-food Certification Program

1.2.1. HACCP Certification25

Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points (HACCP) certification is a 

“systematic approach to keep food safe from biological, chemical and physical 

hazards in production processes that can cause the finished products to be 

unsafe, and scientifically analyzes the risk factors to then design measures to 

reduce these risks to a safe level and thereby supply safe and clean products to 

consumers.” It is classified into HACCP for the safety of foods and livestock 

products (KAHAS, or Korea Agency of HACCP Accreditation & Service, 

www.haccp.or.kr).

The HACCP for the safety of foods is applied to all sectors for food 

manufacturing, processing, distributing, dining, and catering. Some specific 

examples include food manufacturing, fast food manufacturing, and processing 

businesses, functional foods and food additive manufacturing businesses, food 

repackaging businesses, catering businesses, other food sellers, and restaurants

and catering businesses. The original regulation for mandatory food safety and 

management was for six food categories, including fish cakes established in 

2003. The mandatory HACCP standard has since been increased to apply to 

eight item categories, including kimchi from 2006, confectionery and candies, 

companies generating over 10 billion won of annual sales from 2014, and 

Korean sausages and rice cakes for ddeokboki (rice cakes) from 2016. A 

mandatory step-by-step application is expected to be promoted by 2020 

depending on annual sales and the number of employees (KAHAS: 

www.haccp.or.kr).

The HACCP for the safety of livestock products is applied to all fields of 

livestock product production, processing, and distribution. This includes feed 

manufacturing businesses, livestock farming businesses, butchering businesses, 

dairy businesses, meat packaging businesses, livestock product processing 

businesses, livestock product storage, transportation, and sales businesses. It is 

mandatory to apply HACCP to butchering and dairy businesses at present. The 

25 See KAHAS (www.haccp.or.kr: March 9, 2018).
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milk processing factories will be managed until 2018 for mandatory application. 

For livestock products, the integrated safety management certification program 

has been enforced from April 2014 to certify the entire process from livestock 

farming to handling, processing, distribution and sales implements HACCP

(KAHAS: www.haccp.or.kr).

The HACCP mark or plaque can be of any size and color that is ideal for 

features of the products and companies, packaging materials, or design with 

reference to the basic mark.

If it is required to classify food or livestock products, producers are allowed 

to use “HACCP or livestock product complying with HACCP” or “Food 

certified with HACCP or Livestock product certified with HACCP” labels in 

the symbol (KAHAS: www.haccp.or.kr).

<Figure 3-10> HACCP label

<Butcher,milk 
collection center, 

farm>

<HACCP-
certified factory>

<Hazard 
Analysis and 

Critical Control 
Points>

<Exemplary platye for HACCP-certified factory, 
business, farm>

Source: MFDS Notice No.2017-49. Standards for Food and Livestock Product certified with HACCP. 

1.2.2. Certification of Functional Food

For a functional food label (mark), the product name, company name and 

address, use-by-date, methods of storage, net weight, nutrition facts, functional

information, the amount of intake and methods of intake, ingredients, and 

contents must be applied to the product. There must be a statement that it is not 

a drug for preventing and treating specific diseases displayed on the functional 

food. Functional food businesses can manufacture after they are approved for 

operating a functional food (containing functional ingredients or components) 

business and imported functional foods after reporting them. The label should 

be placed in a location where consumers can readily find and read it.
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Manufacturers are required to place the label (mark), product name and net 

weight in the main label space, but use-by-date, methods of storage, nutrition 

facts, functional information, the amount and methods of intake, and cautions 

at the time of intake can be in the space for other label information. 

The nutrition facts label should include the calories, carbohydrates, sugar

(except for capsule, pill or powder-type functional foods), proteins, fats, and 

sodium content. Additionally, the name of vitamins and minerals containing at 

least 30 percent of nutrition reference values, contents, and the ratio (%, 

calories, except saccharide) to the nutrition reference values (or Korea’s 

nutrition intake reference values) per intake or daily intake should be listed.  

It is allowed to apply “GMP” or marks indicating that a company is a GMP 

business complying with good manufacturing practices.  

<Figure 3-11> Functional food label

Source: MFDS Notice No.2016-62. Standards for Labeling Functional Food  

1.2.3. Certification of the Quality of Children’s Favorite Foods 

The program for certifying the quality of children’s favorite foods aims to 

recommend the best manufacturing, processing, distributing, and ways of 

selling them. This program allows the use of marks or texts on the containers 

and packaging for the children’s favorite foods, of which the quality is certified 

according to the quality standards by MFDS. According to the “Special Act on 

Safety Control of Children’s Dietary Life” mayors, county chiefs or executive 

officers of –gu should specify green zones for children’s food safety, and the 

categories of foods in the green zones are described as the children’s favorite

foods.  
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<Figure 3-12> Children’s favorite food labels

Source: Enforcement Rules of Special Act on Safety Control of Children’s Dietary Life

<Table 3-10> Scope of children’s favorite foods 

Category Category

Processed 
food

Confectionery (except Korean 
confectionery), candy, frozen sweet Bakery product 

Chocolates 

Processed milk, cultured milk (cultured 
buttermilk and cultured milk powder, ice-
creams) under the processed milk product 
category

Fish sausage
Fish sausage under the processed fish product
category 

Fried noodle and regular noodle under the 
noodle category (noodle sold in container 
only) 

Fruit and vegetable juice, fruit and vegetable 
drink, soft drink, probiotic drink, mixed drink 
under the beverage category. However, it 
does not include soft drinks and mixed drinks 
labeled or advertised as drinks for which 
adults are the main customer.  

Gimbap, hamburger, sandwich under the fast-
food category 

Cooked food

Confectionery, bakery product Ice-cream

Hamburger, pizza
Ramyun, ddeokboki, skewer, fish cake, fries, 
dumpling and hotdog cooked and sold in 
children’s food safety zones

Source: National Law Information Center (www.law.go.kr: March 8, 2018). Enforcement Rules of 

Special Act on Safety Control of Children’s Dietary Life.

The sellers standard children’s favorite foods and recognized as a good-

practice seller for children’s favorite foods through on-site inspection are

allowed to use marks and. Meanwhile, Table 3-10 illustrates the items and 

scope of children’s favorite foods.  
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1.2.4. Good Agricultural Practice

Good Agricultural Practice (GAP) is a national certification program for 

agricultural products that monitors the production and distribution 

environments, including farmland, farm water, agricultural chemicals, heavy 

metals, organic pollutant residues, or harmful organisms in the steps of 

producing. It also monitors after harvesting and the distribution of agricultural 

products. This program is based on the Agricultural and Fishery Products 

Quality Control Act.

This certificate covers agricultural products that are produced and managed 

for edible purposes from farm activities. Persons, who certified with the GAP 

program, are allowed to put the GAP label on the packaging, containers, 

invoices, tax-invoices, signboards, and vehicles for the agricultural products 

(agricultural products certified with GAP). This shows that they are produced

and managed in a manner meeting the GAP standards. They are required to 

provide the name of the GAP authority and the GAP number under the mark.

Labels other than the GAP mark include the site of production (si and do, si, 

gun and gu), item (variety), weight and quantities, year of production, 

producers (producer group, producer or organization, address, telephone 

number) or GAP facility name (CEO, address, telephone No., factory address).

<Figure 3-13> Agricultural product certified with GAP label

Source: Enforcement Rules of Agricultural and Fishery Products Quality Control Act

It is permissible to adjust the label (mark) and font sizes depending on the 

packaging size. The basic color for labels (marks) is green, but it can be blue or 

red in consideration of the packaging colors. They are required to mark GAP 

on the main label side of the packaging, but they are allowed to use other sides 

when it is hard to place on the lateral side because of the packaging structure. It 
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is permissible to use only labels (marks) where the products were sold in pieces 

without packaging, or small packages are used.

1.2.5. Environment-friendly Certification Program

The environment-friendly certification program has a variety of certifications,

depending on the coverage and methods of production. The program is 

classified into certification of agricultural products and livestock products.

Additionally, the agricultural product certification is further classified into 

organic agricultural products and chemical-free agricultural products 

depending on the methods of production. The livestock product certification is 

classified into organic livestock products and antibiotic-free livestock products. 

Processed foods with organic agricultural products or organic livestock 

products may be certified as an organic processed food in Table 3-11.

The MAFRA allocated the certification task to the NAQS (National 

Agricultural Products Quality Management Service) to operate the certification.

This certification program has been enforced according to the Guidelines for 

certifying environment-friendly agricultural and livestock production and

organic foods. It is responsible for administering certification and overseeing 

post-management. 

<Table 3-11> Overview of the environment-friendly agricultural and livestock

product certification program

Category Certification 
program Overview

Agricultural 
product

Organic
agricultural product

No synthetic organic agricultural chemical is used to cultivate 
organic agricultural products (transition period: for at least 3 years 
before harvesting perennial crops, for 2 years before seeding and 
replanting other crops)

Chemical-free 
agricultural product

Cultivated by using chemical fertilizers not more than 1/3 the 
recommended fertilizer application amount without using 
synthetic organic agricultural chemicals

Livestock
product

Organic livestock 
product

Grown with organic feed not containing antibiotics, synthetic 
antimicrobials, or hormones. 
Application to beekeeping and enforcement thereof will start from 
January 1, 2019.  

Antibiotic-free 
livestock product

Grown with antibiotic-free feed not containing antibiotics, 
synthetic antimicrobials, or hormones 
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(continued)

Category Certification 
program Overview

Processed food Organic processed 
food

Food manufactured and processed by using organic agricultural 
products and organic livestock products, organic ingredient 
contents accounting for more than 95% of product weight 

Source: re-edited by the authors of this study on the basis of MAFRA data.

It is permissible that a person certified for environment-friendly agricultural 

and livestock products can use rrganic marks or textson the packaging, 

containers, statement of delivery, receipt, or text of the guarantee of the 

certified products. It is required the to provide the name of the company, the 

telephone number, packaging factory’s address, certification number, 

certification authority, and the production factory’s address on the certified 

product with the organic label so that consumers can readily read them 

(Enforcement Rules of Act on the Promotion of Environment-friendly 

Agriculture and Fisheries and the Management of and Support for Organic 

Foods, etc.).

This certification permits the use the words “Organic” in the labels such as

“Organic food,” “Organic agricultural product,” “Organic livestock product,” 

“Organic processed food,” “Organic feed,” or “Organic processed product not 

for edible purpose” depending on item categories. The label and mark color is 

based on green but can be blue, red, or black in consideration of the packaging 

color. The label and mark should be on the main label side of packaging, but it 

can be changed if the packaging structure makes it hard to place the label and 

mark on the side of the package. They are required to indicate the certification 

authority and certification number below the label and mark or to the right or 

left.  
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<Figure 3-14> Environment-friendly certification label

Source: Enforcement Rules of Act on the Promotion of Environment-friendly Agriculture and 

Fisheries and the Management of and Support for Organic Foods, etc.  

1.2.6. Low-carbon Agricultural and Livestock Products Certification

The certification programs for low-carbon agricultural and livestock 

products provide information to consumers who want to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions in their consumption. This also acts as guidance for inspiring all 

consumers to abate greenhouse gas emissions. Low-carbon agricultural and 

livestock products are produced by applying low-carbon farming technologies 

that reduce energy and required farming materials during the process of 

producing the products. Those applying for this certificate are encouraged to 

obtain a national certification or GAP. The certification are commissioned to 

and conducted by the Foundation of Agriculture Technology

Commercialization and Transfer. The guidelines of greenhouse gas emissions

on an agricultural product are based on the “Regulation for Operating Low-

carbon Agricultural and Livestock Product Certification (Notice No.2017-76).”
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<Figure 3-15> Low-carbon agricultural and livestock product certification label

Source: MAFRA Notice No. 2017-76. Regulation for operating a low-carbon agricultural and livestock

product certification program.

1.2.7. Animal Welfare Certification program

The “Animal Welfare Certification Program” is a national certification 

program for cattle, pig, chicken and duck farms that adopt humane ways of 

raising the animals. This is based on animal welfare standards. The Animal and 

Plant Quarantine Agency is responsible for the certification and management of 

this program. The program was further extended to cover livestock including 

egg-laying chickens in 2012; pigs in 2013; chickens meat in 2014; Korean 

cattle and cattle meat, cattle and goats dairy in 2015. The requirements of the 

program are to present the animal welfare farm label and mark, the name of the 

certified person or farm, the certification number, livestock category, and the 

farm address. Farms complying with the outdoor farm standard are allowed to 

use the additional label of Free-range farm for animal welfare.

<Figure 3-16> Animal welfare certification labels

Source: Animal Protection Management Program (www.animal.go.kr: May 26, 2018).
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1.2.8. Program for Registering Geographical Indication

The geographical indication program was designed to register and protect 

geographical indications of agricultural products and processed products with 

geographical features. This program also aim to improve the quality of local 

specialties and support them as a local industry. The certified products include 

agricultural and fishery products or processed agricultural and fishery products 

with certain geographical features. The certification standards for this program

include; whether an item is produced only in the region, or processed with local 

ingredients in the region; whether the feature of item is well known in Korea or 

other countries; whether the item has been produced for a long time in the 

region; and whether the reputation, quality or other features of the item is 

based on the production environment factors or the human factors of a specific 

region (Enforcement Rules of Agricultural and Fishery Products Quality 

Control Act).

<Figure 3-17> Geographical indication label

Source: Enforcement Rules of Agricultural and Fishery Products Quality Control Act [Attachment 

Form No.32].

1.2.9. Program for Traditional Food Quality Certification 

The traditional food quality certification program is for authentic and

traditional foods that are manufactured, processed or cooked by using Korean 

agricultural or fishery products as the main raw material. The quality of these 

traditional foods is guaranteed by the Korean government to promote the 

unique tastes, flavors or colors of Korean cuisine. The minister of MAFRA

determines the traditional food items based on recommendations by the mayors

of special or metropolitan cities or governors of provinces. While the NAQS is 

a competent authority of certification, the Korea Food Research Institute is in 
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charge of assessment and examination. Items are determined in consideration 

of traditionality, popularity, and marketability with commercialization, the 

need for conserving and successfully developing the traditional food (Korea 

Food Research Institute <www.kfri.re.kr>).

<Figure 3-18> Traditional food quality certification label

Source: Korea Food Research Institute (www.kfri.re.kr: May 27, 2018)

1.2.10. Program for Alcoholic Drink Quality Certification 

The alcoholic drink quality certification program is designed to support 

businesses complying with the standard for alcoholic drink which generates

high quality Korean alcoholic drinks. The government certifies alcoholic drinks

meeting the quality certification standard. Certified alcoholic drinks are 

classified into: rice wine (makgeolli), strained rice wine, refined rice wine, fruit 

wine, distilled soju, distilled alcoholic drink, liqueurs, and other alcoholic 

drinks. The NAQS is a competent authority, but the Korea Food Research 

Institute is in charge of this certification. 

Figure 3-19 shows the mark for certified products, and it is also required to 

show the certification authority symbol and certification Number. Type “a” can 

be used for all quality-certified products, but type “b” is reserved for alcoholic 

drinks that made only with agricultural products of Korea as the main materials 

and the malt from the quality-certified product category.
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<Figure 3-19> Alcoholic drink quality certification label

Source: MAFRA Notice No.2013-67. Label for alcoholic drink quality certification 

1.2.11. Program for Designating Grand Master of Food

The program for grandmaster food aims to specify the fields of 

manufacturing, processing and cooking and to designate and support the 

grandmaster food in order to inherit and develop traditional foods of Korea. 

The designated fields are classified into the traditional grandmaster food and

the grandmaster food. The designated person should be; one who can realize 

and keep the original manufacturing, processing, and cooking process in a 

traditional way as it is; one who is engaged in the field, including 

manufacturing, processing and cooking for more than 20 years; and one who

had taken training courses by a grandmaster of food for more than 5 years, then

engaged in the business for more than 10 years.  

<Figure 3-20> Grandmaster food labels

Source: Media report, MAFRA (December 8, 2016).
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1.2.12. Korean Industrial Standard (KS) for Processed Food 26

The Korean Industrial Standard (KS) certification for processed foods aims 

to adopt efficient quality management technologies, establish in-house 

standards to improve the quality of products and services and increase 

productivity so that the government can guarantee the quality thereof (Korea 

Food Research Institute website, www.kfri.re.kr: July 11, 2018).

At present, the KS certification covers 165 items (except fishery products).

Producers can make discretionary applications for the factory and product 

examination by third-party certification authorities where they are allowed to

issue KS marks to assure consumers of the quality of their products or services. 

Although the NAQS is a competent authority for the program, the Korea Food 

Research Institute is in charge of checking criteria according to the standards 

(Korea Food Research Institute website, www.kfri.re.kr: July 11, 2018).

When a producer submits an application form for product certification to the 

Korea Food Research Institute, the certification process is carried out document 

review; factory inspection, and  product inspection. A certificate is given 

when the applicant passes both the factory inspection and the product 

inspection. Then the product certified by the certification authority is allowed 

to have the KS label for the processed food as shown below on the packaging 

or containers.  

<Figure 3-21> KS for processed food label

Source: Data from MAFRA.

26 See Korea Food Research Institute website (www.kfri.re.kr: July 11, 2018).
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<Table 3-12> Labels and marks for each agri-food label/certification program

Labeling guideline Certification program

Essential labels
Product name, food type, 

business name, and address, 
use-by-date

HACCP 

① food ② livestock 
product

Origin label
‘Origin: Product of Korea’

‘Refined salt (product of 
China)’

Nutrition facts label
(nutrition content claim
label)

Warning for 
consumer

Allergen 

Contains egg, milk, shrimp, 
shellfish (oyster)
“This product is 

manufactured in the same 
facility as the facility for 

products containing 
buckwheat.”

Functional food certification

Gluten-free ‘Gluten-free’ quality certification for 
children’s Favorite food

Other 
cautions 

“Store this product in a 
refrigerator or consume as 

soon as possible after 
opening.”

Good Agricultural Practice
(GAP)

Irradiated food

Environment-
friendly  

① organic 
agricultural 
product
certification
②
chemical-
free
agricultural 
product
certification

①

②

Traceability 
management

① Food
Agricultural 
product

① Organic 
livestock 
product 
certification
②
Antibiotic-
free 
livestock 
product 
certification 

①

②

Livestock
product

Organic 
processed 
food 
certification 

Comparative sodium
contents label

Low-carbon agricultural and 
livestock product
certification

GMO food label “GMO ○○(category)”
“Non-GMO” Animal welfare certification
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(continued)

Labeling guideline Certification program

Fresh 
food 

Grain label Geographical indication
certification 

Standard
specification
label for 
agricultural 
product

Traditional food quality
certification 

Label for recycling Alcoholic drink quality
certification 

Warning over 
excessive 
consumption label

“Alcoholic drinks are a 
carcinogen and excessive 

consumption thereof can cause 
liver cancer or stomach cancer.”

Grandmaster of food
program

① Drinking water
label
② Deep-sea water
label

①

②

KS for processed food
certification

Source: The author of this study re-edited on the base of labeling schemes of each program. 
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2. Legal System of Agri-food Label Information and 
Competent Authorities  

Comprehensive labeling standards are provided by the different regulations, 

for instance, the Food Sanitation Act, the Livestock Product Sanitary Control 

Act, the Act on Origin Label of Agricultural and Fishery Products, the 

Agricultural and Fishery Product Quality Control Act, and the Food Industry 

Promotion Act. Specific agri-food labels considering labeling methods and 

standards are provided by the Enforcement Rules of the concerned regulations, 

and notices by the heads of the competent authorities.27

Article 10 (Labeling Standards) of the Food Sanitation Act is about the 

requirements for food labeling standards. Any food that is subject to the 

labeling standards but does not present labels complying with the standards is 

not allowed to be imported, displayed, transported or sold.28

Article 11 (Food Nutrition Label) contains guidelines regarding labeling 

nutrition facts information. The Food Sanitation Act also includes Article 11-2

(Labeling Sodium Content Comparison) and Article 12-2 (Labeling GMO 

Food) (Table 3-13). 

While competent authorities, including the MFDS and the MAFRA, are in 

charge of most agri-food labels, the MOE, the MOF and the MOHW enforce 

regulations for food labeling guidelines. The MAFRA enforces 9 regulations; 

the MFDS enforces 5 regulations;, and the MOE enforces 2 regulations as 

below in Table 3-14.

27 The Act on Food Labeling and Advertisement (Act No.15483) was enacted in March 13, 

2018 to integrate the regulations for labeling and advertisement in different regulations, 

and regulates the description of ‘Standard for Food Labels’, and will be enforced from 

March 15, 2019.  
28 This study aims to specify the product name, net weight, ingredient name, business name, 

address thereof, and use-by-date regulated by Article 10 (Labeling Standards) as basic 

labels, and classify cautions for consumers’ safety into allergen labeling, gluten-free 

Labeling and other cautions in order to make an analysis.  



Policy and Issues of Agri-food Labels 105

<Table 3-13> Labeling regulations for Food Sanitation Act

Article 10
(Labeling 
Standards)

① The minister of MFDS can establish and announce the labeling standards described 
below if required for people’s healthy living.  

1. Label foods or food additives to be sold 

2. Label tools, containers, and packaging of which the standards and specification are 
provided according to Article 9-1   

② It is not allowed to import to sell, display, transport, or use foods for a business of 
which the standards for labeling according to Article 1 are provided, where the 
compatible labels are not provided.   

③ The details described below should be included in the labeling standards according to 
Article 1-1. 

1. Product name, net weight, ingredient name, business name and address thereof

2. Cautions for consumer safety

3. Date of manufacture, use-by-date or best-before-date

4. Provisions established by the Ordinance of Prime Minister to prevent consumers’
misunderstanding and confusion about foods or food additives requiring label

④ The labeling standard, according to Article 1-2 should include the following 
provisions.  

1. Material, business name, and address

2. Cautions for consumers’ safety

3.
Provisions established by the Ordinance of Prime Minister to prevent consumers’
misunderstanding and confusion about tools, containers or packaging requiring 
labels 

Article 11
(food nutrition 
facts label, etc.)

① The minister of MFDS can establish and announce standards required for food 
nutrition facts labels specified by the Ordinance of Prime Minister.  

② A person manufacturing, processing, using smaller packaging or importing foods 
should comply with the nutrition facts labeling standards provided in Article 1 in order to 
import, display, transport or use them for business.  

③ The minister of MFDS should conduct training or public relations to allow the public 
to use the nutrition facts labels according to Article 1 for their diet.  
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(continued)

Article 11-2
(labeling for 

sodium content
comparison)

① A person who manufactures or processes foods, imports or sells foods according to 
the ‘Special Act on Imported Food Safety Control’ should compare the sodium contents 
of the same or similar type of foods with the sodium contents of foods provided by the 
Ordinance of Prime Minister to use readily observable colors and shapes by consumers 
for the labels.    

② The minister of MFDS should establish labeling standards and methods for sodium 
content comparison according to Article 1. 

Article 12-2
(GMO food label)

① It is required to use the GMO label for the foods or food additives (“GMO foods”) 
manufactured or processed using ingredients of agricultural products, livestock products,
or fishery products cultivated or grown by using bio-engineering technologies under any 
one of the following descriptions. However, this should be applied only to GMO foods 
with GMO DNA (Deoxyribonucleic Acid) or GMO proteins after manufacturing or 
processing them.  

1. Technology for artificially recombining genes or injecting nucleic acids as part of 
genes into cells or organelles in the cells  

2. Cell fusion technology beyond the scope of taxa in taxonomy  

② It is not allowed to import to sell, display, transport, or use the GMO foods for a 
business of which the standards for labeling according to Article 1 are provided, where 
the compatible labels are not provided.

③ The minister of MFDS should be in charge of provisions required for persons of 
mandatory labels, labeling coverages, and labeling methods according to Article 1. 

Note: The Food Safety Policy Team in MFDS is a responsible authority. 

Source: National Law Information Center (www.law.kr: February 21, 2018).

<Table 3-14> Label classification for each competent authority and regulation 

Competent
Authority Regulation Labeling guideline

Ministry of 
Food and 

Drug 
Safety

(5)

Food Sanitation Act

-Labeling 
standards
-HACCP
certification 
(processed food)

-Nutrition facts label
(including nutrition 
content claim label)
-Sodium content 
comparison label
-GMO label (Non-
GMO)

-Irradiated food 
labels
-Traceability 
management label
(foods for babies and 
infants)

Livestock Product
Sanitation Act 

-HACCP 
certification 
(livestock 
product)

-Traceability 
management label
(infant formula)

Special Act on Imported 
Food Safety Control

-Traceability 
management 
labeling
(imported foods)

Functional Foods Act -Functional food
certification 

-Traceability 
management labeling
(functional foods)

Special Act on Safety 
Control of Children’s 
Dietary Life

-Children’s 
favorite food
quality 
certification 
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MAFRA
(9)

Act on Origin Label of 
Agricultural and Fishery 
Products 

- Origin label

Agricultural and Fishery 
Products Quality Control 
Act

-Standard 
specification for 
agricultural 
products label
-Geographical 
indication

-Good Agricultural 
Practice
(GAP) 

-Traceability 
management label
(agricultural product)

Grain Management Act -Grain label

Act on the Promotion of 
Environment-friendly 
Agriculture and Fisheries 
and the Management of 
and Support for Organic 
Foods, etc.

-Organic 
agricultural 
product
certification
- Chemical-free
agricultural 
product
certification 

-Organic livestock 
product certification 
-Organic processed food
certification

-Antibiotic-free 
livestock product
certification 

MAFRA 
(9)

Framework Act on Low 
Carbon, Green Growth 
(Office for Government 
Policy Coordination)

-Low-carbon
agricultural and 
livestock
product
certification

Animal Protection Act -Animal welfare 
certification

Food Industry Promotion 
Act

-Traditional 
food quality 
certification 

-Grandmaster of food
label

-KS for processed 
food certification 

Act on Industrial 
Promotion of Traditional 
Alcoholic Drinks  

-Alcoholic drink 
quality
certification 

Act on History 
Management of Livestock 
and Livestock Products 

-Traceability 
management
label
(livestock 
product)

Ministry of 
Environme
nt
(2)

Act on Promotion of 
Saving and Recycling of 
Resources 

-Recycling label
(packaging 
material)

Management of Drinking 
Water Act

-Drinking water
label

Ministry of 
Oceans and 
Fisheries 
(1)

Development and 
Management of Deep Sea 
Water Act 

-Deep-sea water
label

Ministry of 
Health and 
Welfare 
(1)

National Health 
Promotion Act  

-Warning over 
excessive 
consumption 
label 

Source: The author of this Chapter reedited on the basis of related regulations.
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The MAFRA operates most of certification programs except for origin

labels, grain labels, standard specification labels for agricultural products, and

traceability management labels. The MFDS operates most of labeling 

guidelines except for HACCP, children’s favorite food quality certification, 

and functional food certification. The MFDS is a competent authority for the 

agri-food industry and operates the mandatory labeling guideline focusing on 

management and supervision. The MAFRA is a promotion authority and 

operates the discretionary certification programs for developing agriculture and 

the food industry (Table 3-15).29

There also is the MOE that enforces the mandatory recycling labels on food 

containers and packaging for recycling resources and the mandatory label for 

drinking water.

The Deep-sea water label of the MOF is very similar to the drinking water 

label of the MOE. The MOHW enforces mandatory warning for excessive 

consumption of alcoholic drinks. 

<Table 3-15> Classification of labels/certification programs

Labeling guideline Certification program

MFDS MAFRA Others MFDS MAFRA

-Labeling standards
-Nutrition facts label
(including nutrition 
content claim label)

-Sodium content
comparison label

-GMO label
(Non-GMO label)

-Traceability 
management label

-Country of origin
label

-Standard 
specification label
for agricultural 
product

-Traceability 
management label

-Grain label

-Recycling label
-Drinking water
label

-Deep-sea water
label

-Warning over 
excessive 
consumption 
label

-HACCP 
certification 

-Functional food
certification 

-Children’s 
favorite food
quality 
certification 

-GAP certification
-Organic 
agricultural 
product
certification

-Chemical-free
agricultural 
product
certification 

-Organic livestock 
product
certification

-Organic processed 
food certification 

-Antibiotic-free 
livestock product
certification

-Low-carbon
agricultural and 
livestock product

29 Although HACCP of the MFDS is a certification program, the mandatory coverage 

thereof is extended to be a mandatory, not discretionary, labeling scheme.  
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Labeling guideline Certification program

MFDS MAFRA Others MFDS MAFRA

certification
-Animal welfare 
certification

-Traditional food
quality 
certification 

-Grand master of 
food certification

-Processed food
KS certification

-Alcoholic drink 
quality
certification 

-Geographical 
indication

Source: the author of this Chapter re-edited on the basis of related regulations and acts.

3. Agri-food Labels by Categories

The following Table 3-16 illustrates the various labels highlighting the

product details and information, and the coverage of labeling guidelines for

category. Table 3-17 presents the coverage of labeling and certification for 

each label. Moreover, it also illustrates whether it is a discretionary or 

mandatory label.  

Basic labels should be included for foods to be sold; it is mandatory 

regulation for processed foods. In case of fresh products, the labels should

include the product and business name, the date of manufacture, and net weight 

agricultural, forest, livestock, and fishery products, except for the products in 

that are packaged with transparent plastic wrap for preservation so that 

consumers can see the product. Therefore, it is not really mandatory regulation.

The allergen labels are for foods which contain any of the ingredients: eggs 

(poultry eggs only), milk, buckwheat, peanut, soybean, wheat, mackerel, crab, 

shrimp, pork, peach, tomato, sulfurous acids, walnut, chicken, beef, squid, 

shellfish (including oyster, abalone, and mussel), or products that produced in 

the same factory as the aforementioned foods (potential mixture). Therefore, 
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these are mandatory regulations for products contain the substances that cause

allergic reactions.

Because gluten-free labels are for the foods that would typically contain 

wheat, rye, barley, oat and their crosses as ingredients, it applies only to 

processed products based on grains, bakery products, and rice cakes, and using

the label is allowed where gluten-free ingredients and total gluten contents are 

not more than 20mg/kg.

Caution labels aim to provide guidance toward storage conditions, intake 

suggestions or cautions, foods sold in the market are under regulations. While 

regulations cover processed foods, it does not have any regulation for natural 

and fresh foods at present. 

The warning labels for excessive consumption are for alcohol drinks and 

drinking water and drinking deep-sea water labels are for drinking water. 

HACCP is applied to all sectors of manufacturing, processing, distributing 

foods, dining-out, and catering. Mandatory compliance items include processed 

fish cake products (fish cakes), frozen fishery foods (fish, mollusk, seasoned 

processed product), frozen foods (pizza, dumpling, noodle), frozen sweets, cold 

drinks, foods in retort pouches, kimchi (Chinese cabbage kimchi), 

confectionery and candies, bakery products, rice cakes, chocolates, fish 

sausages, beverages, fast foods, noodles, fried noodles, foods for special 

purpose, Korean sausages, and ddeokboki rice cakes (rice cakes). The period of 

mandatory application is different depending on total sales and the number of 

employees. HACCP for livestock products is applied to livestock products and 

processed products.

GAP is applicable to fresh agricultural products, for example, grains, 

vegetables and fruits. It is not mandatory regulation because it is a certification 

program.  

The items which approved for irradiated food labels are classified into fresh 

foods (potato, onions, garlic and chestnuts for inhibited germination) and 

processed foods (e.g., soybean paste, chili paste, tea powder, leached tea 

materials) that are irradiated for disinfection and sanitization. Currently, 26 

items are approved for irradiated food labels.   

GMO labels are for genetically modified agricultural and livestock products

which approved for edible purpose (beans, corns, cotton, canola, sugar beets,

alfalfa, and products manufactured and processed food that contain those as an 
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ingredient). The mandatory GMO labels also applies where GMO DNA or 

GMO proteins remain after manufacturing or processing. 

