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PROBLEM AND OBJECTIVES

Appropriate fruit and vegetable consumption is img@ot in human diet. First question to ask in ttase is
what we do measure, what the fruit and vegetableswoption data do mean. We need to know how diftere
subcategories build up this category, and if theythe same in different data sources. It is ach@qsestion to ask how
fruit and vegetable consumption is measured.

The next question to ask after how much Hungar@msume is to tell how satisfactory the level fraitd
vegetable consumption is. What percentage of thegHiian population is able to meet the minimum aptimum
levels of consumption calculated by WHO. So, thet rield of study is the position of these produitstotal food
consumption structure.

Consumption of fruits and vegetables in volume waghe same level at the beginning and the entheof t
1990-s, despite some ups and downs in between. Etaaiges are hidden behind the stabile consumptéa3atudy
this question by analyzing the consumption dateolnme and value and the internal ratio of soméed#ht fruits and
vegetables within the category.

It seems obvious to study the different factorshwveiffect on consumption, but this is going to beelm our
next study. We need to cover the seasonal effantsthe behavior of different consumer segment ding the non-
consuming segment too. It is well known that mogpartant barrier of consumption increase is thergfrseasonal
effect in this country, but it seems to decreaseeent years. This is due to higher consumptianobseason and
stagnating or decreasing consumption in the tiathfisummer main season.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Joint FAO/WHO Expert Consultation on diet, nutnitiand the prevention of chronic diseases, recomsend
the intake of a minimum of 400g of fruit and vedp¢s per day. This means at least five 80g portiaily, or about
150 kg per person per year, excluding potatoesoimer starchy tubers for the prevention of chrafigeases such as
heart disease, cancer, diabetes, and obesity dsawdbr the prevention and alleviation of severatronutrient
deficiencies, especially in less developed cousitiidie number of households not eating the recometenumber of
fruit servings (2) was significantly lower than wtgbles (3 servings) in the studied European cmsnéiccording to a
publication in the British Journal of Nutrition #00. This indicated a better situation in casfwfs. The researchers
suggested to address the consumers separatelsuiisr dnd vegetables and concluded that more fecugeded on
vegetables.

Suggested fruit and vegetable intake in the USbieas set up following the food pyramid. The fambes-
DAY program has been has been launched after aiojapgte professional agreement has been reacrmgppmort food
pyramid (Krebs-Smith and Scott Kantor, 2001, Dixairal. 2001). Later, it has been improved to prapagliversity
and the ,Color-Way” has been added to the slogateRt studies support the more ambitious CanadigsA&®ay
approach, what considers the intake of daily 5ipostas a minimum and it is supported by the WH® $o the slogan
was changed to ,5-9-A-DAY” (Figure 1.). The HungariFruit and Vegetable Interprofessional Organirathas
moderate objectives, promotes 3-A-DAY.

The Produce for Better Health Association and tla¢iddal Cancer Institute provides studies permdnemt
this field in the US. The Center for Disease Cdnéimad Prevention (CDC) of the Department of Healtld Human
Services have published a detailed study calleduitand Vegetable Consumption Among Adults --- tddiStates, in
2005". The annual Health Survey for England (HSE\ers British fruit and vegetable consumption. gt i
commissioned by the Department of Health. The Matidieart Foundation also issues studies on this fa the UK.
Grigg studied the long term tendencies of food oam#ion in Western Europe from the end of the XWli¢entury to
the middle of the XIXth century (Grigg, 1999). Cangption of fruits and vegetables increased paralligh the
improvement of general wealth during this time péribut this increase substantially lagged behieddonsumption
increase of meat, dairy products, egg, sugar okingwmils. Earlier Nagy (1978) also emphasized that not obvious
that fruit consumption increase is parallel witk tmprovement of level of life.

Figure 1.



