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Abstract

This study investigates the negative perceptions (veganphobia) held by consumers
toward vegan diets and fashion and aims to foster a genuine acceptance of ethical
veganism in consumption. The textual data web-crawled Korean online posts,
including news articles, blogs, forums, and tweets, containing keywords such as

< ELENTSS 2

“contradiction,” “dilemma,” “conflict,” “issues,” “vegan food” and “vegan fashion”
from 2013 to 2021. Data analysis was conducted through text mining, network
analysis, and clustering analysis using Python and NodeXL programs. The analysis
revealed distinct negative perceptions regarding vegan food. Key issues included the
perception of hypocrisy among vegetarians, associations with specific political
leanings, conflicts between environmental and animal rights, and contradictions
between views on companion animals and livestock. Regarding the vegan fashion
industry, the eco-friendliness of material selection and design processes were seen as
the pivotal factors shaping negative attitudes. Furthermore, the study identified a
shared negative perception regarding vegan food and vegan fashion. This negativity
was characterized by confusion and conflicts between animal and environmental rights,
biased perceptions linked to specific political affiliations, perceived self-righteousness
among vegetarians, and general discomfort toward them. These factors collectively
contributed to a broader negative perception of vegan consumption. In conclusion, this
study is significant in understanding the complex perceptions and attitudes that con-
sumers hold toward vegan food and fashion. The insights gained from this research
can aid in the design of more effective campaign strategies aimed at promoting vegan
consumerism, ultimately contributing to a more widespread acceptance of ethical
veganism in society.

Keywords: veganism(H]ZAF9)), vegan fashion(H]A &), vegan food(H]H 24)),
vegaphobia(H] B[0P, text networks analysis(BIAE YELRTF H4)
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I. Introduction

A ARSlof A HE AR TE ALS]E A KL}
HACE A¥H 15Z A1 jloH, AHAE Fed
gole] Q143 M-S BAgel AFsE Aok
QJth(Greenebaum, 2012; Hirschler, 2011). H|AXH]
OK(Vegaphobia)= A4|FfA50] AS|H oz o]
2] ZotAY 150 Adof it R4 g
= o Yehthe @42 A9Ystet AHEEE Ede
2 AAFgA S Higt wA, A, Add s
A A Sk (Cole & Morgan, 2011; Vandermoere, Geerts,
De Backer, Erreygers, & Van Doorslaer, 2019). 4]
oo thefRt 3 SHo| ol EStal, @
Ao AE Ao gt 2F, A&5H7] gAY
E7HsT &%, §39 dFolgal B Aol A
AL, AHAFOREE HHlskal ATiAQl HJAHOR H]
Z0]x]7| = St} (Cole & Morgan, 2011).

H| AF9(Veganism)gh= 7id2 24, A, sh
=, WF 59 oIt AR Eokoll SHES7] WE
o, Z¥7}9] Bol= AR FFH 9ulE AYA "ot
(Choi & Lee, 2019). ZL&, o] ZHoflA] Bl F0]o]
ek A A, A4, Ed)E 318 5
Atk dlE =01, vl A AAES TF AHAF
ojztel e HAY HtZ et AlEH(plant
SRAISHE AR, AIUAIA BAAQ AL,
AeA o g HHste AR o8 BrhE= Aol
ATH(Choi, 2021). ¥]A A 9] =& ofA AL
AR S BIES oefet @evrE E2A5HA Th(Jeong
& Kwon, 2018), 9171 sj4 2845 S140|A v
Z4 A= v tjido] FEHCE FESoF T &
A AL Aol

2 AF9 5A2 v 24T Bl Ao FH
Hi = 821, 53] IAFoAE A, 45, 249
o}, Q1A Fx3let 2 R Hreg sk 22
< &0k Aol AFEA 13} 204 gt 4]
AE tido® v SA3 Bl s do] gk ARt
A =S ZARIL, 72 EXE Ede. A7
Al 304 = v 24 B e FEoR

3 A1YES vhgoE, FRHY Ut ou|E

rights)&

£ ATFNAL ulA G4} o] et 2zt &

A3p w7 oA ekt vlAsloh @Al et B

wAgolT

£ WollA FEEHE FAE 27] 9sl AFUE "4
R E SR NS LECREIN
E Y EYT EA(text network analysis: TNA)S Al-3]
YENT B9 A4S YAEe] 487 Aow, 1

