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Abstract

Consumption market research was conducted on gradually increasing vegetarians using various selection attributes.

Factors were extracted to identify vegetarian selection attributes and to divide the study cohort into groups, continuous

variables (health, animal welfare, eco-friendliness, religion, familiarity, convenience, stability, and cost) and categorical
variables (age, marital status, vegetarian duration, and vegetarian frequency) were simultaneously subjected to two-step
cluster analysis. Cluster 1 contained high proportions of 20-29 and 30-39 year-olds, which are MZ-generation age groups.
A high proportion had a vegetarian duration of 1-3 years, and the popular reasons for vegetarian selection were animal
welfare and eco-friendliness. Cluster 2 contained high proportions of 50-59 and 40-49 year-olds, and many in this cluster

were married, and mean vegetarian duration was =15 years. In addition, significant differences were observed between

Clusters 1 and 2 in terms of religion, health, familiarity, cost, stability, and convenience. This study should contribute
significantly to predicting vegetarian consumers’ selection decisions and consumption behaviors and provide reliable
marketing data for foodservice companies that develop vegetarian foods.
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<Table 1> General characteristics of subjects (N=250)

Characteristics Category Total N (%) Characteristics Category Total N (%)
Gender Male 57(22.8) Marital status Married 115(46.0)
Female 193(77.2) Single 127(50.8)

Others 8(3.2)

Age 20-29 51(20.4) Education High school student 30(12.0)
30-39 65(26.0) a college student 13(5.2)

40-49 42(16.8) a university student 150(60.0)

50-59 66(26.4) a graduate student 57(22.8)

Above 60 26(10.4)

Monthly Income Below 100 49(19.6) Job Student 23(9.2)
(10,000 KRW) 101-200 50(20.0) Professional 45(18.0)
201-300 76(30.4) Owner Operator 24(9.6)

301-400 34(13.6) Office Work 61(24.4)

401-500 19(7.6) Housewife 30(12.0)

Above 501 22(8.8) Others 67(26.8)

Family number one person 56(22.4) Vegetarian every day 189(75.6)
Two people 69(27.6) frequency 5-6 days a week 2-4 23(9.2)

Three people 58(23.2) days a week 25(10.0)

Four people 61(24.4) once a week 8(3.2)

more than five people 6(2.4) Others 5(2.0)

Vegetarian type Flexitarian 53(21.2) Vegetarian period Below 0.5 year 24(9.6)
Vegan 153(61.2) 0.5-1 year 25(10.0)

Lacto 4(1.6) 1-3 years 63(25.2)

Ovo 10(4.0) 3-5 years 30(12.0)

Lacto ovo 22(8.8) 5-10 years 23(9.2)

Pesco 6(2.4) 10-15 years 29(11.6)

Pollo 2(0.8) Above 15 years 56(22.2)
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<Table 2> Reliability and validity testing of concern for choice attribute

Factors Variables Factor loading FEigen value  Variance (%) Cronbach’s o
Health Good for chronic diseases .855
Prevent adult diseases .848
Manage the skin .845
Strengthen immunity .833 5.866 17.252 942
Manage diseases (treatment) .832
Diet 725
Digest well 714
Animal welfare Dislike cruel butchery methods 937
Vegetarian from the perspective of bioethics 911
OPp?se .breedmg for f:atlng . . 905 5345 15721 95
Dislike inadequate animal breeding environment .888
Protect the survival rights of animals 876
Respect for life and inner peace 732
Eco-friendliness Sustainability of the Earth’s environment .866
Contribute to the natural environment .842
. 3.322 9.770 .966
Respond to climate change .835
Protect the ecosystem .804
Religion Religious doctrine 934
Religious belief 933 2.980 8.765 978
Eating meat is banned in religion 918
Familiarity Vegetarian meal tendencies at home 778
Consumed since an early age 751
i 2.830 8.323 816
Come across frequently on media 749
Recommended by people around 708
Convenience Simple cooking .869
Convenient materials 847 2.707 7.961 952
Easy to purchase .847
Stability Reliable 768
No toxic substance 739
. 2.689 7.908 920
Safer than eating meat 703
Trustworthy .696
Cost Reasonable cost .801
Value equal to the cost 792 2.349 6.909 903
Economic 742
KMO= .907 Bartlett Chi-square=9181.872, Sig.= .000, Total cumulative variance (%)=82.609
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<Table 3> Group classification according to vegetarian selection attributes (N=250)
Cluster 1 (N=96) Cluster 2 (N=154)
Factors r t-value/y? p-value
M+SD M=SD
Health 3.46+ .85 407+ .76 -5.889 .000%**
Animal welfare 438+ .85 428+ .86 925 .356
Eco-friendliness 445+ 75 439+ .73 .576 .565
Religion 1.50+ .89 2.70£1.55 -7.756 .000%**
Familiarity 220+ .95 2.60= .99 -3.156 .002%*
Convenience 2.49+1.13 2.94+1.22 -2.886 .004**
Stability 3.49+1.00 3.85+ .86 -3.024 .003%*
Cost 2.3241.02 2.76+1.15 -3.130 .002**
Age 20-29 51(53.1%) 0(0.0%)
30-39 45(46.9%) 20(13.0%)
40-49 0(0.0%) 42(27.3%) 191.465 000
50-59 0(0.0%) 66(42.9%)
Above 60 0(0.0%) 26(16.9%)
Marital status Married 8(8.3%) 107(69.5%)
Single 85(88.5%) 42(27.3%) 91.768 000
Others 3(3.1%) 5(3.2%)
Vegetarian period Below 0.5 year 13(13.5%) 11(7.1%)
0.5-1 year 17(17.7%) 8(5.2%)
1-3 years 48(50.0%) 15(9.7%)
3-5 years 11(11.5%) 19(12.3%) 99.270 .000***
5-10 years 5(5.2%) 18(11.7%)
10-15 years 1(1.0%) 28(18.2%)
Above 15 years 1(1.0%) 55(35.7%)
Vegetarian every day 62(64.6%) 127(82.5%)
frequency week 5-6 days 12(12.5%) 11(7.1%)
week 2-4 days 15(15.6%) 10(6.5%) 14.524 006%*
once a week 6(6.3%) 2(1.3%)
Others 1(1.0%) 42.6%)
YMean+SD (5 points scale was used)
#p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
<Table 4> Verification of Demographic Characteristics and Vegetarian Type Differences (N=250)