The mandatory food traceability program applies to infant and baby foods, 

functional foods, and fortified milk products. The mandatory livestock product

traceability program applies to cattle and pigs. The agricultural product

traceability program is the only discretionary labeling program in the categories

because there are no agricultural specifically mandatory products registrations

so far.  

The nutrition facts labeling program is for 13 foods in Article 6 of the 

“Enforcement Rules of Food Sanitation Act,” according to the Ordinance of 

Prime Minister. Therefore, the mandatory nutrition facts labeling regulations

do not apply to foods which not included in the 13 foods. Some examples of 

these foods are the manufactured or processed foods by fast-food sellers, 

manufacturers, or processors; raw ingredients to process or cook for others 

foods rather than being provided to the finished food products;; or the foods of 

which the main label area of the food packaging or container is not bigger than 

30㎡. 

The mandatory sodium content comparison labeling regulations apply to

noodles, cold noodles, fried noodles, and hamburgers, and sandwiches as fast 

food. 

The certification programs, however, are not mandatory to label except for 

HACCP. The functional food certification applies to manufactured or 

processed foods by using functional ingredients or components for human 

health. The children’s favorite food quality certification applies to processed 

foods such as confectioneries (except Korean confectionery), candies, frozen 

sweets, bakery products, chocolates, processed dairy product category, cultured 

milks (ice-creams, except cultured buttermilk and cultured milk powder), fish 

sausage in the processed fish cake product category, fried noodles and other 

noodles in the noodle category (noodles sold in containers only), fruit and 

vegetable juices in the beverage category, soft drinks, probiotic drinks, mixed 

drinks, gimbap, hamburgers and sandwiches in the fast-food category.  

The environment-friendly certification applies to agricultural products, 

livestock products and processed foods. The low-carbon certification applies to 

agricultural and livestock products, while the alcoholic drink quality

certification applies to alcoholic drinks.
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The mandatory grain labeling guidelines should apply to rice (regular rice, 

glutinous rice, regular brown rice, glutinous brown rice, black-brown rice, 

germinated brown rice, colored rice, etc.), barley, beans, minor grains (barley, 

bean, red bean, mung bean, foxtail millet, African millet, crossbreed, etc.), 

potato (potato and sweet potato), compressed and crushed products. The 

grandmaster food certification, the traditional food quality certification, KS 

certification for processed foods are applicable to all processed foods.  

The origin labeling guidelines are the mandatory regulations for fresh foods 

and processed foods, and geographical indication certification is not limited in 

terms of the item type.  

The following Table 3-16 and Table 3-17 illustrate the scope of the 

regulations in this study.  
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<Table 3-17> Coverage of labeling/certification for each label 

Category Coverage Remarks

Basic label Food to be sold Mandatory 

Allergen label

Foods produced by using eggs (poultry eggs only), milk, buckwheat, peanut, 
soybean, wheat, mackerel, crab, shrimp, pork, peach, tomato, sulfurous acid, 
walnut, chicken, beef, squid, or shellfish (including oyster, abalone, mussel) as 
an ingredient, and products produced in the same factory as the factory for the 
aforementioned foods (potential mixture)

Mandatory

Gluten-free label

Foods of which the total gluten contents are not more than 20mg/kg while not 
using wheat, rye, barley, oat and their cross as an ingredient, or foods of which 
the total gluten contents are not more than 20mg/kg while using ingredients of 
wheat, rye, barley, oat and their cross from which gluten is removed   

Discretionary

Other caution labels Foods to be sold Mandatory 

Excessive consumption 
warning label Alcoholic drinks Mandatory

Drinking water label Water manufactured in the manner of physically treating spring water for 
human consumption Mandatory

Drinking deep-sea water
label

Water manufactured or processed to make deep-sea water suitable for human 
consumption  Mandatory

Recycling label Recyclable food container or packaging material  Mandatory

HACCP

Food

All sectors of manufacturing, processing, distributing foods, dining out, or 
catering, e.g., food and fast food selling, manufacturing and processing 
business, functional food and food additives manufacturing business, food 
repackaging business, food service establishment and other food selling 
business, and restaurant business  

Mandatory
for some 
sectors

Livestock 
product

Set up important points for systematic management in the step ensuring safety 
of livestock farms, butcheries, or milk collection centers and livestock products 
by analyzing, preventing and removing hazards related to 
livestock product safety

Mandatory
for some 
sectors

GAP certification

Agricultural product produced by properly controlling hazards, e.g., the 
production and distribution environment, e.g., farmland and farm water,
agricultural chemicals, heavy metals, residual organic pollutants or harmful 
organisms  

Discretionary

Irradiated food label Foods exposed to radiation or all foods using the food as an ingredient for 
inhibited germination, sanitization, disinfection, and aging control Mandatory

GMO label
Genetically modified agricultural and livestock products approved for human 
consumption, e.g., bean, corn, cotton, canola, sugar beet, and alfalfa, and 
products manufactured or processed by using the products as an ingredient

Mandatory

Traceability 
label

Food Manufacturing and processing business for infant and baby foods, and 
functional foods, or fortified milk, importers, and sellers thereof Mandatory

Agricultural 
product

Record and manage information in each step from producing to selling 
agricultural and fishery products Discretionary  

Livestock 
product Butchering, packaging and selling cattle from their birth Mandatory

Nutrition facts label

Preserved packaged food (retort food only), confectionery, candies, frozen 
sweets, bakery products, and dumplings, chocolates and processed cocoa
products, jams, edible oils and fats (except some fat or oil, e.g., animal fats), 
noodles, beverage (except roasted coffee beans and instant coffee), foods for 
special purpose, fish sausage in the processed fish meat product category, fast 
food and cooked fast food, pastes (except some paste, e.g., Korean soybean 
paste), cereals, other foods sellers apply the nutrition facts label for themselves 
too.   

Mandatory

Sodium content 
comparison label

Noodle, cold noodle, fried noodle, hamburger, sandwich in the fast-food 
category   Mandatory
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(continued)
Category Scope Remarks

Functional food certification Foods manufactured or processed by using functional ingredients or 
components  Discretionary

Children’s favorite food
quality certification 

Processed food, cooked food (confectionery, bakery product, 
hamburger, pizza, ice-cream, snack sold in the protection zone for 
children’s food safety)

Discretionary

Organic 
certification 

Agricultural 
product

Agricultural product cultivated without using chemical fertilizers and 
synthetic agricultural chemicals Discretionary

Livestock 
product

Livestock product grown by feeding organic feed and without using 
antibiotics or antimicrobials Discretionary

Processed 
food

Product processed by applying organic methods based on organic raw 
materials cultivated without using chemical materials, e.g., agricultural 
chemicals/fertilizers   

Discretionary

Chemical-free agricultural 
product certification 

Agricultural product produced without using synthetic organic 
agricultural chemicals but using chemical fertilizers which is not more 
than 1/3 of the recommended components  

Discretionary

Antibiotic-free livestock 
product certification 

Livestock product grown with feed not adding antibiotics or
antimicrobials according to certification standards  Discretionary

Animal welfare certification Farm and its products for raising animals in compliance with high 
animal welfare standards, e.g., reducing animal abuse and stress   Discretionary

Low-carbon agricultural and 
livestock product certification

Agricultural product emitting carbon less than national average 
greenhouse gas emissions for each item by obtaining national agri-food 
certification, e.g., environment-friendly certification, GAP, and 
adopting low-carbon farming technology  

Discretionary

Traditional food quality 
certification 

Good traditional food with unique tastes, flavor, and color of Korea 
manufactured, processed or cooked with main ingredients of 
agricultural and fishery products of Korea  

Discretionary

Alcoholic drink quality
certification 

Makkolli (rice wine), strained rice wine, refined rice wine, fruit wine, 
distilled soju, distilled alcoholic drink, liqueur produced according to 
the alcoholic drink quality certification standard specified for inheriting 
and developing traditional alcoholic drinks 

Discretionary

Grandmaster of food
certification

Products of grandmasters of food designated to acknowledge their 
reputation to protect and support the masters while inheriting traditional 
food to continue to develop it 

Discretionary

KS certification for processed 
food Processed food produced in compliance with KS (Korean Standard) Discretionary

Standard specification for 
agricultural product label

Standard specification for agricultural products compatible with the 
standard specification of each item Discretionary

Grain label

Rice (regular rice, glutinous rice, regular brown rice, glutinous brown 
rice, black-brown rice, germinated brown rice, colored rice, etc.), wheat, 
bean, minor grain (barley, soybean, red bean, mung bean, foxtail millet, 
African millet, crossed grain, etc.), potato (potato, sweet potato) and 
crushed or compressed products thereof  

Mandatory

Origin label Origin of agricultural product and ingredients of processed food, main 
ingredients of food sold in restaurants Mandatory

Geographical 
indication label

Where the quality of specific agricultural products and processed 
products are based on geographical features Discretionary

Source: The author of this Chapter re-edited on the basis of related standards and regulations.
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4. Attributes and Methods Agri-food Labels

Depending on the purpose of labeling guidelines, the various attributes of 

labels are classified into; hygiene and safety attributes; nutrition and health

attributes; environment and ethics attributes; and quality and specification 

attributes.30 Moreover, the scope of agri-foods labels in each program is 

different, the attributes are further categorized to distinguish whether the types 

of foods as shown in Table 3-18.

1) Hygiene and safety attributes include HACCP, GAP certification, 

irradiated food labels, and traceability management in which food HACCP is in 

the program for processed foods. GAP is for hygiene and safety attributes of 

fresh foods. The irradiated food labels, GMO labels (Non-GMO), traceability 

management label, livestock product HACCP are for both processed and fresh 

foods.

2) Nutrition and health attributes contain the functional food certification,

children’s favorite food quality certification, and nutrition facts labels

(including the nutrition content claim label). It includes sodium content 

comparison labels for processed foods. 

3) Environment and ethics attributes include organic processing certification, 

organic agricultural product certification, organic livestock product

certification, agricultural chemical-free agricultural product certification, 

antibiotic-free livestock product certification, low-carbon agricultural and 

livestock product certification, and animal welfare certification. Organic

processed food certification is for processed foods, and all the other programs 

are for fresh foods.  

30 Caswell and Mojduszka (1996), Nelson (1970), Darby and Karni (1973) classified 

product attributes into search attribute, experience attribute, and credence attribute, and 

Lee et al. (2004b) applied them to agri-foods. Meanwhile, Lusk et al. (2011) classified the 

agri-food label information into essential quality attribute and the external quality index 

and signals to classify the essential quality attribute into safety, nutrient, sense/sensation, 

configuration/function and procedure attribute, and the external quality index and signals 

into the test/measurement index and signal to use them for attribute classification in this 

study.
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4) Quality and specification attributes contain traditional food quality 

certification, alcoholic drink quality certification, grandmaster food

certification, KS for processed food, the standard specification for agricultural 

products label, grain label, origin label, and geographical indication label. 

Among all these programs, the programs for processed foods are traditional 

food quality certification, alcoholic drink quality certification, the grandmaster 

food certification, and KS for processed food. The standard specification for 

agricultural product label and grain labeling guidelines are for the quality and 

specification attribute. The origin labeling guidelines and the geographical 

indication labeling guidelines are for both processed foods and fresh foods.

While environment and ethics attributes for processed foods are the only 

organic (organic processed food) certification, hygiene and safety attributes, 

nutrition and health attributes, and quality and specification attributes include

four types of information, implying information is relatively more than other 

labels.  

There is no nutrition and health attribute label for fresh foods. Additionally,

there are not many available information in comparison with processed foods.  

<Table 3-18> Label classification for each attribute 

Attribute Processed Food Fresh Food Processed food & Fresh Food

Hygiene and 
safety

attribute
-HACCP -GAP (Good Agricultural 

Practice)

-Irradiated food label
-GMO label (Non-GMO)
-Traceability management 
label
-HACCP (livestock product)

Nutrition and 
health

attribute

-Nutrition facts label
(including nutrition content 
claim label)
-Sodium content comparison 
label
-Functional food certification
-Children’s favorite food 
quality certification 

- -

Environment
and ethics
attribute

-Organic (organic processing) 
certification 

-Organic (agricultural 
product, livestock product) 
certification 
-Chemical-free agricultural 
product, antibiotic-free 
livestock product
certification 
-Low-carbon agricultural and 
livestock product
certification 
-Animal welfare certification

-
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(continued)

Attribute Processed Food Fresh Food Processed food & Fresh Food

Quality and 
specification

attribute

-Traditional food quality 
certification /alcoholic drink 
quality certification 
-Grand master of food 
certification/ KS for 
processed food

- Standard specification for 
agricultural product label
-Grain label

-Origin label
-Geographical indication 
label

Note: Other labels are for product details and information and are not included in the attribute 

classification.  

Source: Edited by the author of this Chapter.

4.1. Labelings of Hygiene and Safety Attributes Information

HACCP and GAP label are related to hygiene and safety labels for processed 

foods and fresh foods. Both labelings can mark with adjustable sizes and any 

color depending on the surrounded package area as Table 3-19. 

It is recommended to situate the GAP label on the main label side, but it 

adjusted to place on other sides as well. It is allowable to use a mark in blue or 

red as well as green to provide contrast with the packaging material or contents, 

but other colors than green are not usually used.31

<Table 3-19> Labeling hygiene and safety attribute

Attributes Labeling guideline

Labeling

Type Label Location Size Features and 
Remarks

Hygiene
and safety
attribute 

HACCP Mark Regulated by user Adjustable Any color 
allowed 

GAP Mark Side of main label 
recommended  Adjustable Green, blue, red

Irradiation

Finished 
product 

Mark and 
texts 

Location readily 
observable No standard “Irradiated”

Ingredient Texts Space for 
ingredients No standard

“Onion
(germination
inhibited with 
gamma rays)”

Livestock 
product

Mark and
text

Text: space for 
label information
Mark: space for 

Text: at least  
font size 6
Mark: No 

“Irradiated ○○”
(ingredient)

31 Other certification program marks of the MAFRA has the same mark color issue.
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Attributes Labeling guideline

Labeling

Type Label Location Size Features and 
Remarks

main label standard

GMO Text

Space for the 
main label or 
space for 
ingredient

At least font 
size 12 “GMO ○○”

Traceability 
label

Food Mark No standard Regulated by 
user

Any color 
allowed

Agricultural 
product Mark

Side of packaging 
material 
recommended 

Regulated by 
user

Any color 
allowed

Livestock 
product

Text 
(traceability 
No.)

Label paper / 
mark board for 
selling meat 

No standard -

Source: the author of this Chapter re-edited on the basis of related act and regulations.

The irradiated food label is slightly different for livestock products and 

ordinary foods. It is required to use the GMO label with text at least font size 

12, in the main label space or ingredients area. However, a survey of 438 food 

items by the consumer organization in 2017 showed that only two items of 

cereals and soybean paste had the GMO label. Mandatory labels are required 

for items containing GMO DNA or GMO proteins remaining after 

manufacturing or processing, therefore, manufacturers are reluctant to use 

genetically modified ingredients for the mandatory label products because of 

consumers’ concern. The wide scope of exemption of mandatory labels that 

allow to mix up to three percent unintentionally contributes to this situation as 

well. 32

For the traceability label, marks are used for foods and agricultural products, 

and texts (traceability No., etc.) for livestock products.  

32 Consumer Justice Center of Citizen’s Coalition for Economic Justice. Consumers Korea, 

iCOOP, YMCA Korea. 2016. “Date for Presention of GMO Label Survey.”
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4.2. Labelings of Nutrition and Health Attributes Information

Nutrition and health attributes are comprised of the nutrition facts labels, the 

sodium content comparison labels, functional food certification, and the 

children’s favorite food quality certification (Table 3-20). The “Standard for 

Food Labels” provides standard labeling forms for nutrition facts labels and 

sodium content comparison labels. The labels can be placed in the main label 

space. The text for the nutrition facts labels is required to be at least font size 

10 and bold fonts for calories and daily nutrient requirements labels. 

Meanwhile, it is permissible to use QR codes for sodium content comparison 

labels in addition to the standard forms. Most manufacturers already use QR 

codes to make consumers compare information easily.  

It is required to place functional food certification labels at least a 15×15㎜

area with the main label when the package area is wider than 150㎠. Although 

marks are provided for the children’s favorite food quality certification label, 

there are no labeling regulations for label locations or size. There are no 

regulations for high-calorie and nutrient-dense foods. However, these are 

currently being established.  

<Table 3-20> Labeling nutrition and health attributes 

Attribute Labeling 
guideline

Method

Type Location Size Features and 
Remarks

Nutrient
and 

health
attributes

Nutrition facts 
label Standard form

Space for main 
label /space for 
label 
information

At least font size 10
(can be different where 
the area for space for 
label information is not 
enough)

Bold fonts for 
ratio (%) about
calories and 
nutrient intake
reference value  

Sodium content 
comparison 
label

Standard form 
or QR code

Space for main 
label /space for 
label 
information

No standard -

Functional food Mark Space for main 
label 

At least 15×15 ㎜
(can be smaller where 
the package area is not 
greater than 150㎠)

can be smaller 
where the package 
area is not greater 
than 150㎠  

Children’s 
favorite food
quality 
certification 

Mark No standard No standard -

Source: The author of this Chapter re-edited on the basis of related standards and regulations.
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4.3. Labelings of Environment and Ethics Attributes
Information  

Environment and ethics attributes labels are composed of environment-

friendly certification, animal welfare certification, and low-carbon agricultural 

and livestock product certification of the MAFRA as presented in Table 3-21. 

Marks or text can be used to label the environment-friendly certification and 

can be placed in different locations, although putting on the main label side is 

recommended. The marks are usually green, but it is allowed to use blue, red,

or black depending on the products and the packaging materials. 

The environment-friendly certification is for five types of organic 

agricultural products, organic livestock products, organic processed foods, 

chemical-free agricultural products, and antibiotic-free livestock products. 

However, consumers say it covers too many types of foods and they are 

confused with GAP (Good Agricultural Practice). Therefore, producer 

organizations argue that clear definitions and differences between the 

environment-friendly certification and GAP are required. 

There is no designated location for displaying animal welfare certification 

labels and it is not allowed to use other colors than green unlike the other 

certification programs of the MAFRA. The low-carbon agricultural and 

livestock product certification should be displayed in the location where 

consumers can easily see, and it is permissible to use blue or red as well as 

green. Since the low-carbon agricultural and livestock product certification are

for farmers who already certified GAP, it is usually displayed along with the 

low-carbon, environment-friendly certification.  

After the pesticide-contaminated egg scandal of 2017, consumers are more 

interested in animal welfare certification. The low-carbon agricultural and 

livestock product certification is very similar to the low-carbon certification 

which is from step 2 of the Environmental Record Mark program by the 

Ministry of Environment.33

33 The Environment Recod Mark Program of the MOE does not certify primary products, 

but it is the same program in terms of purpose, intention and functions. A significant 

number of processed foods have been already certified about low carbon by the MOE.  
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<Table 3-21> Labeling environment and ethics attribute

Attribute Labeling guideline

Labeling

Type Location Size Features and 
Remarks

Environment
and

ethics
attribute

Organic
agricultural 
product
certification

Mark or text
Side of space for the 
main label 
recommended 

Adjustable Green, blue, red or 
black

Organic livestock 
product
certification  

Mark or text
Side of space for the 
main label 
commended

Adjustable Green, blue, red or
black

Organic processed 
food certification Mark or text

Side of space for the 
main label 
recommended

Adjustable Green, blue, red or
black

Agricultural
chemical-free 
agricultural 
product
certification

Mark or text
Side of space for the 
main label 
recommended

Adjustable Green, blue, red or
black

Antibiotic-free 
livestock product
certification

Mark or text
Side of space for the 
main label 
recommended

Adjustable Green, blue, red or
black

Animal welfare 
certification Mark No standard Adjustable -

Low-carbon
agricultural and 
livestock product
certification

Mark Location consumers 
can easily see Adjustable Green, blue or red

Source: The author of this Chapter re-edited on the basis of related standards and regulations.

4.4. Labelings of Quality and Specification Attributes
Information

The quality and specification attributes labels are composed of the 

certification programs and the labeling guidelines of MAFRA (the traditional 

food quality certification, the alcoholic drink quality certification, the 

grandmaster food certification, the KS for processed foods, the standard 

specification for the agricultural products label, and the grain label as in Table 

3-22). Standard forms are used as labeling guideline specifications for 

agricultural products labels and grain labels. It is also required to conform to

the specified text font size for the origin label. The other certifications use 

marks that are recommended to be placed beside the main label or locations 

where consumers can easily find. However, the alcoholic drink quality

certification should not be smaller than 12㎜ in width, and there is no other 



Policy and Issues of Agri-food Labels 125

standard than the size for other matters. Furthermore, the alcoholic drink 

quality certification does not use any common marks unlike the other 

certification programs of the MAFRA.  

<Table 3-22> Labeling quality and specification attribute

Attribute Labeling guideline

Labeling

Type Location Size Features and 
Remarks

Quality and 
specification
attribute 

Traditional food
quality certification Mark Location 

observable Adjustable Green, blue or red

Alcoholic drink 
quality certification Mark No standard

At least 12 ㎜ in 
width 
(keep the proportion)

-

Grandmaster food 
certification Mark

Side of space for 
the main label 
recommended

Adjustable Green, blue or red

KS for processed 
food Mark No standard No standard -

Standard 
specification for 
agricultural 
products label

Standard
form

Outer side of 
packaging Adjustable -

Grain label Standard
form

Front of 
packaging, 
readily 
observable by
consumers, rear 
allowed for 
producer
information and 
products lighter 
than 5kg 

10kg or heavier: at 
least font size 16
Lighter than 10kg: at 
least font size 12
1kg or lighter: at 
least font size 8

Color contrasted 
with background / 
use signposts for 
unpackaged 
products 

Origin
label

Agricultural 
product Text

Location readily 
observable by
consumers For package area

(label)  
3,000㎠ or larger: at 
least font size 20
50㎠ or larger: at 
least font size 12
Smaller than 50㎠: 
at least font size 8

Allowed to use 
tags attached 
inside or outside
for the label / the 
same font size as 
other text around 
it for the area 
smaller than 50㎠
/ use different 
color for the 
background or 
content color

Processed 
food
(ingredient)

Text

Space for 
Ingredients or 
location readily 
observable by
consumers  

Geographical 
indication label Mark

Side of the space 
for the main label 
recommended

Adjustable Mark plate or 
signpost allowed  

Source: The author of this Chapter re-edited on the basis of related standards and regulations.
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4.5. Details in Labeling Product 

The product details and labels information for basic labels include product 

name, net weight, ingredient names, potential allergic reactions, gluten-free, 

excessive consumption warning, drinking water, deep-sea water, and recycling 

labels as shown in Table 3-23. 

<Table 3-23> Labeling product details and information

Attribute Labeling guideline

Labeling

Type Location Size Features and 
Remarks

Product 
details and

information

Labeling
standard

Basic 
label

Product 
name Text Space for the 

main label 

At least font size 
10
(Adjustable
where the space 
is not enough.
Use color 
contrast with the 
background color 
for allergens)

Allowed to 
use labels on 
the 
containers or 
package
where the 
widest 
surface area 
of the 
smallest sale 
unit of 
candies ․
chewing 
gum,
chocolates
and jam is 
not greater 
than 30㎠
and the 
minimum 
sale unit with 
multiple 
products
thereof are 
packaged to 
be displayed 
and sold in 
one container 
or package

Net 
weight Text

Space for the 
main label 
(calories can 
be provided)

Ingredient

Text
-space for 
label 
information. 
Form for the 
area not 
smaller than
100㎠
(Table 
/paragraph)

Space for 
label 
information

Business 
name and 
address

Food type  

Use-by-
date 

Allergic reactions 

Gluten-free label

Other caution

Excessive consumption 
warning label Text Lower part of 

trademark 

Smaller than 
300 ㎜: at least
font size 7
300 ㎜ or 
greater: at least 
font size 9

“Warning”
and warning 
statement in a 
rectangle



Policy and Issues of Agri-food Labels 127

(continued)

Attribute Labeling guideline

Labeling

Type Location Size Features and 
Remarks

Product 
details and

information

Drinking water label Text

Place water 
source and 
business name 
in the space 
for the main 
label (below 
water source) 
/the rest on 
the container 
or location 
readily 
observable

The water source 
should be at least 
1/2 the product 
name font size, 
road name and 
building No. at 
least 1/6 / 
business name at 
least 1/3 the 
water source font 
size / the rest 
should be any 
proper font size 

Deep-sea water label Text

Deep-sea 
intake area 
(below 
product 
name), 
business name 
in the space 
for the main 
label / the rest 
on the 
container or 
package 
readily 
observable  

Deep-sea water 
intake area, 
business name 
should be at least 
1/3 the size of 
product name 
/the rest should
be the proper size 

Recycling  label Mark

Front, side of 
products or 
packaging 
material, or 
above, below, 
left or right of 
the bar code  

At least 8 ㎜

Color 
contrasted 
with the 
entire color 
of packaging 
material 

Source: The author of this Chapter re-edited on the basis of related standards and regulations. 

The labels described above are composed of text except recycling labels of 

the MOE. The font size should be at least size 10 although the labeling 

standards can be adjusted depending on the area on the package. Consumers

say that the labels satisfying the standards occupy too much space, thus,

account for most of the space on the processed foods.

It is necessary to place the product name and net weight in the label. The 

calorie labels can be placed in parentheses beside the net weight. Where they 

are placed on the space for the main label, space for labels can be omitted and 

it is required to display the allergen labels highlighted color. In addition, for 

excessive consumption warning, drinking water, deep-sea water and recycling 

labels, their location and sizes are specified.  
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5. Issue and Problems 

5.1. Unbalance between Labels for Each 
Attribute/Certification Programs

Unlike processed foods, there are no label regulations related to nutrition and 

health attributes for fresh foods and the details are not entirely limited. While 

more information is vital, this may help explain why people say the current 

labeling standards present too much information and occupy too much space on

processed foods, thus, making it confusing for consumers.  

While recommended labels for standard agricultural products include 

saccharinity, acidity, and nutrition facts, only some details are known. When it 

is possible to check agricultural products visually because they are packaged 

with transparent packaging materials, there are no mandatory regulations for 

them.  

5.2. Lack of Label Utilization 

Agricultural product traceability is specified as mandatory registration 

according to the Presidential Decree. However, there are no mandatory 

agricultural product registrations so far. Therefore, producers, distributors, or 

sellers may conduct discretionary registration for the various labels, making

label utilization slow since it was initiated. 

The MFDS established standards for high calories and nutrient-dense foods

to prevent children’s obesity and implement their healthy diet. The MFDS also 

established standards for the children’s favorite food quality certification 

program. However, there are no labeling guidelines for high calorie and 

nutrient-dense foods. Consumers should keep watching the MFDS 

announcements which occur once every month, or access the website for “High

calorie and nutrient-dense food service” to find information. Moreover, it 

should be considered that consumers do not have much knowledge about 

traditional foods, alcoholic drinks or grandmaster certification standards. 
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5.3. Difference in Certification programs

Both the MFDS and the MAFRA allow marks in green, blue, and red for 

their certification programs and assist suppliers to label agri-foods.34 While the 

various marks of the MFDS depend on the product packaging colors used in 

the market, the MAFRA has usually used only green marks, implying the need 

for diverse applications between the certification programs. In particular, 

consumers said that the five types of environment-friendly certification are too 

many (organic agricultural products, organic livestock products, organic 

processed foods, chemical-free and antibiotic-free livestock products) and this 

causes consumers to confuse. Therefore, producer organizations want

competent authorities to establish a clear difference between environment-

friendly certification and GAP.  

In the case of low-carbon agricultural, it is similar to livestock product

certification which is the second step of the environment record by MOE, and 

their marks are not significantly different from each other.

5.4. Conflict between Producers and Consumers 

It was shown that only two items of cereals and soybean paste have the 

GMO labels, suggesting that the scope of the exemption is great because the 

unintentional mixture rate of 3 percent, is considered high. The GMO safety

issue is yet to be determined by scientists so far, thus, the advantages and 

disadvantages are still debated. 216 thousand people petitioned the Blue House 

of Korea about the GMO Label Programs, showing their concern about GMO 

label issue. 

Although certificate programs allow utilization of labeling elements such as 

horizontal bar graphs to help consumers compare sodium contents, it is also 

permissible to use QR codes for labels. Most manufacturers prefer the QR 

codes because they are worried about consumers’ ability to make comparisons.  

34 There is no regulation for using other colors than green for the animal welfare 

certification label unlike other certification programs of the MAFRA. 
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Current Agri-food Labels Utilization and 
Related Issues

Issues involved in using agri-food labels were examined through a consumer 

survey and FGIs from consumer perspective by analyzing the statistical data. 

The survey was conducted online to investigate consumers use of agri-foods, 

utilization of agri-food labels and certification programs, and consumer’s 

opinions about labeling policies from 1,000 respondents across the country. 

The FGIs were carried out in-depth discussions regarding consumers’ agri-food 

labels utilization and suggestions.35 The statistical data from the “Consumer 

Behavior Survey for Food 2017” by the KREI was employed.  

35 For reviewing various opinions of urban residents and rural consumers for the FGI, the 

agri-food consumer trend monitors of KREI (KREI Food Monitors) living in urban areas, 

the KREI reporters living in rural areas and the KREI youth reporters were interviewed. 

Eleven urban residents were divided into 2 groups and participated in the interview and 5 

rural residents belonged to the other group. It was required that FGI participants had their 

own definite views and were able to discuss given topics through free communication 

each other, the selection focused on the consumers who worked together were selected, 

and had similar socio-economic background in similar age to maximize interaction 

between the participants.  

CHAPTER4
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1. Evaluation and Utilization of Agri-food labels

1.1. Importance and Utilization Degree of Agri-food Labels

The Food Consumption Survey by the KREI showed that half of adult 

consumers (55.6 percent) agreed that agri-food labels are important for 

choosing products with 3.57 points (64.2/100 points) for the importance of 

labels.

On the other hand, only 16.0 percent of consumers said they utilize agri-food 

labels in the process of choosing agri-foods what means there are gaps between 

importance awareness and utilization statues. Meanwhile, 27.8 percent of 

consumers did not read the labels when they purchased agri-foods with

utilization score at 2.83 points (45.7/100 points).  

A region comparison of the food labels utilization by consumer categories

was conducted; residents in Dong areas showed higher points (2.84 points) than 

those who in Eub and Myeon areas (2.78 points) and women showed higher 

points (2.97 points) than men (2.69 points).  

<Figure 4-1> Importance and utilization scores of agri-food labels

Source: Analysis of raw data based on Food Consumption Survey (2018). 

