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SOUTH AFRICAN CONSUMER PERCEPTION OF FIVE FRONT-OF-PACK
LABEL FORMATS

Tracey Hutton* & Annelie Gresse

ABSTRACT

Front-of-pack food labels help consumers to
make healthier food purchases and are thus an
important tool for improving public health.
Consumers’ label preferences directly influence
their motivation regarding the use of front-of-
pack labels. However, to date no consensus has
been reached globally, or in South Africa, on
which front-of-pack label format is the most
effective at guiding healthier food choices. This
study compared the perceptions of five front-of-
pack labels formats among consumers in
Nelson Mandela Bay.

In this cross-sectional exploratory study with 359
participants, an interviewer-administered survey
was conducted at twelve randomly selected
retail food locations. The perceptions of five
front-of- pack label formats (Reference Intake,
Multiple Traffic Light label, Nutri-Score, health
endorsement logo and warning labels) were
assessed during the survey procedure.

The health endorsement logo achieved the
highest number of positive responses (n = 833),
closely followed by the Nutri-Score (n = 813),
while the Reference Intake received the highest
number of negative responses (n = 437).
Overall, both the health endorsement logo and
Nutri-Score were positively perceived in terms of
likeability and comprehensibility. The Multiple
Traffic Light label was perceived to be
trustworthy (38.7%, n = 139) and useful in terms
of providing the necessary nutritional
information (39.4%, n = 141). Participants
identified the Reference Intake format as being
difficult to understand (41.5%, n = 149). Overall,
the results of this study point to participants
preferring evaluative front-of-pack labels that
make use of interpretative colours, symbols and
text.
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Globally, non-communicable diseases (NCDs)
are responsible for the highest annual mortality
rate than all other causes combined (World
Health Organization (WHO), 2014). In South
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Africa (SA), NCDs account for an estimated
51% of all deaths (WHO, 2018). An increased
intake of ultra-processed high fat, sugar and
salt (HFSS) foods has been identified as one of
the reasons for the rising NCD burden in SA.
The influx of transnational food and beverage
companies has led to HFSS foods being readily
available, affordable and acceptable to the
South African consumer (lgumbor et al., 2012;
Spires et al., 2016,). Front-of-pack labels
(FoPLs) appear on the front of food packages
and make use of interpretative words, colours
and symbols to help consumers accurately
assess the nutrient profile of food products
(Cecchini & Warin, 2016; Hersey et al., 2013;
Van Kleef & Dagevos, 2015).

Currently, FoPL formats vary in appearance,
type of nutritional information displayed and the
extent to which they provide evaluative
judgments on the healthiness of food products
(Kanter et al., 2018). Reductive FoPLs display
key nutrients from the back-of-pack label (such
as fat, sugar and sodium) in a reduced
‘snapshot’ format. However, they do not provide
any evaluative judgement on a food product’s
nutritional value (Newman et al, 2014).
Evaluative FoPLs, on the other hand, interpret
the nutritional value of a food product and
thereby evaluate the overall healthiness of a
food product for the consumer (Talati et al.,
2016). Nutrient specific FoPLs provide specific
information on individual nutrient levels while
summary indicator FoPLs provide a single,
overall judgement of a food product’s nutritional
value. Hybrid FoPLs contain both nutrient
specific and summary indicator information
(Talati et al., 2019).

Globally, there is much debate regarding which
FoPL system is most effective at stimulating
informed healthier food choices (Kelly & Jewell,
2018). Positive perception is an essential pre-
requisite to label usage (Grunert & Wills, 2007).
Consumer preferences directly influence their
motivation to engage with and thus use FoPLs
(Van Kleef et al., 2008). Research has shown
that consumers prefer simple label formats
(Koen et al., 2018a) that are quickly understood
(Méjean et al., 2014), easy to identify,
trustworthy (Hawley et al., 2013), accurate, non-

coercive (Grunert & Wills, 2007) and useful in
terms of information provided (Ducrot et al.,
2015a).