Availability of fruit and vegetables, 2003, selected European countries,
with WHO target
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Source: FAO/WHO

Figure 2.
Trends in the supply of vegetables per capita, by region, 1970-2000
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Food consumption of the Hungarian capital befoeeahd. World War can be followed in the publicatiaf
the Statistical Bureau of Budapest (Budapest Stékéos Statisztikai Hivatala). According to the ditam 1939-40
the winter fruit consumption was around the quasfahe summer data. Mediterranean and tropicdt Was an added
substitute to the local crop only during the coldntis (Buziassy 1944). Average annual fruit consiongn 1936-38.
was 64,2 kg/head, and the Mediterranean and abfigt consumption was only 8,4 kg/head. (lligiei, 1940). The
authors collected data indirectly from general ¢wer statistics, but by self-filling questionnair¥egetable
consumption was more then 20% lower at the endhef1950s, than the average of the 1934-38 yeatsthieu



consumption of fruits increased with almost 30% KKB60). Burgerné showed decrease in fruit and teddge ratio in
the structure of food consumption, rejecting thdieraoptimistic predictions in 1979. She wrotettpaoduction effects
were only partly responsible for the decrease andesanswers needed to looked for in consumer behawo.
Consumption was low not due to the inadequate yjdddt because the crop was not produced in pagsartment and
timing following consumer needs (Burgerné és Kapran 1979). The 81kg/head average vegetable corisanmp
between 1960-1969 was growing to 83 kg/head in 1918 64 kg/head average fruit consumption betvlé-1969
was between 72-75 kg/head in the 1970-78 period.lddger time frame, between 1880 and 1970, vegetabl
consumption decreased with its 1/3-d (Balassa 19) calculating the fruits and vegetables togetire long term,
consumption has reached the level of the 1880sgltine 1960s (Table 1.).

Table 1. Annual consumption between 1880 and 196(/head (annual averages)

Annual averages of fruit and 1880-1884 | 1924-1928 | 1934-1938 | 1945-1946 | 1950-1955 | 1960
vegetable consumption 131 80 95 70 104 139

Source: Zaffir, 1985: 16

Besides the few longitudinal studies, the reseamcheffects of different factors and the segmentatid
consumers on fruit and vegetable consumption hge hterature. Hungary has joined the bandwagoantg (Lehota
1995, Horvath et al. 1997 és Tamuset al 1999).GteHungéarai Market Research Institute have pulelish study in
2003 and segmented consumers according to the roptism frequency of 34 foods, including fruits anggetables.
They have depicted the segments following theiicsdemographic characteristics. This study was matlewing
international company standards, so it can be comiptp other studies abroad and can be repeatedeTdegments
resemble to a great extent to Grunert’s Danish saggn It is important to add, that the ,consenadtior ,traditional”
segment consumes less than the average fruitsegyedables in Denmark, but more in Hungary.

Table 1. Consumption of some foods of the segmemtsGfK Hungaria, 7=every day, 3,5=several a week, 1,0= once
a week, 0,5=once in 2 weeks, 0,1=rarely

Total Sca.nt"y Traditionalist lnordmately Hgsalth Volume Conaseurs
Food eating eating oriented eaters
n=987 n=133 n=333 n=124 n=159 n=160 n=91
Traditional, |, 5 4.1 5,8 3,9 4,8 3,4 4,6
boiled soups
Vegetable 3,6 1,8 4.3 3,2 43 3,7 3,3
Fruit 4,0 1,7 4,7 3,6 4,6 4,5 3,6
Salad 2,1 0,5 2,3 2,2 2,1 2,6 2,6

Source: GfK Hungaria, 2001
METHODOLOGY OF STUDIES

Volume of fruit and vegetable consumption per heand be shown by two statistical data. One is therami
statistical data — the household budget surveh@fHungarian Bureau of Statistics — the HBS. Iyavers the food
consumed in the given household. The other onkeigrtacro-statistical calculation — shortly MACRGOnvwolves the
food consumed outside the households too. Thisisaised in the FAO yearbooks and reports.