단위: %, 점(5점 만점)
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When analyzing the different age groups, the respondent group in their 30s, 

40s, and 50s showed 2.96 points, 2.87 points, and 2.89 points, respectively. The 

respondent groups in their 20s, 60s, and 70s and over presented low levels of 

utilization. Furthermore, respondents with more education showed higher 

levels of utilization. Also, the higher household income groups tended to use 

higher level of food labels as shown in Table 4-1.36

36 In the FGI for rural residents, the participants said the rural supermarkets provide smaller 

information than the urban supermarkets although they belong to the same supermarket 

chain. Moreover, the interview also showed that it is hard to find certified agri-foods in 

rural food shops.
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<Table 4-1> Importance and use of agri-food labels depending on 

demographics and socio-features  

Unit: %, points (based on 5 points)

Category

Importance Use

Important Very 
Important

Average 
in

5-point 
scale

Usually 
read

Read 
every 
time

Average 
in

5-point 
scale

Total adult respondents 48.2 7.4 3.57 13.8 2.2 2.83

Administrative  
division

Dong 49.1 7.8 3.59 14.2 1.9 2.84

Eub and myeon 43.2 5.3 3.44 11.5 3.6 2.78

Gender
Man 46.1 7.7 3.54 8.9 1.5 2.69

Woman 50.3 7.1 3.59 18.8 2.9 2.97

Age

20s 41.4 5.5 3.46 13.1 1.3 2.75

30s 49.6 8.7 3.63 17.6 2.8 2.96

40s 51.0 8.9 3.64 14.3 2.7 2.87

50s 50.2 8.8 3.60 14.8 3.1 2.89

60s 49.2 5.8 3.54 9.6 0.9 2.73

70s and over 44.1 1.4 3.31 7.0 0.8 2.44

Education 

Middle school or 
lower 43.8 3.3 3.40 8.0 0.8 2.57

High school 46.9 7.7 3.55 13.7 2.3 2.83

University or 
higher 50.5 8.1 3.62 15.2 2.4 2.88

Monthly 
average 
household
income

Less than 1 M 
(million) won 38.4 3.1 3.27 5.4 0.6 2.40

Between 1 M and 
2 M won exclusive 45.9 4.0 3.43 9.1 0.7 2.55

Between 2 M and 
3 M won exclusive 48.5 6.0 3.55 12.8 2.7 2.84

Between 3 M and 
4 M won exclusive   49.0 6.6 3.56 15.7 3.3 2.89

Between 4 M and 
5 M won exclusive 50.2 7.8 3.61 14.3 2.3 2.92

Between 5 M and 
6 M won exclusive  51.4 10.2 3.65 16.6 1.5 2.90

At least 6 M won 44.5 8.7 3.57 13.1 2.2 2.79

Source: Analysis of raw data based on Food Consumption Survey (2018). 
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1.2. Agri-food Utilization by Food Category37

Consumers’ reading status by food category showed as follows; the lowest

rank for unpackaged vegetables and fruits (56.1 percent), followed by

processed foods (57.1 percent), HMR (57.2 percent), packaged vegetables and 

fruits (58.0 percent), grains (60.5 percent), unpackaged meat (72.3 percent), 

and packaged meat (75.1 percent). When respondents purchase fresh foods 

online, only 51.4 percent of them read labels information, which is lower than 

offline purchases. Only 38.6 percent of consumers check label information

when they dine out.  

<Figure 4-2> Comparison of reading label information about each food 

category  

Source: Consumer survey by the author (n=1,000).

The reasons why respondents who do not read label information when 

purchasing agri-foods were different by food category (Table 4-2).

37 In the online survey for 1,000 consumers, real products and high-definition images related 

to the purchase environment were presented to conduct the survey in order to overcome 

the limitation of memory survey for each category. It showed more use than the result 

from the Consumer Behavior Survey for Food 2017.  
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<Table 4-2> Reason for not reading labels by food category  

Unit: %

Category
Item 

usually 
bought

Too much 
label 

information 
hampering 

reading

Label not 
readily 

observable
hampering 

reading

No 
information 

required

Hard to 
understand 

the 
meaning of 

labels

Lack of 
knowledge 
about label 
information

Do not trust 
the contents 

of labels
Others

Total 30.0 19.2 16.9 10.8 10.0 9.5 3.5 0.3 

Unpackaged 
vegetable/frui
t

39.6 4.9 18.9 20.1 4.3 4.9 5.5 1.7 

Packaged 
vegetable/frui
t

41.7 7.1 16.0 16.5 4.8 6.0 6.2 1.7 

Unpackaged 
meat 36.1 7.1 12.4 17.7 6.1 10.8 8.4 1.3 

Packaged 
meat 39.6 9.2 10.6 15.1 6.0 11.0 7.8 0.7 

Processed 
food 46.6 15.1 6.2 8.2 10.9 7.8 4.5 0.7

HMR 39.6 15.4 8.4 8.5 9.3 12.2 5.1 1.3

Fresh food
purchased 
online

24.8 17.7 11.2 7.4 23.0 8.8 6.2 0.9 

Processed 
food
purchased 
online

35.2 14.9 9.7 6.4 18.4 8.4 6.0 1.0 

Dine-out 26.3 4.7 4.0 2.4 27.9 15.9 16.1 2.6

Note: Agreement about the answer ‘Yes’ for each item is provided in percentages.

Source: Consumer survey by the author of this Chapter.

The reasons for consumers not reading label information, in most food 

categories, presented “item usually bought.” This response showed that half of 

the consumers do not read the labels because they already read it in the 

previous purchase. The other half of consumers said they purchase foods 

depending on their personal experiences.38 For unpackaged vegetables and 

38 The respondents were classified into the group who answered ‘Do not read the labeling 

information because the product is habitually purchased’ and the group with other 

opinions in order to conduct cross analysis of the questions about whether they read the 

labeling information when they first purchase a new product. The consumers who ansered 

‘Do not read the labeling information because the product is habitually purchased’ also do 
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fruits, packaged vegetables and fruits, unpackaged meat, and packaged meat, 

the respondents selected “No information required”, as the highest response. 

On the other hand, for processed foods and HMR, the response selected with 

the highest percentage “Too much label information hampering reading”. Other 

responses with higher percentages were “Hard to understand the details of the 

labels and “Lack of knowledge about label information”.  

For online, the answer “Hard to understand the details of labels” showed the

highest percentage, and for dinging-out, the answer “Do not trust contents of 

labels” showed the highest percentage.  

In the FGI, most consumers answered that too much label information is 

provided for processed foods and this was a major factor hampering consumers’

reading. In contrast, basic information consumers do want to know is not 

provided for fresh agricultural products.

Consumers said that processed food manufacturers tend to provide 

advantageous information at the front in larger fonts, but disadvantageous 

information in smaller fonts to make it harder to read. Many consumers also 

answered that the labels include unnecessary information to choose products. 

For example, basic information such as manufacturer address, item 

management number are not required for making purchase decisions. On the 

other hand, for fresh agricultural products, many respondents responded labels 

do not provide basic information when it comes to unpackaged agricultural 

products or standard products (Table 4-3).

<Table 4-3> Complaints using agri-food label information (FGI)

“The label for processed foods has too many words and in tiny fonts.” “I gave up reading while looking 
at the back of products because of dense lettering.”

“Too much information is provided, and I think it is the government’s task to control product category 
report No. or factory address for administration.”

“Some information is available for packaged agricultural products, but little information for the fresh 
agricultural products that are piled and sold on display tables.” “I get some information from the boxes 
piled beside.”

Source: Data from consumer FGIs by the author of this Chapter.

not read labeling information when they first purchase a new product in comparison with 

the consumers who do not read labeling information because of other reasons.   
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2. Awareness and Understanding of Agri-food Labeling 
Guidelines  

2.1. Awareness of Agri-food Labeling Guidelines

There is no program that more than 60 percent of consumers answered “I 

know well” from the consumer awareness of labeling guidelines survey. The 

percentage of consumers saying they are aware of most programs increased, 

but still remains low. While the percentages of their awareness about origin

(58.2 percent), KS for processed foods (47.7 percent), and organic (46.3

percent) labels were high, the awareness about most programs was not greater 

than 30 percent. The reason for high awareness about KS for processed foods is 

because consumers are well aware of the KS label for other industrial products.  

<Figure 4-3> Changes in awareness of labeling guidelines  

Note 1) The percentages for the answer ‘Aware of the program well”.  

2) The data in 2005 is based on the study by Lee et al. (2005) which is a survey with 400 

consumers, and the data in 2018 is based on the Food Consumption Survey. In the 2005 survey, 

the expression ‘environment-friendly certification’ was used for organic certification.  

Data 1) Analysis of raw data from Food Consumption Survey (2018).

2) Lee et al. (2005). 

Unit: %
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2.2. Channel for Awareness of Agri-food labels

While the awareness of agri-foods label information channel survey showed 

the most-used channel was consumer experiences and interest in the early 2000, 

the channels are diversified due to media technology developments in 2018. In 

the survey conducted in 2005, consumers responded the channels of label 

information are through mass media, for example , TV and radios (14.5 percent)

and newspapers or magazines (4.8 percent) accounting for less than 20 percent

overall. However, in 2018, 24.2 percent of consumers said the channel of agri-

food label information was through TV or radios. Moreover, in 2018, the 

percentage of awareness from public relations by consumer organizations, 

lectures or school education increased. In particular, consumer awareness based 

on the Internet/blogs/social media accounted for 9.6 percent in 2018. Public 

relations and education are fundamental in enhancing consumer awareness of 

agri-food labels. As the percentage for awareness through the 

Internet/blog/social media showed a significant increase and will most likely 

keep increasing, it is vital to emphasize the importance of public relations 

through various media and education.  

<Figure 4-4> Channel for food labeling guideline awareness in 2005 and 2018

Source: The data in 2005 is based on the study by Lee et al. (2005), and the data in 2018 is based on 

the Consumer Survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000).

단위: %
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2.3. Awareness and Understanding of Agri-food Labeling 
Guidelines  

For measuring consumer's understanding of agri-food labeling guidelines, a 

survey using a quiz on the major labeling guidelines was conducted. The 

results showed the correct answer rate was even below the awareness level for 

most programs (Table 4-4). The label showing the highest correct answer rate 

was 71.3 percent for origin labels. The other correct answer rates were below 

50 percent, except for traceability management (55.7 percent) and functional

food certification (56.9 percent). This implies that consumer awareness could

further below.39

<Table 4-4> Results of yes-no questions about agri-food certification program

Unit:  %

Certification Correct Answer Wrong Answer Don’t Know

HACCP 38.9 34.4 26.7

GAP 29.5 31.2 39.2

Health benefit 56.9 11.0 32.1

Children’s favorite food quality certification 25.1 27.4 47.5

Environment-friendly (organic, agricultural 
chemical-free, antibiotic-free ) 25.1 40.1 34.8

Animal welfare 20.9 20.8 58.3

Low-carbon 37.4 21.1 41.5

Traditional food 47.1 23.0 30.0

Alcoholic drink quality 17.5 18.5 64.0

Grandmaster food 46.5 14.2 39.3

KS for processed food 39.8 21.5 38.7

Geographical indication label 36.3 20.3 43.4

Origin label 71.3 9.9 18.8

Traceability management 55.7 11.6 32.7

Source: data from the survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000).

39 See Appendix 4 for the result of detailed questions. 
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Figure 4-5 shows a principal coordinate analysis of the awareness and 

correct answer percentages for each agri-food labeling guideline. The programs 

placed in the first quadrant are those with higher awareness and understanding.

These include origin labeling guidelines, the functional food certification 

program, and the traceability management program. While the environment-

friendly food certification program and the children’s favorite food quality 

certification program placed in the fourth quadrant showed a high level of

awareness, the level of consumer understanding was not high. The programs 

that had low levels of awareness and understanding were the geographical 

indication program, the low-carbon certification, GAP, the animal welfare 

program, and the alcoholic drink quality certification program, which placed in 

the third quadrant.  

<Figure 4-5> Awareness and understanding of agri-food labeling guidelines  

Source: Consumer survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000). 
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3. Utilization of Agri-food Labels

3.1. Each Food Category Information Read by Consumers 

The consumer survey asked consumers to disclose online information to 

reproduce their agri-food labels utilization by category when purchasing agri-

foods as shown inTable 4-5. The survey showed that consumers check

information on production area or country of origin (65.0 percent), capacity

and weight (61.3 percent), and date of production and polishing (57.3 percent), 

and only 17.8 percent of them check the certification labels.  

When respondents bought unpackaged vegetables or fruits and unpackaged 

meat, 76.0 and 76.9 percent of respondents identify the origin and production 

areas, respectively. However, they seldom read further label information other 

than prices. When respondents bought packaged vegetables/fruits, the reading 

of the certification label (41.2 percent) was higher. The percentage of 

respondents reading the label about the usage of packaged meat was also found 

to be higher (30.5 percent ).  

When they bought processed foods and HMR, half of the consumers read the 

use-by-date (52.7 and 49.7 percent, respectively). This was followed by the 

brands (23.7 percent) and nutrition facts information (32.4 percent) for 

processed foods, and nutrition facts information (22.3 percent) and 

manufacturers/brands for HMR. The percentage of consumers reading the 

origin label accounted for only 13.4 percent for processed foods and 17.8

percent for HMR.  

Consumers, purchasing agri-foods online, showed lower percentages to 

check labels than those who purchase agri-food offline. While the percentage 

of consumer reading the origin and production area information was 73.3

percent when they purchase fresh foods online, they tend to check only prices 

and capacity labels.  
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<Table 4-5> Food labels read by consumers by category

Unit: %

Category

Offline Online

Dine-
out foodRice

Packag
ed

vegeta
ble/
fruit

Unpac
kaged 
vegeta
ble/frui

t

Packag
ed 

meat

Unpac
kaged 
meat

HMR
Proces

sed 
food

Fresh
food

Proces
sed 

food

Price 30.8 45.1 79.0 72.2 74.6 40.3 44.7 76.0 74.2 71.9

Origin/productio
n area 65.0 76.6 76.0 77.6 76.9 17.8 13.4 73.3 34.9 85.0

Capacity/weight 61.3 17.6 24.3 25.6 15.7 19.7 18.7 31.7 35.0 12.7

Dates of 
production/
manufacture/
butchering

57.3 9.7 5.2 6.1 14.9 17.2 9.3 8.1 11.1 -

Brand 33.7 3.1 - 3.0 2.5 22.1 23.7 2.2 16.0 -

Product 
name/name of 
merchandise 

28.1 30.1 10.3 4.5 4.5 15.4 16.7 7.5 12.2 3.1

Certification 
label 17.8 41.2 5.2 2.0 5.3 - - 11.4 5.7 -

Producer/manufa
cturer - 4.4 2.3 4.2 4.8 22.3 13.0 5.7 20.6 -

Use-by-date 
/date of 
distribution

- 11.6 - 21.3 - 49.7 52.7 10.9 31.7 -

Quality/grade 
/specification 44.4 2.5 2.2 4.4 16.2 - - 4.1 - -

Variety/type 11.1 - 4.0 20.6 31.3 - - - - -

Usage - - - 30.5 6.0 - - - - -

Nutrition facts 
information - - - - - 22.3 32.4 - 11.1 -

Ingredient and 
content - - - - - 18.7 15.7 - 23.0 -

Source: Consumer survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000). 

In the FGIs, it was discovered that consumers did not exhaustively read 

labels in a shop when purchasing agri-foods. Consumers usually read the use-

by-date label first, and then checked both prices and weight, although this 

differed slightly depending on categories. For fresh foods, consumers thought 

the appearance and the origin information are very important. For processed 

foods, they identified the brand first. Consumers said it is difficult to 

understand nutrition facts labels, so that they depend more on the nutrition 
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content claim label. The ingredient contents related to tastes were listed as an 

important factor for determining purchase in terms of various flavors such as

processed meat products and processed fish products (Table 4-6).

<Table 4-6> Important agri-food label information (FGI) 

“It is better for all housewives to read the food labels exhaustively, but I do not read all food labels one by 
one when I go grocery shopping.”

“I usually check the use-by-date, but it is a habitual behavior from other items such as milk or other 
products easily spoiled. Just worrying about purchase products that are not fresh.”

“I check the origin of fresh agricultural products while visually examining for scratches and damages by 
pests.”

“I visually check meat color to see whether it is light red, and usually the traceability No., but in actuality
check the traceability No. once every 4 cases.”

“Because I have children, I check the sugar contents in foods for them.” 

“I do not read the labels for use, but just check what components are included or not. Other information is 
too difficult to understand. No additives and sugar-free labels attract my attention.”

“Because I am very busy when I go grocery shopping, I just purchase the same processed foods I usually 
bought before, and do not examine their label closely. It’s too time consuming.”

“I check the pork or fish content levels for the products such sausage, ham or fish cakes every time. The 
products with high contents thereof taste much better.”

Source: Result of Consumer FGI.
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3.2. Comparison of Needs for Agri-food Certification 
Information and Future Purchase 

The Needs for certification information and the future purchase was 

measured by means of a 5-point scale measurement after explaining about each 

agri-food certification program to participants. The results showed that needs 

are proportional to the level of future purchases.  

Our analysis showed high levels for HACCP, antibiotic-free, organic ,

agricultural chemical-free agricultural products or processed products, GAP, 

children’s favorite foods for the needs of agri-food certification label

information and for future purchases. ‘Safety’ accounted for a high percentage 

in certification labels, while ‘quality’ accounted for a high percentage in GAP 

and children’s favorite food quality certification. It was, however, shown that 

consumers in the FGIs understood quality as connected to ‘safety’ as Table 4-7.

<Figure 4-6> Evaluation of needs for agri-food certification information and 

future purchase

Source: Consumer survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000). 
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In the FGI survey, it became obvious that consumers had a tendency to

consider the traceability, allergen, caution/warning, GAP, HACCP, children’s 

favorite food and chemical-free labels as one group suggesting a high standard 

in food safety management.  

Meanwhile, the results also showed lower levels of consumer needs for agri-

food are ‘quality’-related label information for future purchases such as KS for 

processed foods, traditional foods, grandmaster food, alcoholic drink quality, 

and the ‘environment’-related certification information (animal welfare and

low-carbon certifications).  

<Table 4-7> Reasons for purchase/no purchase according to agri-food

certification program

Certification 
program

Try to purchase
certified 

product if 
possible

Reason for purchase (top 3) Reason for no purchase (top 2)

HACCP 26.6% safety (46.5%), quality (39.2%), 
health/nutrition (9.1%)

don’t know (50.8%),
unimportant (20.6%)

GAP 12.0% quality (43.0%), safety (36.0%), 
health/nutrition (9.7%)

don’t know (48.7%), 
no seller (19.9%)

Functional
food 15.0% health/nutrition (49.8%), quality (25.6%), 

safety (19.3%)
don’t know (42.5%), 
unimportant (25.1%)

Children’s 
favorite food 13.9% quality (59.4%), safety (26.2%), 

health/nutrition (7.8%)
don’t know (51.0%), 
no seller (22.9%)

Organic 
agricultural 
product

16.1% safety (38.0%), health/nutrition (31.4%), 
quality (21.6%)

too expensive (36.1%), 
don’t know (27.7%)

Organic 
livestock 
product

14.9% safety (37.8%), health/nutrition (27.7%), 
quality (25.2%)

too expensive (33.8%), 
don’t know (26.9%)

Organic 
processed food 15.6% safety (39.7%), health/nutrition (28.6%), 

quality (25.7%)
too expensive (36.4%), 
don’t know (27.1%)

Chemical-free
food 17.5% safety (50.2%), health/nutrition (26.1%), 

quality (15.4%)
too expensive (24.7%), 
don’t know (23.4%)

Antibiotic-free
food 20.0% safety (47.4%), health/nutrition (30.1%), 

quality (16.7%)
don’t know (39.1%), 
no seller (18.8%)

Animal welfare 10.6% environmental protection/conservation 
(28.5%), safety (26.3%), quality (21.0%)

don’t know (39.1%), 
no seller (30.4%)

Low-carbon 6.8% environmental protection/conservation 
(50.6%), quality (16.0%), safety (16.0%)

don’t know (42.8%), 
no seller (27.4%)

Traditional 
food 8.2% quality (36.2%), taste (21.3%), useful for 

farming (16.1%)
don’t know (32.8%), 
no seller (31.6%)

Alcoholic drink 
quality 5.4% quality (45.8%), safety (22.0%), taste 

(11.4%)
don’t know (53.1%), 
no seller (23.3%)

Grand master 6.6% quality (38.4%), taste (28.1%), don’t know (36.6%), no seller 
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Certification 
program

Try to purchase
certified 

product if 
possible

Reason for purchase (top 3) Reason for no purchase (top 2)

of food health/nutrition (12.4%) (28.7%)

KS for 
processed food 15.6% quality (54.2%), safety (33.3%), 

health/nutrition (5.0%)
don’t know (53.2%), no seller 
(22.5%)

Geographical 
indication label 8.0% quality (42.7%), useful for farming 

(25.5%), safety (15.2%)
don’t know (48.3%), no seller 
(26.2%)

Traceability 
management 10.4% quality (45.1%), safety (36.4%), 

health/nutrition (7.1%)
don’t know (42.7%), no seller 
(27.1%)

Source: Consumer survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000). 

4. Trust in Agri-food Label Information

The Food Consumption Survey conducted in 2018 revealed that trust in agri-

food labels slightly increased from 3.20 points in 2013 to 3.53 points in 2018, 

with a score of 63.3 /100 points. Some consumer groups showed fewer scores 

than average scores; men (3.50 points), consumers in their 20s (3.49 points), 

residents in eub and myeon areas (3.48 points), households with income less

than 3 million won (3.51 points), households at about 3 million won (3.51

points) and households not smaller than 6 million won (3.49).

<Figure 4-7> Changes of trust in agri-food label information

Source: Analysis of raw data from Food Consumption Survey 2018, KREI (based on adult survey).

단위: %
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We found that the biggest reason for no trust was “Too much label 

information resulting in no trust(65.8 percent)” and “No reasonable 

management of quality certification service providers(59.1 percent).”

<Figure 4-8> Reasons for no trust in agri-food label information

Source: Analysis of raw data from Food Consumption Survey 2018, KREI (based on adult survey). 

In addition, we investigated that agri-food incidents resulted from poor 

certification management had a significant impact on trust. This impacted the 

trust in all certified products as well as for the specific certification program

(Table 4-8).

<Table 4-8> Consumer trust in agri-food label information (FGI)

“I think it’s good if the product has a green certification mark (issued by MAFRA).”

“People say the MAFRA or the MFDS’s actions were wrong when the egg scandal occurred last year. It 
was proved the government did not do a right job for the certification program”, and “I have heard that 
people can purchase the certification mark if they want to buy it.”

“I am familiar with HACCP because of frequent public relations”, and “although I don’t completely 
believe the safety, I would purchase the product with the mark more often than the products without the 
mark.”

Source: Data from FGIs by the author of this Chapter.

단위: %
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5. Demand for Improving Agri-food labels

5.1. Comprehensive Evaluation of Labels by Food Category  

An evaluation of the number, sufficiency, understanding of label information, 

methods, and trust by the food category showed a significant difference. For 

grains, many consumers said the label information is not difficult, delivering

additional required label information, but it is slightly insufficient (64.2

percent), and half of the consumers said the labels are not readily seen as Table 

4-9.

<Table 4-9> Evaluation of label information

Unit: %

Category
Too many 

label 
items

More label
items

required

Enough 
information

provided

Hard to 
understand 
description 

in labels

Label
readily 

observable

Label shape 
or size 
readily 

observable

Trust in 
food 
labels

Grain 54.3 32.0 64.2 38.1 49.3 44.7 69.2

Unpackaged 
vegetable/fruit 21.0 58.3 38.2 20.8 62.9 58.0 63.5

Packaged 
vegetable/fruit 29.8 41.3 58.0 19.8 66.1 59.4 71.1

Unpackaged 
meat 18.9 44.0 50.5 23.2 69.0 62.3 63.4

Packaged meat 33.9 28.6 66.6 19.0 81.7 72.5 71.1

Processed food 75.3 20.6 76.6 41.8 63.6 56.5 70.9

HMR 66.3 20.2 75.9 35.5 65.4 58.5 69.0

Fresh food 
purchased online 43.0 37.8 59.5 31.0 54.2 53.1 60.6

Dine-out 17.3 69.5 24.1 21.4 42.9 38.2 34.0

Note: Means agreement by saying ‘Yes’ for each item.  

Source: Consumer survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000). 

For unpackaged vegetables and fruits, 58.3 percent of respondents said there 

is insufficient information. For processed foods or HMR, most consumers said 

that there are many label items that include enough information, but the label 

shape or size is not readily observable.  
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For online purchases of fresh foods, about half of the consumers gave a 

negative answer to the labeling method (location, shape, size), with a lack of 

label items. Consumers also said label locations and sizes are difficult to see for 

dine-out foods. For trust in agri-food labels, respondents gave higher points to 

the processed foods and packaged agricultural products, followed by 

unpackaged agricultural products, fresh foods purchased online, and dine-out 

foods.   

5.2. Need for Improving Agri-food Labeling Method 

5.2.1. Urgent Need for Improving Agri-food Labels to Enhance Use
thereof 

More than one-third of consumers (35.5 percent) said there is an urgent need 

for restructuring label information to recognize it easy and simple to enhance

utilization of the agri-food labels. Consumers suggested that there should be 

more severe punishment for violating regulations (23.7 percent), provision is

needed to add more label information (16.1 percent), and more public relations 

and campaigns promoting and explaining label information (15.8 percent)

should be conducted. When analyzing responses with respect to different age

groups, consumers in their 20s to 30s suggested more involvement and 

education programs as shown in Table 4-10.

This survey also showed that it is important to improve the font size (35.0

percent), label locations (26.9 percent), and label sharpness (19.6 percent) in 

order to enhance utilization of the agri-food labels.  

<Figure 4-9> Urgent need for enhancing the use of agri-food labels

Source: Consumer survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000).

단위: %
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<Table 4-10> Urgent need for enhancing utilization of agri-food labels

Unit: %

Category

Reorganize 
label 

information
easy and 
simple

Implement 
more severe 

punishment of 
businesses for 
their violation

Provide more 
diversified 

label 
information

including more 
information

Enhance PR 
of label 

information
and 

campaign 
therefor

Provide more
consumer

involvement
and education 

program

Total 35.5 23.7 16.1 15.8 8.8

Gender
Man 34.8 24.3 16.4 15.3 9.2

Woman 36.3 23.2 15.8 16.4 8.4

Age

20s 36.2 17.0 17.6 17.6 11.6

30s 35.6 24.6 14.4 14.8 10.5

40s 33.1 25.8 15.2 17.3 8.6

50s 37.6 25.0 17.3 14.5 5.7

60s 35.4 25.6 16.2 14.8 8.0

Members 
in 
household

1 person 34.2 25.7 16.2 18.0 5.9

2 persons 37.8 23.9 14.5 16.9 7.0

3 persons 34.8 23.5 19.2 13.5 9.2

4 or more persons 35.4 23.5 14.9 16.5 9.7

Monthly 
average
household
income

Below 3 M won 35.0 27.7 14.4 14.7 8.2

Between 3 M and 5 
M won exclusive 36.5 23.4 15.4 16.5 8.2

Between 5 M and 7 
M won exclusive 35.9 23.6 16.6 14.4 9.5

At least 7 M won 33.8 20.7 18.4 17.5 9.5

Residence
Capital region 33.1 24.2 16.4 16.4 9.9

Off-capital region 38.1 23.3 15.8 15.2 7.7

Education 

High school or 
lower 39.2 22.6 13.2 16.7 8.3

University or higher 34.5 24.1 16.9 15.6 8.9

Note: Values calculated by giving ranks 1 and 2.

Source: Consumer survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000).
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5.2.2. Requirements Highlighted by FGI for Improving Label of Each 
Food Category  

a. Fresh Agricultural Product

For fresh agricultural products, the origin is displayed on the signposts in the 

store. In many cases, the only information on the label is “Product of Korea”. 

Most consumers want more specific information presented in the origin labels. 

Because use-by-date information is not provided for fresh agricultural products, 

they do not provide information in terms of harvest or production. Consumers 

consider the point of time information is critical information to know the level 

of freshness.

Some distribution channels only presented the prices, e.g., price/100g, 

making the label environment for consumers very confusing.   

<Table 4-11> Opinion about fresh agricultural product label information (FGI) 

“Although it is marked with the product of Korea, I wonder if it is really a product of Korea. If the 
specific production area is labeled, I will trust it more or less.”

“It is good if the origin is marked. Only the price information is provided for the agricultural products 
sold in the shops in my city.”

“The fresh agricultural products do not have the use-by-date”, and “vegetables are withered at home 
although they were fresh when I bought them in the market”. “I think at least one of the date of 
production, date of marketing, or shop arrival date should be provided to help consumers determine 
purchase or not.”

Source: Result of consumer FGIs by the author of this Chapter.

b. Processed food

For processed foods, even though people are very interested in additives 

because of their potential harm to human health, consumers cannot access the 

correct information. This is why there are more demanding for additives. While 

many people consume HMR, they are concerned about the safety of the 

packaging containers used in microwaves. Some respondents also said there are 

too many letters in the space for label information and wanted to simplify the 

labels.  
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<Table 4-12> Opinion on processed food label information (FGI)

“I want to check out the information about additives in processed foods, but I do not know how they 
harm our body although I know edible pigments or sodium nitrite are not good.” “I purchase additive-
free products if I can.”

“It would be better to mark that the packaging containers if they do not cause any health problem 
although used in microwaves.” “PP is said safe on the Internet, but I am wondering it is true.”

“There are too many letters/words in labels, figures would be easier to understand like cloth washing 
symbols.”

Source: Result of consumer FGIs by the author of this Chapter.

c. Agri-food sold online

Since there is no standard provision for purchasing agri-food online, 

consumers usually purchase the same items that they previously purchased

offline. While some sellers describe a huge volume of information about their 

products for online sales, some sellers only provide simple information. This 

variability contributes to consumers’ inconvenience.  

<Table 4-13> Opinion on agri-food label information for online purchase (FGI) 

“I purchase products I am used to online”, and “I think an advantage of online purchase is the same 
products are cheaper.”

“Online sellers provide different information in their online stores, respectively”, and “their different 
photos make me confused.” “Because some sellers use their mobile phone to take rough images of their 
items, it is hard to know the difference between items sometimes.” 

“I wish the government provides labeling regulations just for online stores. I don’t want photos roughly 
displayed, but want information in text for the wide space to provide correct information.”

Source: result of consumer FGIs by the author of this Chapter.

d. Dine-out foods

In discussing label information regarding dine-out foods, respondents’ 

opinions also included the improvement of blind spots of label information

such as food trucks, oil used for frying, the weight of meat-based foods.  
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<Table 4-14> Opinion on label information for dine-out foods (FGI)

“Some food trucks do not provide any information at all. It is no exaggeration to say that they just provide 
menus.”

“The information I want to know about dine-out foods is which oil is used for frying chickens, and 
whether the oil is clean.”

“I wish I could measure the weight of meat in barbecue restaurants.”

“The delivered fried chicken is not from a whole chicken. I think it should be required to provide weight 
labels for fried chickens.”

Source: Result of consumer FGIs by the author of this Chapter.

5.3. Intention of Using New Labels 

A survey was conducted regarding consumers’ views on using recently 

introduced labels. This survey addressed the sodium content comparison label, 

QR codes, and national certification marks. 

From the survey, only 27.2 percent of consumers had experience reading the 

sodium content comparison label for some instant foods such as ramyun, while 

only 12.5 percent of consumers used QR codes for the sodium content 

comparison label.

Meanwhile, the analysis also showed that more customers expect to use QR 

codes than at present in the future. In the consumer survey, 29.1 percent of 

respondents said they read additional food information from the QR codes, 

implying more than double the use of sodium QR codes from 2018.

When we classified “the intention of reading QR codes in each step of using 

food labels” into the survey, 45.2 percent of consumers who said they read 

food labels almost every time answered that they read QR code information. 

This strongly suggests consumers using QR codes are likely to increase fast.   
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<Figure 4-10> Experience of use of each sodium content comparison labels

Source: Data from survey by the author of this Chapter (n=2,453).

<Figure 4-11> Intention of reading additional food information in QR codes  

Source: Consumer survey by the author of this Chapter (n=2,453).

<Table 4-15> Opinions on integration of agri-food certification program marks

More trust More awareness

No Neutral Yes Average 
scale/5 points No Neutral Yes Average 

scale/5 points

6.7 29.2 64.1 3.66 7.6 25.9 66.5 3.72

Source: Data from survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000). 

While the current national certification marks are effective for improving 

consumer trust and awareness, the same marks are used for multiple 
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certification programs. For example, 13 integrated certification marks are used 

by the MAFRA and consumers presented it is hard to know what the 

certification programs are (Table 4-15). 