9 Z-gHck(Park, Kim, & Park, 2017). o]& H}gO
2, 81 Abdat WA AuRbe] Higt olsiE #oli,
LM 2A B 4H]9] Il s

2 oleSIRL Tt Tt

0:
J
;
A
rH

Il. Theorectical Background

1. Veganism and personality

A &S] Z(Vegetarian)2] o] Y2 2 gH(whole),
AASHsound), AlASH(fresh), &7]2k(lively) BE5S
9Ju]sl= 2tElo] ‘Vegetus'of] <511 ATHAdams,
1990; Sabaté, 2001). A5 R}(Vegetarian)of st
714 2 Q3= 1 ofYo] ‘Vegetable’ oA H|ZEE Q]
Th= ARl oo tigh AHTAl= WA AR &
dZtof A= Fof Vegetable’o| A gt Zlo] Bt
g, YA Fo)2pEo] oo HElojofA FE
Ao g 71F35to] ©hof oulE v AL St 74
T Al thFEoA EHHOE ‘Vegetarian’©|
e 8ol2 LEA7] AR A7) 18470,
Q35t9] vl Adolojelt A4 ASTE 71 AR
S ‘Vegetarian’ 0.2 Y HA] H]ZE| A Th(Sabaté,
2001).

H| 21529 (Veganism)= Aoyt A&kl Ent
ofuz}, FAA HAIAZE A F Tt Cherry(2006)=
H| 507} Eolu A7t ofyet 7iQle] dAAd
Pl 7123 M=E FHY ALl &-5ol2kal Kok
t}. Kymlicka and Donaldson(2014)%= |4]59)= A}
5o Qg UL S04 A5 $EOR, AA%
5 339 AFE0l SOl HE RO 7 4
o)A FEHAA ST Aolztal FASHT E
Sk, o] HAA gt TR0l glom, MEHoR
AR E FHH AT B Fuh ZFE Ad A
=7 #Ho| ot AFEATE EXTTH(Benthall,
2007; Lund, McKeegan, Cribbin, & Sandee, 2016;
Maclnnis & Hodson, 2017).

QR SIS w7 Aol Ake] 4t B

PO
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o] ot F45l=H], Kessler et al.(2016)29] o]
A= H@—;F—JZ]'—O] g 8571 o|egkx el S 7t
A3 At T4 S 7ML 9loH, Bl
A ’70"7::%}'1: °ok°] Qe Ao =Z g At Raggiotto,

Mason, and Moretti(2018)= o]&&|o}9] AH|A&ES
gapom @Ad Aol vl vl WAL %S
249G, 2oEo R, FuE HFELO] L0149
3A gl S PIA AL, of27t 7ol vl A
£o] 7o} S8 AHHE AL SIS

Costa, Gill, Morda, and Ali(2019)2} Salehi, Diaz,
and Redondo(2020)& oJA3t 1stERE0] A4S
o2 AU AFL Bl He FEsLt
Modlinska, Adamczyk, Maison, and Pisula(2020)+=
/g Ho| 250 Meof JFZ nA & o,
WA MEale AL 8 Fune 258
g 4 Qotal 5k} Lea and Worsley(2001)2]
Aol A= NEFRE, of A, A A, AR/S
2S4SO ARt ofglolEo] AAFOE A A5h=
B3-S B} ESE Cmic(2013), Ensaff et al.(2015),
Lea, Crawford, and Worsley(2006)9] J4E52 o 3
o AEe Tt Bl XS B s A7
St AFE B3l olHe A
SAY S40] Auzelol] gt st Blol
=°] ERl= U

wl7lo] W ARSIA AP W gl w7 B 4
H|Z} HfoA FQ33t F ZﬂO]E}(Bresnahan, Zhuang,
& Zhu, 2016). AEA0E B 17| FAALT S
A5t v ol XYt it E= Jigo s
OlAlE]= AHdFo] Qlth(Adams, 1990; Twigg, 1984).
HAZ] HHE SAE BT s Pauch Y o
‘gA o]kl Q1A= Aol U2 H(Ruby & Heine,
2011), Merriman(2010)9] AFJAE IH SHA=
Axe] 24 Mea} Pesto] Ao RE EHof
dod AMS Wt AWt EAT,