The household budget surveys cover processed fmaglimption too, besides fresh fruit and vegetaliey
are taken into account in consumed state in conttaMACRO where the fresh content is calculated are involved
as raw material. Therefore and because of othesorsathe macro-statistical calculation, the MACR@l ahe
household budget survey, the HBS can not be cordmdirectly. HBS is made by confessing consumptioa diary,
and the consumed volume of food is estimated witake by the respondents, despite that only onethms studied
in case of every household in every year to makentbrk for the respondents easier. Other difficidtyhe estimate of
food consumption from own production, mostly ineas$ those households which produce food parthtHermarket.
It is a substantial volume, so it can not be ndglkcThe expenditure part of the household budgeey diary has the
following categories: expenditures (bought consuomtand own produced consumption what involvesrtionthly
value of own produced products and food given keohousehold as gift too.

The HBS has the following sub-categories in caskuif and vegetables. Vegetables include frestetedges
and vegetables for cooking and processed vegetdblesh vegetables and vegetables for cooking: aggs) kale,
lettuce, mushrooms, tomatoes, carrots, parsleysrantcumbers, onions, green beans, peas, wax Eefjegrika),
other fresh vegetables The rich in starch peashmaths are suggested to belong to staples and getabdes by
FAO/WHO. Traditionally the early potatoes belongedvegetables in Hungary too. Sweet corn is an aperstion.
World wide problem of measuring methodology of framd vegetable intake has been studied by Agqu@®@4 in a
WHO research paper. Effectiveness of different wethogies has been studied by Puska (2004), Thamptal.
(2002) and Field et al. (1998). Eldridge et al.98Phave published the differences among threerdifft measurement
methods. Processed vegetables: pickles, sour cabbagcessed green beans and peas, and othesqaeegetables.
The fruit category has the following sub-categorfessh local fruits, processed fruits, fruit anegetables juices, fruit



concentrates, Mediterranean, and tropical fruitesk local fruit category consists the followingap&es, peaches,
apricots, cherries, watermelons, cantaloupes, baves, raspberries, red currents, pears, souriebeplums, table
grapes, and other local fresh fruits. Consumptibhigh in starch walnut, almond, and hazelnut id@e, and their
other health effects are so positive that theyirssieided. The fruit and vegetable juices, syrups$ @mncentrates make a
so complex category, that the answers of the rafpun in the questionnaires should be studied susipicion. Further
details of these should be made clear when thefsgtabas are set. These are usually consumed Gabme and are
not involved in household budget survey (HBS) itunae, just only in value. We are not able to shaw volume of
out-of-home fruit and vegetable consumption, butoaa emphasize its importance. Private guestsyaitdr meals,
HoReCa, workplace meals, school meals, and freéaldood programs to the needy can be mentioned. her

Advantage of HBS is that the data is from the tfliand”, from the filled household diary. The resgents
need to answer known in advance and well definesstipns. The data suffers lest bias during proongssimparing to
MACRO data which comes from several kind of sourdess important to see, that the majority of Ibdauit is
consumed fresh. It is also an advantage, that tinebar of respondent is high, 10 thousand houselinl@901 for
example. But, one household fills the diary only éme month long, in different month every year #imel households
are changed and substituted with a new one aftgvem time. This means the actual sample is legstHere is less
burden on the respondents, so they do a betteansivering the questions. The respondent writesth@odiary the
food the household bought or produced when filtingg household consumption diary. The fresh volufmgoaght and
home processed fruit and vegetable is written theodiary, so the really consumed volume of promggmoducts is
different than the published data. Data does neercehe losses during in-home processing or evaimgldresh
consumption, for example the seeds of peachesieopill of watermelon. So, the real consumed volisrlewer. The
fruits and vegetables written into the diary armmarized and categorized in the Hungarian Buredstatistics later.
The earlier mentioned fruit and vegetable categaie calculated this way.