In the consumer survey, the scores for the integrated certification marks 

having a positive effect on enhancement of trust and awareness were 3.66 and 

3.72 points, respectively. In the consumer FGIs, however, consumers had 

difficulty in classifying the certification programs that use the same 

certification marks. Particularly, few knew the difference in the labels for GAP

and environment-friendly. In the FGIs, many respondents questioned the 

differences among agri-food certification programs. They suggested 

reorganizing the certification programs simple and easy to understand, inte 

grating similar programs, establishing appropriate public relations mechanisms,

and developing marks that are readily observable and recognizable (Table 4-

16).

<Table 4-16> Opinions on integrated certification marks (FGI)

“There are too many certification programs which makes it complicated”, and “we just want simple seals 
(inspected) like those used when we were young, or simply say (high), (medium), or (low).”

“Too many certification types. They are similar to each other in many cases”, and it is hard to remember 
all the programs and I cannot remember them all later for making a choice.”

“I know HACCP because of public relations. I know the HACCP song.”, and it is necessary to give 
information about marks with the symbol MAFRA.”

“It is necessary to make the certification marks readily observable if public relations is not an option. 
Everybody knows agricultural chemical-free.”

Source: Result of consumer FGIs by the author of this Chapter.

<Figure 4-12> National agri-food certification marks before integration

Source: Data from MAFRA. 

Environment-
friendly 

certification
GAP

Traditional food 
quality 

certification

Geographical 
indication 

certification

Grand maste of 
food certification



Current Agri-food Labels Utilization and Related Issues 157

6. Summary and Implications

An online survey of 1,000 consumers was conducted across the country to 

determine issues involved in consumers’ using agri-food label information. The 

survey aimed to examine the current utilization of agri-food labels, certification 

programs, and derive opinions on the current labeling policy. FGIs were also 

conducted for in-depth discussions.  

The survey revealed that consumers do not usually read the agri-food label 

information although they admit it is important. Additionally, it was different 

from the food categories. In particular, the percentage of consumers reading 

label information when purchasing unpackaged vegetables and fruits was 56.1

percent, followed by HMR (57.2 percent), packaged vegetables and fruits (58.0

percent), grain (60.5 percent), unpackaged meat (72.3 percent), and packaged 

meat (75.1 percent). 

Although consumer awareness of the labeling guidelines was higher than in 

the previous year, it still remains low level. It was also shown that the channel

of awareness was diversified because of recent developments in the various 

forms of media. The survey questions what label information consumers used

when purchasing agri-foods showed that reading the origin and production area

accounted for the highest percentage for rice, unpackaged vegetables and fruits,

and unpackaged meat. Half of consumers read the use-by-date for processed 

foods and HMR. The percentage of consumers reading label information in the 

case of online agri-food purchase was even lower than offline purchase.  

Moreover, after explaining the details of each agri-food certification program, 

the needs for certification information and future purchase were evaluated. 

While the needs were generally proportional to a future purchase, the 

certification labels that evaluated high for these two aspects were HACCP, 

antibiotic-free, organic agricultural products/processed foods, GAP, and 

children’s favorite foods. 

Consumer evaluations of label information showed great differences

between food category. While consumers presented that the labels for grains 

was not difficult to understand, 58.3 percent of them said label information for 

unpackaged vegetables and fruits were too small. Most consumers said that 

label shapes or size are not readily observable for processed foods or HMR,
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although there are many label items and enough information. Even though the 

trust in label information increased from 3.20/5 points in 2013 to 3.53 in 2017, 

it was shown that the main reasons for low trust included “Too many labels 

resulting in not trusting” and “Quality certification service providers are not 

reliable.”  

Many consumers said the urgent issue in enhancing the utilization of agri-

food labels is to “Reorganize the label information to make it easy and simple”

(35.5 percent). Our results showed that the intention of reading new labels is 

likely to increase fast. In the consumer survey, 29.1 percent of respondents said 

they would read additional food information by using the QR codes; this is

more than double those who used the sodium QR code in 2018. 



Agri-food label Information and 
Implications from Major Countries

The US, the EU and Japan are active in agri-food certification, labeling 

guidelines and related policies. Korea can use these countries as references. 

One of our aims was to derive policy implications from other programs and 

certifications and apply them to Korea. We examined the various political 

efforts by these countries to enhance utilization of agri-food certifications and 

labelsfrom the consumers’ perspective.40

1. The United States

1.1. Agri-food Certification and Label Information of the US 

The agri-food certifications and labeling guidelines of the US are classified 

into the USDA Certified Organic and Verification & Quality Labels enforced 

by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the Nutrition 

Facts Label enforced by the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) (Keenan et 

al., 2015). The users of agri-food certification and labeling guidelines of the US

40 The case study on the US and the EU was a joint study with professor Lee Sang-Hyun of 

Gangwon National University.  

CHAPTER5
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are classified into consumers, processors, packaging service providers, and 

industrial users. The focus of this study is centered on analyzing certification 

labels for consumers.  

The certification and labeling guideline enforced by the USDA is classified 

into labels for environment-friendly certification, safety certification, and 

quality certification.  

1.1.1. Organic Certification Label 

The USDA Organic Certification for environment-friendly certification 

complies with organic standards to farms, agri-food enterprises producing or 

processing agri-foods, feeds, plant-based fibers, and livestock. It is allowed to 

sell organic foods and use and display labels (USDA, 2018h). The items for 

organic certification of the US include crops (food and ingredient, feeds, all 

plants cultivated and harvested to get fibers), livestock products (food and 

ingredient, feed, animals raised and butchered to get fibers), processed products 

(products simply packaged, and all processed products processed, treated and 

manufactured including products packaged after mixing and processing), and 

wild crops. 

The Organic Label Standards of the USDA include the statements that are 

allowed to be displayed on the front panel and the information panel of a 

packaged product (USDA, 2018h). While it is a requirement to use different 

labels depending on the contents of the organic components, it is permissible to 

attach the Organic Certification Mark of the USDA and use the statement “100

percent Organic” on the package. For the products with organic component 

contents between 100 percent exclusive and 95 percent inclusive, it is allowed

to use the Organic Certification Mark and the “Organic” label of the USDA. 

For products with organic component contents between 70 and 95 percent , it is 

allowed to use the statement “Made with Organic OO”, but it is not allowed to 

have the organic certification mark “Organic” of USDA (USDA, 2018h).

Figure 5-1 shows organic labels of the USDA for wine. 
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<Figure 5-1> Exemplary organic labels of the USDA

Source: USDA (2018d).

1.1.2. Certification Label for Safety  

a. PVP (Process Verified Program)

The PVP aims to allow livestock farmers and enterprises to display the 

USDA PVP label on their products and sell them through a quality 

management program of ISO 9001 (ASTM International, 2011). The 

enterprises can highlight their products by developing their marketing 

strategies, or using established standards, for example, Never Ever 3 (no use of 

hormones, antibiotics or animal-based by-products) by means of PVP.  

At present, the PVP includes 50 enterprises and about 190 claims. It is a 

certification protocol that the USDA Program Review Committee verifies for 

compliance with the following regulations for all processes and production 

(USDA, 2018b). The items verified in the PVP include antibiotics, vegetarian 

menu, hormones and steroid, industrial standards, and Non-GMO/GE. Initial 

verification is conducted within 6 months of implementing the program

followed by annual verification thereafter.

100% Organic Made with Organic USDA Organic certification 
mark
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b. Qualified Through Verification  

The QTV (Qualified Through Verification) is a discretionary quality 

assurance program conducted to facilitate the production and distribution of

safe fresh fruits, vegetables and related products (USDA, 2018f). The QTV

allows process defects to be discovered before production or during the 

production process, not after completing production. The enterprises applying 

for QTV should have already undergone the procedures of AMS factory 

investigation, HACCP training, ingredient supplier verification, and submission 

of QTV plans (USDA, 2018f). 

Technology experts from the USDA AMS (Agricultural Marketing Service)

verify concerned enterprise’s HACCP (Hazard Analysis and Critical Control 

Points) plans and the validity of pre-programs. An enterprise successfully 

passing the validity inspection is then allowed to use the USDA QTV symbol 

for the product included in the QTV plans and approved after signing a contract 

with the USDA AMS (USDA, 2018f).

<Figure 5-2> Safety certification mark of USDA

Source: USDA (2018i).

1.1.3. Certification Labels Related to Quality and Features  

a. Quality Monitoring Program

The QMP (Quality Monitoring Program) aims to certify products and 

monitor the quality of fresh, frozen and packaged fruits and vegetables.

Companies or firms using the QMP service utilize the USDA in the position of 

PVP QTV
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a third party source of expert product evaluation services. They can use the 

basis of the US grade standards or the firm’s own quality assessment program 

in verifying quality (USDA, 2018g). This certification service is a charged 

discretionary service. It is used by enterprises to inform their own and operate 

effective and systematic methods for controlling and maintaining product 

quality and grade. With the QMP, the concerned enterprises can supplement 

existing quality assurance programs by submitting their products to another 

review by USDA experts. The assessment can focus on a specific quality factor 

or different quality factors and include packaging or additional requirements. 

They are then allowed to attach a certification mark on the label to the products 

that pass the review, but all QMP services are not allowed to use the QMP 

certification (USDA, 2018g). 

b. Meat and dairy product quality grade labels 

Special quality grade labeling guidelines from the USDA are provided for 

dairy products including butter and cheese, poultry products such as chickens, 

turkeys, ducks, geese and their eggs, and meat.  

The dairy product quality grade labeling guidelines are for grading butter 

and cheese on the basis of unique flavor, shape, and texture. The USDA should 

allow the certified butter and cheese grade to display on the final package. The 

specified grades are AA, A, B, or C (ASTM International, 2011).

The poultry quality grade labels are discretionary services. In this program,

the USDA is an independent third party that determines whether a product 

meets the USDA grade standards or not (USDA, 2018e). The quality grade 

labeling is applied to various poultry products including chickens, turkeys, 

ducks, geese, pigeons, and guineafowl. This includes all meat, parts or 

processed products. For each item, the grades A, B, or C are assigned by the 

Poultry Product Grades and Standards of AMS (USDA, 2018e). 

The egg quality grade labelings are discretionary services for egg producers.

The USDA verifies whether the product quality and hygiene meets the US 

grade standards in the position of a third party. However, it is applied only to 

eggs with eggshells produced in the US (ASTM International, 2011). 
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For egg verification, experts conduct candling to examine the internal 

contents of the eggs. The eggs are then given grades of AA, A or B depending 

on the eggshells, air cells, egg yolks and whites (USDA, 2018j). 

<Figure 5-3> Quality certification marks of USDA

Source: USDA (2018i).

<Figure 5-4> Beef quality grade certification marks of USDA

Source: USDA (2018i).

The beef quality grade labels are programs where the USDA verifies the beef 

quality by the US grade standards on the basis of AMS quality standards. The

grade labels are recognized as a symbol of high quality of US beef, and they 

facilitate businesses and support related industries (ASTM International, 2011). 

Quality monitoring 
program
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The grade is divided into Prime, Choice, or Select41 and it is permissible to 

display verified grades on the final product package (USDA, 2018i). 

Meanwhile, Tender and Very tender labels are also used to help consumers 

to determine. It is required to pass the slice shear force test that determines

longissimus muscle tenderness to be qualified for these verified labels (ASTM 

International, 2011). 

1.1.4. Food Nutrition Facts label

a. Mandatory label

The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) regulates the Food Nutrition 

Facts Labels according to Federal Regulations Article 21-101.9 Nutrition Facts 

Labels in Food (MFDS, National Food Safety Information Service or NFSIS,

2014). Although the Nutrition Facts Label should be attached to all packaged 

foods provided to end consumers, exemption is allowed for some foods (MFDS, 

NFSIS, 2014). 42 The information included in the mandatory labels for 

packaged products includes calories, fat (saturated fat and trans fat), cholesterol, 

sodium, carbohydrates (dietary fiber and sugar), proteins, vitamins and

minerals (vitamin D, potassium, iron). Where enough space is provided for the 

labels, it is required to use the table format vertically as shown in Figure 5-6. 

However, it is also allowed to use a horizontal display (MFDS, NFSIS, 2014). 

It is further permissible to use highlighting labels such as Free, Low, or 

Reduced/Less, or other highlighting labels may be used if meet the standards 

(MFDS, NFSIS, 2014). 

41 The beef grades include Standard and Commercial grades sold with the brand without any 

grade or PB brand beef, and the beef grades of Utility, Cutter and Canner seldomly sold in 

retail shops. 
42 Exemption of nutrition facts label requirements applies to products manufactured by 

small-scale enterprises, foods prvided in restaurants or delivered foods to consume 

immediately, meat or cheese type foods sold in a location for preparation, bakery products 

and confectionery, dietary supplements, foods for medical purposes, fresh agricultural 

products, and free foods for consumers. 
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<Figure 5-5> Nutrition facts mark of the US

Source: FDA (2016).

b. Self-regulated label - Facts Up Front 

The “Facts Up Front” program is an additional self-regulated nutrition facts

label program designed to help consumers understand packaged foods and 

drinks (MFDS, NFSIS, 2014). The Grocery Manufacturers Association (GMA) 

and the Food Marketing Institute (FMI) are in charge of this program and 

member enterprises of the two institutes comply with these regulations.

The essential components of the label of Facts Up Front are calories (kcal), 

saccharides (g), sodium (g), saturated fat (g), and it is permissible to add two

recommended nutrients to the label (MFDS, NFSIS, 2014).43

<Figure 5-6> Facts Up Front Mark 

Source: MFDS, NFSIS (2014).

43 The regulation only allows calorie labels for small package areas. 
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c. Self-regulated label – smart label 

The member enterprises of GMA provide food information in detail, such as

nutritional facts information, ingredients, allergic reaction sources, how to use, 

cautions, safe handling, enterprise and brand information. This information is 

delivered by means of the smart labels that are made by the Trading Partner 

Alliance Group in 2015 (GMA, 2018). Consumers can scan the QR code 

(Quick Response code) attached to a product in a grocery store to access the 

information of the food. The enterprise is responsible for managing food-

related information provided with the smart label. However, it is still essential 

to provide accurate information like food packages or nutrition facts labels and 

this is regulated by the federal government entities, e.g., the FDA, the USDA 

and the FTC (Federal Trade Commission) (GMA, 2018). 

1.2. Using Agri-food Certification and Labeling Guideline and 
Policies

1.2.1. Revision of Food Nutrition Facts Labels (July 26, 2018,
mandatory compliance)

As people have criticized that the food nutrition facts table do not reflect the 

demands of consumers interested in their healthy living, the FDA announced a

revised Food Nutrition Facts Labels in 2014, which has been enforced since 

July 26, 2016 (MFDS, NFSIS, 2014; FDA, 2016). 

From July 26, 2018, when the grace period for two years ended, it is 

mandatory for the food industry to comply with the regulation. The regulation

requires the following: apply more calory labels, include added sugar labels,

add the vitamin D label except for vitamin A and vitamin C, mark the weight 

(mg) the percent of Daily Values of vitamins and minerals, and add a

description about the Daily Value and calory reference values. Figure 5-7

shows labels before and after revising nutrition facts labels. 
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<Figure 5-7> Revised nutrition facts labels of the US   

Source: MAFRA, Korea Agro-Fisheries & Food Trade Corporation (2014).

1.2.2. Revising Added Sugar Label (revised and announced on 
September 6, 2018)  

The pre-existing label provided total sugar content (g) for both natural sugar 

in fruits and vegetables and added sugars as defined in the Dietary Guidelines 

(FDA, 2018b). According to this Guidelines, while the added sugars 

comprehensively include other sweetening materials such as honey and maple 

syrup, the FDA announced the revision that maple syrup and honey should 

include the added sugar label in the final regulation for the nutrition facts label

from September 6, 2018 (FDA 2018b). The New inclusion of the daily values

of added sugar as described above will contribute to consumers determining 

consumption levels of foods containing added sugars for their healthy diet 

(FDA, 2018b).
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2. The European Union

2.1. Agri-food Certification and Label Information of the EU

The agri-food certification and labeling guidelines of the EU are classified 

into the Labeling for Food Issues, which includes the protected designation and 

organic certification labels, and the Nutrition Facts Labeling, which includes

the protected designation of origin, protected geographical indications and 

traditional specialties guaranteed.  

2.1.1. Labeling for Food Issues 44

a. Label for protected designation  

■ Protected Designation of Origin  

The Protected Designation of Origin (PDO) is a program with the expertise 

to certify agricultural products and produced, processed, and prepared foods in 

a specific area. The main aims of the PDO are to protect the designations 

related to geographical features in the EU by means of intellectual property 

rights, provide information to consumers, and enhance producer’s added values. 

It is allowed to use the designation of origin for the products with unique 

features of the area that use features of the geographical environment of a 

specific area and use traditional production methods. For PDO certification, it 

is required to comply with the following three standards for the purpose. First,

the origin should be a specific area, region or country; second, the product 

quality or feature should be based on the geographical environment factors of a 

44 This is based on translation and reconfiguration mainly with reference to the EU 

Commission (https://ec.europa.eu/commission/index_en: June 20, 2018) and the EU, and 

‘Regulation on Organically Processed Food’ (Article 19 of EU Regulation).    
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specific area; and third, the product should be produced, processed and 

prepared in the specified geographical area.  

It is required to provide the product name along with the PDO label, and it is 

permissible to add the label ‘Protected Designation of Origin further’.45

■ Protected Geographical Indication

The Protected Geographical Indication (PGI) is a certification program for

agricultural products and foods with a close geographical connection. The PGI 

aims to certify products where any one part of production, processing or 

preparation is performed in the concerned area. In the EU, the PGI aims to 

protect this designation related to geographical features by means of 

intellectual property rights, provide the information to consumers, and assist 

producers in increasing their added values. It is permissible to use the PGI label

for the products with unique features and traditional production methods. and it 

is required to comply with the following three standards for the purpose. First, 

it should be a product based on a specific area, region or country; second, the 

product quality or feature should be based on a geographical area; and third, 

any one of production, procession or preparation of a concerned product should 

be performed in the specified geographical area. The one main difference

between the PGI and the PDO is it is allowed to use ingredients produced in 

other areas than the approved area for the PGI. 

Products are required to have the product name along with the PGI label, and 

it is permissible to add the label “Protected Geographical Indication further”.  

■ Traditional Specialty Guaranteed

Traditional Specialty Guaranteed (TSG) is a program for verifying 

traditional methods used in product configurations or manufacturing

45 It is allowed to use sentences or description for geographical regions, sentences, graphs 

and labels stating concerned member countries, and the same applies to Protected 

Grographical Indication and Traditional Specialties Guarantee. 
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instruments. The TSG aims to protect traditional foods with special cultural

characteristics.

The TSG unlike the PDO and the PGI does not have any requirements 

related to any specific area. It is, however, required to comply with the 

following four standards for using the label. First, the product should be 

produced, processed and prepared in traditional methods and by using 

traditional ingredients; second, the product name should have been used for the 

concerned product for a long time or should specify the traditional features of 

the product; third, it is allowed to describe that the product is manufactured 

according to the tradition of a specific country or area to make it different from 

product names used in other member countries or third countries; and fourth, 

the TSG cannot be used where the product name only suggests general features 

of the item or the items required in the EU regulations.  

It is required to provide the product name along with the TSG label, and it is 

permissible to add the label ‘Traditional Specialty Guaranteed further’. 

b. Organic label

The organic label is a program for certifying that a farm or enterprise 

complies with organic regulations to produce agricultural products and foods. 

Fresh organic agri-foods should be produced in a 100 percent organic manner 

and separated from non-organic agri-food production in terms of time and 

space in the production process (European Commission, 2010). The other 

exemplary ingredients allowed to be used in producing organic processed food 

other than organic ingredients include microorganisms, enzymes, natural spice

substances or natural spices, pigments used for stamping meat, or eggs with a 

seal, water, and salt generally used in the processing process, minerals, and 

vitamins and amino acids that are legally allowed to be used for foods 

(European Commission, 2008). 

An item is allowed to have the Organic label if the producer complies with 

the General Principles for Organic Processed Food of the EU (Article 19 of 

Commission Regulation) and the organic ingredient contents accounting for at 

least 95 percent. Agri-food with a label meaning “organic agri-foods” should 

describe which ingredients are organic. 
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c. Cases from other countries – quality certification label of France (Label 

Rouge) 

Label Rouge is the label from France for verifying food quality by the 

Ministry of Agriculture and Fishery for all processes of producing, processing 

and packaging products (Lee et al., 2016). It is permissible to use “Label Rouge”

for the following agri-foods: most agricultural products and foods; livestock 

products including seafood, processed meat products, dairy products, and 

fishery products; fresh fruits; and also products that are not edible such as

flowers. To be eligible for “Label Rouge”, it is required to comply with the 

minimum standards and requirements in all processes of production, processing 

and packaging of the concerned product (Lee et al., 2016). Quality verification 

requires component analysis and sensory evaluation and livestock products 

should be verified for all items related to production, for instance, stables,

pesticides, and feed. The “Label Rouge” program is enforced by certification 

institutes guaranteed by the Commission National des Labels et des 

Certifications de Produits Agricols et Alimentaires (CNLC) and approved by

the Institute National Institute of Origin and Quality (INAO) (Lee et al., 2016). 

<Figure 5-8> Agri-food certification and labeling guidelines of the EU

Source: KREI (2016); Lee et al. (2016).
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2.1.2. Food Nutrition Facts Labelling 

The food nutrition facts label of the EU should be applied to all foods 

provided to end consumers, but some foods exempted from the regulation 

include food supplements, drinking water, vinegar, food additives (MFDS, 

NFSIS, 2014).46 For these items, the mandatory information should describe

on the packages, including product name, ingredient list, contents and type, 

ingredients causing allergic or hypersensitivity reactions, use-by-date or best-

before date, storage conditions and usage, food manufacturer’s business name

and address, the origin, alcohol contents (if more than 1.2 percent), and 

nutrition facts (KREI, 2016). It is mandatory to list any components that could

trigger allergic reactions, for example, grains containing gluten, crustacean and 

fish, poultry eggs, peanuts and nuts, soybeans, milk (KREI, 2016). It is also 

mandatory to provide origin information. In the case of specific products such 

as fresh agricultural products, honey, and livestock products, placing origin 

information is mandatory to hamper misunderstanding. 

According to Food Labeling Guideline, enterprises can conduct Health 

Claims and Nutrition content claims (KREI, 2016). Health Claims can be 

conducted after first passing the examination by the European Food Safety 

Authority (EFSA). Health claims include functional health claims, for example, 

functions for physical development, mental or behavioral functions, and weight 

management functions, risk-reducing labels including cholesterol reduction, 

and child development labels. Nutrition facts labels include low energy and 

energy-free, low fat and fat-free, low sugar, sugar-free with no added sugars, 

low sodium/salt or no added sodium/salt. 

It is required to use the table format vertically arranged as a basic label 

format, but it is permissible to use a list format where enough space is not 

ensured (MFDS, NFSIS, 2014). The labels should be written in the language of 

46 This means foods in compliance with “Guidelines 2002/46/EC for Dietary Supplements” 

“Guidelines 2009/54/EC for Natural Mineral Water”, non-processed foods, processed 

foods with ingredients for which aging is the only process, drinking water, herbs, culinary 

salt, sweetners, fermented vinegar, flavoring agents, food additives, processing aids, food-

based enzymes, gelatin, yeast, and foods of which the surface area of package and 

containers is smaller than 25cm2. 
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the country where the concerned food will be sold. Fonts should be readily 

observable on the package or in the labels and at least 1.2mm in small letter 

height. It is required to show calories in kcal, nutrition facts contents in 100g or 

100ml units, and minerals and vitamins in percentages of recommended daily 

intake. Although it is allowed to use other labels than the mandatory labels for 

calories, carbohydrates, proteins, fats, saccharides, culinary salt, and saturated 

fats,47 it is not allowed to use the mandatory label space for them (MFDS, 

NFSIS, 2014). Moreover, the label format should be based on scientific and 

objective knowledge, and should not mislead consumers.

<Figure 5-9> Nutrition facts mark of the EU

Source: MFDS, NFSIS (2014).

47 It is allowed to state them along with pictures, graphs and numbers.
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2.2. Use of Agri-food Certification and Labeling Guideline and 
Policies in the EU 

2.2.1. New Regulations of the EU Regarding Food Information for 
Consumers  

The EU has tried to improve the food labeling regulations for many years by

integrating the existing guidelines, “Labeling, presentations and advertising of 

foodstuff (Directive 2000/13/EC)” with the guideline, “Nutrition facts label for 

foodstuffs (Council Directive 90/496/EEC)” to implement a new guideline for 

foods labeling (Regulation (EU) No 1169/2011) from December 13, 2014

(KREI, 2016). 48 The new guideline requirements; improve consumers’

readability of information (set a minimum font size for essential information);  

highlight fonts, style, or background color for substances triggering allergic

information more explicitly; provide essential allergen information for 

unpackaged food in restaurants; require specific nutritional facts information

for most pre-packaged foods; and establish the same label requirements for 

sales in stores, online or on streets.  

2.2.2. Alternative Nutrition Facts Labeling Guideline of Each Country  

a. 1 plus 4 model of Germany

The “1 plus 4” model of Germany is a self-regulated addition nutrition facts 

label guideline. It can be provided on the front of processed food packages and 

can also be used for unpackaged foods (MFDS, NFSIS, 2014). It contains

calories (kcal), saccharides (g), fats (g), saturated fatty acids (g) and culinary 

salt (g). The main requirement is to provide the contents per intake unit 

established by the food industry and the contents (%) for recommended daily 

nutrient intake references (MFDS, NFSIS, 2014). In terms of label design, the

calorie label should be bigger than other nutrition facts labels, and the contents 

48 However, two years of grace period was given in order to apply mandatory provision of 

niutrition facts information by December 13, 2016.  
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(%) for recommended daily nutrient intake references should be provided in 

observable figures. 

It is recommended to use the calorie label at least on the product of which 

the area on the widest packaging surface is smaller than 25㎠.

<Figure 5-10> 1 plus 4 label of Germany

Source: MFDS, NFSIS (2014).

b. Nutri-Score of France

The “Nutri-Score” model of France is self-regulated additional nutrition fact 

labeling guidelines that use colors to add up nutrient levels of a product (Buzyn

et al., 2017). This is the only self-regulated additional nutrition facts labeling 

guideline. The involvement of 33 agricultural product enterprises was 

announced in 2018, starting with the involvement of 6 enterprises (Fleury 

Michon, McCain, Danone, Auchan, Leclerc, Intermarché) at the early stage of 

enforcement. Consumers can judge comprehensive nutrition quality of a 

product by means of the Nutri-Score colors and marks and compare nutrition 

quality differences between products in the same category (Buzyn et al., 2017). 

Nutrition grades are labeled using 5 colors (green, light green, yellow, orange,

and red) and letters from A to E (Buzyn et al., 2017). Total scores are obtained 

by classifying calories, fruit sugar, saturated fats, and sodium as harmful 

components. Fruits, vegetables, fiber, and proteins are classified as beneficial 

components. The closer to A in green, the better the nutrition quality of the 

product.  
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<Figure 5-11> Nutri-Score labels of France

Source: Buzyn et al. (2017).

3. Japan 

3.1. Agri-food Certification and Label Information of Japan 

3.1.1. Food Labeling Standard  

The agri-food labeling guidelines are based on the “Food Labeling Standard”

established by integrating regulations regarding food labels provided in the

“JAS (Japanese Agricultural Standard),” “Food Sanitation Act,” and “Health 

Promotion Act” and have been enforced since April 1, 2015. It is a 

comprehensive centralized program for food labels. It is considered an 

integrated labeling standard (regulation) for food hygiene, safety, quality and 

nutrition. The mandatory label covers all fresh foods (including grants to 

unspecified or multiple persons), packaged processed foods, and any additives 

in containers. However, since alcoholic drinks are defined in the “Liquor Tax 

Act,” the Food Labeling Standard actually only provides labeling of some 

items including additives. 
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<Figure 5-12> Guideline changes of food labels of Japan 

Source: Consumer Affairs Agency of Japan website (www.caa.go.jp: April 11, 2018). See ‘Overview 

of Food Labeling Standard’.

3.1.2. Food Certification Label 

a. Application of certification label guideline and labeling method 

The JAS program is based on the ‘JAS’ aims; improve the quality of 

agricultural and forestry products; implement practical production; implement a 

process of simple transactions; and implement wise use and consumption. The 

JAS program requires compliance with the “JAS Specification” for attachment 

(optional) of the JAS marks to products passing the JAS inspection as specified 

by the minister of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF), and the 

“Quality Labeling Standard” according to the provision of Quality Labeling 

Standards specified by the minister of MAFF. As of June, 2015, 201 

specifications for 62 items were established. Table 5-1 illustrates the JAS 

labeling guideline and Table 5-2 presents various labeling guidelines centered 

around the association. 

JAS법
식품위생법

(품질표시기준)
・원재료명
・원료원산지
・원산국
・원산원재료 사용비율

・명칭
・식품첨가물
・상미, 소비기한
・보존방법
・제조업자등
・사용방법
・유전자조합식품

・첨가물
・알레르기물질

건강증진법
・영양표시
・건강에 관한 허위, 과대표시 금지

품질사항 위생사항

(품질표시기준)
・원재료명
・원료원산지
・원산국
・원산원재료 사용비율
・식품관련사업자등

・명칭

・유전자조합식품

・첨가물
・상미 소비기간
・보존방법
・알레르기물질
・제조장소 등

건강증진사항
・영양성품표시 ・기능성표시식품

식품표시법
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<Table 5-1> Summary of JAS labeling guidelines 

Category Label Food for Labeling and Labeling Method

JAS
mark

Given to foods and forest products of which the grade, components 
and performance meet JAS specification (general JAS specification) 

Organic 
JAS mark

Given to agricultural products meeting the organic JAS specification 
Not allowed to use ‘Organic 〇〇’ or ‘Organic’ for agricultural 
products and processed agricultural foods without the Organic JAS 
mark 

Specific
JAS mark

- Given to foods of which the special production or manufacturing 
method meets specific JAS specifications, or foods meeting the JAS 
specification describing the concerned product is unique in terms of 
quality compared to the standard product in the same category 

-Ex: aged hams, sausages, bacon, apple juice 

Production 
information-
announced 
JAS mark

- Given to beef and pork of which the production history is disclosed 
including feed or medications according to the JAS Specification for 
announcing production information, and agricultural products and 
fish are grown in an artificial environment for which production 
information including agricultural chemicals and fertilizers used by 
producers is disclosed 

JAS mark for 
distribution at 
constant 
temperature

- Given to processed foods featuring distribution methods for keeping 
a constant temperature in the distribution process from
manufacturing to selling the food

-Ex: lunchboxes with cooked rice (sushi, stir-fried rice, etc.) 

Source: MASS website of Japan (www.maff.go.jp: April 11, 2018). See ‘JAS Specification’. 
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<Table 5-2> Summary of other labeling guidelines

Category Label Food for Labeling and Labeling Method

Food for special 
purpose 

Given the foods regarded ideal for growth or recovery of babies, 
pregnant women or patients to indicate the special purpose thereof 
(approved by the Consumer Affairs Agency). The foods for special 
purpose include foods for patients, powdered milk for breastfeeding 
women, infant formula and foods for patients suffering from 
swallowing disorders

Foods for persons 
with special 
health issue  

Foods sold with a label about specific medical functions thereof. The 
functions are examined and certified for the effect or safety of the 
foods on the health benefits of each product. The food for conditional 
specific functions is labeled as a food of which the given effects are 
verified through examination

Label for 
functional food 

Given to foods to have a mark of Functional food on the product 
package, based on scientific grounds under the responsibility of 
business operators. Required to submit the information based on 
safety and functions to the Consumer Affairs Agency. There is no 
specific mark but business operators can use their own label for the 
functions. 