Factors

Cluster 1 (N=96)

Cluster 2 (N=154)

Health

Animal welfare

Eco-friendliness

Religion

Familiarity

Convenience

Stability
Cost

Marital status

Age

Vegetarian period

Vegetarian frequency

Low Health

High Animal welfare
High Eco-friendliness
Low Religion beliefs
Low Familiarity
Low Convenience
Low Stability

Low Cost

Single

20-29

1-3 years

every day/week 2-4 days

High Health

Low Animal welfare
Low Eco-friendliness
High Religion beliefs
High Familiarity
High Convenience
High Stability

High Cost

Married

50-59

Above 15 years

every day/week 5-6 days
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<Table 5> Verification of Demographic Characteristics and Vegetarian Types by Cluster (N=250)
purpose of chocolate purchase
Characteristics
Cluster 1 (n=96) Cluster 2 (n=154) Total (n=260) p-value
Male 10(10.4%) 47(30.5%) 57(22.8%)
Gender ()*=13.577) .000%**
Female 86(89.6%) 107(69.5%) 193(77.2%)
Monthly Income Below 100 27(28.1%) 22(14.3%) 49(19.6%)
(10,000 KRW) 101-200 16(16.7%) 34(22.1%) 50(20.0%)
(=37.276) 201-300 43(44.8%) 33(21.4%) 76(30.4%) e
301-400 5(5.2%) 29(18.8%) 34(13.6%) 000
401-500 2(2.1%) 17(11.0%) 19(7.6%)
Above 501 3(3.1%) 19(12.3%) 22(8.8%)
Education High school student 9(9.4%) 21(13.6%) 30(12.0%)
(7=1.042) a college student 5(5.2%) 8(5.2%) 13(5.2%) |
a university student 59(61.5%) 91(59.1%) 150(60.0%) 79
a graduate student 23(24.0%) 34(22.1%) 57(22.8%)
Family number one person 28(29.2%) 28(18.2%) 56(22.4%)
((=13.322) Two people 26(27.1%) 43(27.9%) 69(27.6%)
Three people 14(14.6%) 44(28.6%) 58(23.2%) 010*
Four people 23(24.0%) 38(24.7%) 61(24.4%)
more than five people 5(5.2%) 1(0.6%) 6(2.4%)
Job Student 20(20.8%) 3(1.91%) 23(9.2%)
((=42.303) Professional 13(13.5%) 32(20.8%) 45(18.0%)
Owner Operator 8(8.3%) 16(10.4%) 24(9.6%) 000+
Office Work 32(33.3%) 29(18.8%) 61(24.4%)
Housewife 3(3.1%) 27(17.5%) 30(12.0%)
Others 20(20.8%) 47(30.5%) 67(26.8%)
Vegetarian type Flexitarian 26(27.1%) 27(17.5%) 53(21.2%)
((=13.932) Vegan 49(51.1%) 104(67.5%) 153(61.2%)
Lacto 0(0.0%) 42.6%) 4(1.6%)
Ovo 5(5.2%) 5(3.2%) 10(4.0%) 030*
Lacto ovo 12(12.5%) 10(6.5%) 22(8.8%)
Pesco 4(4.2%) 2(1.3%) 6(2.4%)
Pollo 0(0.0%) 2(1.3%) 2(0.8%)

DMean+SD (5 points scale was used)
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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