AT AL lzlo] Aua Lok Aol e
5= 7@ (Povey, Wellens, & Conner, 2001)0]H, A]
T 549 AZH &4 FsHl 710l FF FE
Zolx B0z HIAFTH(Cole, 2008). HAZ,
Cole and Morgan(2011)2 =+ A& Z]AMO| A H|A
& QusA JEHOE RARLD Srke AHE S
QUsheirt. 7 9ol A&FolAt] TRt el

ol

oY, [
oot

N

-lmﬂ

et

- o] A} 63

44 BE40o= 770l £ ¢il(unhealthy)’, “2Fsh
(weak)’, ‘H]7A}Z (abnormal)’o]E= 214]o] QI3
tH(Corrin & Papadopoulos, 2017; Crnic, 2013).
AAATE SR, v ATl Tttt A
© o] Aol AAH A, 224 7, AHslA A
A3t 2 AEH0] 9 FAT & ek ol
MRS 24 AEE HolAl geld 2 27 2
32 e 4 S8 512 Az Auso
Sol L AH1A e, 2, 4 BA) 5o ol
sl w5k A 0”04—?01]*1 &4 eJJrOﬂ @E
ARSI A AES ARED olek) B
oq_i_r,}. ol#3 &
B& JolAA A
% FsAe W

JSBL
mlo
> I-E

AollA] Pl 2 v
olefat AFBld elnt Ao
2 @ Fq0Ich vl Al e 4

5429 A8)4 Az Adge, o
+ 2u)Eo] B4 2 7]
93 o AYsks =AE0] B olslE AT
3 ol B A7 RAFelRtEe] 4y
st ARlE w159 &e8 Av] PUE ol

NP
lo 2

el T O '« )

1

> 7l o
ofy
fo
rO

=2,

o

I
I
I

e
o Y
)

1‘ _F‘L mlo
o
-

)

QA BABET, A ARlolA 7 G4zt ool of
3 5 AvlA Q4e] A9 AnkE grstect

2. Consumer perceptions of veganism

H| 9] JH2 2 HAF ghitsto], vl w4, H]
4 3PEE, v B 5 22 Ot AR 2ol
AEEI At Bl s Eoks thE #oket fAFSH
A H]Zﬂ AT B2 35S 7L e, F #oF
T+ AA4 w2t HA (hierarchy)E 7FAIIL QAT
“]74 SAoAE §&st= 2419 TRV 7P A2
H)A(Vegan)5-E ZE(Lacto), SE-2 H (Lacto-ovo),
| A F (Pesco), &2 (Pollo), Z2 A€ 2] A (Flexitarian)
59 9AA FEZ W23 Itk(Foer, 2009). B 3j
Ao M= 2749 &7 e wet HAE &
stal 9lom, X1 (fur), T(down), 7}=(leather), A
A(silk), (wool) £O.& QAF L& FEIIAL Ut
(Bae, 2020).

Costa et al.(2019)2 H|A

l-U

;
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(B st AT A5, 9

Tungay and Bulut(2019)= AH|AEO] HJAE A
Lolgz ga, Y 2% Adsy B 2
W AET. ol vistelel, uziFe
AF, =3, A9 5 oSt A9 AT A A
o] A= 3L QJth(Corrin & Papadopoulos, 2017; Lea
& Worsley, 2001; Ruby & Heine, 2011).

HAS) Qe v A, BYE, B 5 O
AFY] Hofg shAkE] 71 9t} Choi and Lee(2019)9] &
FolME W7 ez He) Aolo] B5E WA Y
o8 &4 &AM HIARE, 00 tiet &7 A
A, A, Spole] e P, Eek, o)
A SFYET BE SR SIS 2B, 5
of L& &I} Aol it Abe] AA, e
. 58 B3, 2% AH|9 ou|E QIAHI UF
2 EQISFHCH(Choi & Lee, 2020). Choi and Yeom
Q0202 Z2H AUAEH A A0S Aol
vl sfAdo] gk <14, HE, 52 EA5H=T,
22 ¥[S0l AlF FEE A5k B, o=
AMAES 9214 NAHT geHel AL o &
Algtehal oF9ich

71 Q9% Choi and Lee(2024)= 55 AT
%= 54 7 4 BHE 2 B o
o] HE oju|x] AfFYAlo|Ado] &HA} Q
v aue WS AvlaSe] Azshe
Tof gt oju] A= BHE E& 7] Iston,
=Zo] 2EH0z RHIE ofu|AL FEHOR §
2 859} DG ol A= Bt S
A= Aotz sk olw|A[7 &HAEA o
EAHOT £885% FHAA 2614 HES 0B
od % gk S 2L

f ool
>~ l]I, mlo
e

1]