HACCP (Hazard 
Analysis and 
Critical Control) 
Point)

Given to foods produced in factories in which hygiene is controlled 
according to the HACCP program and certified by the minister of 
Health, Labor and Welfare (MHLW) 

JHFA (Japan 
Health Food 
Authorization) 

Certified by the Japan Health and Nutrition Food Association (new) 
on the basis of standards for foods with health benefits established on 
the basis of instructions of the MHLW. It analyzes general germs 
and E.coli including standard components, and the foods are 
examined and certified by the ‘Authorized Food Certification 
Committee’ composed of medical professionals and nutrition 
experts. 

Regional 
specialty 
certification 

Given to specialties of high quality and made with unique local 
ingredients and technology. Foods certified and sold according to the 
quality standard according to the regional specialty certification 
project by each prefecture 

Safety & Quality 
(SQ) 

This is a certification program launched in 1987 to allow consumers 
to choose safe confectionery because there is no JAS specification 
for confectionery, and its competent certification authority is the 
New Confectionery and Food Material Technology Center 
Incorporated in charge of testing, inspecting and studying 
confectionery, materials and foods, and propagating technology.  

Certification of 
salt safety and 
hygiene standard 

Given to culinary salt produced in member factories meeting the 
safety and hygiene standards specified by the Japan Salt Industry 
Association. 

Certification of 
frozen food 

The Japan Frozen Food Association is in charge of the certification 
of frozen foods.  
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(continued)

Category Labeling Food labeling Coverage and Labeling Method

Fair Trade of Fresh 
Noodle 

Given to products, e.g., udon, soba, Chinese noodle, and fresh 
macaroni manufactured according to the protocol produced by 
businesses (members of Fresh Noodle Fair Trade Association of 
Japan) regarded as using proper labels according to the ‘Fair Trade 
Protocol for Labeling Fresh Noodles’. 

Certification by 
frozen noodle 
association (RMK) 

Given to frozen noodles produced in factories where the Japan 
Frozen Noodle Association decides the noodle complies with the 
standard for quality assurance and hygiene control established 
thereby

Provision of rice 
information 

Given to the rice of which the taste and safety are inspected by the 
Japan Grain Inspection Association and confirmed, and which 
presents the resultant inspection information. This is a third party 
inspection authority between the government and the private sector 
for the normal distribution of rice.

Certification of 
rinse-free rice 

Given to rinse-free rice complying with the safety, quality and 
environment standards specified by the Japan Rinse-free Rice 
Association which is a non-profit organization. 

Fair Trade of Milk 

Given to products of Japan Milk Trade Committee (milk, special 
milk, milk drink). This is an organization executing the fair 
competition protocols as a self-regulating protocol of each industry 
established according to the regulation of Act against Unjustifiable 
Premiums and Misleading Representations, and in charge of 
inspecting container labels of members and guidance to assist 
consumers in choosing desired products.

Japan Rice Cake 
Association 

This organization guarantees that packaged rice cakes are produced 
with glutinous rice produced in Japan. The trademark was 
registered in 1989, and a fair third-party institution for testing 
quality is asked to conduct analytical testing. 

JPA
Given to mixed powder including hotcake mix, frying powder, 
okonomiyaki powder, and cake mix of member companies 
specified by Japan Pre-mix Association. 

Fair Trade of Cod 
Roe

Given to products of members examined and certified by the Japan 
Cod Roe Trade Association according to the regulations for desired 
packaging and labels. 

Fair Trade of Ham 
and Sausages 

Given to members of the Ham and Sausage Trade Association, 
certified for desired labeling according to the fair trade regulations 
for labeling hams and sausages. 

Fair Trade of Coffee 
Given to members of the Japan Coffee Trade Association, certified 
for desired labeling according to the fair trade regulations for 
regular coffees and instant coffees. 

Fair Trade of Japan 
Royal Jelly 

Given raw royal jelly, dried royal jelly and fortified royal jelly 
produced by the members of Japan Royal Jelly Trade Association, 
certified for the desired labeling according to the fair trade 
regulations for royal jellies. 
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(continued)

Category Labeling Food labeling Coverage and Labeling Method

Specification 
for Honey of 
Japan 

The Japan Beekeeper Association established the guidelines for honey 
specifications in February, 2003 to assist consumers in choosing good 
products and developing the beekeeping industry of Japan, and gives 
this label to honey products complying with the guidelines. 

Dried Shiitake 
Mushroom of 
Japan 

The organization for dried shiitake mushrooms grown on logs in 
Japan gives this label to dried shiitake mushrooms grown only on logs 
in Japan. The organization conducts regular visual inspection of the 
mushrooms in shops across Japan and chemical analysis to ensure 
mark reliability.

Fair Trade and 
Certification of 
Tourist 
Souvenirs 

The Fair Trade Committee of Tourist Souvenirs of Japan gives this 
label to souvenirs sold in tourist hotspots according to the fair trade 
competition regulation about labeling tourist souvenirs. 

Universal 
Design Food 

This is a mark for labeling processed foods for patients (Universal 
Design Food) complying with the specification established by the 
Japan Universal Design Food Association to assist consumers in 
choosing products readily and the foods are classified into 4 types 
according to product hardness and viscosity specifications.

Export 
Promotion 
Mark 

Given the products complying with the standard in the ‘Guideline of 
Using Agricultural, Forest and Fishery Product Export Promotion 
Mark’ established by the MAFF for exported agricultural, forest and 
fishery products of Japan.  

Source: see data from each association. 

3.2. Use of Agri-food Certification and Labeling Guideline and 
Policies of Japan  

3.2.1. Amended “Food Labeling Act”

Details of the amended “Food Labeling Act” of Japan are as follows. First, it 

is permissible to use the labels as functional food marks, for example, health 

benefits and effects of the functions. These are the responsibility of business 

operators where the product assessment based on scientific grounds by 

introducing the functional labeling guideline. A business is eligible after 

reporting the benefits and effects to the Consumer Affairs Agency. There are 

many types of certifications, for example, for packaging enterprises, processing 

enterprises, and industrial use. Many certifications have multiple labeling of 

safety certification and quality certification. Also, the grade labeling methods 

are slightly different depending on items. Second, the processed food category 
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is integrated with the fresh food category. By integrating the food categories 

different in the ‘JAS Act’ and the ‘Food Sanitation Act’ to be based on the JAS 

Act, foods of simple processing, for example, drying or parboiling of processed 

foods are now classified as processed food. Third, it was mandatory to label s 

allergens food that causes serious problems getting people ill and their 

symptoms and list specific ingredients in parentheses behind the names of the 

ingredients. The items included in the specific seven ingredients of eggs, milk, 

flour, peanuts, buckwheat, shrimps and crabs (20 items recommended) in the 

regulation as of 2018. Fourth, the regulation for using unique symbols of 

factories was improved. It was allowed to use the unique mark of the factories 

as submitted to the Consumer Affairs Agency, provided that the same products 

are manufactured in at least two factories. It was required to list one of the 

contacts, the website address, and the addresses of all factories. In order to

respond to customer inquiries for additional information, unique numbers of 

factories were also used. Fifth, using the nutrition facts label is mandatory. 

Using the nutrition facts label (calory, protein, fat, carbohydrate) for all 

processed foods and packaged additives is mandatory, and the amounts of 

sodium should be labeled with the culinary salt equivalent. Sixth, nutritional 

and functional food label regulations were also amended. The n-3 fatty acid, 

vitamin K and potassium were added to the components that are allowed to be 

listed on the nutrition facts and functional labels. Additional information labels 

were required because fresh foods other than eggs were included in the 

regulation for nutritional and functional foods.49 Seventh, the regulation for

ingredient labels was revised. It is now required to classify ingredients or 

additives for bakery products, plant-based edible fats and oils, dressing and 

dressing-purpose spices, and flavored spices and to list them in the order of 

heavier weight, similar to other processed foods as Table 5-3.

49 For stating label reference values including nutrients, target ages and standard calories, 

and cautions for specific targets (patients, pregnant woment, etc.), it is required to display 

the required cautions for the caution label, recommended daily intakes for food units 

about the concerned to display the amount of the nutrition components and calories, and 

display the method of storage for stating the functions of nutrition components of fresh 

foods.
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<Table 5-3> Food Labeling Standards of Japan 

Use Processed Food Fresh Food Additive

General

• Mandatory cross-sectional labels • Mandatory cross-sectional 
labels • Mandatory label

Name, ingredient, storage conditions, 
best-before-date labels, additive, 
nutrition facts label, allergen, gene 
combination, origin of ingredients

Name, origin, gene 
combination

Name, additive, best-
before date 

• Mandatory individual labels • Mandatory individual label • Discretionary labels

Individual standard in JAS Act, applied 
to meat and dairy products 

Brown rice polished, meat, 
egg, globefish Nutrition facts label 

• Recommended labels • Forbidden labels 

Saturated fatty acids and plant-based 
fiber of nutrition facts label

• Discretionary labels • Discretionary labels 

Unique raw material, nutrition facts 
label, nutrition content claim label 
except mandatory labels 

Nutrition facts label, nutrition 
content claim label 

• Forbidden labels • Forbidden labels 

For 
business

• Mandatory labels • Mandatory labels

Name, ingredients, storage conditions, 
best-before date label, additive, 
nutrition facts label, allege, gene 
combination, origin of ingredients 

Name, origin 

• Discretionary labels • Discretionary labels

Unique raw materials, nutrition facts 
label Nutrition facts label

• Forbidden labels • Forbidden labels

Source: Consumer Affairs Agency website of Japan (www.caa.go.jp: April 11, 2018). See data based 

on a description of the ‘Food Labeling Act’. 

For composite labeling ingredients, it is permissible to divide and label the 

ingredients where division and labeling of the ingredients would be more 

advantageous. Eighth, the improvements to the labeling methods were as 

follows. It is not allowed to omit the labels regarding safety (labels of name, 

storage conditions, best-before date or use-by-date, person in charge, allergen 

and L-phenylalanine compounds) that should be the labeling area and not wider 

than 30cm2. It is required to classify and label all ingredients and additives. 
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3.2.2. Administrative System 

The MHLW and the MAFF were in charge of food labeling in Japan before 

the Consumer Affairs Agency was established. The MHLW was responsible 

for the nutrition facts labeling standards for foods and additives based on the 

“Food Sanitation Act”. The MAFF was responsible for the quality labeling 

standards based on the JAS Act and issued instructions for improvement after 

inspection. After being established in 2009, the Consumer Affairs Agency took 

over establishing food-labeling plans and was responsible for integrating 

labeling standards based on the ‘JAS Act,’ the ‘Food Sanitation Act,’ and the 

‘Health Promotion Act.’50 The Consumer Affairs Agency is also responsible 

for issuing improvement orders (JSA Act) and taking measure orders (Food 

Sanitation Act, Health Promotion Act) for businesses. 

Once the Consumer Affairs Agency was founded, the MHLW and the 

MAFF now request the Consumer Affairs Agency to establish labeling 

standards for foods and additives and individual quality labeling standards 

compatible with the JAS specification. Local enforcement tasks are performed 

by each prefecture with the help of the subordinate Regional Agricultural 

Administration Office (JAS Act) and the regional Health and Welfare Office 

(Health Promotion Act). For improvement measures and order tasks, the 

Consumer Affairs Agency is asked to give orders based on the JAS Act when a

business does not take labeling measures without any justifiable reasons. 

50 The MHLW discussed it with the MAFF.
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<Figure 5-13> Tasks of Food Labeling Act of Japan 

Source: Consumer Affairs Agency website of Japan (www.caa.go.jp: April 11, 2018). See ‘the theory 

and future tasks for integrating the Food Labeling Act’. 

3.3. Consumers’ Use and Evaluation of Agri-food Certification 
and Labeling Guideline in Japan 

3.3.1. Use of agri-food Label Information 

Consumer organizations argue that the current Food Labeling Act does not 

provide enough information to fulfill consumers right to know, and focus on 

aspects of deregulation (response to TPP) rather than consumers. The opinions 

of consumers are described below and divided into three categories. First, the 

latest trend of one-person households contributes to increasing demands for 

more information regarding intermediate meals, casual dining-out (snack bars, 

processing in stores), formal dining-out. and online food purchases. In 

particular, snack bars do not provide accurate origin and allergen information 

regarding ingredients, so consumers have to take the risk and then cope with all 

damages if any incidents occur. Therefore, regulations regarding the damages 

and specific response strategies are also required. Second, since it is hard to 

find accurate information regarding healthy foods, this results in the 

proliferation of too much incorrect or wrong information. In addition, many 

foods do not adequately describe the components in the labels, leaving 

consumers at a disadvantage. Third, it is essential to provide more accurate 

information about food additives. It is urgent to establish and provide a 
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program for providing and examining exhaustive information about food 

additives. The Consumer Affairs Agency collects the aforementioned opinions 

by continuing to hold review meetings to obtain their opinions and develops

solutions for potential new tasks because the Food Labeling Act is likely to be 

revised in the future. 

3.3.2. Consumers’ Evaluation of Agri-food Label Information 

The Consumer Affairs Agency of Japan conducts online surveys once every 

year to examine consumer understanding of the food labeling guidelines; and 

then, analyze the results, investigates settlement of related regulations, and 

guidelines including the “Food Labeling Act”. Lastly, the CCA of Japan 

gathers the current consumers’ requests regarding improvements to food labels. 

The survey regarding awareness of food labels shows that the respondents 

saying I know what the food labels mean accounted for 65.8 percent, while

those who did not know food labels meant accounted for 34.2 percent. Among 

respondents saying they know the meaning food labels, the group who was 70 

years old or older had more positive answers than the other groups.

Additionally, the group in who were in their 10s showed higher percentages 

than ones in their 20s to 30s.

The survey regarding consumer awareness of the integrated operation of the 

food labeling guideline, conducted in April 2015 and showed that most 

respondents (83.1 percent) said they are not aware of it and do not know. 

Respondents who presented they know labeling guidelines accounted for only 

16.9 percent. 

<Figure 5-14> Awareness of food labeling guideline 

Source: Consumer Affairs Agency of Japan. Report on ‘2017 Consumer Survey about Food Labels’.
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<Figure 5-15> Awareness of food labeling guideline after integration 

Source: Consumer Affairs Agency of Japan. Report on ‘2017 Consumer Survey about Food Labels’. 

Furthermore, about what are the inconveniences in reading agri-food label 

items, many respondents said that too small letters caused difficulty in reading 

the labels. The responses of “no inconvenience” also accounted for a higher 

percentage in the results. Table 5-4 illustrates other opinions in the survey. 

<Figure 5-16> Consumers’ opinions about current food labels

Source: Consumer Affairs Agency of Japan. Report on ‘2017 Consumer Survey about Food Labels’. 
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<Table 5-4> Other opinions of consumers about current food labels 

Items Opinion

1. Name 
Too difficult of a name 

Better to use names generally used 

2. Storage conditions 

More explicit information required 

Period of use label not provided 

Don’t know the correct storage method 

Too small letters 

3. Use-by-date or best –
before date

Hard to find it because no specific location is regulated 

Don’t know whether to consume or not after elapsing a small period from the 
use-by-date 

4. Ingredient
Too small letters 

Don’t know which materials are used 

5. Additive
Hard to determine whether it is good or bad 

Hard to understand too specialized terminologies 

6. Net weight or total 
contents 

Better to indicate both grams and counts. 

Difficult to know which is correct because both volume labels and weight labels 
are used 

No unified labeling method 

7. Nutrition facts and 
calories

Better to indicate calories as essential information 

Better to indicate standard calories although complete mandatory indications are 
hard to provide 

8. Food business 
operator’s name, 
business or address 

Description of responsible persons not provided, but the label of a sales person 

Better to indicate contact information 

Concerns about reliable business or not 

Some confectionery not providing any information. Regulations are thus 
required. 

9. Factory or processer’s 
address, name or 
business name

No tel No. provided sometimes to make it hard to make inquiries 

Don’t know any difference between factories and manufacturers 

No information about manufacturing although the country of origin and 
importers are indicated 

10. Importer’s name or 
business 

Contact label should be larger 

Essential information 

11. Allegan information 

Confused contents ratios 

Mandatory labeling required because some goods do not have allege warning 
labels 

Collective label required because collective allege-related labeling is readily 
observable while providing snacks to students and preschoolers 
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(continued)

Item Opinion

13. Gene combination

Easy label required 

Label of effects on human bodies required 

Better to label goods by gene combination as gene-combined goods 

14. Ingredient origin

More information required 

Too small letters hampering reading the label 

Larger fonts required 

15. Country of origin 
Likely to mislead consumers with the origin label 

Better to label Product of China for products from China 

16. Foods with 
specification markings 
for infants or babies 

Don’t know from which age the product is allowed to be consumed

Label required for cautions (preferred location beside the product name) 

Source: Consumer Affairs Agency of Japan. Report on ‘2017 Consumer Survey about Food Labels’. 

In the survey question regarding what is required to facilitate the utilization

of current food labels, 39.2 percent of respondents wanted larger-font size 

letters and consistent information across products. On the other hand, the 

response of enough information is provided at present accounted for 33.5

percent. 

<Figure 5-17> Consumers’ opinions for enhancing use of agri-food labels 

Source: Consumer Affairs Agency of Japan. Report on ‘2017 Consumer Survey about Food Labels’. 

information량을맞추고글자를크게

작은글자에도많은information제공필요

표시사항을앞뒤에기재하고, 글자를크게

지금의식품표시로도충분

기타
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<Figure 5-18> Consumers’ opinions about providing information for 

enhancing use of agri-food labels

Source: Consumer Affairs Agency of Japan. Report on ‘2017 Consumer Survey about Food Labels’. 

4. Implications

After examining the agri-food labels and policies of the US, the EU, and 

Japan, the following implications are derived. 

First, the integration of the foods label with the nutrition facts labels should 

be implemented. This is corroborated by examining the EU’s successful 

integration of the existing guidelines related to food label regulations, which 

are the Food Labeling Act and the Nutrition facts labeling guideline. This 

integration was done to enforce the new labeling regulations from December 

13, 2014. Similarly, Japan integrated its food labeling regulations from the 
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existing ‘JAS Act’ and the ‘Health Promotion Act’ to establish the ‘Food 

Labeling Act’ from April 1, 2015. Promotion through collaboration among 

ministries increased efficient management. In particular, a strategy can be 

established to select some of the national agri-food certification programs in

Korea that allow collaboration with other ministries to conduct joint marketing. 

Second, the certification label should be expanded to reflect consumer

demands for more information. Consumers can readily access the calorie and 

nutritional facts information in some restaurants and retailers in the US.

Similarly, in the UK consumers can access the same information for ordered 

and marketed foods. The information is announced on websites or in catalogs. 

The study by Bleich et al. (2015) showed that 69 percent of the US adult 

respondents read the nutritional facts information of fast foods and 76 percent

read the nutritional facts information of packaged foods. They also found that 

respondents participating in weight loss regimes are more likely to read the 

nutritional facts information of food. In Korea, it is necessary to spread the 

health/nutrition-related label information programs into diversified channels to 

meet consumer demand. 

Third, the labeling methods should be improved with the viewpoint to assist 

consumers. The latest agri-food certification and labeling guidelines of the US 

and the EU focus on establishing a strategy for effectively delivering essential 

information to consumers in the stage of providing information. They are well 

known for providing easy labels on goods and products, but they are also using 

QR codes for other detailed information. In particular, some excellent examples

of this trend are the Facts Up Front of the US, the 1 plus 4 model of Germany, 

and the Nutri-Score of France. All of these programs provide content diagrams 

for major components to assist consumers’ decision-making and are self-

regulated additional nutrition facts labeling guidelines. When similar programs 

are enforced in Korea, they will contribute to easing consumers’ decision-

making by understanding the required information better. However, consumer

understanding of the nutrition facts label is not directly connected to their 

utilization, further discussion is required for finding a method for increasing the 
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use of nutrition facts label (Grunert et al. 2010).51 It is essential to have a 

discussion within the wider scope of nutrition policies using various 

instruments to enhance interest in a healthier diet. 

Fourth, the US, the EU and Japan are always looking for various new 

methods for delivering nutritional facts information to consumers. Cavaliere et 

al. (2017) argue that the nutrition facts label is mainly used by consumers who 

perform various actives for healthier living, but the labels have a limited effect 

on the consumers who need to pursue a healthier lifestyle. Furthermore, they 

argue that more deliberation is required to know what effective political tools 

are available, what type of delivery scheme can be used, and what information 

should be delivered to which consumer group to inspire them to make healthier

food choices. Good examples of effective delivery of agri-food label 

information are found in nutrition shelf labels, use of point-of-purchase nudges, 

and use of smart labels. In particular, some of the large US retail chains,

including Giant Food, Stop & Shop, SuperValu, and United Supermarkets, use 

the nutrition shelf label for marketing of some items. The nutrition shelf label is 

categorized as a method into comprehensively evaluating and providing food 

nutrition facts information as gauges, while also providing specific nutrient 

contents. Many researchers have studied the effect of using the various types of 

nutrition shelf labels on consumer purchases.52 It is a useful political tool to 

refer to using nudges as intervening in consumers’ decision-making and 

guiding consumers’ specific actions.

Lastly, the US, the EU, and Japan further encourage the private sector for 

certifications. In relation to industrial certifications of the US, enterprises 

operate the certified inspection label scheme, which is a discretionary quality 

certification program of enterprises. Certification of related associations 

connected to agri-food items is suggested in Japan. In Korea, it is necessary to 

operate various private certification programs ideal for features of goods in 

order to flexibly respond to a market environment that experiences more 

intense competition in the production process and among product features. 

51 Grunert et al. (2010) said that the UK consumers understand nutrition facts label well but 

seldom use it.
52 Reference was made to Sutherland et al. (2010), Hobin et al. (2017), and Levy et al. 

(1985). 





Strategies for Enhancing Agri-food 
Label Utilization

1. Strategic Direction 

In Chapter 3, the purpose of agri-food label utilization was established “to 

make wise choices of safe and healthy foods by using agri-food label 

information.” Agri-food label information should be both consumer-friendly 

and compatible with the changing food consumption trends. Moreover, 

consumer trust in label information should be enhanced and be able to guide 

them to healthier food choices. 

1.1. Building Consumer-friendly Label Information Program 

As the environment surrounding food consumption is always rapidly

changing, and consumer preferences and requirements are becoming more 

diversified. Thus, the labeling policy aims to strengthen and deliver on the 

consumer’s right to know. Although more information related to foods being

provided to consumers is the ultimate goal, the utilization of information is 

hampered by issues such as overlapping label information, low awareness, lack 

of understanding, and difficulty in reading information.  

It is essential to overhaul the overall program of label information to be more 

consumer-friendly to enhance the agri-food consumer’s utilization of labels and 

minimize overlapping or misleading information. In addition, it is required to 

improve the consumer awareness and understanding of label information. 

CHAPTER6
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1.2. Compatibility with Changing Food Consumption Trend 

While the mid- and long-term trend of food consumption is entering the 

stage of ‘diversification’, that is, convenience and high-end (Lee, Kim and Huh, 

2016), food consumption trends are always changing fast. For example, there is 

more agri-food purchase through online/home shopping, more consumption of 

high-quality HMR, and increasing purchases of various agri-foods from 

convenience stores. The fast increase in older population groups contributes to 

the high demand for elderly-friendly foods.53 The agri-food label information 

policies, however, have not kept pace with these changes.

It is, therefore, necessary to correct the label information policies to become

compatible with the changing food consumption trends and meet consumer

demands for information to improve utilization of agri-food labels. 

1.3. Enhancing Trust in Label Information 

While higher trust in the agri-food label information provided by the central 

government results in consumers’ higher competency of using the 

information,54 it is considered that lower trust in certified products caused by 

previous food scandals contributes to the negative impact on their using label 

information.55

53 In this study, elderly people’s demand for information was not highlighted. Other studies 

however, suggest the information elderly people want to know, and their difficulties in 

reading the information, implying more in-depth studies required in the future. 
54 The competency index measured with 8 questions based on 40 points of full marks and 

for using agri-food labels shows 25.98 for low trust in food labels, 26.92 for normal trust 

and 28.28 for high trust. In consideration that the agri-food consumer competency index is 

a variable not showing significant annual changes, such differences are considered as a 

significant difference (2017 Food Consumption Survey).
55 Before and after food safety incidents for which the central government is responsible (Ex: 

pestcide-contaminated egg scandal in August, 2017), consumers’ satisfaction with the 

agri-food policies dropped from 74.7 to 65.0 (analyzed raw data based on 2017 Food 

Consumption Survey). The trust in agri-food labeling policies also dropped, which is 

closely related to consumers’ policy evaluation and satisfaction. 
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It is critical to strengthen the trust basis in label information produced and 

provided by the central government to enhance the utilization of agri-food 

labels. Thus, improvement of program design, management, and labeling 

methods are essential to prevent food-related incidents and strengthen 

communication with the public. Additionally, good public relations are also 

required.

1.4. Healthier Food Choices 

The consumers who are properly using agri-food label information can make 

overall healthier food choices based on objective label information, choose the

safer agri-foods by using provided information of attributes, healthier agri-

foods, and choose agri-foods pursuing ethics and environmental conservation. 

People are more interested in the functions of inspiring consumers to make 

healthier food choices by using agri-food label information. The OECD 

(Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development) continues to 

study concepts of mechanism designs or nudges for inspiring (encouraging) 

consumers’ healthier food choices when designing and enforcing agri-food 

labeling policies. This is the result of reflecting the perspective of the OECD 

and major countries in the important task of improving consumers’ health and 

quality of living and mitigating the burden to countries in terms of national 

health care costs. 

It is necessary to design and enforce smart labeling policies to inspire 

consumers to make ‘healthier food choices’ which will then contribute to 

greater benefits from the use thereof. This is a key benefit of enhancing

consumers’ use of agri-food label information. 

The following Table 6-1 illustrates the purpose and basic direction of the use 

of label information and promotion strategies. 
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<Table 6-1> Purpose, direction of enhancing use of label information, and plan 

for facilitating it

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

①소비자친화적표시정보체계구축

②변화하는식품소비트렌드에부합

③표시정보신뢰도제고

④건강한식품선택유도

목표

기
본
방
향

①소비자친화적표시정보체계구축

②변화하는식품소비트렌드에부합

③표시정보신뢰도제고

④건강한식품선택장려

기
본
방
향
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2. Promotion Strategies 

2.1. Selection and Concentration of Essential Mandatory 
Labels 

The‘Standard for Food Labeling’ provides the regulations regarding product 

name, food type, product category report number, and cautions for consumers 

for the foods. Presenting this information contributes to small lettering and low 

readability because of limited areas on packaging material. 

Although mandatory food labels include important labels for consumers such 

as the use-by-dates or cautions, it also includes items for facilitating 

management by the government such as food type, product category, report 

number,. and other relevant information. 

The importance evaluation of items showed56 that the use-by-date (4.42/5 

points) is viewed as the most important. This was followed by the components, 

contents, net weight, ingredient name, allergen, origin, and product name labels. 

Consumers considered the product category report number as the least 

important information. Other examples of information viewed as less important 

included the ‘report of illegal and bad foods,’ ‘manufacturing business name 

and address,’ and ‘guides for exchange, compensation and refund.’ 

In our coordinates analysis of the importance of each mandatory label along 

with visibility (readability), we found that the items of importance and 

visibility that were higher than the average (the first quadrant) included net 

weight, components, contents, and ingredient name. The items of higher 

56 The importance evaluation was conducted by presenting processed foods available in the 

market to make the respondents observe them and answer to overcome disadvantages of 

the Memory Experiment. To avoid the issue of typical items, the respondents were 

divided into 4 groups for 4 types of processed foods to show them one of product photos, 

respectively, and then evaluate each mandatory label item. The results of 4 groups were 

added to present the survey result. In the survey, each group was presented with jjajang 

ramyun in a container available from N for product (A); instant rice available from C for 

product (B); chocolate available from L for product (C); and coffee drink available from 

L for product (D), respectively. 
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importance, but lower visibility than the average (the second quadrant) 

included the use-by-dates, origin, allergen, and cautions for consumers. The 

items of importance and visibility lower than the average (the third quadrant) 

included ‘manufacturing business name and address,’ guides for exchange, 

compensation and refund,’ ‘report of illegal and bad foods,’ and product 

category report number. Finally, the items of lower importance, but having 

higher visibility than the average (the fourth quadrant) included food type, the 

nutrition facts label, and container (packaging) material. 

The reason for the use-by-date having very high importance, but low 

visibility is because of the label location as it is marked on caps, bottoms, or 

necks of bottles. The reason for the origin mark having low visibility is because 

it does not have any specific space but is marked in parentheses for the space of 

ingredients. 

<Figure 6-1> Importance and visibility of each mandatory food label 

Source: data from the survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000).

The reason why a product name has the highest visibility is because of its 

large mark size placed at the front of the product. The second-highest visibility 

for food type is because of the ordering effect in that the product name and 
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food type are first placed in the mandatory labeling form. Therefore, 

rearrangement focusing on items of higher importance is required. It is also 

necessary to provide the items of lower importance on a new label information 

platform for mobile application or Internet access. This enables consumers to 

find additional information rather than trying to present them on product 

containers or packaging. It is preferred that any new platform is a space for 

information accessed by using QR codes for connection and connected to 

large-scale portals or using smart labels to read the information.57

Although the MAFRA, the NAQS, and the Korea Agency of Education, 

Promotion & Information Service in Food, Agriculture, and Forestry & 

Fisheries all provide agri-food-related information, it is important to provide a 

search service in connection with these large-scale portals geared toward

consumers.

<Figure 6-2> Number information search from large-scale portals and 

exemplary drug information 

Source: portals Daum (daum.net: October 11, 2018) and Naver (naver.com: October 11, 2018).

57 The MFDS performed a similar pilot project in 2017. 
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The use of fast and readily food label-related information is the ultimate goal. 

As large-scale portals provide services for door-to-door delivery using mail 

number, area number, and inquiries, a connection is required to enable 

consumers to view food traceability numbers, certification numbers of certified 

products on the portal sites. At present, there are large-scale portals provide 

drug information services. Similarly, it would be even better to make a 

database for all agri-food information including details of each product and

provide it in one easy to access and use location. 

The ‘smartlabel’ of Canada that was launched in 2015 by the TPA (Trading 

Partner Alliance) and established by the Grocery Manufacturer’s Association 

of Canada and the Food Marketing Institute of Canada is an exemplary case of 

using QR codes to enable to search product details. The smartlabel provides 

even more information than what is provided on the products and in greater 

detail. This information includes nutrition facts information, ingredient and 

additive information, allergic reaction information, certification information, 

manufacturer and brand information of groceries, drinks, hygiene products, and 

pet foods by using mobile applications and the Internet. Using the smartlabel, 

consumers can check the information of hundreds of brands spanning more 

than 40 thousands of products, including large brands such as Coca-Cola, 

Colgate, Hush, Kellogg and Unilever. 

<Figure 6-3> Smartlabel of Canada 

Source: smartlabel website (http://www.smartlabel.org/: October 11, 2018).
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2.2. More Label Information for More Consumer Demand 

One noticeable feature of the latest food consumption trend is to pursue 

simplicity, for instance, the locations of purchasing agri-foods, higher standards 

for purchasing fresh foods, and the methods for procuring kimchi and soybean 

paste (Kim, 2017).58 Changes in consumption type due to pursuing simplicity 

are also found in objective market situations. Some examples are the fast 

growth of HMR consumption, an increase in sales of agri-foods in convenience 

stores, and more online agri-food purchases.59 Another noticeable trend is the 

fast growth in preference for small packages and the primary examination of 

packaged food state (Food Consumption Survey, 2017). Another change in 

consumption is the continued increase in the dine-out percentages accounting 

for about 45 to 50 percent in the food expenses of a household. There is also a 

steadily increasing interest in healthy living. 

While consumer demand for label information is diversified in line with the 

food consumption trends, the agri-food labeling policy has not to change fast 

enough to cope with these changing trends. Two opinions include difficulty in 

58 Kim (2017) demonstrated that the percentage of ‘convenient purchase’ tends to increase.

He aslo found the percentage for kimchi and bean and chili paste not made at home but 

purchased also tends to increase when consumers purchase agri-foods from large-scale 

discount stores or the Internet, and the percentrage for ‘price’ as a standard for purchasing 

fresh foods tends to drop. He argued that the trend of liking simple purchase is a rising 

food consumption trend. 