Considering the global nature of the
marketplace, the implementation of a FoPL
standard is under formal consideration by the
Codex Committee (Codex  Alimentarius
Commission, 2016). However, as Mandle et al.
(2015) pointed out, there is a dearth of
information on how foodlabels are perceived in
emerging economies such as SA (Selvanathan
& Selvanathan, 2004), particularly among urban
and rural consumers from lower socioeconomic
backgrounds. If a common FoPL standard is to
be implemented for use worldwide in a national
standard-setting (WHO, 2019), it is important to
assess the label preferences of South African
consumers to inform future policy decisions as
food labelling preferences differ across
countries and subgroups (Grunert ef al., 2010).
Considering the paucity of FoPL research
conducted in SA, the present study, that was
conducted as a Masters study (Hutton, 2020),
aimed to address this research gap by
assessing the FoPL perceptions of South
African consumers.

METHODS

A cross-sectional, exploratory study design was
employed to assess the food label preferences
of consumers who reside in the Nelson
Mandela Bay (NMB) region within the Eastern
Cape Province, SA. Ethics approval was
granted by Faculty Postgraduate Studies
Committee, Nelson Mandela University, Port
Elizabeth, SA (ethics clearance reference
number H18-HEA-DIET-006).

Sampling, participants and data collection
procedure

Food retailers were used as study locations and
were identified by means of cluster sampling.
The NMB region is divided into 60 wards. Using
aerial maps, wards that did not have a food
retailer located within the ward were excluded.
The remaining wards were then given a number
(from one to 25). Twelve wards were then
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Reference Intake (RI)

Monochrome, reductive nutrient specific labels that dis-
play levels of energy, total fat, saturates, sugars and salt
(Food and Drink Federation, 2014).

Per 150g

Per 100g:
394k / 94 keal

Multiple Traffic Light (MTL) label

Format is similar to the RI, however it makes use of
interpretative traffic light colours to assist consumers to
assess the nutritional levels of food products (United
Kingdom Department of Health, 2013).

Each pack contains

Energy Saturates
1854kj
443keal 16.8g
of an adult’s reference intake

Typical values (as sold) per 1009: 618 kJ / 148 keal

Health endorsement logo (HEL)

Evaluative, summary indicator labels (Kanter et al.,
2018) that are only displayed on products that meet a
defined set of nutritional criteria (Kelly & Jewell, 2018)

p
Healthy
Choice

Nutri-Score

Evaluative label that makes use of a scale of five colours
(from dark green to red) with corresponding letters (A to
E) to provide an evaluation of healthfulness (Mialon et
al., 2018).

NUTRI-SCORE

Warning labels (WLs)

Nutrient specific, evaluative labels which are displayed
on food when a predetermined threshold of a critical
nutrient has been exceeded (Neal et al., 2017, Pettigrew
etal, 2017).

HIGH IN
SATURATED
FAT

FIGURE 1: FRONT-OF-PACK LABELS USED IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY

randomly selected using Microsoft Excel’s
random number generator function. As a major
food retail chain had retail outlets in each of the
randomly selected wards, it was decided to
approach the food retailer to seek permission to
conduct research at each of the identified food
retail outlets. This permission was granted.

Study participants (N=359) had to be older than
18 years, willing and legally able to provide
written informed consent, able to read and
understand English (as the stimuli used was
presented in English) and reside in NMB. On
the day of data collection, fieldworkers
approached the first person exiting the retailer.
If that person declined or was unable to
participate, the next person exiting was
approached. A short description of the study
was provided, after which the participants were
screened for eligibility and informed consent

was attained. Face-to-face interviews were held
in a quiet area near the exit from the retailer.

Data collection

Data were collected by means of an interviewer-
administered questionnaire. The questionnaire
was adapted, with permission, from a
questionnaire used in the NutriNet-Santé study
that was conducted in France (Julia &
Hercberg, 2017a). For the present study, the
adapted questionnaire and survey procedure
was tested for face validity by experts in the field and
construct validity during a pilot study conducted by
the principal researcher with the assistance of a
dietitian and trained BSc Dietetics students, at
one of the stores of the food retailer selected
for the study by including participants of
different ages, genders and races. The full data
collection procedure was done during the pilot
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TABLE 1: DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF PARTICIPANTS (N = 359)