=

=
il

0

[e]

T |
i <A = N T )

|

APATS S3el i, 2uAEo0] S5 s wF
, ST, B 2%, B BE 59 ol |
3}al, o]3t Aol 159 4o 4]

RO e A A ) e
EN)
o

1. Data collection

=0l 8 ZEAO|ECQ] HloH FrAolA Bl
sfAdo] thgt H29] AF2 2013 12 1¥9f] A&
7IAt& 573 ATH(Choi, 2013). EY, 27] A2 Al
2k A|717F 2013 0 &2 ERQlE|o], o] AI7]E B WA
Ngol 243 AIFoE 7S 4= It (Choi &
Yoh, 2013; Kang, Jang, & Jang, 2023). o]& EU|&
3 717 BgAS Fofsto], AmaegS 20139
19 195E odztor MAsielrt. 9AESF 2
HH Y HlolE ] £4] At IRHH o R Hlolg &
A, dlols] 22, dole] B4 0 AZ3z o]%ol
ZItH(Kwon, 2024). & A9 JELYd} HAE o}
old Python 3.8& ARESIROH, U EQT EAZ
NodeXL 1.0.12 283519t}

HZ -S40t} vl sfAo] tigh RH A0 AMz}
AAES AHEY] o, £ AFolAE v 47
B A o gk AA S04 BEEA|(AND) ‘R,
‘gdeup, 45, A 719EE 236k HAE b
o5& 4% 5l¥ th(keyword pattern=re.compile(r'(H]
A M A (Ee 2 eHESEAD)). °lE
g 719 eSS B AET A4l g £47
AT WA oj3E E2oh= H F8%
gt dlE Eof, ‘2 v AEo] T
FASHHA AR E= B0 e 71E 5 3
olm, ‘= & BEAE AAstHA BA
22 L7t AvAe TN R, TEL
Qle] vl A5t §4 879} A131H 1S Aol Thy
& jujsel, BAE A A B2, An 2
= £4 984 53 22 448 BAS ouan.

BRE W7 WOl Bol ALTI] HLo
2 81227} AAE 27F2(Choi, 2021; Choi & Yo,
2013), ole] ue} ¥ ATAHE o] Fa EL 4

o

o

=

ox, fol

_]

X,

o
X oz o o o
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o|E9l Yolwiel Thee] B2, Fh, 1 9 ARY
g ANZE B GAE dolgg sttt
HolABe A4 @ ABYo] Bhssiu, A
L ojulA] 9159 EAE AXHEE Ao
U 9Ee B9 SR GAE GRS GBI of

| 99lek. Wb, 2 AT ESIES SNS
R ELWCELE LS

2. Data analysis

HAE YEQI B4Z tE A AFE°A=
Qikoz AT EAS Fua] A 2d
UL E 7|E0 R A4 50~100719] 7|FEE A4 7]
e HAAsto] FAof &8st Ith(Choi & Choi,
2022; Choi & Lee, 2024). £ Aol = o]=gt ¥
< meEt HlE 71E A9 1007]9] 719 EE Aol AF
Lottt AE 7|9EEs TEES HECE 1-mode
HEYIAZ F&s}a, o] Freeman(1978)0] A|A|SH
HEYTS 44 (degree, betweenness, closeness,
eigenvector) YEHZ =5t

HA 43 v A 3 g2 7)9E U EY
3 JFRE ohe3 Zth(Table 1)(Fig. 1 and 2). B
=20 et §E HES AR v s et &
£ HEHA ¥ s FAES AZdsks ATl
Qom, gEo] v A YEF 9 "rrt v
| MEQAES 2Tt ol& EHE ¥4 49

34 g&0] L8RS U v F4
A= ot AE EIT 5= AT

i = go %O
1> %

ek
ri

<Fig. 1> Vegan food network

99 - ol4g 63

<Table 1> The size of the vegan food and vegan
fashion network

Vegan food | Vegan fashion
Total edges 1,700 2,234
Density 0.170 0.220
Average geodesic 1.960 1.820
distance
Diameter 4 4
FAA g2 q MEYAY Ffole B &
olet AL AL Anch FHHOR AL 8
A5S BAT 5 Yk IFY0] &L Holt F2Y