59 The HMR sales in Korea (based on the value of shipments, except ramyun) was 2 trillion 

643.6 billion won in 2017. This is 21.8 percent more than the previous year and a fast 

market scale growth with more than 20 percent of the annual average increase has 

continued since 2014 (MFDS, 2018). According to the POS data analysis by Nielsen 

Korea, the convenience stores as an HMR distribution channel account for about 18.1

percent (except lunch boxes and samgak gimbap sold in convenience stores) of sales. This

indicates a fast increase from 2015. The intersecrton showing the same rise effect between

the HMR and convenience stores is an important trend of food consumption starting in

2017 (Kim, 2018). Moreover, the amout of online agri-food shopping was 8 trillion 212.3 

billion won between January and August of 2018, which is 26.5 percent more than the 6 

trillion 493.2 billion won from the same period in previous year. This shows the

continued increase in consumption of foods and agricultural, livestock and fishery

products (Online Shopping Trend Survey by Statistics Korea, August, 2018).
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finding the required information for purchasing agri-foods and almost no 

available information for small-packaged agricultural products. Therefore, it is 

necessary to review and correct blind spots in providing label information for 

items.  

2.2.1. More Label Information for Fresh Foods  

In the survey evaluating label information for each agri-food category, 40.3

percent of respondents said that ‘there is too little label information available’ 

for fresh foods (including in online purchase). Also, 58.3 percent of 

respondents agreed on the lack of available information, in particular, for 

unpackaged vegetables and fruits (see Appendix table 2-6).60

<Table 6-2> Additional label information required for each fresh food category 

No. Grain Unpackaged 
vegetable/fruit

Packaged 
vegetable/fruit Unpackaged Meat Packaged Meat

1
Nutrition 
facts/nutrition 
facts information

Days of 
cultivation /date 
harvesting 

Days of 
cultivation/date of 
harvesting

Producer 
information 
(name)

Producer 
information 
(name)

2
Days of 
cultivation /date of 
harvesting 

Producer 
information 
(name)

Date of production Butcher Butcher 

3 GMO Date of 
transportation

Use-by-date /best-
before date Date of packaging 

Nutrition 
facts/nutrition 
facts information

4

Residual 
chemicals /amount 
of detected 
chemicals 

Nutrition 
facts/nutrition 
facts information

Used chemical 
information

Date of 
transportation 

Calory 
information

5 Safety Use-by-date /best-
before date Date of marketing 

Nutrition 
facts/nutrition 
facts information

Method of raising 

6 Polishing factory Date of marketing Date of 
transportation Method of raising Age/months

7 Distribution 
channel

Amount of used 
chemicals 

Nutrition 
facts/nutrition 
facts information

Calory
information

Use of GMO 
material

60 Averages were calculated for the 6 food categories of grains, packaged vegetables/fruits, 

unpackaged vegetables/fruits, packaged meat, unpackaged meat, and fresh foods sold 

online.
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(continued)

No. Grain Unpackaged 
vegetable/fruit

Packaged 
vegetable/fruit Unpackaged Meat Packaged Meat

8 Harmful 
component label GMO 

Residual 
chemicals /amount 
of detected 
chemicals 

Use of antibiotics Use of GMO feeds 

9 Brand Distribution 
history

Calory 
information Date of marketing Used feed

10 Price/quantity 

Residual 
chemicals /amount 
of detected 
chemicals 

Distribution 
history Use of GMO feed Price/g and /600g

Note 1) edited by the author of this Chapter by combining similar items for consumers’ answers from 

subjective questions (n=1,477).

2) The shadowed cells for time information; bold fonts are for nutrient and calory information; 

and italic fonts are for GMO or chemical information. 

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter on the basis of a consumer survey. 

The blind spots were identified by agri-food label information expert Focus 

Group Discussion (FGD) and consumer FGIs and survey in this study. The 

results include; lack of agricultural product history information as compared to

livestock product history information; no available label information for 

repackaged agricultural products; insufficient basic information such as weight 

or the date of production for some packaged agricultural products or other non-

standard products; insufficient labeling for determining the quality of 

unpackaged agricultural products; lack of ‘time information’ related to 

production and distribution points (ex: use-by-date, date of 

production/marketing, date of transportation by sellers); and lack of detailed 

origin information related to the ‘products of Korea’ label. 

With respect to consumer demand for additional, required information for

each food category, the primarily required information includes: nutrition 

components and nutrition facts information; days of cultivation and date of 

harvesting for grains; days of cultivation and date of harvesting and producer 

information for unpackaged vegetables and fruits; days of cultivation and date 

of harvesting and date of production for packaged vegetables and fruits; and 

producer information and butchering information for meats (Table 6-2). 

From these results we can deduce that, first, for fresh foods, the time-related 

information, for example, days of cultivation and date of harvesting, date of 
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transportation, use-by-date and date of marketing are high in demand

information; second, many consumers want information about nutrition 

components and nutrition information and calories for fresh foods; and last

GMO or chemical-related information is also high in demand. They are all 

informational attributes related to safety or health, reflecting the trends of 

increasing consumers’ concern about agricultural product safety and living 

healthier by consuming safe, fresh foods. 

Addressing all the various demands for information on fresh foods can be 

direct burden costs on the agricultural and product distribution industry. 

Additionally, it is not always possible to display some information including 

nutrition facts in terms of technology at present. Nevertheless, it is necessary to 

try to provide consumer-friendly information to maintain sustainable 

agricultural development. Therefore, it is essential to design a mid- and long-

term roadmap for providing more fresh food information and provide more 

governmental support. Some ideas from the Japanese government, which are

actively trying different ways to provide more labels, be easily and quickly 

adapted for use. For example, placing price tags close to the goods or using 

boxes or tapes for unpackaged fresh foods, and so forth, can be used as pilot

cases that will also inspire other ingenious ideas. 

2.2.2. Establishing Regulations for Labeling Agri-foods Sold Online 

According to the ‘Notice for providing information of goods (‘Online 

Information Notice’) in an electronic transaction’ based on Article 13-4 of ‘the 

Act on Consumer Protection in Electronic Commerce,’ it is a requirement to 

label the capacity, producer, origin, date of manufacture and use-by-date on

each package of agricultural products. The labels must be displayed according 

to the Food Sanitation Act for processed foods as shown in Table 6-3.
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<Table 6-3> Notice for providing information about goods in electronic 

transaction, agricultural products and processed foods

Notice for providing information of goods in electronic transaction

Food 
(agricultural 
and fishery 
product)

1. Display capacity (weight), quantity and size for each packaging unit 
2. Display producers along with importers for imported products 
3. Origin according to the regulations for the origin labeling of agricultural and fishery 

products 
4. Date of manufacture (date of packaging or year of production), use-by-date or best-before 

date 
5. Labels according to related regulations 
5-1. Agricultural product – gene-modified agricultural product label, geographical indication 

label according to Agricultural and Fishery Products Quality Control Act
5-2. Livestock product – grade label according to Livestock Product Sanitary Control Act, 

label according to history control for beef 
5-3. Fishery product – gene-modified fishery product label, geographical indication label 

according to Agricultural and Fishery Products Quality Control Act 
5-4. Statement of “Import-reported according to Food Sanitation Act” for imported food 
6. Product configuration 
7. Condition of storage and handling 
8. Tel No. for consumer inquiries 

Processed 
food

1. Labeling according to Food Sanitation Act 
1-1. Food type 
1-2. Producer and address (producer, importer and country of origin for imported products)
1-3. Date of manufacture, use-by-date or best-before date
1-4. Capacity (weight), and quantity per packaging unit 
1-5. Ingredient and contents (including origin information according to the regulations for 

origin labeling for agricultural and fishery products)
1-6. Nutrition facts (only for nutrition facts label according to Food Sanitation Act)
1-7. Label for gene-recombined foods 
1-8. Presence of label advertisement examined and potential side effect for baby food or 

weight control food 
1-9. Statement “import-reported according to Food Sanitation Act” for imported food 
2. Tel No. for consumer inquiries  

Source: National Law Information Center (http://www.law.go.kr/: October 31, 2018).

Since it is difficult for consumers to read the label information in the current 

online label format, the percentages of consumers reading the online label 

information are not high. The percent of consumers reading the online labels 

are 51.4 percent for fresh foods and 53.6 percent for processed foods. These

percentages are 10 percentage points lower than the offline on average, which 

is 62.3 percent. For grains, information about the production area and origin 

(which ranked first and second place in consumers’ reading) and the date of 

production and date of polishing (which ranked third place in consumers’

reading) is not seen on the first web page. Additionally, information is shown 

in small-font letters on top of ‘Storage’ after scrolling down 5 pages. Moreover, 

information was sometimes labeled as ‘provided in a separate label’. This was 

for vital information such as the year of production and the date of polishing. 
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<Figure 6-4> Label information for online sales of rice on webpages 

Source: G Market website (http://www.gmarket.co.kr/: October 13, 2018).

Various advertisements in online webpages contribute to increasing search 

costs for required information,61 and therefore, consumers are likely to give up 

searching when they feel the search costs are greater any benefits. The ‘Online 

Information Notice’ can be a serious barrier to consumers’ use of information 

because it does not specify labeling locations and methods; it comprehensively 

regulates exceptions for the ‘date of manufacture’ which is important 

information for online shopping of agri-food consumers; and it does not have 

regulations limiting the webpage area (or pages) for publicizing products. 

As an alternative that would enhance consumers’ utilization of online labels, 

it is suggested to establish a new regulation of ‘One-click pop-up information’ 

on webpages for selling agri-foods online. Also, placing the link ‘agri-food 

label information’ in larger size fonts to the right of the first page allows

consumers to display a popup window. It should be required to place it in the 

popup window uniformly. Moreover, it is necessary to apply a strict rule to the 

exception regulation for the ‘date of manufacture’ to strengthen the provided 

61 The advertisement provided in the web page for selling rice include: 1) seller’s popular 

products; 2) information for order; 3) ad for superiority of the rice; 4) storage; 5) rice 

cooking recipes; and 6) cautions required at the time of order. Because public relations 

information is also provided for other food categories, it is a factor increasing consumers’

information search cost. 
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time information, which is highly valued by consumers. It is possible to make 

the ‘One-click popup information’ interwork with the ‘connection to large-

scale portals’ as described above. 

In addition, since low-resolution images uploaded to webpages result in 

difficulty in reading the information, it is necessary to provide the information 

in text format for images. Therefore it is important to establish a regulation for 

the image resolution for any images displayed online on a long-term basis. 

For fresh foods sold online, the percentages of consumer opinions expressing

difficulty in understanding details of labels because of too many labels details, 

or not clearly visible labels than processed foods. This implies an improvement 

in providing label information is an urgent issue for fresh foods online (Table

6-4).

<Table 6-4> Reason for not reading label information in online agri-food 

purchase 

Category
Item of 
habitual 
purchase

Difficulty in 
understanding 

details of 
label

Too 
many 

labels to 
result in 
difficulty 

in 
reading 

all

Unobservable 
label to result 
in difficulty 
in reading

Lack of 
knowledge 

about
label 

information

No 
information 

required 
(not related 

to my  
knowledge)

No 
trust in 
details 

of 
label

Others

Fresh 
food 24.8 23.0 17.7 11.2 8.8 7.4 6.2 0.9

Processed 
food 35.2 18.4 14.9 9.7 8.4 6.4 6.0 1.0

Source: Consumer survey (n=1,000). 

2.2.3. New Label Information for Dine-out 

The provided nutrition information in restaurants includes the nutrition facts 

label, the children’s favorite food quality certification and the grandmaster food 

certification, which are all discretionary information except for the origin label. 

In our consumer survey, 70 percent of Korean consumers responded ‘few 

labels available’ when they dined out in restaurants. They also highly agreed 
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with a lack of label information for the 10 food categories listed in the survey 

(see Appendix table 2-23). 

Consumers said the more label information in restaurants should include;

calorie information (10.4 percent) followed by ingredient names and raw 

materials (9.7 percent), and then the nutrition components/nutritional facts 

information (9.1 percent) as Table 6-5.

<Table 6-5> Evaluation of label information in restaurants requiring additional 

information 

Derails of Label Percentage

Calory 10.4%

Ingredient/raw material 9.7%

Nutrition component /nutritional facts information 9.1%

Production area /cultivation site /raising information 7.8%

Use-by-date /best-before date 6.5%

Additives/additive information 5.2%

Date of purchase/ date of ingredient purchase 4.9%

Date of transportation 4.2%

Production history 3.9%

Producer information (name) 3.2%

Others 35.3%

Source: Consumer survey (n=1,000). 

It is necessary to instruct franchise restaurants to provide label information 

about menu and further include calorie and nutrition facts information. This 

will build a label information program matching up with consumer demand,

and thus, inspire consumers to make healthier food choices. Kiosks can be 

effectively used to share nutrition information. It has been postulated that 

calorie and nutrition facts labels in restaurants will help to address the social 

and health issues of obesity and nutrition imbalance. In the US, the regulation 

for mandatory labels displaying calorie and nutrition facts information in 

restaurants has been enforced since May 7, 2018. Additionally, restaurants with

more than 20 chain stores and some semi-prepared food sellers are required to 

display total calorie, total fats, saturated fats, trans fats, cholesterol, sodium, 

total carbohydrates, sugar, fiber and proteins near the items in the standard 

meals on the menu and menu boards (FDA, 2018a).
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The amount of dine-out meals for Korean households accounts for about half 

of their expenses for food costs (47.6 percent),62 and the percentage of meat 

and fat intake from dine-out meals is high. In consideration of the fact that

dine-out meals are now becoming an indispensable element of everyday life, it 

is important for planning people’s healthy diet to establish these policies. 

Examining the trend of consumer demand for information and in other major 

countries showed that it is vital to provide more label information related to 

healthy living and nutrition for dine-out meals in Korea. In the long term, it is 

key to find and correct blind spots of nutrition information. Closely examining 

the demands for label information gives us insights into consumer trends such 

as when and how consumers use food trucks, HMR (or ready meals), meal kits, 

and deli foods.63

2.3. Consumer-oriented Overhaul of Agri-food Certification 
Labels

2.3.1. Improving Certification Marks 

a. Different marks for each attribute 

In 2012, since integration of the marks based on the national agri-food 

certification program, consumers’ awareness of the presence of national 

certification significantly increased. However, awareness of each program in 

the national certification program did not improve much. Additionally, more 

consumers complained that it is hard to know the certification programs and 

they feel confused. Because the certification labels are different from each 

other in terms of their features and attributes, it is necessary to leave the basic 

framework as it is but change the mark colors, or use different marks and 

include specific messages under a unified national certification mark. Both the 

62 As of 2017, the expenses for dine-out meals of Korean households account for 47.6% in 

total food expenses (Statistics Korea, 2017).
63 Delicatessens or delis are stores selling foods including pre-cooked meat or sandwiches 

after simply warming up or re-cooking them. They are generally similar to the 

underground food stores of department stores in Korea, selling cooked fast foods.  
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MFDS and the MAFRA have regulations allowing the use of green, blue or red 

for the marks of agri-food certification programs. However, since green is the

typical color for MAFRA certification and light blue is for MFDS certification, 

this makes it difficult to distinguish the differences between these certification 

programs.64 Our consumer FGIs/survey demonstrated that consumers do not 

know the difference between the various marks such as the GAP mark or the 

environment-friendly certification of the MAFRA. 

<Table 6-6> Exemplary classification of certification programs for each 

attribute 

Hygiene and Safety 
Attribute

Nutrition and Health 
Attribute

Environment and Ethics 
Attribute

Quality and Specification 
Attribute

▪HACCP 
▪GAP 

▪Functional food
▪Children’s favorite food 
quality certification

▪Environment-friendly 
certification
▪Animal welfare 
certification
▪Low-carbon agricultural 
and livestock product 
certification 

▪Traditional food quality 
certification 
▪Alcoholic drink quality 
certification 
▪Grandmaster food 
certification
▪KS for processed food 
▪Geographical indication 
label

↓ ↓ ↓ ↓

Blue Yellow Green (same as previous 
color) Red

Source: edited by author of this Chapter.

64 For the labels controlled by the MFDS, various colors are used. This certification program 

includes 3 categories of HACCP, the functional foods and the children’s favorate food 

quality certification.In comparison, the MAFRA owns 13 programs using the same 

certification marks. 
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A suggested strategy is to classify Korea’s food label and certification 

programs into the following categories; the hygiene and safety attribute; the 

nutrition and health attribute; the environment and ethics attribute; and finally

the quality and specification attribute to regulate label colors for each attribute. 

To easily visualize the various attributes the strategy is to provide the hygiene 

and safety attribute in blue, the nutrition and health attribute in yellow, the 

environment and ethics attribute in green, and the quality and specification 

attribute in red as Table 6-6.

The strategy for using different marks for each attribute aims to highlight the 

main subject of the certification. Additionally, using different marks 

emphasizes the specific attributes of each certification program. In Japan, 

although the marks are different from each other in terms of design and colors, 

they are all allowed to display the big marking of ‘JAS’, thus implying 

approval by the JAS (Japanese Agricultural Standard) in each certification 

mark. In the US, although there are different certification marks emphasizing 

their characteristics, they include the ‘USDA (U.S. Department of Agriculture).’ 

<Figure 6-5> Exemplary certification marks of Japan and the US 

Note: In Japan, the certification authority should be listed under the marks. 

Source: based on the Overseas Cases of this study. 
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b. Simple and obvious certification mark 

For organic agricultural products, organic livestock products and organic 

processed foods in the environment-friendly certification program, it is 

necessary to use the one mark ‘Organic’ consistently across all products.  

For organic processed foods in the US, the recommended strategy is to use 

different labels depending on the percent contents of organic ingredients. For 

example, they use different labels for products made with 100 percent organic 

ingredients and those with 95 percent organic ingredients, placed on the front 

of packages. Because chemical-free agricultural products and antibiotic-free

livestock products are different from products grown by organic farming, they 

are not allowed to use the unified marks. It is necessary to review complete 

long-term integration as a transitional program for farmers’ step-by-step 

application.

<Figure 6-6> Unified marks for environment-friendly certification

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.



Strategy for Enhancing Use of Agri-food Label Information 215

Integrated marks are not used, but ‘alcoholic drink’ is not definitive for 

alcoholic drink quality certification. Therefore, it is necessary to review 

changes such as ‘Korean alcoholic drink’, ‘alcoholic drink quality’, or 

‘traditional alcoholic drink’. At present, the alcoholic drink quality certification 

is classified into two types. The ‘Type A’ is for alcoholic drinks meeting the 

quality standard regardless of whether it is made using ingredients produced in 

Korea. The ‘Type B’ label provided when all the ingredients are produced in

Korea. It is necessary to abolish ‘Type A’ and reestablish the requirement of

using ingredients produced in Korea in the long term because it is hard for 

consumers to know the difference between the two types and it creates 

confusion.  

<Figure 6-7>The Suggested Integrated marks for alcoholic drink quality 

certification 

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

Furthermore, the GAP (Good Agricultural Practice) certificate for 

agricultural products is displayed in big-size fonts on top and the Korean 

version ‘우수관리인증’ in small-size fonts is displayed in parentheses. This

layout can hamper consume’ understanding. It would be better to place 

‘우수관리인증’ in big-size fonts on top and then place ‘GAP’ at the bottom 

and in parentheses in order to deliver more explicitly the meaning of the GAP

label. 
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<Figure 6-8> Changing places of GAP mark (suggested)

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

To following strategy is suggested to address another confusing issue of 

labeling. The suggested strategy is to integrate the mark of GAP for 

agricultural products, which is a hygiene and safety attribute label information 

for agricultural products, with the mark of HACCP (Hazard Analysis and 

Critical Control Points. This integrated label will make a round shape that is 

used currently for HACCP, and change the Korean version for GAP into 

‘안전관리인증’ for ‘HACCP’ that is currently used. On a side note, using 

‘Safety Control’ rather than ‘Good Practice’ is ambiguous in terms of its 

meaning, which will contribute to effectively conveying of safety control of 

agricultural products. It is, however, necessary to use the same color for 

HACCP and GAP which cannot be used for MFDS marks to make them look 

different. Figure 6-9 shows GAP and HACCP marks example using 

‘안전관리인증’, and the same round marks in blue. Using the proposed marks 

will contribute to projecting efficient cooperation between the MAFRA, which 

is in charge of safety control for producing and distributing agricultural and 

livestock products, and the MFDS, which is in charge of safety control in 

subsequent stages after the processing stage.  

<Current> <Suggested (provisional)>
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<Figure 6-9> Integrated name, color and marks for Hygiene and safety attribute 

label information (example)

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

2.3.2. Connection between Similar Programs 

The integration of certification programs will create synergy with the added 

advantage of improved public relations, although different ministries will 

continue to use their own programs. The integration of certification programs 

will contribute to more efficient use of the national budget. In the national agri-

food certification programs of Korea at present, the grandmaster food 

certification and the certification program for low-carbon agricultural and 

livestock products can connect to other ministries. 

The grandmaster food certification can be integrated with the ‘Master of 

Korea’ certification granted by the Ministry of Employment and Labor and the 

‘Intangible Cultural Heritage’ certification granted by the Cultural Heritage 

Administration. The ‘Master of Korea’ certification includes the cooking and 

food processing categories. This can be integrated because the masters of 

Korean confectionery, Korean traditional dresses and handicrafts have been 

selected from the associated industries (Table 6-7). 

Regarding the Intangible Cultural Heritage certification, there is a high 

potential for integration because the same masters have been selected for both 

the grandmaster food and the master of Intangible Cultural Heritage. Since

consumers are used to hearing the phrases ‘Human Cultural Assets’ and the 

‘Intangible Cultural Heritage’ more than the phrase ‘grandmaster food’, 

synergy will be created in many fields through these integrations. Examining 

<Current>      <Suggested (provisional)>
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the current grandmaster of food certifications shows that 23 persons were 

designated for alcoholic drinks accounting for 33.3 percent of the awards, 

which is the highest proportion. A clear strategy is thus suggested for 

integrating the alcoholic drink quality certification program with the traditional 

food quality certification.

<Table 6-7> Connection of grandmaster of food certification with programs of 

other ministries 

Category Grandmaster of food Master of Korea Intangible Cultural Heritage

Purpose

Designate and support the 
grandmasters of food to 
inherit and develop good 
Korean foods 

Learn, improve and facilitate 
skilled technology, and enhance 
industrial competitiveness 

Inherit traditional culture 
through conservation and 
promotion of Intangible 
Cultural Heritage. 

Candidate

1) A person who can
conserves and implement the 
method for manufacturing, 
processing and cooking 
traditional foods as it is; 2) a 
person who has been 
engaged in the concerned 
field for at least 20 years; 3) 
a person who took training 
from the grandmasters of 
food and has been engaged 
in the occupation for at least 
10 years 

Technician who owns the best-
skill in the industry and 
contributed to developing 
skilled technology and 
improving the position of 
skilled technicians 

A persons and group learning 
and implementing traditional 
culture

Occupation 
category

Food manufacturing, 
processing and cooking 

97 occupation categories in 37 
fields including machining, 
metal material, electricity, 
electronics, construction, 
fashion, cooking, food 
processing, handicraft 

Traditional performance, arts, 
handicraft, traditional 
technology related to fine art, 
herbal medicine, traditional 
knowledge about farming and 
fishing, oral tradition and 
expression, traditional custom 
for living including clothes, 
eating and housing, social 
ceremony including folk 
beliefs, traditional play, 
festival, craft and martial art  

Selection 69 persons (as of May, 2018) 627 persons (as of 2017) -

Competent 
ministry MAFRA Ministry of Employment and 

Labor

Cultural Heritage 
Administration, local 
government

Source: data from each ministry data.
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The certification program for low-carbon agricultural and livestock products 

can be integrated with the certification program for low-carbon products of the 

Ministry of Environment. 65 This can be accomplished while the other 

integration is ongoing. The current low-carbon certification by the MOE does 

not cover primary products. However, at least half of the certified processed 

foods include very diversified certified items such as tofu, instant rice, soft 

drinks, snacks, sugar, alcoholic drinks and dairy products. Joint marketing and

integration projects focusing on these foods are feasible. This can be 

accomplished by combining the certification program for low-carbon 

agricultural and livestock products with the food category in the low-carbon 

product certification program shown as Table 6-8. 

<Table 6-8> Integration of certification program for low-carbon agricultural 

and livestock products with programs of other ministries 

Category Certification program for low-carbon 
agricultural and livestock products Low-carbon product certification program

Purpose 
Encourage farmers to perform discretionary 
carbon reduction, and provide the right of 
choices for ethical consumption to consumers 

Encourage consumers to purchase low-carbon 
products, and enterprises to develop and 
produce products reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions to abate carbon emissions 

Candidate 51 categories: food crops (6), vegetables (24), 
fruits (12), special-purpose crops (9)

Durable goods not using energy (clothes, 
furniture, etc.), durable goods using energy 
(refrigerator, washing machine, etc.), non-
durable goods, production materials, services 
however, except primary agricultural and 
livestock products and forest products 

Current 
selection 

475 cases (2,653 farmers), 3,610ha (as of 
August, 2018)

460 products from 45 enterprises
(as of late 2017)

Competent 
ministry MAFRA MOE 

Source: data from each ministry.

65 The low-carbon certification program of the MOE examines emitted greeenhouse gases in 

the entire process of a product in step 1 to give the‘carbon emission certification’. This 

followed by the ‘low-carbon product certification’ in step 2 where the product certified 

for carbon emissions meets the low-carbon product standards.  
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<Figure 6-10> Low-carbon certification program and green card program of 

MOE

Source: data from MOE.

2.3.3. Redefining Aspect of the National Certification Program 

A consumer survey was conducted about the future intention of purchase for 

each certification program. First, the purpose and goal of each certification 

program were explained and then the consumers were provided with the 

questions that asked about the needs of a national certification program and 

how it might impact their future purchases. In the results, it was shown that 

consumers considered the national certification program as related to the 

hygiene and safety attribute and the nutrition and health attribute very valuable 

in terms of the need and for future purchase. However, they gave lower values 

to the certification programs as related to promoting the food industry, for 

example, the alcoholic drink quality certification, the grandmasters of food 

certification, and the traditional food quality certification. Therefore, it is vital 

that the government focuses on certification labels related to the hygiene and 

safety attribute and the nutrition and health attribute that consumers consider 

very valuable for developing a national certification. Then the government 

should allow the associations related to the concerned industries of the 

promotion-related certification labels to manage them on a mid- and long-term 

basis. 
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<Figure 6-11> Scatter-plot analysis of the need for the national certification 

program and future purchase

Source: data from survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000).

Because the government is responsible for supplying safe foods to people 

and helping to ensure their nutrition intake and healthy living, it is important to 

establish mandatory certification programs for this purpose. Questions such as

“I think food hygiene and safety is an essential thing. Does it need 

certification?” “Are the foods with no certification never hygienic or safe?” 

that were gathered during the consumer FGIs, showing that food safety is an 

essential matter. Consumers’ concerns are addressed by applying the safety 

control standards of producers and production enterprises through the HACCP 

and GAP programs for safety control. However, these programs should be an 

essential safety standard not an optional (discretionary) certification program. 

The KS for processed foods is used currently for establishing standard 

specifications such as guidelines for elderly-friendly foods and rice powder and

pungency grades by the MAFRA. It is impossible to display the value of 

certified products just with the KS certification mark as it is now. Therefore, it 
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is necessary to use it as a means for establishing and disseminating standard 

specifications. For example, it can be used in establishing new food 

specifications compatible with the changing trends as described above.

2.4 Method for Creating Labels Readily Observable by 
Consumers 

2.4.1. Improvement of Label Location and Method Considering 
Consumers’ Cognitive Ability 

a. Improving the label format 

At present, the basic labels and the nutrition facts label comply with the 

mandatory labeling regulation and are provided to consumers in a table format. 

six questions of the same type for the two labeling formats were given to study 

how fast and consumers understand the accurate nutrition facts label in the 

table and the picture format. We then analyzed the correct answer rate and 

required time.66 The results showed that the picture format, shown in format 

(B), was a method that consumers understand the labels more readily (Table 6-

9). As described above, it is necessary to improve the labeling format to be 

more consumer-friendly in consideration of the consumers’ cognitive ability. 

Therefore, it is necessary to examine consumers’ cognitive ability or behaviors 

to determine a baseline.

66 For presenting the questions, 1,453 consumers were divided into two groups to avoid 

potential learning effect of the respondents through the questions answered first, one 

group which was presented with the current table-format label and the other of which was 

presened with the picture-format label. The front label mark was used for the picture-

format nutrition facts label. 
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<Table 6-9> Comparison of questions and analysis result for each label type 

used in the study 

(A) Current nutrition facts information <table > (B) Alternative nutrition facts information<picture>

1. One bag of this product contains 64g 1. One serving of this product is 30g

2. Intake of one bag produces 328kcal 2. Intake of one serving produces 117kcal

3. One bag contains 16g of saturated fats 3. One serving contains 0.3g of trans fats 

4. One bag contains 200mg of sodium 4. One serving contains 26.4g of sugar 

5. Carbohydrate contents in one bag is 7% of 
recommended daily intake 

5. Protein contents in one serving is 8% of 
recommended daily intake 

6. The weight of this product is 192g which 
produces 328kcal

6. The weight of this product is 320g which produces 
1,248kcal

(A) Current nutrition facts information <table > 
(n=727)

(B) Alternative nutrition facts information <picture> 
(n=726)

Question
Correct 

answer (%)
<A>

Response 
time (sec)

<B>

Correct 
answer/sec
<A>/<B>

Question
Correct 

answer (%)
<A>

Response 
time (sec)

<B>

Correct 
answer/sec
<A>/<B>

1 79.8 16.8 4.8 1 88.0 12.1 7.3

2 86.4 11.9 7.3 2 85.8 10.7 8.0

3 78.6 17.0 4.6 3 92.0 13.9 6.6

4 84.1 11.2 7.5 4 88.9 10.5 8.5

5 89.1 14.5 6.1 5 89.8 11.3 7.9

6 81.8 9.7 8.4 6 98.0 9.1 10.8

Average 83.3 13.5 6.5 Average 90.4 11.3 8.2

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.
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b. Using Intuitive Labeling Design 

The most important thing for configuring a consumer interface is ‘intuitive 

usability’. Various examples of ‘intuitive usability’ can be seen in the IT 

industry, in different electronic appliances, and in smartphones as well as and

the products with ‘intuitive usability’ can be chosen by consumers in the 

market. The goal is that products should be so intuitive that consumers can use 

the product without having to read its user guide. Exemplary configurations 

that facilitate consumers’ understanding of user-friendly and intuitive agri-food 

label information without the need for explanations are found in Australia, 

France, the UK and other European countries. 

The current sodium content comparison label was compared with alternative 

design labels in the picture format to examine the effect on purchase. In this

choice experiment using 1,453 consumers, the effect was very different for 

label type. Consumers who participated in the survey for selecting products 

among 22 products with sodium content comparison labels in their shopping 

bag with the budget of virtual 25,000 Korean won in an environment similar to 

actual online shopping.67

<Table 6-10> Alternative sodium content comparison label images

Label name
(provisional) Label Description Country

Response 
Group 

(respondents)

Current 

Ratio (%) to comparative standard 
values for subdivided food 
categories labeled with sodium 
content comparison 

Korea Group 1
(242) 

Star point 

Use star points in consideration of 
recommended daily nutrition intake 
values. More stars indicate less 
sodium contents 

Australia, 
New 
Zealand 

Group 2
(247) 

67 The presented products are currently available in the market, and the prices are based on 

the retail prices as of September 2018 which is the survey period. Some of the participants 

randomly selected were informed in advance that they have to purchase the products in 

their shopping bags really to urge them to purchase items they required. 
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(continued)

Label name
(provisional) Label Description Country Response Group 

(respondents)

Traffic light

Use colors and letters in 
consideration of the ratios 
to recommended nutrient 
intake. The closer to letter
A and green indicates less 
sodium contents. 