Category Sub-category n (%)
Gender Male 127 (35.3)
Female 232 (64.7)
Age <32 122 (34.0)
32-47 122 (34.0)
>47 115 (32.0)
Ethnicity Black 252 (70.2)
White 39 (10.9)
Mixed-race 60 (16.7)
Indian 4(1.1)
Asian 1(0.3)
Other 3(0.9)
Home Language English 41(11.4)
Afrikaans 72 (20.1)
IsiXhosa 234 (65.2)
Other 12 (3.3)
Relationship Status Single 171 (47.6)
In a relationship/engaged 35(9.7)
Married 121 (33.7)
Divorced 12 (3.3)
Widowed 20 (5.6)
Number of Dependents 0 78 (21.7)
1 75 (20.9)
2 88 (24.5)
3 54 (15.0)
4 36 (10.0)
5 15(4.2)
6 6(1.7)
7 3(0.8)
8 3(0.8)
9 1(0.3)
Level of Education Never attended school 2(0.6)
Primary school 45 (12.5)
High school 222 (61.8)
Diploma 60 (16.7)
Degree 17 (4.7)
Post-graduate 13 (34)
Employment Status Unemployed 125 (34.8)
Employed 139 (38.7)
Self-employed 33(9.2)
Student 28 (7.8)
Retired 34 (9.3)
Household Income R0 - R1058 60 (16.7)
R1059 — R4250 89 (24.8)
R4251 - R9250 47 (13.1)
R9251 - R20 000 28 (7.8)
R20 001 - R31833 16 (4.5)
R31834 - R65583 7(1.9)
R65 584 — R141 500 2(0.6)
More than R141 500 0(0)
[ don’t know. 20 (5.6)
| don’t wish to tell you. 90 (25.1)
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study to measure the time that it would take to
complete the process and to determine whether
the participants understood the questions.

Before commencing with the survey procedure,
a brief explanation of each FoPL was provided
to the participant. Section one of the
questionnaire assessed demographic
information; section two comprised a ranking
task to assess the objective understanding of
the different FoPLs, while section three
ascertained participant FoPL preferences. To
assess FoPL preferences, participants were
shown images of five FoPLs (Figure 1).
Participants were then asked to choose one
FoPL that best corresponded with the proposed
statement. The FoPLs were displayed to
participants in varying orders, based on a Latin
Square Design, to control for potential order
effects. Participants were only able to select
one FoPL per statement and a “none of these

labels” option was included. Statements
compared FoPLs in terms of liking,
trustworthiness,  usefulness, feelings of

coercion and perceived ease of identification,
use and understanding. The literature has
shown that these dimensions influence
consumer perception and thus the use and
understanding of food Ilabels. Similar
dimensions have also been previously applied
in several labelling studies (Ducrot et al.,
2015a; Julia & Hercberg, 2017b; Mejean et al.,
2013; Talati et al., 2019).

Statistical Analysis

Data were captured by the primary researcher
on Microsoft Excel and then analysed using
Statistica Version 13 (2018). Frequencies and
percentages were calculated to assess the
most frequently chosen FoPL in response to
each statement. Pearson chi-square tests were
used to determine associations between
sociodemographic factors and label
preferences. Where significant differences were
found, odds ratio tests were conducted to
compare individual cases. Al tests of
significance were two-sided and a p-value <
0.05 was considered significant.

RESULTS
Sociodemographic information

Table 1 details the participants’ demographic
data. The majority of participants were female
(64.7%), which may be due to the fact that in
SA, females are primarily responsible for
household grocery shopping (Koen, 2017; Van
der Merwe et al.,, 2013). The mean age of
participants was 41.2 (SD = 16.25, range: 18-
87 years). The majority of the participants were
black (70.2%) and spoke isiXhosa as their home
language (65.2%). Most participants had some
form of high school (61.8%) or post-high school
qualification (24.8%). Just over a third of
participants were unemployed (34.8%), which is
in line with NMB’s unemployment rate of 36.6%
(Eastern Cape Socio Economic Consultative
Council, 2017). A total of 149 (41.5%) of the
participants reported a monthly household
income of < R4 250 and were thus categorised
as low income earners (Standard Bank, 2016).

