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Abstract

Consumer’s perception and consumption pattern of fresh-cut agri~food products were surveyed to provide
basic information for quality enhancement. The results are summarized as follows: The respondents had a
preference for a discount store (60.5%) to purchase fruits and vegetables and the frequency of purchase was
one time per week (46.1%). Fruits and vegetables were purchased frequently by full-time housewives compared
with workers. The reasons for purchasing fresh—cut agri—food generally resulted from a consideration of the
saving in cooking time, the ease of handling and the desire to serve appropriate portions. On the other hand,
the reasons for not purchasing fresh—cut agri-food products were the comparatively high price, a perception
of unsanitary handling. Freshness was. considered to be the most important factor when purchasing these
products. The preferred price for the fresh—cut agri-food products were approximately 110~140% of that for
the unprocessed products. 87.7% of respondents answered that they will purchase fresh—cut agri—food products
continuously if some problems that they considered, would be improved.
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Table 1. General characteristics of subjects

Frequency Percent

Characteristics (N) (%)
Gender
Male 150 17.1
Female 727 829
Age
Under 20 180 205
20~29 437 498
30~39 78 89
40~49 103 11.7
50~59 67 76
Over 60 12 14
Size of family
1 : 369 421
2~3 484 55.2
Overd 24 2.7
Education level
Elementary school 13 15
Middle school 23 26
High school 580 66.8
College/University 208 24.0
Graduate school 44 51
Housing area
Residential area 336 384
APT area 413 473
Shopping area 13 1.5
Others 112 12.8
Occupation
Professional work 80 9.1
Clerk 62 7.1
Salesman 80 9.2
Farmers and fishermen 1 0.1
Technical work 4 0.5
TFull time houswife 82 94
Student 534 61.0
No occupation 9 1.0
Others 23 26
Monthly income (ten thousands won)
Under 100 93 11.2
100~199 166 20.0
200~299 239 289
300~399 148 179
Over 400 182 22.0
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Table 2. Consumer’s eating habits
N (%)
3+ times 1~2 times 3+ times 3— times
Every day weekly weekly monthly monthly Total
Eat home cooked meals at home 401 (49.4) 222 (27.4) 128 (15.8) 25 (3.1) 35(4.3) 811 (100.0)
Dine out at full-service restaurants 109 (15.2) 192 (26.7) 193 (26.8) 49 (6.8 176 (24.5) 719 (100.0)
Delivery 13(2.3) 47 (8.2) 142 (24.7) 80 (13.9) 292 (50.9) 574 (100.0)
Take out 23 (4.5) 65 (12.8) 148 (29.1) 66 (13) 207 (40.7) 509 (100.0)
Other 30 (32.6) 15 (16.3) 15 (16.3) 12 (13) 20(21.7) 92 (100.0)
Traditional
Streezt; tore Traditional market
Department > market 10%
store 25%
26%
Local
market Department
A47% store
3%
1998 2005
Fig. 1. Place of purchased fruits and vegetables 1998 vs 2005.
Table 3. Place of purchasing fruits and vegetables
Demographic Traditional L N (%)
characteristics raditiona ocal Department Discount store Others Total
market market store
Age
Under 20 5(2.8) 72 (40.4) 2(1.1) 99 (55.6) 0 (0.0) 178 (100.0)
20~29 26 (6.0) 136 (31.6) 12 (2.8) 250 (58.1) 6 (1.4) 430 (100.0)  x*=128.063
30~39 10 (13.3) 14 (18.7) 5(6.7) 45 (60.0) 1(1.3) 75(100.0)  df=20
40~49 26 (25.2) 15(14.6) 2(1.9) 57 (55.3) 3(2.9 103 (100.0)  p<0.01
50~59 22 (33.8) 10 (15.4) 4(6.2) 27 (41.5) 2 (3.1 65 (100.0)
Over 60 5(41.7) 1(8.3) 0 (0.0) 5 (41.7) 1(8.3) 12 (100.0)
Total 94 (10.4) 248 (28.7) 25129 483 (56.0) 13(1.5) 863 (100)
Housing area
Residential area 53 (16.1) 101 (30.6) 15(3) 167 (50.6) 4(1.2) 330 (100.0) 2=78.975
APT area 33(8.1) 87 (23.1) 3.9316) 266 (65.2) 6 (1.5) 408 (100.0) df=12'
Shopping area 5(38.5) 3(23.1) 154 (2) 3(23.1) 0 (0.0) 13 (100.0) <001
Others 327 55 (49.5) 1.8(2) 48 (43.2) 327 111 (100.0)  P=%
Total 94 (10.9) 246 (28.5) 2.9 (25) 484 (56.1) 13(1.5) 862 (100.0)
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Table 4. Frequency of purchasing fruits and vegetables
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Fig. 2. User vs non-user perceptions on fresh-cut fruits and
vegetables.