France Group 3
(241) 

Energy rating 

Colors and numbers used 
in consideration of the 
ratio to the recommended 
nutrient intake. The closer 
to number 1 and green, the 
less sodium contents. 

Devised 
by the 
author of 
this 
Chapter 

Group 4
(243) 

Smile 

The image of a “smile” is 
used in consideration of 
recommended nutrient 
intake. Smiling faces 
indicate small sodium 
contents. 

Devised 
by the 
author of 
this 
Chapter 

Group 5
(239)

Vertical version 
of current label

The ratio (%) to the 
comparative standard 
values for each 
subcategory of foods for 
sodium content 
comparison label. 

Devised 
by the 
author of 
this 
Chapter 

Group 6
(241) 

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter. 

The test participants were divided into six groups. All six response groups 

looked at the current label in Test 1 to choose foods. In Test 2, the same current 

label as in Test 1 was shown only to group 1, but one of the alternative labels to 

the other groups, respectively to calculate and compare the sodium contents of 

foods in their shopping bags.68 Therefore, group 1 plays the role of a standard 

group to visualize any changes in the results of the same repeated tests. 

Analysis of the sodium contents of foods in the shopping bags in Tests 1 and 2 

showed the labels which led to a decrease in sodium content purchase than in 

Test 1 were the traffic light, energy rating and smile corresponding to groups 2 

68 Group 1 is a benchmark group functioning as a reference group for estimating the 

treatment effect through regression analysis, and the changes in the result of the same 

repeated test were also observed. 
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to 5. In the Tobit model analysis for controlling other influencing factors, the 

smile and energy rating label types were statistically significant (Table 6-11).69

<Table 6-11> Basic statistical analysis - average values 

Group

Test 1
(Current type provided)

Test 2
(Alternative type 

provided)

Changes in selection
(Test 2 –Test 1) Presentation

(Test 
1→Test 2)Sodium 

(mg)
Sodium 

(mg)/won
Sodium 

(mg)
Sodium 

(mg)/won
Sodium 

(mg)
Sodium 

(mg)/won

Group 
2 19,118.7 1.42 18,604.6 1.40 -514.2 -0.02 Current → 

Star

Group 
3 19,511.8 1.49 18,858.0 1.39 -653.8 -0.10 Current → 

Traffic light

Group 
4 19,520.0 1.46 19,227.1 1.27 -292.9 -0.19 Current → 

Energy rating

Group 
5 19,360.0 1.47 18,925.5 1.28 -434.6 -0.19 Current → 

Smile

Group 
6 18,194.3 1.42 18,867.8 1.38 673.5 -0.04 Current → 

Vertical

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

c. Consideration of label location 

Because there is no specific and uniform location for current agri-food 

information labels, locations are recommended where it is thought to be easily

observed by consumers. This results in labels being attached here and there at 

the discretion of producers. A conjoint analysis was conducted through tests to 

analyze whether the location of agri-food information labels influenced

consumers and estimated their willingness-to-pay. It was found that the upper 

right location for food labels is more efficient for consumers. In this choice test, 

eggs (10 per tray) available in most markets were used. The choices for each 

product were images of the model sold in the market. Photographs of two 

products were provided to each test participant. The participants were asked to 

select which product they wanted to purchase between the two alternatives 

provided in the photographs. The attributes and the attribute levels were 

designed to allow the participants to read product brand, prices and food labels 

in the photographs as Table 6-12. The upper-right location of information 

69 See the Appendix for the Torbit Model analysis result. 
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labels was found to be significantly below 15 percent of the significance level, 

and the analysis showed 392 won for additional willingness-to-pay (Table 6-

13).

Prior studies analyzed the effect of label colors being red or blue. However, 

based on our analysis, it is essential to consider the label locations as critical

policy factors.

<Table 6-12> Attribute and attribute level in conjoint analysis

Attribute Attribute level Remarks

Food mark Yes/No Use the HACCP mark and the antibiotic-free
certification mark for food information marks 

Food mark 
location 

Upper right / Lower right/ 
Lower left

Upper left not included because the brand marks are 
mainly located 

Product price 2,640 won / 3,800 won Market price of each egg product used and suggested 

Brand 
P (medium-scale enterprise) / 
S (small- and medium-scale 
enterprise)

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

<Table 6-13> Consumer willingness-to-pay for egg attribute 

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

<Figure 6-12> Exemplary conjoint choice test 

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

Category Willingness-to-pay (WTP)

Brand 278 won (166.4)

Upper right label 392 won (268.8)

Lower left label 174 won (263.9)

Lower right label 158 won (273.4)

<Price: 3,800 won> purchase (    )     <Price: 2,640 won> purchase (    )



228 Strategy for Enhancing Use of Agri-food Label Information

2.4.2. Providing Label Information in Consideration of Consumer 
Behavior 

a. Framing effect and provision of information 

Even though it is well known that too much sugar or sodium intake may link 

to various cardiovascular problems, obesity, diabetes, and other diseases, it is 

challenging to reduce the intake in the modern diet. Countries in Europe and 

North America are taking measures to address this through policy measures by 

applying the obesity tax and the soda tax. However, a more realistic and cost-

effective policy alternative is to design and apply a smart labeling policy to 

which the concept of behavioral economics to inspire the public to reduce sugar 

or sodium intake. 

The framing effect, a concept widely used in behavioral economics studies, 

suggests the possibility of influence on decision-making (behavior) or 

(cognition) by changing information the delivery schemes or frames for the 

same or similar matters. In a choice test for soda drinks with high sugar content 

that applied the concept of framing, it was found that smart label information 

application and delivery are required for inspiring the public to make healthier 

food choices as Table 6-14. In the test, Point ‘A’ of Pepsi Cola shown in Figure 

6-13 was labeled with a neutral message ‘High sugar contents’, a negative 

message emphasizing the negative aspect of sugar intake, and a positive 

message emphasizing the positive aspect of sugar intake to show it to the 

consumer groups (4 groups including a controlled group) to analyze consumers’

reaction to each message.70 Where no label was provided, 29.8 percent of 

consumers chose Pepsi Cola. However, this decreased to 19.9 percent of 

consumers choosing Pepsi Cola when the neutral message was displayed on the 

70 In the choice test, details of the label ‘high caffeine contents’ (part of the children’s 

favorite food quality certification program) and the label ‘alcoholic drink warning’ were 

adjusted to comply with sugar contents requirements. Four types of soda drinks available 

in the market were selected for the test. The respondents were divided into 4 groups to 

conduct the choice test by giving group A a label-free product as it is now, and groups B, 

C and D with a label of grades 1 to 3, respectively, for one type of soda drink (Pepsi Cola). 

The label was placed lower right at the front of the product with vertical letters inclined 

by 270 degrees. 
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Pepsi Cola. This implies that intuitive, simple, and readily observable 

information is valid as found in Table 6-15. If the statement of a delivered 

message is long or hard to read at a glance whether it is negative or positive, 

consumers are likely to give up reading and understanding the intended 

meaning of the message.

<Table 6-14> High sugar contents label category

Group Label type Description of label

Group A The same as 
current type No label 

Group B Label 1
(neutral) High sugar contents 

Group C Label 2
(negative)

<Warning> Too much sugar intake raises the risk of diseases, e.g., obesity, 
diabetes, osteoporosis, etc. 

Group D Label 3
(positive)

<Warning> Reduce sugar intake for healthy living by weight control, blood 
pressure and blood sugar level improvement. 

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

<Figure 6-13> Soda drink sugar label

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

<Table 6-15> Choice by each label type display for soda drink sugar label

Category Same as current
(no label)

Label 1
(neutral)

Label 2
(negative)

Label 3
(positive)

Percentage of choosing 
Pepsi Cola 29.8% 19.9% 25.5% 26.2%

Number of samples 312 312 318 302

Note: choice percentages for each label of ramyun A made by N for labeling change.

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.
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b. Using Point-of-Purchase Nudge 

<Table 6-16> Definition of nudge and point-of-purchase nudge 

Nudge and point-of-purchase nudge

“A nudge is all sorts of features of choice architecture influencing human behaviors in a predictable way 
without preventing any option and changing the material incentive program.” “The pathway respecting the 
freedom of choice but affecting behavior is called libertarian paternalism.” (Richard Thaler et al., 2008)

“The point-of-purchase nudge is used to guide consumers in a specific direction without limiting their 
options or trigger a simple adjustment at the point of purchasing foods. It is used in supermarkets, 
convenience stores, and conventional markets.” (Just·Payne, 2009)

Throughout Korea, there has been a continued reduction in consuming fresh 

foods and fruits and vegetables. Therefore, the efforts for increasing the 

consumption of fresh foods and fruits and vegetables in many ways are

ongoing to maintain sustainable agriculture as well as improve people’s healthy 

living. The analysis of raw data from the Household Survey by Statistics Korea 

showed that fresh food consumption in Korean households accounted for 48.2

percent of all food consumption in 1990. However, it had decreased to 37.2

percent in 1997 when an increased in dining-out by households was also 

observed, By 2011, fresh food consumption had dropped to 26.8 percent of the 

total as processed food consumption also increased, and to 24.8 percent last 

year implying the decrease will continue. Moreover, the population (6 years of 

age or older) consuming at least 500g of vegetables or fruits every day 

accounted for only 35.3 percent (as of 2016, Korea Center for Disease Control 

& Prevention, 2018).

In these circumstances, a field experiment and an online test were conducted 

to examine whether point-of-purchase nudges can promote healthier food 

choices (fruits and vegetables) and also enhance the use of labels information 

(Table 6-16 and Table 6-17). 

Among five Emart shops in Gwangju, the Gwangsan shop and the Bongseon 

shop, which showed similar sales and scale, were selected as a treatment group 

and a control group, respectively, in a field experiment of point-of-purchase 

nudges. For the period of the first and second weeks of the study, the POS data 

sales were divided into the following categories for analysis: all foods, fresh 

foods, fruits and vegetables. The nudge shown in Figure 6-14 and designed by 
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researchers had; the feeling of green; trust by the text OECD; the image of 

children of future generations brightly smiling with armfuls of fruits and 

vegetables; the mark Smile; arrow signs; GAP and organic mark; and the 

background of a rural area to nudge fresh agricultural products and 

fruit/vegetable consumption. Furthermore, the green tape vertically attached on 

the sides was designed to deliver a 3-dimensional impression urging consumers 

to fill the height in their cart with fruits and vegetables. Although the point-of-

purchase nudge installed in carts in the US used or partitioning or was affixed 

by duct tapes, nudges have never adhered to carts used in Korean 

supermarkets.71 The nudge was aimed to increase and thus promote healthy 

food choices (fruits and vegetables) while not reducing consumers’ total 

expenses (Payne et al. 2014, 2015; Stilley et al. 2010). In the same time period, 

3,106 consumers who finished their shopping were randomly selected to share

receipts and participate in a survey to extend the limit of the aggregate-level 

POS data analysis. 

<Figure 6-14> Nudge used for field experiment in Emart for healthy food 

choices (vegetables and fruits) 

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

71 The nudge effect was not unkown because materials for many public relations were 

already installed in supermarket carts of Korea. Therefore, the used null hypothesis was 

‘no effect’.
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In the analysis, it was shown that this simple device installed in carts at the 

agri-food point-of-purchase increased fruits and vegetables consumption and 

did not crowd out processed food consumption to increase total food 

expenditures. While using point-of-purchase nudges is expected to increase 

GAP or organic agricultural product consumption in the same way, the main 

aspirations of using point-of-purchase nudges are to contribute to promoting 

healthier food choices and facilitating various labeling and certification 

programs.

<Table 6-17> Emart field experiment result - average daily sales based on POS 

data 

Category

Average daily sales in Gwangsan shop 
(treatment group)

Average daily sales in Bongseon shop 
(control group)

Week 1
(Sep 5 to 11)

Week 2
(Sep 12 to 

18)
Increase (%) Week 1

(Sep 5 to 11)

Week 2
(Sep 12 to 

18)
Increase (%)

Fruit sales 8,620 13,762 59.65% 16,126 17,622 9.28%

Vegetable sales 5,269 5,394 2.39% 8,973 7,951 -11.39%

Fruit+vegetable 
sales 13,889 19,156 37.93% 25,100 25,573 1.89%

Total food sales 100,971 157,001 55.49% 122,772 159,586 29.99%

Source: data from Emart.

<Figure 6-15> Result of Emart field experiment - changes in sales 

Source: data from Emart.
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Because using the ‘online point-of-purchase nudges’ is as important as in 

offline sales, it is necessary to examine the use of nudges in online purchases.72

Nudges similar to ones used x in the Emart field experiment were installed in 

the online shopping bag and 25,000 Korean won of virtual money was given to 

participants. The difference in fresh food choice percentages was analyzed 

among group 1 with their online shopping bag partitioned 3:7 for fresh foods: 

processed foods. In group 2 their online shopping bag was partitioned 5:5.

Group 3 was provided with numbers for the fresh food percentage in their 

shopping bag without shopping bag partitioning, and group 4 was provided 

with both the fresh food percentage chosen by themselves and the OECD 

recommendation values. The control group with given no information and 

showed 61.89 percent for fresh food choices. Group 4 provided with both the 

fresh food percentage chosen by themselves and the OECD recommendation 

values showed 64.28 percent for fresh food choices, which is about 2.4 percent

points higher than the control group. 

Application of the aforementioned point-of-purchase nudges requires 

partnership with distributors such as Emart and food manufacturers.

Additionally, a review of the government’s policy is required for nudge 

approaches and intervention in major locations, where purchasing fresh foods 

occurs to strengthen private-public partnerships. 

<Figure 6-16> Result of experiment for online point-of-purchase nudges 

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

72 See Appendix 1 for the experiment of online point-of-purchase nudges (p. 213).
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2.5. Regulations/Organization for Healthier Food Choices 

2.5.1. Integrated Management Organization for Agri-food Label 
Information 

Nutrition intake by food consumption is closely related to people’s health 

conditions. The government is increasingly interested in the social costs of 

unhealthy diets due to a recent increase in diet-related diseases such as obesity, 

metabolic syndromes and cardiovascular diseases.73 Therefore, there is a need 

for connecting the food policies to nutrition and health policies in order to 

implement integrated, efficient operation. 

The OECD continues to discuss Healthy Food Choice in the FCAN (Food 

Chain Analysis Network) ad is led by the Trade and Agriculture Directorate 

from 2017.74 One of the essential political options is to use agri-food label 

information to inspire an increase in fruit/vegetable consumption and reduce 

sugar/sodium/fat/calory intake by providing smart label information.  

Some political options thought to encourage consumers to implement 

healthier food choices are as follows; 1) fiscal policy, which is the highest level

of instruments, such as soda tax, obesity tax, sodium tax; 2) nudges which 

improve provision of agri-food label information; 3) and education toward 

developing a healthy diet. The political options for food producers also include 

the idea of private-public partnerships that aim to produce and provide 

healthier foods than what is currently available through private-public 

73 This is a global phenomenon, and Korea shows a continued obesity increase from 26.0% 

in 1998 to 34.8% in 2016. While women show a small increase from 26.2% to 26.4%, 

men show a great increase from 25.1% to 42.3%, and elderly people aged 60s or older, 

rural residents, and small-income people show a greater increase (MOHW, Korea Center 

for Disease Control & Prevention, 2018).
74 In the joint workshop by G20/OECD in June 2018 on the topic of ‘political instruments 

for encouraging healthier food choices’ and in the FCAN Conference in May 2017, the 

discussion topic was ‘Easy Healthier Food Choices’. In the FCAN Conference held in

October 2018, the discussion topic was ‘Toward Healty Food Environment’. In light of 

the fact that the FCAN Conference generally discusses one topic for one year, the same 

topic discussion for two consecutive years implies the recognition by the Trade and

Agriculture Directorate of OECD of the importance of ‘healthier food choices’. 
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partnerships in order to improve the consumption choices that consumers 

face.75

For example, there are ministries in charge of agriculture in Germany, 

Finland and Norway that are responsible for extensive food policies, that range 

from production to consumption of agri-foods, which focus on improving

people’s nutrition and health. In particular, the Ministry of Agriculture and 

Forestry of Finland makes every effort so that the food nutrition facts 

information and the certification programs assist consumers in making

healthier food choices based on accurate information.76 In Germany, the 

Federal Ministry of Food and Agriculture is responsible for food policies 

focusing on safe foods, certification programs and a healthy diet. One note in 

this program is that the ministry allocates a significant portion of the budget to 

enforcing policies for education of students, children, kindergarteners, pregnant 

women, workers and elderly people across Germany by providing various 

information resources to them about the importance of healthy diet and 

nutritional balances.77

Referring back to this trend of the international society and using examples 

of neighboring countries, it is necessary for the MAFRA to establish 

regulations to connect the food policies to nutrition and health policies and 

aiming for integrated operation thereof. While it is crucial to provide a legal 

basis for establishing regulations, it is recommended to refer to the suggestion 

for establishing and revising regulations by Lee, Kim and Kim (2017). Lee, 

Kim and Kim (2017) suggested the enactment of the ‘National Nutrition Act’ 

to integrate three sectors of food supply-food welfare-nutrition management 

and implement efficient enforcement to improve food support for vulnerable 

people. It is possible to achieve the promotion of nutritional state, which is a 

precondition for people’s healthy living in terms of food choices and diet, by 

establishing the integration framework act and providing agri-food label 

information that can be used as an important political instrument in this process. 

75 This is referred to as product reformulation.
76 Finland Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (https://mmm.fi/en/frontpage: October 19, 

2018.). 
77 Federal Ministry of Food and Agriculture of Germany 

(https://www.bmel.de/EN/Homepage/homepage_node.html: October 19, 2018).
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On this legislative ground, an integration-management organization will be 

required for providing and designing the agri-food label information to include 

all sectors of agri-food production-distribution-consumption-purchase-intake-

nutrition-health. The proposed integration-management organization can be an 

independent team functioning under existing central ministries or perform the 

role through a partnership program between the MAFRA and the MOHW on a 

short-term basis. 

2.5.2. Behavioral economics - food Policy Research Center 

The consumer survey revealed that consumers with high interest in healthy 

living show a high rate of reading the nutrition facts labels and then changing 

their purchased products based on what they observed in the labels. This 

implies that a consumer group with less interest in healthy living is less likely 

to use information-based food policies. This may be due to various reasons

(including financial conditions) and suggests different political interventions. A 

proposed option is to apply the various concepts and theories of behavioral 

economics that are recently emerging to provide a program for guiding 

behavior changes of specific consumer groups. An alternative example can be 

smart label information designed to inspire consumers to make healthier food 

choices based on profound intuitions about human nature. 

Although there are various labeling policies in place for people’s healthier 

living in Korea, it is not practical to expect a continued increase in political 

effects. For example, while the Korean government presented graphic warning 

labels and photos of lung cancer on tobacco packages from 2017, the effect of 

the graphic warning labels on tobacco consumption was not tested and the 

effect was not quantified for further study and use.78

78 The National Assembly Budget Office estimated 3.7 billion cigarette packets marketed in 

2018, which is not much different from the 3.72 billion cigarette packets (2016) sold in 

the market before attaching warning photos (Money Today, Sep 25, 2018).
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<Figure 6-17> Behavior changes observed after reading the nutrition facts label 

for each interest level in healthy living

Source: Consumer survey (n=1,000). 

It is necessary to consider the future point (t+n) not the current point (t) to 

implement a continued effect on consumers’ behaviors. To this end, a 

precondition is termed ‘dynamic smartness’ or ‘a variety of smartness’. 

Therefore, while smart label information is required to ensure ‘sustainability’79, 

dedicated research should be organized to this end. It is necessary to continue 

studies by experts in diverse fields such as behavioral economics, consumer 

science, behavioral/cognitive psychology, brain science and health science to 

produce smart label information. These studies will provide continued guidance 

of behavioral changes and monitor how the various smart label information

absorption is evolving and updated. The interest and support of the government

is required to establish a ‘behavioral economics - food policy research center 

for healthier food choices (provisional).’ This center will establish strategies

for improving nutrition and healthy living of the current and next generations, 

which improves people’s quality of living across generations. The Obama 

administration put into action using the insight into behavioral science for 

policy design to improve people’s quality of living. In the UK, the Cameron-

Clegg coalition government organized and operated the Behavioral Insights 

Team. In particular, the ‘Center for Behavioral Economics and Healthy Food 

79 In the FCAN-EGEPH convention held by the OECD in October 2018, one important topic 

was ‘sustainability’ of the smart labeling policy. 
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Choice Research’ established by the USDA ERS (Economic Research Service) 

is an excellent example for establishing a ‘behavioral economics for healthier 

food choices-food policy research center’ in Korea for Korean researchers and 

collaborative operations with industry and universities (Table 6-18). 

<Table 6-18> Exemplary research center connecting healthier food choices to 

behavioral economics 

The US Duke-UNC-USDA

Center for Behavioral Economics and Healthy Food Choice Research

The USDA Economic Research Service (USDA ERS) established and operated the “Center for Behavioral 
Economics and Healthy Food Choice Resarch” since 2014 with a vision to: 1) Focus on food for consumers’
health; 2) Increase profits of food enterprises; 3) and Strengthen the social responsibility of foods and socio-
obligation of food enterprises. The Duke University and the University of North Carolina - Chapel Hill 
located in North Carolina are research institutes that jointly conducted field experiments related to people’s 
food choices to which behavioral economics is applied, and carried out food choice studies based on brain 
sciences (https://becr.sanford.duke.edu/: October, 9, 2018).

The ‘Center for Behavioral Economics and Healthy Food Choice Research’ 

should play a role in establishing various strategies for using agri-food label 

information and encouraging people’s healthier food choices. An important 

concept is to encourage people’s healthier food choices utilizing the agri-foods

labels concept of ‘Point-of-Purchase Nudge’. Because the point-of-purchase 

nudge is opposite to before-the-purchase intervention such as diet and nutrition 

education, it is an instrument or adjustment for triggering specific behaviors by 

intervening in consumers’ decision making in various ways at the time of

purchasing agri-foods. Combined with agri-food labels and public relations 

policies, it is a beneficial political option for supporting healthier food choices;

explaining why major countries are interested therein, and agricultural and food 

economists in the world continue to study this option. Examples of point-of-

purchase nudges include cart partitioning, taping, lights in the fresh food 

sections and rearrangement, shelf labeling, consumers’ traffic design, and using 

shelves beside checkouts.
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2.5.3. Establishing and Operating Food Improvement Committee 
(provisional) 

It is not enough to design an instrument for providing smart information or 

facilitating consumers’ behavioral changes to make healthier food choices, 

cooperation with food production enterprise is required. Food reformulation 

through cooperation with industry requires changing the locations of food 

choices for consumers’ choosing the food in the market. An example is the 

‘Sugar Reduction Programme’ of the UK. The UK government is promoting 

discretionary food reformulation to reduce sugar intake by 20 percent by 2020. 

When food reformulation is used to regulate the targets for reducing a given 

ratio of sugar/salt /calory/trans fat reformulation (reduction) established to 

continue to achieve the ratio in food production, this is connected to the ‘socio-

obligation’ of enterprises. Therefore, it is necessary to further disseminate and 

propagate in society.  

For food reformulation, a precondition is private-public partnerships. To this 

end, it is required to organize a food reformulation committee (provisional) to 

build a communication system between the government and the private sector 

and set up reduction targets through cooperation with various universities. It is 

necessary to provide support for R&D so that product reformulation for 

healthier food choices does not deteriorate the food quality of taste, flavor or 

texture. Moreover, another task of the government is regulation so that no 

enterprise can depart from the ‘balance’ regime called ‘food reformulation 

together’ by encouraging them to be involved in the association of each food 

category.80 Table 6-19 illustrates successful private-public partnership cases in 

Australia, Belgium and Denmark. 

80 Whereas all enterprises participating in the market agree with ‘sugar reduction’, each 

enterprise is tempted to depart from the ‘sugar reduction’ scheme to produce and sell 

better-tasted foods containing much sugar to get more profits. In the end, if all enterprises 

will breakway from the ‘sugar reduction’ scheme, that is, no participation in the ‘sugar 

reduction’ scheme, this is not the best socio-decision. Government’s efforts, for example, 

the Food Reformulation Committee (provisional), are required to encourage the 

enterprises to go from ‘breakway -breakway’ equilibrium which is not socio-best to 

‘participation-participation’ which is the best equilibrium. Exemplary efforts include 

enhancing preference for foods containing less sugar through consumer nutrition/health 



240 Strategy for Enhancing Use of Agri-food Label Information

Synergy is also expected between a provision of label information and food 

reformulation. For example, it is possible to assist consumers in making 

healthier food choices and encourage enterprises to be involved in food 

reformulation by allowing them to use and label products with the ‘food 

reformulation participants/association certification (provisional)’, or use 

particular nutrition facts label colors. 

<Table 6-19> Exemplary food reformulation and private-public partnerships

Exemplary food reformulation, healthier food choices, and private-public partnership

<Australia>
The Australian government launched “The Australian Food and Health Dialogue (AFHD)” for cooperation 
between the Australian government (public health sector) and the food industry in 2009 to establish 
discretionary food reformulation targets and thus encourage healthier food choices. The AFHD aims to 
reduce saturated fat, added sugar, salt, and energy intake. Furthermore, the Australian government launched 
the “Healthy Food Partnership” in November 2015 to tackle obesity through a private-public partnership by 
encouraging food reformulation in the food manufacturing industry and assisting people’s healthy diet.

<Belgium>
The food and drink industry of Belgium discretionarily reduced 10% of salt content in food from 2007 to 
2015. The food reformulation progressed very slowly to make sure consumers do not feel a big difference in 
taste. 

<Denmark>
In Denmark, the “Whole Grain Partnership (WGP)” was established in 2008 to increase whole-grain intake. 
The WGP was composed of the Danish government, the NGO involved in the health sector, the food and 
drink industry and retailers. These efforts increased whole-grain intake from 36g/day in 2007 to 63g in 2014. 

Source: OECD international convention data.

Changes in food labeling guidelines are a new regulation policy for 

producers and enterprises supplying food label information. These changes

often increase production costs. Therefore, it is vital to build a sound 

communication system between the government and the private sector. 

2.5.4. Statistical Basis through Survey about Use of Label Information 

It is important to seek a strategy for uncovering problems and finding 

solutions through regular surveys regarding the use of agri-food label 

campaigns, or including the value of publicizing and emphasizing the socio-obligation of 

enterprises to fulfill the socio-obligation in the profit function of an enterprise. 
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information. An experiment was conducted to examine the level of consumers’

knowledge of label information. The result showed that correct answers were 

below 50 percent except for the origin label (71.3 percent), traceability 

management (55.7 percent), and the functional food certification (56.9 percent). 

Education and public relations for label information need to establish only after 

examining whether agri-food consumers know accurate label information. It is 

also essential to determine; what factors hamper the use; which channel they 

obtain label information; how much they are satisfied with the label 

information; and what is required to address the issues. For this examination, it 

is critical that statistical analysts and consumer and economic analysts perform 

regular ‘agri-food label information survey (provisional)’ for quantitative 

analysis. It is recommended to refer to the “Consumer Survey about Food 

Labeling Guideline” which is performed every year with 10,000 consumers 

since 2016 in Japan. Finally, it is necessary to examine the qualitative 

background related to the use of agri-food label information along with 

information from consumer group FGIs to develop strategies for supplementing 

the quantitative survey result.  

2.6. Effective Label Information Education and Public 
Relations 

2.6.1. Improving Involvement in Label Information through 
Education/Public Relations 

Awareness of labels is a fundamental precondition for reading and using 

agri-food label information. Because higher involvement in agri-food label 

information results in higher scores of reading the label information, it is 

necessary to encourage consumers to be involved in the agri-food label 

information through public relations and education. For better consumer 

involvement, it is necessary to deliver and disseminate accurate knowledge 

regarding; the meaning and purpose of agri-food label information; what 

benefits are expected if used; and what other potential issues occur if not used. 

The involvement scores regarding agri-food label information in terms of 

demographic and socio features are lower in men than women, younger people 

than older people, and smaller monthly average household income people than 

in households with more income. In addition, the lower involvement scores are 
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also found in single-person households, consumers with high school level or 

lower education, and single groups. It is, thus, necessary to develop customized 

education/public relations programs on the basis of the differences between 

these demographic groups (Table 6-20).

<Figure 6-18> Scores of involvement in agri-food label information and 

reading the information 

Note: Involvement is total scores of 3 questions based on the 7-point scale. The score of reading the 

information is the total scores of 8 questions based on the 5-point scale. The groups with an 

involvement score not greater than 10 points had members below 20 persons and were not 

included in calculating the average score of reading the information. In the groups with scores of 

at least 11 points, the calculated correlation coefficient between the involvement scores and the 

average scores of reading the information was 0.978. 

Source: Consumer Survey (n=1,477).

<Table 6-20> Scores of involvement in agri-food label information in terms of 

demographic and socio-economic features 

Unit: points/ 21 points

Category Involvement Category Involvement

Gender 
Man 17.3

Education
High school or lower 17.2

Woman 17.9 University or higher 17.7

Age

20s 16.6

Residence 

Seoul / capital region 17.6

30s 17.4 Metropolitan city 17.5

40s 17.8 Others 17.7

50s 17.9
Marriage 

Married 17.9

60s 18.1 Single 16.9

Members in 1 person 17.1 Monthly Below 3 M won 17.0
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Category Involvement Category Involvement

household 2 persons 17.3 average 
household 
income

3 M and 5 M won 
exclusive 17.5

3 persons 17.8 5 M and 7 M won 
exclusive 17.8

4 or more persons 17.6 7 M won or more 18.1

Source: Consumer Survey (n=1,477).

2.6.2. Social Media for Effective Education/Public Relation, and 
Channels 

Half of consumers (52.9 percent) view ‘public relations through media like 

TV/newspapers/radio’ as an effective strategy for agri-food label information, 

wherein TV or radio news programs accounted for 50.2 percent. Therefore, the 

most effective option for label information education and public relations 

appears to be in TV/radio programs at present. However, as more people are 

currently acquiring information online and the use of social media is swiftly

increasing, it is very likely that the importance of education and public 

relations through online and social media platforms will also increase rapidly. 

Among the channels for acquiring information related to food labeling 

guidelines, ‘Internet blog or social media (9.6 percent)’ rank in the 3rd place, 

and, in particular, consumers in 20s to 30s age range showed higher 

percentages (Table 6-21). It is essential to use TV/radio programs and social 

media for education and public relations. Because education/public relations 

through social media are more efficient than TV/radio programs in terms of 

costs, it is vital to have a PR team dedicated to social media/online (provisional 

social media PR team for national certification programs) in order to 

implement more frequent public relations for the national certification agri-

food programs (GAP, environment-friendly certification, etc.) 
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<Figure 6-19> Effective public relations strategy for agri-food label 

information 

Source: data from survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000).

<Figure 6-20> Channel of awareness from TV/radio programs 

Source: data from survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000).