The macro-statistical data, the MACRO containsdbesumption of foreign tourists coming to Hungarg,t
besides the consumption of local people. The coptiom of Hungarian tourists abroad is not involvedhis data. It
does not care about the import and export don@tlnysim and personal export and import. Calculatibfood balance
is the following:

(Production)+(Import)-(Export)-(Losses)+(End-of-thear-stock-in-storage)-(Non-food-use)=Local-conption

This calculation takes into account the changesank at the end of the year, but does not inviteelosses
during processing, the decayed, and therefore thiote the garbage products, and the stock in [ging plants at the
end of the years. It just follows the product togess to the gates of the factories. The diffgpants of this formula are
made by agricultural estimate and can be foun@ieéreggricultural yearbooks. These data try to reactsumption from
the direction of production. They are in the FACGagmoks under the name of ,supply”. Vegetables eabbages,
kohlrabi, carrots, parsley roots, radish, oniorslig, lettuce, cauliflowers, spinach, cucumbergnpkins, green beans,
peas, tomatoes, wax peppers (paprika), bell paperet corns, mushrooms, and other vegetablessFtodal fruits,
plus Mediterranean and tropical fruits. Local fsuiapples, pears, cherries, sweet cherries, plapriots, peaches,
gooseberries, red currents, black currents, camalky watermelons (from 2000 vegetable), rasplsersieawberries,
table grapes, and others. Mediterranean and tridipigts: coconuts, banana, date, figs, pineapplesnges, tangerines,
lemon, lime, grapefruit, kiwi, and others.

There have been major and important methodologttahges in macro-statistics (MACRO) in 2000, wrat h
limited effect in micro-statistics (HBS). Fruitschmegetables have been calculated is fresh volaregport and import
statistics from this time, following EU expectatsyrin contrary with the earlier practice. Consuimptdata between
1990 and 2000 has been corrected backwards basthe alata of the 2001 census. We use only corretatin this
paper. Watermelon has been given to the categomegétables instead of fruits from 2000 (HBS, 20@)e can
compare annual consumption data only with caren@se years. Studied periods in this paper in cadmiits and
vegetables differ because of methodological diffees. Production data of vegetables can be folldwed 1995 and
from 1994 in case of fruits given by the productincil. The category of processed vegetables arits fhas been
changed in 2004 (juices, drinks and concentrasesihe studied period in this paper is 1994-2004.

Next source of data is GfK Hungéaria Market Rese&ompany. Two parameters have been measured in case
of fruits and vegetables: the frequency of consionptand the popularity. Only the ,fruit” and ,vegéte”
subcategories were given to the respondents igukstionnaire, and these were not divided furtliex,apple, pear,
etc. There were different questions to fruit yogugotato, frozen products, non-carbondioxid juicesl salads. We
added salads and non-carbondioxide juices to feuitk vegetables when we measured the frequencynsuimption.
Respondent was free to add canned and dried ptludtuits or vegetables if s/he found it impottabhe diagram
shows what % of respondents like and how often ttmysume a week fruits and vegetables. Fruits asared from
1997. Collection of data is made by personal iné2vs in 1000 households, and the responding hoigehee rotated
periodically.

Table 2. Categories for the calculation of frequeng for weekly consumption of vegetables, fruitsalad, and
non-carbonated fruit juices
Possible answers in the questionnaire Values given to the answer
1. Almost daily 7




2. Several times a week 3,5
3. Around once a week 1

4. Once in every two weeks 0,5
5. More rarely 0,25
6. Never 0

Source: GfK Hungaria

Retail sources of fruit and vegetable for consursarsbe studied in the ,Shopping Monitor” databafs&fK
Hungaria Market Research Company. 970 adult regoaadxplain their buying sources and opinion abdterent
retail options. The new nationally representatistacase is available in every 2 years.

FRESH VEGETABLE CONSUMPTION

The consumption of fresh vegetables was betwedm#Atead and 53 kg/head in 1995-2004. Consumptien wa
59 kg/head in 1993 and it decreased in every y#rreached the bottom in 1997 with 51 kg/heldncreased than a
little bit and than stagnated. Consumption in 20@4 the same than in 1997. Slight decrease caedreas a whole in
the period, what continued in 2005 (Figure 1.). ¥da see also the major decreases in consumptipeais with low
local crop. Pearson correlation between local \agetproduction and consumption is 0,7.
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Figure 1. Consumption and production of fresh vegeibles, 1995-2005. Production (Termelés) = blue, 1®00t.
Consumption (Fogyasztas) = pink, in kg/head/year