FoPL preferences across all subgroups

The positive domain statements assessed
aspects such as likeability, usefulness,
noticeability, credibility and comprehensibility.
The health endorsement logo (HEL) (833
positive responses) was the FoPL that received
the overall highest number of favourable
responses across all the positive dimension
statements, followed closely by the Nutri-Score
(813 positive responses) and the Multiple
Traffic Light (MTL) label (749 positive
responses). More specifically, the HEL and
Nutri-Score received a similar percentage of
responses to the statements: ‘this label will best
help me to choose healthier products’ (HEL-
36.5%, Nutri-Score — 34.3%); ‘this is the food
label | like the most’ (Nutri-Score — 33.1%, HEL
— 32%); ‘this food Ilabel is easy to
understand’(HEL — 32.4%, Nutri-Score — 31.8%)
and ‘this food label allows me to quickly
understand the information’ (HEL —29.8%, Nutri
-Score — 29.2%). Participants were of the
opinion that the HEL would be easiest to identify
(38.2%). The MTL label was perceived as
reliable and ftrustworthy (38.7%) and most
useful in contributing necessary information
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Statements

il

This food label allows me to quickly understand the information.

This food label is easy to understand.

This food label is difficult to understand.

This food label takes too long to understand.

This food label makes me feel coerced or pressurised to act in a certain
way.

This food label provides me with the information | need.

This food label is the easiest to identify (recognise).

This food label provides me with reliable trustworthy information

This is the food label | like the most.

This is the foed label | like the least.

| would like to see this food label on food products.

This label will best help me to choose healthier products.

® None of these mWL

WL, warning label; MTL, multiple traffic light; HEL,

Nutri-Score

FIGURE 2: FRONT-OF-PACK LABELS CHOSEN

I

m

0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0

MTLlabel ®mHEL mRI

health endorsement logo; RI, Reference Intake
IN RESPONSE TO THE STATEMENTS

ASSESSING FRONT-OF-PACK LABEL PREFERENCES

(39.4%). The negative domain statements
assessed aspects such as dislike, complexity of
information and any perceived feelings of
coercion. The Reference Intake (RI) (437
negative responses) and warning labels (WLs)
(367 negative responses) yielded the highest
number of unfavourable responses on the
negative dimension statements. The WL
received the highest percentage of responses
to the statements: ‘this is the food label | like
the least’ (45.7%) and ‘this food label makes me
feel coerced or pressurised to act in a certain

way’ (30.2%). The RI was perceived as taking
too long (44.4%) and being too difficult to
understand (41.5%). Figure 2 shows the
percentage each FoPL received in relation to
each of the statements.

FoPL preferences of specific subgroups

Significant differences were found among
different ethnicities with regards to which FoPL
was perceived as most reliable and trustworthy
(p<0.008). Black participants did not find the RI

South African consumer perception of five front-of-pack label formats

131



ISSN 0378-5254 Journal of Consumer Sciences, Special Edition
Food and nutrition challenges in Southern Africa, Vol 5, 2020

as trustworthy as white and mixed-race
participants. Only 7.5% of black participants
chose the Rl as most trustworthy, when
compared to the white (21.6%) and mixed-race
participants (18.6%). Overall, the MTL label
scored highest in trustworthiness across all
ethnicities. More specifically, 37.3% of black
participants, 48.7% of white participants and
37.3% of mixed-race participants chose the
MTL label as being most trustworthy. There
was also evidence (p<0.056) that participants
with different levels of education perceived
different labels as being most difficult to
understand. Participants with some form of
primary school education perceived the Nutri-
Score as being more difficult to understand
(31.8%), when compared to participants with
higher levels of education. Yet, across all levels
of education, the Rl was consistently chosen as
being the most difficult label to understand
(Figure 3). Significant differences were found
among genders with regards to which FoPL was
easiest to understand (p<0.00002) and most
useful in guiding healthier food purchases
(p<0.01). Males perceived the Nutri-Score to be
easiest to understand (48.8%), whereas the
females chose the HEL (36.4%) (Figure 4).
Males (44.1%) also indicated that the Nutri-
Score would be most useful in terms of
identifying healthier food products, whilst
females (36.6%) perceived the HEL to be most
helpful in this.

DISCUSSION

The present study provided new evidence on
how five FoPL formats, currently used
worldwide (Talati et al., 2019), are perceived by
South African consumers. In SA, no published
data could be found that directly compare the
perceptions of the five FOPL formats used in this
study. Overall, when assessing the total
number of positive responses, the HEL was
most favourably perceived. However, the Nutri-
Score achieved a very similar number of
positive responses (833 vs 813 responses
respectively). Both labels were positively
perceived in aspects such as aiding consumers
to choose healthier food products, likeability
and comprehensibility. Participants found that

the HEL was easiest to identify. The HEL,
designed for the purposes of the present study,
used bright colours typically associated with
health (yellow, blue and green) (Wasowicz et
al., 2015). In addition, a white background has
been shown to increase saliency (Cabrera et
al., 2017). Previous research has shown that
polychromatic food labels are more noticeable
than monochromatic food labels (Antunez et al.,
2015; Becker et al., 2015).