Unit: %

Unit: %
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<Table 6-21> Channel of awareness for food labeling guideline 

Category Product 
label

TV or 
radio 

program

Internet 
blog or 
social 
media

Newspap
er or 

magazine

Family/fri
end/ 

acquainta
nce

PR or 
seminar 

by
consumer 
organizati

on

Education 
at school

Total 52.9 24.2 9.6 5.0 4.2 2.4 1.6

Gender
Man 50.7 24.7 11.2 6.5 3.6 2.8 0.6

Woman 55.1 23.8 8.0 3.5 4.9 2.0 2.7

Age

20s 56.0 13.0 13.0 3.8 4.9 1.6 7.6

30s 56.7 22.9 10.4 2.5 3.5 3.5 0.5

40s 52.3 27.8 8.4 6.3 2.5 2.5 0.0

50s 47.6 27.8 8.8 7.0 5.7 2.6 0.4

60s 52.7 28.8 7.5 4.8 4.8 1.4 0.0

Members 
in 
household

1 person 57.5 24.7 9.6 1.4 4.1 0.0 2.7

2 persons 61.0 21.3 8.5 3.7 3.0 2.4 0.0

3 persons 49.6 26.4 9.3 5.4 3.9 3.6 1.8

4 or more 
persons 51.3 23.8 10.3 5.9 4.8 2.1 1.9

Monthly 
average 
household
income

Below 3 M 
won 56.7 25.3 8.2 3.1 3.6 1.0 2.1

3 M and 5 
M won 
exclusive

50.7 26.1 10.2 4.8 3.1 3.7 1.4

5 M and 7 
M won 
exclusive

52.9 22.7 10.3 7.0 4.5 1.2 1.2

More than 
7 M won 52.9 21.8 9.2 4.9 6.3 2.9 1.9

Residence

Capital 
region 53.8 22.8 9.9 5.0 5.2 2.0 1.4

Off-capital 
region 51.9 25.7 9.4 5.1 3.3 2.9 1.8

Education

High 
school or 
lower

51.9 27.8 8.8 4.2 5.1 0.5 1.9

University 
or higher 53.1 23.2 9.9 5.3 4.0 3.0 1.5

Source: data from survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000).

2.6.3. More Public Relations with Label Information Images 

Exposure to images is more helpful for memorizing and remembering label 

information than providing health or medical knowledge in a text format, thus, 
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it is necessary to visualize agri-food label information for education and public 

relations. In the survey, group A was not provided with any prior knowledge; 

group B was provided with health knowledge (food additive information); 

group C was provided with medicine knowledge (antibiotic-free livestock); and 

group D watched a video for public relations of certification programs 

produced by the National Agricultural Products Quality Management Service 

(NAPQMS). All groups were asked to determine what label information they 

remembered. As a result, it was found that exposure to the public relations 

video for the certification program produced by the NAPQMS was in a 

statistically positive relationship with remembering the label information.  

<Figure 6-21> Video for public relations of national agri-food certification 

label 

Source: Korea Agency of Education, Promotion & Information Service in Food, Agriculture, Forestry 

& Fisheries 

2.6.4. Public Relations/Education for Label Information through Diet 
Education 

It was discovered that there is no policy program for agri-food label 

information education currently in place in Korea. However, public 

relations/education programs, including diet-related nutrition education and 

consultation, are provided by the Department of Diet Education, which is 

promoted by the MAFRA, the Food Education Network, Public Health 

Center/welfare facilities, gu-offices/community centers, and schools/hospitals. 

Because the use of the agri-food label information results in making wise,

healthy, and safe food choices, it is critical to connect agri-food label 
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information to food intake education. This will also function for the purpose of 

education/public relations. While food intake education provides methods for 

healthy/safe food intake, synergy will be created if the education/public 

relations are combined with the method determining which foods are 

healthier/safer. 

Connection of the ‘agri-food label information survey’ to the ‘National Food 

Intake Survey’, as previously suggested by the MAFRA, will contribute to 

enhancing the education/public relations for label information with a built-in 

monitoring system for the aforementioned education/public relations. As seen 

in the comments from our survey this is also a real-time way to keep an eye on 

the pulse of consumers’ requirements for healthy living. 

2.7. Enhancing Trust in Agri-food label information

2.7.1. Effect of Trust on Using Label Information 

Trust is an essential precondition for consumers to use agri-food label 

information. Consumers were divided into a group saying they trust in the agri-

food label information and the other group that said they have no trust therein. 

We analyzed their reading of displayed information, satisfaction with policies, 

how their purchase behavior changes after reading the nutrition facts labels, 

and their intention of purchasing certified products. The comparison showed 

that the group with higher trust read more label information when they 

purchased foods than the group with lower trust and were highly satisfied with 

the policy. The group with higher trust showed more experiences of changing 

behavior based on the nutrition facts label, and higher intention of purchasing 

certified products. Thus implying positive index results related to label 

information. 
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<Figure 6-22> Comparison of reading labels and political satisfaction for each 

trust type 

Note 1) The scores for reading label information and being satisfied with policies are the average/5 

points. 

2) The average of no change in behaviors by nutrition facts label =1, Change =2.

3) The score of future purchase was averaged for the answer of ‘Very likely to purchase in the 

future again’ for 15 certification programs, distributed between 0 and 15 points. 

Source: data from survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000).

Meanwhile, men showed a lower level of trust than women. Lower levels of 

trust were also observed in the groups; households with two members, 

respondents in the age of 30s to 40s, respondents with the education of high 

school or lower, and those who had household income less than 5 million 

Koren won as shown in Table 6-22. 

<Table 6-22> Overall trust in food labels information about demographic socio 

features 

Unit: %

Category Trust Category Trust

Total 42.5

Age

20s 47.3

Gender
Man 42.0 30s 38.9

Woman 43.0 40s 37.2

Education 

High school or 
lower 40.6 50s 44.3

University or 
higher 43.0 60s 47.3

Members in 1 person 37.8 Monthly Below 3 M won 40.0

Unit: %, points

Reading label 
information
(1~5 points)

Satisfaction with label 
information policy

(1~5 points)

Changes after reading 
nutrition facts label

(1~5 points)

Intention of future 
purchase of certified 

products
(0~15 points)
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Category Trust Category Trust

household 2 persons 32.5 average 
household 
income

3 M and 5 M won 
exclusive 39.0

3 persons 45.0 5 M and 7 M won 
exclusive 45.3

4 or more 
persons 45.2 More than 7 M won 47.6

Note: sum of percentages for the answers of trust and much trust in the 5-point scale questions.

Source: data from the survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000).

2.7.2. Maintenance of Vulnerable Trust Basis through Exhaustive 
Management and Supervision 

The current foundation of trust in the agri-food certification programs of 

Korea is vulnerable because of certification incidents and unreliable 

certification cases. Because certified products are trusted and consumers do not 

know certification procedures and negligent management or supervision, 

suppliers sometimes do not fully comply with the certification regulations. On 

the other hand, since consumers cannot distinguish certified products by 

suppliers, consumers are wary of some certification programs and do not trust 

certification authorities. Also, adverse effects on properly functioning 

certification programs occur when violations of certification regulations by 

some suppliers are disclosed.  

In a survey by the MAFRA, consumer trust in the national agri-food 

certification programs significantly dropped to 54.5 percent in 2017. Their 

reasons for no trust were poor management (31.3 percent), and disbelief (24.1

percent). It is was clear that the pesticide-contaminated egg scandal last year 

caused a drop in trust in all national certification programs because 57.4

percent of respondents said their trust was negatively influenced by the

pesticide-contaminated egg scandal last year.
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<Figure 6-23> Changes in consumers’ trust in agri-food national certification 

programs 

Note: trust scores based on 100 points.

Source: data from the MAFRA. The author of this Chapter re-edited on the basis of the article posted 

on October 8 in the Farmers Newspaper (‘dropping trust’ in national agri-food certification 

programs).

Because trust in certification programs is a type of ‘verification’, stricter 

application of the certification programs is required. The first step in repairing 

unsafe trust conditions and strengthening the current certification programs 

should be to continue correcting the weak regulation, strengthening the 

management and supervision of the certification authorities, and enforcing

punishment to persons violating certification regulations. 

2.7.3. Preemptive Communication with the Public by Sharing 
Monitoring Result 

Keywords related to agri-food labeling/certification programs were collected 

from media reports posted in newspapers for the latest 3 years. The keywords 

in the analysis included: environment-friendly, pesticides, agricultural products, 

eggs, farmers, government and consumers, and the ‘pesticide-contaminated egg 

scandal.’ The issue of the pesticide-contaminated egg scandal was highly 

reflected in the results. 

While consumers will be exposed to adverse media reports repeatedly and 

unilaterally, the goal is to create an environment allowing consumers to 
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purchase certified products without worry. This can be achieved through the 

government continuing to send signals of its careful duty management of 

certified products. It is a government requirement to; disclose cases of violating 

the regulations for labeling guidelines and certification programs; list 

punishments that are handed out; and post the results of regular monitoring. It 

is vital to use the public monitoring program assisted by consumers and have 

consumers participate in labeling/certification programs to help update existing 

programs and propel new programs for the future. 

<Figure 6-24> Analysis of keywords in agri-food certification program 

Source: edited by the author of this Chapter.

2.7.4. Labeling Method Improved in Consideration of Consumers’
Trust  

To have highly trusted certification marks, high trust in media of the marks 

is very important. During the integration of national certification marks 

conducted in 2012, a consumer survey showed that 64.1 percent of respondents 

said the integration of the agri-food certification program marks increased trust. 

This is the direct result of reflecting Korean consumers’ explicit opinion 

emphasizing the role of the government for the agri-food certification programs. 

Although the shape of the certification marks is unified under the current 

national certification marks, the names of competent ministries presented in the 

marks are yet to be integrated. In terms of displaying the name of competent 

ministries as a management authority, 65.1 percent of respondents in the 

Consumer Survey agreed to change the name competent authority label to the 

Korean Government while keeping the enforcement of tasks to the competent 

ministries (Table 6-23).
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For the survey choice asking whether respondents agree with using the same 

competent ministries, 67.3 percent of respondents said that the “label of the 

Korean Government gives the impression of more trust,” implying that using 

the Korean Government as a competent authority will have a positive influence 

on enhancing consumer trust in national certification labels. Using the same 

name for competent ministries will show customers that the government is a 

responsible authority for certification tasks. This also saves the cost of

changing marks by changing the name of all ministries.

<Figure 6-25> Use of the same label, Korean Government, as competent 

authority (suggested)

Source: the author of this Chapter reedited on the basis of data disclosed by each ministry.

<Table 6-23> Pros and cons about using the mark Korean Government 

Unit: %

Pros Cons

65.1 34.9

Source: data from the survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000).

<Figure 6-26> Reason for agreeing with using Korean Government 

Source: data from a survey by the author of this Chapter (n=1,000).

<Present > <Change (suggested)>
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There is a variety of information, at the stages of production, distribution, 

processing, and packaging, that suppliers know but consumers may not. This 

includes crucial information related to hygiene and safety. This information 

allows consumers to choose healthier and safer foods agri-food information is 

provided to consumers as the social promise of ‘providing label information.’ 

Furthermore, the agri-food label information can also be used for systematic 

tracking and management of production and distribution. It can also play an 

important role in promoting agriculture and the food industry. As agri-food 

label information has the potential to improve producer welfare as well as 

throughout the society, ideal label design and its implementation would be 

highly beneficial to consumers and producers. This is why political interest, 

continuous evaluation, monitoring and updating are required for the policy to 

provide information in agri-food labels and consumer utilization.  

  Prior studies focused on strategies for applying or improving labeling 

guidelines, as “label information provider”. On the other hand, studies about 

“information utilization” did not conduct as “label information consumer.”      

Consumers in Korea are aware of the importance of agri-food label information, 

but their utilization level is low. Additionally, food-related incidents and 

scandals contribute to deteriorating consumer trust in label information. While 

the majority of consumers claim that having too many agri-food labeling and 

certification programs bring about confusion, some argue that it is necessary to 

have more food labels on fresh foods, home meal replacement (HMR), foods at 

restaurants, and delivery and take-out foods. Moreover, political interest is 
required for promoting healthier food choices, which is a goal for agri-food 

label information that the international society directs its attention to. 

Increasing trust in label information, addressing ‘too much’ or ‘too little’ 

information issues, and finding ways to encourage consumers to make healthier 

food choices are objectives for agri-food labeling.

CHAPTER7
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This study aims to examine and evaluate current agri-food label information 

provided in Korea to understand the current use and evaluation of label 

information. Then, we will finally establish strategies for enhancing the agri-

food label used by ‘consumers.’

Chapter 2 reviewed the functions of agri-food label information and the 

purpose of agri-food label utilization and describes the reasons why consumers 

should be encouraged to use more label information. It also reviews and builds 

a conceptual framework about the agri-food labeling process, starting from the 

factors and background of agri-food consumers using the label information to 

the results and effects of using this label information as demonstrated by an 

econometric model analysis.  

The functions of agri-food labeling can be classified into three categories; first, 

explanation and guide on agri-food; second, information related to safety, 

health, and nutrition and producer regulations; and third, advertisement and 

promotion in agri-food. The purposes of agri-food label utilization to 

consumers is to find necessary information and pursue healthy, safe, and wise

consumption. How the label information is designed and provided on the 

product to achieve various purposes is significant. We defined using the label 

information from a consumer viewpoint as pursuing “safe, healthy, and wise 

choices of foods by reading required information.”

In this study, we developed a conceptual framework related to agri-food labels. 

These multi-step processes follow the stages; exposure to label information,

cognition, and awareness of the current label information, understanding the 

accurate information, taking a confirming action, and decision making in agri-

foods purchasing, which is the last stage of utilization the label information. 

Factors affecting the aforementioned process include trust and satisfaction with 

food labels; individual characteristics such as socio-demographic factors, 

product selection criteria, motivation, and situations; and food policies such as 

the quality of food labeling policies and campaigns for public awareness.  

We analyzed the validity of the conceptual framework through econometric 

analyses. The empirical evidence showed that the experiences to purchase 

certified products have a positive relationship with confirmation of food labels, 

trust, and satisfaction. We also found the group, reading more label information 

than the previous year, presented improved the purchase environment 

competency index, the safe diet competency index, and the healthy diet 

competency index. The results suggested that improving food labeling 

utilization would positively affect consumers’ health and nutritional status.
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Chapter 3 reviewed current agri-food label information policies and 

programs then described problems discovered while conducting expert Focus 

Group Discussions (FGD) in terms of the various programs. 

Agri-food labels are provided by five central government ministries, including 

the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (MAFRA) and the 

Ministry of Food and Drug Safety (MFDS), and eighteen regulations. Agri-

food labels are classified into five categories depending on the following 

attributes; hygiene and safety attributes, nutrition and health attributes, 
environment and ethics attributes, quality and standard attributes, and product 

specification and information attributes. Hygiene and safety attributes include 

Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points (HACCP) and Good Agricultural 

Practice (GAP). Nutrition and health attributes  include the nutrition facts 

labels (including nutrition content claim labels) and sodium content label. 

Environment and ethics attributes contain organic certifications, chemical-free 

agricultural product certifications, antibiotic-free livestock product certification, 

while quality and standard attributes include traditional food quality 

certifications and standard labels for agricultural products. Product 

specification and information attributes contain basic labeling (product name, 

content, etc.), other precautions, drinking warning labels, and recycling labels. 

All agri-food label information is classified into five categories, or certified 

attributes, depending on the label. They are the hygiene and safety attributes, 

the nutrition and health attribute, the environment and ethics attribute, the 

quality and specification attribute, and the product details and information 

attribute. The hygiene and safety attribute includes HACCP and GAP labels.

The nutrition and health attribute includes the nutrition facts label (including 

nutrition content claim label) and the sodium content comparison label. The 

environment and ethics attribute includes organic, chemical-free agricultural 

products and antibiotic-free livestock product certifications. The quality and 

specification attribute includes traditional food quality certification and the 

standard specification of agricultural product label. The product details and 

information attribute includes the basic labels (such as product name, net 

weight, etc.), other cautions, excessive consumption warning label, and 

recycling label.

We derived policy issues by examining the current labeling status from 

multifaceted perspectives. Some issues include unbalanced certification 
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programs by attributes and items, lack of agri-food labeling utilization, and no 

differentiation by programs, and conflicts between producers and consumers.

In Chapter 4, an online survey was conducted of 1,000 consumers across 

Korea to uncover problems when consumers use the agri-food label 

information. The survey asked about current use of agri-food labels and 

certification programs for each food category and consumers’ opinions 

regarding labeling policies. FGIs were also conducted to have in-depth 

discussions on requirements related to the use of label information. Consumer 

evaluations were conducted focusing on awareness, understanding of and trust 

in the information in each label. Current issues impacting consumers were

examined on the basis of consumer utilization and evaluation of label 

information. These results were then used for establishing a strategy for 

enhancing the use of label information. 

The results of analyzing the Food Consumption Survey of the Korea Rural 

Economic Institute showed 55.6 percent of adult consumers find agri-food 

labels are essential in choosing products, but only 16.0 percent of respondents 

answered that they use agri-food labels in the process of purchasing agri-foods. 

When comparing the number of consumers who read labels by food type 

offline, the food type with the highest rate was packaged meat (75.1 percent ), 

followed by unpackaged meat (72.3 percent), grain (60.5 percent), packaged 

vegetables and fruit (58.0 percent), home meal replacement (HMR) foods (57.2 

percent), processed foods (57.1 percent), and unpackaged vegetables and fruit 

(56.1 percent). When purchasing fresh foods online, only 51.4 percent of 

respondents answered that they would read food labels, which show a lower 

rate than offline purchases. Also, 38.6 percent of respondents presented that 

they would read the food labels then eating-out. The reasons with the highest 

percentages that consumers do not read were t “no required information” on 

unpackaged vegetables and fruits, packaged vegetables and fruits, unpackaged 

meat, and packaged meat and “too much label information resulted in difficulty 

in reading” on processed foods and HMR . Other answers were “difficulty in 

understanding labels” and “insufficient knowledge about labels.” In the case of 

online purchases, The responses that consumers do not read labels were 

“difficulty in understanding labels,” and “distrust in labels.” in eating-out.

In a survey of consumers’ awareness of each labeling guideline, at least 60

percent of consumers said there was no program they “know well”, and 

although their awareness increased for most programs, it was still not high. 

While their awareness of the origin (58.2 percent), KS for processed food label 
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(47.7 percent) and organic certification (46.3 percent) labels accounted for 

higher percentages, the percentages about consumers’ awareness of most label 

information were about 30 percent or below.  

In a survey of consumers’ reading label information when they purchase 

agri-foods, they read the production area/origin (65.0 percent), capacity/weight 

(61.3 percent), and dates of production/polishing (57.3 percent) when they 

purchased rice, and only 17.8 percent of consumers read the certification label. 

For purchasing unpackaged vegetables/fruits and unpackaged meat, the 

percentage of reading the origin and production area information was 76.0

percent and 76.9 percent, (which are considered high), respectively, and they 

seldom read other label information other than prices. When consumers

purchase packaged vegetables/fruits, the percentage of reading the certification 

label (41.2 percent) was higher, and the percentage (30.5 percent) of reading 

the usage label for packaged meat was high. About half of consumers read the 

use-by-date (52.7and 49.7 percent) for purchasing processed foods and HMR 

and this was followed by brand (23.7 percent) and nutrition facts information 

(23.7 percent). Our survey also found that consumers read the nutrition facts 

information (29.9 percent) and the manufacturer/brand information for HMR 

labels. The consumers reading origin information accounted for 13.4 percent

for processed foods and 17.8 percent for HMR.  

An analysis of raw data from the Consumer Behavior Survey for Food 2018 

showed trust in agri-food labels had a slight increase from 3.20 in 2013 to 3.53 

in 2017. Moreover, consumers suggested various demands for improving agri-

food label information as follows: first, listing too many items for label 

information; second, the issue of labeling method; and third, demands for new 

label information about the environment for additional food purchase. 

Chapter 5 aims to examine the label information, policies and consumer

utilization in the US, the EU, and Japan, and then, we observed the following 

implications as detailed below. 

First of all, food labels and nutrition facts labels were being integrated. For 

example, in the EU, new regulations on food labels were initiated from 

December 13, 2014, by integrating the existing labeling law and nutrition facts 

guidelines. Likewise, new food labeling law was initiated in Japan from April 1, 

2015, by the previous food labeling regulations by the Japanese Agricultural 

Standard Law and the Health Promotion Act. If different ministries' food 

labeling systems have a similar purpose and expected role, it would be efficient 
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to manage them through cooperation between ministries. If the purposes and 

goals of food labeling guidelines are the same, integrations between ministries 

will be efficient management. 

Second, the provision of food labels is expanding to meet consumer needs. 

In the United States, consumers can obtain calorie and nutrition facts 

information from restaurants and food retailers. In the UK, when purchasing 

food products online, phone, or mail order, consumers can gain food 

information at the same level as when purchasing food in a retail environment 

through websites or catalogs. It is also necessary for Korea to expand the health 

and nutrition label programs to various channels where food purchasing occurs 

to reflect new consumer demand.

Third, the way of displaying food labels improved. The recent trends of agri-

food certification and labeling guidelines in the U.S. and the EU are focused on 

establishing strategies to deliver essential information essential for consumers 

in more effective ways. It is noteworthy that voluntary nutrition labeling 

schemes that display main nutrient contents in a chart form, such as Facts Up 

Front in the US, 1 plus 4 model in Germany, and the Nutri-Score labeling 

system in France, are being enforced to help consumers in their decision-

making process. If these schemes are active in Korea, consumers can easily 

access the information they need and make informed choices.

Fourth, various methods of delivering nutritional information to consumers

are being developed. Nutrition facts labels on the shelves, the utilization of 

nudge in a healthy direction at the purchasing point, the introduction of smart 

labels can be good examples of various ways of delivering agri-food 

information. In particular, some U.S. retailers including Giant Food, Shop & 

Shop, SuperValu, and United Supermarkets are using their own nutrition 

labeling on the shelves for marketing some items. Nudges and nutrition shelf 

labels are thought to be involved in consumers’ decision-making in many ways 

in order to trigger specific behaviors when food purchases are occurring.

Lastly, certifications by non-government organizations are increasingly used. 

Regarding the U.S. industry certification, manufacturers voluntarily provide 

information on their labels through their own quality certification system. In 

Japan, each item of agri-food products in the market presents the certification 

by related associations. We find that establishing a certification system that 

flexibly manages several private certifications will help to respond to changes 

in market environments promptly. 
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Chapter 6 aims to apply various experimental economics techniques and 

behavioral economics concepts to develop and establish strategies for 

improving the use of agri-food label information. First, the primary direction of 

the strategy for improving the use of the label information is established. Then,

suggestions for future strategies are examined in detail.

  In order to improve agri-food consumers’ labeling utilization, it is necessary 

to 1) adjust the overall system of food labeling to be consumer-friendly, 

minimize the area of information that can be duplicated or misunderstood, 

improve the awareness and understanding of food labeling 2) meet the new 

food label demand of consumers in accordance with the changing trends in 

food consumption (e.g., increase in online and home shopping, Home Meal 

Replacement (HMR) expansion, and food truck popularization), 3) strengthen 

the trust in food labels provided by the government through improvement of 

labeling and management systems as well as the labeling methods. Lastly, 4) 

smart labeling policy needs to be designed and implemented to encourage 

consumers to make healthy food choices and benefit from the agri-food 

information featured on food products.

Specific detailed strategies include the following: Select and focus on 

essential mandatory labeling, provide more label information to cope with 

consumers’ demands, implement consumer-oriented overhaul of agri-food 

certification labels, use a labeling design readily noticeable by consumers,

establish programs and organizations for making healthier food choices,

conduct education and public relations for effective use of label information,

and enhance trust in agri-food label information. These strategies are discussed 

in detail below.

Select and Focus on Mandatory Labels: It is necessary to rearrange label 

information based on priority. Platforms, where consumers can check details in 

agri-food information online, should provide less important information instead 

of marking on the package. For consumer-friendly platforms, agri-food 

information needs to be connected to large-scale web portals for convenient 

utilization. The SmartLabels of Canada is an excellent example.  

Information Expansion in Response to Consumer Demand: The 

results of agri-food labels survey showed that there is “too little label 

information” (40.3 percent) for fresh foods (including online consumers) and, 

in particular, 58.3 percent of respondents agreed that there are insufficient 

labels for unpackaged vegetables and fruits. An analysis of consumer demand 
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for information investigated demands on dates of cultivation and harvesting, 

use-by-date and date of marketing; nutritional components and nutrition facts 

and calories for fresh foods; and GMO or agricultural chemicals. Therefore, it 

is necessary to address these consumer requests in the long run. The survey 

also presented information lack of agri-food labels that were sold online. There 
were no specific labels position, prevalent exceptions for ‘date of manufacture’ 

on online products, and no regulation for promoting web pages . These issues 

hampered consumers from accessing and utilizing information. It is, therefore,

necessary to supplement regulations and establish “one-click information” to 

check the required information in one page. 

Respondents showed high demands for calories and nutrition facts at

restaurants. Recently, the amount of dining out expenses accounted for almost 

half of their spending on foods (47.6 percent) and they took a large amount of 

meat and fats from dining out foods. Thus, establishing a policy toward dining 

out is required for people’s healthy diet habits. It is necessary to add more label 

information related to health and nutrition for dine-out foods in Korea. On a 

long-term basis, it is also necessary to examine the demand for labels for foods 

from food trucks, HMR that, meal kits, and deli foods. 

Consumer-friendly Certification: To efficiently enhance agri-food labels, the 

study suggested improving certification marks (clear, simple, and different 

marks by attributes) connecting similar programs, and reestablish aspects of the 

national certification program. Certification differentiation contained color 

changes and shape changes. Color differentiation could be divided into hygiene 

and safety attributes (bleu), nutrition and health attributes (yellow), 

environment and ethics attributes (green), and quality and standard attributes 

(red). Shape differentiation remains overall shapes the same, but a few changes 

For clear and simple marks, the study suggested presenting ‘organic’ for 

organic agricultural products, livestock products, and processed foods; unifying 

alcohol quality certifications with ones by MAFRA; emphasizing Korean name 

in GAP marks; and integrating GAP and HACCP marks.

With regard to integrating similar programs, a low-carbon agricultural and 

livestock products can be a low-carbon product certification program can be 

integrated. Similarly, grandmasters of food and Intangible cultural heritage 

program can be integrated. 

For reestablishing aspects of national certification programs, it is necessary 

to establish mandatory safety attribute label information such as GAP and 
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HACCP, and then, develop strategies to use KS for processed foods, which 

have lower labels utilization.

  Use Noticeable Design: It is necessary to improve label positions taking into 

account consumer’s perception and behavior. Moreover, basic mandatory 

labels should be enhanced to make it easier and quicker for consumers to 

understand relevant information. We asked six questions to consumers about 

the current agri-food labels and alternative labels and alternative labels showed
a higher percentage of the correct answer. As a result, we should consider 

introducing the alternative labels A multiple-choice experiment was conducted 

testing other alternative label designs for sodium content labels. The results of 

the test showed that the current sodium content label design had the least effect 

on reducing sodium consumption. Energy-rating label or the smile label design 

are found to be more effective for reducing sodium consumption. It is also 

essential to select label positions in consideration of consumer’s perception. 

Current regulations of agri-food labels do not have recommendations for mark 

position, therefore, producers tend to attach the marks to any side of a product. 

A choice and memory experiment were conducted to analyze the effect of the 

location of agri-food label marks on consumers. Our test revealed that placing 

label marks in the upper right of a package is better for improving observation 

by the consumer.

It is also necessary to consider consumers’ behaviors when providing label 

information. We conducted a selection experiment by using the framing effect, 

which is generally used in behavioral economics, for guiding reduction of sugar 

intake. The test showed that 19.9 percent of consumers chose Pepsi Cola when 

‘High sugar content’ was marked while 29.8 percent of consumers selected

Pepsi Cola when no label was suggested. This implies that intuitive, simple and 
easily observed information is more effective for making changes to consumers’ 

behavior than long and non-intuitive messages.

A “nudge experiment at the point of sale” was conducted in an Emart shop in 

consideration of consumers’ behaviors. A tool to encourage customers to 

purchase fruits and vegetables was installed in carts in the Gwangsan shop 

located in Gwangju to compare it with the ones in Bongseon without any tool 

installed. Our analysis revealed that a simple tool installed in the carts 

increased the consumption of fruits and vegetables and did not crowd out the 

consumption of processed foods, thus, the amount of purchasing whole foods

increased. Based on results, it is a reasonable expectation that more 

consumption of agricultural products with GAP or organic agricultural product 

certifications can be implemented in the same way. Therefore, using point of 
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purchase nudges will be able to contribute to facilitating healthier food choices 

and vitalizing the application of various labeling and certification programs.  

Establishing Programs and Organizations: Around the world, “Healthy 

Food Choice” is a recent topic and agri-food utilization is consider as the most 

politically expedient option. The Korean government should increase 

interests in boosting people’s nutrition and health. To this end, information that 

is easy to understand is an important political instrument for achieving better 

health for the general public. For the purpose of better health, it is necessary to 

improve people’s diet, nutrition intake and health in a line with “Basic Act on 

People’s Diet and Nutrition (provisional)” (Lee, Kim and Kim, 2017). An 

integrated management team will be required for designing and providing agri-

food labels in encompassing all steps of agri-food production, distribution, 

consumption, purchase, intake, nutrition, and health. The proposed integration 

management team could be an independent organization under the existing 

central ministries or perform its roles through a cooperative program of the 

MAFRA and the MOHW (Ministry of Health and Welfare) in the short-term.  

Moreover, it is essential to establish a “behavioral economics – food policy 

research center (provisional)” to apply different concepts and theories of 

behavioral economics to various food and labeling policies. The “behavioral 

economics - food policy research center” will play an important role in 

establishing strategies for facilitating people’s healthier food choices and 

communicating this to the public through agri-food label information. The 

USDA’s “Center for Behavioral Economics and Healthy Food Choice 

Research” is an example of a food policy research center and demonstrates the 

importance of establishing a “behavioral economics and food policy research 

center for healthy food choices.”

  An essential requirement for facilitating people’s healthier food choices is to 

create an environment that allows and encourages enterprises to “foods

improvement.” For food improvement, a private-public partnership is a 

precondition. To this end, it is necessary to organize a “food improvement 

committee (provisional)” to build a communication channel between the 

government and the private sector and establish an abatement target through 

cooperation with various academic circles. It is necessary to provide support 

for Research and development (R&D) so that product improvement to create 

healthier foods do not deteriorate food qualities such as taste, flavor, or texture.  

Lastly, establishing a direction for education and public relations requires an 
examination of whether agri-food consumers have an accurate knowledge of 
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label information; what barrier discourages to use; through which channel label 

related information is acquired; the level of consumer satisfaction with label 

information; and what elements are required for improvement. For answers to 

these questions, it is essential that consumer and economy analysts conduct 

regular “quantitative surveys about the current use of agri-food label 
information (provisional)”. This should be implemented to build a foundation 

for establishing programs and organizations for healthier food choices.  

  Education and Public Relations: Awareness of label information is an 

essential prerequisite for reading agri-food labels. The higher the interest is in 

the agri-food label information, the higher the points are for reading the label 

information. Therefore, it is necessary to enhance consumers’ interest in the 
agri-food label through public relations and education. It is necessary to deliver 

accurate knowledge and conduct education about meaning and purpose as well 

as benefits and potential issues if not used. A study showed that consumers 

who watched a video about certification programs remembered more label 

information than consumers who did not. Also, more consumers obtained foot 

related information through social media. Therefore, it is useful to use social 

media and videos for practical education.  

Enhancing Trust in Agri-food Labels: Trust is an essential 

precondition for consumers to utilize agri-food label information. We 

conducted a survey in which respondents were divided into two groups; one 

group with high trust in the actual agri-food label information; and the other 

group with no trust. When comparing the two groups regarding their level of 

reading label information, The results showed the high-trust group read more 

label information more when purchasing foods, and consumers are more

satisfied with policies. The group with high trust changed their food decisions 

by using nutrition facts label many times and willingness to purchase certified 

products was high. It is necessary to repair vulnerable trust situations through 

exhaustive management and supervision for enhancing trust. It is also vital to 

strengthen communication with the public by sharing active and preemptive 

monitoring results. Moreover, it is considered to use ‘the Korean government’ 

on certifications to improve trust. 
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