Demographic N (%)
characteristics Never 1/week 2~3/week Every day  Others Total
Size of family
1 20 (5.5) 193 (52.3) 85(23.0) 12 (3.3) 55(15.1) 365 (100.0) x*=63.535
2~3 58 (12.0) 204 (42.1) 159 (32.9) 32 (6.6) 23 (4.8) 476 (100.0)  df=8
Over 4 3(12.5) 8 (33.3) 8 (33.3) 5 (20.8) 0 (0.0) 24(100.0)  p<0.01
Total 81 (9.4) 405 (46.8) 252 (29.1) 49 (56.7) 78 (9.0) 865 (100)
Occupation
Professional worker 4(5.0) 51 (63.8) 18(22.5) 2(25) 5(6.3) 80 (100.0)
Administrator 1(10.1) 4 (40.0) 4 (40.0) 0 (0.0 1(10.0) 11 (100.0)
Clerk 3(5.9) 29 (56.9) 10 (19.6) 1(2.0) 8(15.7) 51 (100.0)
Salesman 000.0) 8 (40.0) 10 (50.0) 2 (10.0) 0(0.0) 20 (100.0) ¥2=9975]
Serviceman 7(11.9) 26 (44.1) 16 (27.1) 6 (10.0) 4 (6.8) 59 (100.0) df:4i).
Farmers 0 (0.0) 0(0.0) 1(100.0) 0 (0.0 0(0.0) 1 (100.0)
Producer 0(0.0) 1(25.0) 37500 000 000 401000 PO
Full time housewife 1(1.3) 27 (33.8) 45 (56.3) 7(8.8) 0 (0.0 80 (100.0)
Student 61 (11.6) 247 (46.9) 137 (26.0) 24 (4.6) 58 (11.0) 527 (100.0)
No occupation 1(12.5) 2(25.0) 3(37.5) 2 (25.0) 0 (0.0 8 (100.0)
Other 3(13.0) 9(39.1) 4(17.4) 5(21.7) 2 (8.7) 23 (100.0)
Total 81(9.4) 404 (46.8) 251 (29.1) 49 (5.7) 78 (9.0) 863 (100.0)
Table b. Purchasing experience of fresh-cut fruits and vegetables
) . N (%)
Demographic characteristics Yes No Total
Age
Under 20 105 (59.0) 73 (41.0) 178 (100.0)
20~29 269 (61.8) 166 (38.2) 435 (100.0) x?=6.423
30~39 53 (68.8) 24 (31.2) 77 (100.0) df=5
40~49 70 (68.0) 33 (32.0) 103 (100.0) NSV
50~59 38 (57.6) 28 (42.4) 66 (100.0)
Over 60 5(41.7) 7 (58.3) 12 (100.0)
Total 540 (62.0) 331 (33.0) 871 (100)
Education level
Elementary school 7 (53.8) 6 (46.2) 13 (100.0) 2=A5T7
Middle school 14 (60.9) 9(39.1) 23 (100.0) df:4‘
High school 346 (60.2) 229 (39.8) 575 (100.0) NS
College/University 139 (66.8) 69 (33.2) 208 (100.0)
Graduate school 31 (70.5) 13 (29.5) 44 (100.0)
Total 547 (62.2) 326 (37.8) 863 (100.0)

UNS: not significant.
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Table 6. Reason for purchasing or unpurchasing fresh-cut fruits and vegetables

No. Reason for purchasing N % Reason for unpurchasing N %
1 Saving cooking time 219 409 Expensive 96 29.6
2 Proper amount 196 36.2 Other 65 20.2
3 Sanitary package 61 11.3 Not fresh 57 176
4 Good quality 28 5.2 Unsanitary 51 157
5 Other 23 4.3 Small amount 28 8.6
6 Inexpensiveness 9 1.7 Less nutritious 27 8.3
Total 536 100.0 324 100.0
Table 7. Type of purchased fresh-cut fruits and vege- Table 8. Proper price of fresh-cut fruits and vegetables
tables . 9
Proper price N %
(o)
No. Type N_% 100% 109 13.1
1 Fruits and vegetables, cut as a need 274 34.0 110~140% 533 64.0
2 Fruits and vegetables, washed 175 21.7 150~190% 169 20.3
3 Fruits and vegetables, peeled off 173 215 200~ 2409 19 2.3
4 Sliced fruits and vegetables iri one dish as a use 144 17.9 250~300% 3 0.4
5 Vegetables, boiled 40 50
Total 833 100.0
Total 806 100.0
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