As with the present study, previous research
found that HELs are generally positively
perceived by South African consumers (Koen et
al., 2018b). HELs are widely used in SA, where
up to five HELs may be displayed on a single
food product (Koen et al., 2018a). It can thus be
assumed that some participants may have
been familiar with the HEL format. This
familiarity with HELs may have influenced
participant perceptions (Talati et al., 2019).
Although research conducted on the HEL has
shown favourable results both locally (Koen et
al., 2018a) and internationally (De la Cruz-
Gongora et al., 2017; Swedish Food Agency &
Ipsos, 2015), HELs have been criticised for not
allowing negative evaluations of a products’
nutritional value. This may be problematic as
research has shown that in the presence of a
HEL, consumers may over-estimate a product’s
nutritional value, which may lead to
overconsumption of the food product (Van Kleef
& Dagevos, 2015). Furthermore, FoPLs that
allow for negative evaluations act as implicit
subconscious cues that guide automatic and
impulsive reactions to food (Rohr et al., 2015).
Negative evaluative judgements have also
been shown to influence food purchasing
decisions more often than positive evaluative
judgements (Scarborough et al., 2015).

The Nutri-Score performed well in all positive
dimension statements. The Nutri-Score was
also chosen as the second most trusted FoPL
(after the MTL label). Although positively
perceived overall, participants with lower
education levels identified the Nutri-Score as
being difficult to understand. This contradicts
the findings of Ducrot et al. (2015b) who
reported that the Nutri-Score was well
understood among individuals with lower
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80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

- Lt b

. B ] s I M 1R

Primary School High Schoal Diploma Degree Post-graduate
mRl mHEL = MTL label = Nutri-Score mWLis

RI, Reference Intake; HEL, health endorsement logo; MTL, multiple traffic light; WLs, warning labels

FIGURE 3: COMPARISON OF LEVELS OF EDUCATION IN RESPONSE TO THE STATEMENT
“THIS FOOD LABEL IS DIFFICULT TO UNDERSTAND.”

60.0%
50.0%
40.0%

=2 30.0%

20.0%
10.0% I

MTL label Nutri-Score

® Males = Females

RI, Reference Intake; HEL, health endorsement logo; MTL, multiple traffic light; WLs, warning labels

FIGURE 4: COMPARISON OF GENDERS IN RESPONSE TO THE STATEMENT “THIS FOOD
LABEL IS EASY TO UNDERSTAND.”
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TABLE 2:

COMPARISON OF THE FRONT-OF-PACK LABEL PERCEPTIONS OF THE PRE-
SENT STUDY WITH SIMILAR STUDIES CONDUCTED WORLDWIDE

French NutriNet- | French NutriNet- | Front-of-pack
. . International
Sante” cohort Santé cohort .
: Comparative
Front-of-pack label perception Present study study study Experiment
studies n =359 n=13578 n=21702 . A
(Ducrot et al., (Julia et al., (Talati et al
2015a) 2017) 2019)
g::(;ﬁg?: dm which the studies were South Africa France France 12 Countries*
Statement Most selected label in relation to the proposed statement.
This label will best help me to HEL GDA Graded Not included
choose healthier products.
| would like to see this food label on Graded GDA Graded Not included
food products.
This is the food label | like the least. | WL HEL RI Not included
This is the food label | like the most. | Graded GDA Graded MTL label
This food label provides me with 1 1y o) GDA MTL label MTL label
reliable trustworthy information.
This food label is the easiest to HEL Graded Graded Not included
identify (recognise).
This food label provides me with the |\ 1o1.e) GDA MTL label MTL label
information | need.
This food label makes me feel co-
erced or pressurised to act in a WL None of these None of these Not included
certain way ¥
This food label takes too long to RI GDA RI RI
understand.
This food label is difficult to under- RI GDA RI RI
stand.
l’gigood label is easy to under- HEL Graded Graded WL
This food label ?HOWS me to quickly HEL Graded Graded Not included
understand the information.

HEL, health endorsement logo; GDA, Guideline Daily Amounts; WL, warning label; MTL, multiple traffic light; RI, Reference

Intake.
*WL was not included in the study.
**HEL was not included in the study.