Popularity of vegetables increased gradually andomtrary to the number of consumption occasiorsgtwiecreased
(Figure 2). Popularity over 90% is extraordinarydand it is similar to the data of chocolate. Rgisiave shown the
,should syndrome” in case of produce by focus grdigzussions (Paisley, et al, 2001). Participaatgehmentioned
several times that they know that more fruits aagetables should be eaten, what means positivd attitade.
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Figure 2. Frequency of consumption and popularity bfresh vegetables. Popularity (Kedveltség)= bluén %,



Frequency of consumption (Fogyasztas)= pink, 1= oa@ week, 7= daily. Source: GfK Hungéria

90% of the fresh vegetable volume was produced@Zompared to 1994 in Hungary, and consumptia wa
also 10% lower in volume and value too. Nominat@iindex increased 2,5 times, but taking into antmflation the
real price of vegetable remained on the same IEvable 3). The more or less parallel tendency @dpction and
consumption is valid only in case of ,all fresh etaples” category. Otherwise consumption of diffiérproducts
shows very weak correspondence with their locatipetion.

Table 3. Price and consumption indexes of vegetalsle1995-2004

Price and consumption indexes, 2004 (1994=100)
Vegetables Real Price Index COS::R?;I?JZ n COI’I\S/L:)TJ?T:[':)H n Nominal Price
Cabbages, kale 0.77 1.05 1.01 2.00
Tomatoes 0.88 1.04 1.00 2.29
Carrots, parsley roots 0.87 0.96 0.96 2.25
Cucumbers 1.10 0.85 0.73 2.85
Onions 0.85 0.86 0.94 2.20
Green beans 1.03 0.6 0.65 2.66
Peas 1.55 0.65 0.70 3.60
Wax peppers, paprika 1.04 0.99 1.13 2.69
Fresh vegetables average 1.01 0.88 0.89 2.57
Processed vegetables 0,92 1,20 1,38 2,38

Source: HBS, HSS

Table 4. Consumption of vegetables, internal ratin volume and value

Ratio in fresh vegetable consumption (Annual fresgetable consumption =100%)
Vegetables Volume Value

1993 2005 1993 2005
Cabbages and kale 13,5 15,2 8,1 9,8
Lettuces 1,6 1,0 3,0 3,9
Mushrooms 1,6 1,6 5,4 4,2
Tomatoes 13,1 14,6 12,9 15,4
Carrots, parsley roots 14,7 15,7 16,9 18,8
Cucumbers 11,2 9,1 8,7 8,6
Onions 15 15,6 10 10
Green beans 3,6 2,6 4 2,8
Peas 4,1 3 4,4 3,3
Wax peppers, paprika 11,4 12 14,6 16,6
Fresh vegetables in all 91.8 88.5 851 77.2
vegetables
Processed vegetables in all 8.2 115 14.9 186
vegetables

Source: 1993-2003 HBS, HBS

Ratio of processed vegetables was 8,2% in voluntetal vegetable consumption in 1995, what incréase
11,5% to 2004. This ratio increased from 15% td&61B,value (Table 2). But this lags behind the dztséhe 1970s.
27% of whole consumed vegetable category was psededrozen and canned) in 1975 (Burgerné 1979:166an be
seen in the Table 3., that the consumption of fresietables decreased in volume and value andatine slata of
processed vegetable increased. But, price indemgethin the opposite direction. Prices of freshetalgles increased
largely and their price index is above the procgssegetables’, what actually remained on the sawel.l Despite,
processed vegetables still have only minor effecttee consumption of the total vegetable categorydlume and
value.
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Figure 3. Consumption of fresh, processed and thehasle vegetable category, kg/head/year, between 1995d
2005. Fresh(Friss)=blue, Processed(Tartdsitott)=pkn Total vegetables (Zoldségek 6sszesen)=yellow.

FRESH FRUIT CONSUMPTION

Total annual fresh fruit consumption, local and Medanean and tropical fruit all together was mibran 52
kg/head in 1994 and decreased gradually sincet®tle bad financial situation of the consumers thedgeneral state
of agriculture this data reached its bottom in 198th 40 kg/head consumption. Than it began todase, but this
uplift did not last long and the growth stopped.#99. We consumed the same volume of fruits anpira005, than
in 1995 (44 kg). We can see that not the consumpifdresh vegetables, nor the consumption of fifesits did not
increase between 1994 and 2004, while the indegalfincome per head was 1,25 in this time period.
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Figure 4. Consumption of fresh and processed fruitand the whole fruit category in volume between 19Pand
2004, kg/head/ year. Fresh (Friss)=pink, Processé@lartositott)=blue, Total fruit(Gyimdlcs 6sszesemyellow

Frequency of fresh fruit consumption was stabilerduthe measure 3 years, but the still high pajpylavas
even further increasing.
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In case of fruits the most is consumed from aples watermelon, with around the half of the poegi and
the next are table grapes and peaches with alsbatfi®f the previous. Consumption of sour cherigealso above 2
kg/head/year, and the rest of the category is utidervolume. Consumption of fresh fruits decreagedolume and
value (Table 3.), despite that it's real price xdecreased also.

Table 2. Fruit consumption and prices

Price and Consumption Indexes, 2004 (1994=100)
Fruit . L L .
Real Price Consumption in Consumption in Non_unal Production
Index Real Value Volume Price

Apples 0.80 0.75 0.85 2.65 1.1
Cherries 1.25 0.65 0.58 4.16 0.6
Sour Cherries 1.05 0.64 0.62 3.48 0.4
Plums and prunes 0.55 0.63 0.95 1.84 0.6
Peaches 0.59 0.89 1.22 1.95 1.7
Table grapes 0.73 0.74 0.69 2.43 /
Pears 1.05 0.85 0.87 3.49 0.4
Apricots 0.72 0.72 0.92 2.41 1.3
Watermelons 0.66 0.62 0.9 2.18 2.7
Fresh local fruits 0.82 0.72 0.84 2.73
average
Medt. and Trop. fruits 0.78 1.14

*Watermelon production from 1995

Apple and watermelon dominate consumption of frieghis (Table 6). The ratio of apples was aroun&30
between 1993 and 2005. The ratio of apples in velisn9% lower than in value and this differencegiadually
decreasing. Ratio of watermelon in consumptionhreddts bottom in 1997 (10%) and is increasingesiicwas above
15% in 2005.

Table 3: Structure of fruit consumption

Ratio in total fresh fruit consumption (Total anhfrash fruit =100%) %
Fruit Volume Value

1994 2004 1994 2004
Apples 30.8 29.1 19.9 194
Watermelons 15.4 14.3 8.1 6.5
Peaches 5.1 7.0 7.5 8.7
Table grapes 7.4 5.7 6.6 6.3
Sour cherries 5.5 3.8 4.9 4.1
Plums 3.8 4.0 3.0 2.5




Pears 29 2.6 3.1 3.5
Cherries 4.6 3.0 4.7 4.0
Apricot 25 2.6 3.1 29
Strawberry, raspberry, current 2.5 2.6 5.8 6.4
Cantaloupe 1.7 1.3 1.2 1.1
Other local fresh fruits 0.6 1.7 0.9 3.2
Mediterranean and tropical fruits 17.3 22.1 31.1 .631
Total fresh fruits 100 100 100 100
Ratio of processed fruits in total fruits 13.6 24.6 24.8 34.2
Ration of fresh fruits in total fruits 86.4 75.4 .25 65.8

Watermelon must be emphasized among fruits becafusgo reasons. One is because its real and nominal
price index was almost the lowest in the freshtfrategory. Second, because it was the only praaimoing fruits and
vegetables with increasing production and conswmptfter 1997. Watermelon production more thanlddp its

consumption in volume doubled, but consumptiore value increased just with 30% between 1997280d (Table

5.).
Table 4. Watermelon 1997-2004
2004 Nominal | Real | Consumpt.| Consumpt. Consumption Ratio in Ratio in
(1997=100) price price | in Nominal in Real b Production
volume Volume Value
Value Value
Watermelons 1.1 0.6 2.4 1.3 2.0 3.3 1.7 1.4

}

Ratio of processed foods in total fruit consumptiorvalue graw from 25% to 34%, and in volume from

14,6% to 24,6%. This is not surprising, becauseptiee index of fruit juices is lower that the freBuits’ price index

(Table 6.). Price index increase of processed, fluite and concentrate is substantially highen tvhat is measured in

real value.