+Argentina, Australia, Bulgaria, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, Mexico, Singapore, Spain, the UK and the USA.
¥ Phrased as “this FOP label is guilt laden in the study conducted by Julia et al. (2017) and “this FOP label makes me un-
comfortable” conducted by Ducrot et al. (2015a).

education levels. Research has shown that the
Nutri-Score performs well in terms of consumer
perception, objective understanding, influencing
portion sizes and improved nutritional quality of
food purchases (Ducrot et al., 2015a; Ducrot et
al., 2015b; Ducrot et al., 2016; Egnell et al.,
2018; Julia et al., 2016; Julia et al., 2017).

The MTL label was favourably perceived
among all subgroups as being most trustworthy
and useful in providing the necessary nutritional
information. International research shows that

the MTL label is viewed as trustworthy across
various countries (Egnell et al., 2019; Julia et
al., 2017; Talati et al., 2019). Talati et al. (2019)
has suggested that the presence of the nutrient
specific information on the MTL label inspires
trust among consumers, as opposed to the
simpler label formats (such as the HEL). This
is important, as both local (Van der Colff et al.,
2016) and international (Cowburn & Stockley,
2005; Hawley et al., 2013) research shows that
consumers are more likely to use food labels
that they deem as credible. The fact that
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participants preferred the MTL label on all
positive dimension aspects, compared to the
RI, highlights the influence of symbolic colours
(i.e. ‘red’ meaning ‘stop’ and ‘green’ meaning
‘go’) on consumer perceptions of FoPLs.
Considering that the monochromatic RI
displayed similar nutrient specific information as
the MTL label, it is noticeable that the addition
of symbolic colours increased participants’
perceptions regarding aspects such as
likeability, understanding, credibility, usefulness
and noticeability. This is in line with a review
conducted by Hersey et al. (2013), which
showed that consumers more easily
understand nutrient specific FoPLs that make
use of symbolic colours compared to purely
monochromatic reductive labels.

The WL was chosen as the least liked label.
Furthermore, participants felt that it elicited
feelings of coercion or being pressurised to act
in a certain way. In the study conducted by
Talati et al. (2019), in which the WL was also
the least liked FoPL, the authors suggested this
may be due to the stark negative nature of the
label. Egnell et al. (2018) proposed that
consumers may perceive the WLs more
positively if salient colours were added to the
label design. This corresponds with focus group
discussions held by Vargas-Meza et al. (2019),
which found that red WLs were better perceived
than black WLs by Mexican consumers.
Research has shown that WLs have performed
well in terms of stimulating healthier food
choices (Correa et al., 2019) and thereby
potentially healthier product reformulations
(Ares et al., 2018).

The present study is particularly useful, as
results can be compared with international
studies that have used similar dimensions to
assess FoPL perceptions (Table 2). When
comparing the present study to similar
international studies, the Nutri-Score was also
positively perceived among participants in
different countries. Similarly, the MTL label is
consistently viewed as being trustworthy and
providing needed information. The RI, on the
other hand, is consistently perceived as being
difficult to understand in many of the countries.
The study had several limitations. Enlarged

images of the FoPLs were displayed to the
participants. In a reallife shopping
environment, consumers would be exposed to
smaller images of the FoPLs displayed on
actual food packages. This may have
influenced the perception of participants on
aspects such as ease of identification.
Furthermore, perceptions were assessed in a
survey setting and not in an actual shopping
environment (where factors such as marketing
promotions, health claims and time-constraints
may influence consumers’ perceptions). Lastly,
the survey was conducted in NMB and
therefore the results cannot be generalised to
the greater South African population. The
study, however, provides novel information on
FoPL preferences among local consumers and
thereby may inform future FoPL policies in SA.
Further research should include assessing
FoPL perceptions across culturally diverse
groups in SA, particularly among rural South
Africans.

CONCLUSION

Overall, the results of this study indicate that
consumers’ prefer evaluative FoPL systems
which make use of interruptive aids such as
symbolic colour and symbols. Furthermore,
consumers view reductive FoPL formats, such
as the R, as being difficult to understand. The
present study also provides insight into how
local South African consumers’ perceptions of
FoPL differ when compared to other countries.
This is important, considering the proposed aim of
standardising FOPL systems worldwide.
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