Table 5. Consumption and consumption price indexesf fruits and vegetables in (1993=100), in consumpn

volume

Products Consumer Price Index} Real Price Index | Consumption Index, 2004 Consumption
2004 (1993=100) 2004 (1993=100) (1993=100, volume) | Index in Value

Fresh local and import 3.07 0.921 0.89 0.77

fruits

Fr_wts and vegetables 2991 0.688 ) 176

juices, concentrates

Processed fruits 2.657 0.8 - 2.44

Processed fruits, juice ) i 184 121

concentrate

Source: HBS, Statistical Pocketbooks
* Processed fruit, juice, concentrate category2fi03
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Figure 2: Consumption of fresh and processed fruitand the total fruit category in value, HUF/head/ ar,
between 1994 and 2004. Total fruit (Gyimodlcs dsszeg=yellow, Fresh (friss)=pink, Processed (Tartdsitt)=blue



Ratio of in-home processing decreased in total wopsion between 1997 and 2002 from 41% to 36% @& ca
of vegetables and from 35% to 25% in case of fr¥ite have shown earlier that the ratio of proceggeducts in total
fruit and vegetable consumption increased. The Htin-home processing decreased parallel with tha

Table 9. Ratio of bought and own produced products total fruit and vegetable consumption, measuredh

value
Ratio of bough and own produced consumption, %
Vegetables Fruits
1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002
Bought 60 59 64 69 65 75
Own production 40 41 36 31 35 25
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

We have shown in details that consumption of preeésfruits and vegetables is increasing, but shilb
subcategory has minor effect on the total fruit aegetable consumption. Ratio of bought productgradually
growing within this product group to the debit nfhome processing.

SUMMARY

Methodology of statistical data collection and ms&ing play an important role in the international
comparison study of fruit and vegetable consumptieurther harmonization work is to be made by mgional
professional organizations and local statisticatiintes in this area. Major and important changese made in
statistical survey methodology of fruit and vegétatbnsumption in Hungary too, during the procdgsiaing the EU.
This makes comparison in time difficult.

30% of Hungarian population meets the 400g/day mmimh consumption level set by the World Health
Organization and supported by FAO. 14% of the Huaga consume fruit and vegetable 3 times a dayt ugha
communicated by the Fruit and Vegetable Producin€CibuHungary is under the European average indage. Health
consciousness is not primary related to fruit aegetable consumption in this country. 12% of thpytation said they
take into consideration the healthy diet, but d2®¢6 of these people consumed at least 3 timesitaafid vegetable.
There was contradiction between consumption andahwmititude towards these products. We consume tless
frequently, but their popularity is high, and soimets even increasing.

We found important differences among products wivenstudied the category. Looking at the changes in
share of different products within consumption fra893, we can see that the consumption structukegétables is
stabile, but it is changing every year in fruitse\&gree with earlier studies that suggested toeaddihe consumers
separately for fruits and vegetables and emphadizatd more focus is needed on vegetables. The tvoirdnt
products in case a fruits, apple and watermeldmass higher share in consumption, that onion antbtar case of
vegetables. Processes fruits have more effect oasucoption in case of fruits, than processed vetgtabn total
vegetable consumption. Consumption of most vegesabhanges every year, but they show a graduakakng
tendency. These are cucumber, green bean, calizdgén vegetables, and pear, sour cherry, plumcaedry in fruits.
Consumption of watermelon and Mediterranean anuldab fruits is increasing since 1997.

Consumption of processed fruits and vegetablegasad in recent years, but still this subcategasyrhinor
effect on the total fruit and vegetable consumptiRatio of products bought in retail is gradualhpging within this
product group to the debit of in-home processing.

It is important to add, that the ,conservative”,aditional” segment consumes more fruit and vagks than
the average in Hungary.
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