Zolt}. oo & Ao AT 9+ 4L
229 78 % RAolE ) BHEE AEoR %
Ack WA SALE F B IF M FRO| i =
T7F EAsks W2 FojHy, JE 559 A4
o2 A" cKFormula 1). W7 F440] =& L&
7 MEQAA AAEH HEI= 43 e
Yoz HBalgthLeydesdorff, 2007). 7] FA414
o] F2 LE+= & HE oA FAE EFdsl= 58
gt 7|07l 259 HA 8QloE 1 4 Qlth
w3, o) A4S NEAD I AR 2] ol
(BAME)7) T2 S414 A H(degree, closeness, eigen-
vector) 2T} AtjF o g & o] Q7|9 7YY= 7+
9] 8= g motele o a3t olEis o|Ho] itk
(Son, 2018).

<Fig. 2> Vegan fashion network
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BJ:

i

k Formula 1. Betweenness centrality

~

Note. represents the number of shortest paths passing
through node j that connect node i to node k, while
denotes the total count of shortest paths connecting

node i to node k.

=

B HEYA BA0AM 7E =259 A
Z2 AR 2 245179 ol Hd4dS Hofste
o] A= R, et AFUE "l (commu-
nity detection) ¥ T|ES 53 Alggstct. 5 24
o= UMEYZ FEH 9 7IzdolEd Y FE HE
271 SEEANE daejEo] wEt 2xel s
Zpol7t Qlet. & AtoflA &8H Clauset-Newman-
Moore(CNM) &112]&-2 HEFY £33E sl
7 BHAF o2 AREEE TaE]E 0 2 (Kwon, 2019;
Seo, Choi, Oh, & Lee, 2019), modularityS | tj3}5}
= ugko 2 YEYAE 7SStk (Clauset, Newman,
& Moore, 2004). YHFz 0 2 Hgo] Q= YES 0
A9 BEQ(Q)Q #2 Formula 29| Y& wtEct.

Q (the value of modularity)=

1 kikj
7'/7

m)&% %)

2m o Formula 2

3. Research questions
B A7 1 23t o] gt 2y

ATEA 12w 2ol tigh F42 auR} Q14

o
o] F8 9A4E FoA7P

ATEA 1-1. (19E B4 SAE vl 7]Ee
B3} uA Al dhat g Al
A Q1A YA Fa A1Yset

A3p w7 oA ekt vlAsloh @Al et B

wAgolT

ATRA 12, (FA T4 £H) CNM ARUE &
A E1EES BEIt] HA &4

of gt Az G2 Y=

AF-2A 2: =] wdol] dig 2 A AR} Q14
o] F8 94k FoAQ7P

AFZA 2-1. (F19E #4) "AE vlold 7HE
S vl wdol] iRt 22 A
A AE gAske F8 71Y=st

oY 9ES gt
ATRA 2.2, A T4 EH) ONM ARUE &
A FeES Bl vl A

of oiet 4wl BRolH et

THEE FHE AR QIAlE JofEot
IV. Results

1. Negative perceptions of vegan food

1) Keyword analysis

HA Ao gt 44 14E st 8 7]
et B HES AuE7] 9|5, TF-IDFS} HES
39 FA48(A4, "i7h, <4, otolAHE) e 4
skelch 71 A3, )4 olgk= 7ido] of2] FEolA
%8 719=2 Yepgth(Table 2). ‘94" 7} 24
A(Cb=619.51)T} TF-IDF(247.84)2 X 3}s}o] Torst
A FEOIA Aol RS, olE HE e
2 AAFIAELS gz g BAgZA 7 SOl
A 7P 83 RES AlREEC] JAFogRES 9
AR o Qagitts AU AT 4= AUt ui7h
FALE 71 E Aol U= 7I1¥ESQ]D ‘health
(307.25), ‘ban(298.46)°, ‘meat diet(201.83)'= A&
AZES Hedl, ole S4S T =N WAyst
= ¥TH = si4E £ Aok

A1E(170.13), ‘T (134.65), “11E(126.80)°, ‘3
Z(114.75), ‘BA(114.75) Sk 28 7|9 5%

0]

fl
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<Table 2> The main keywords in negative discourse about vegan food

67

No. Word Cb* cd Ccf Ce’ TF-IDF'
1 Hypocrisy 619.51 0.65 0.01 0.03 247.84
2 Health 307.25 0.49 0.01 0.03 226.43
3 Ban 298.46 0.46 0.01 0.02 136.15
4 Meat diet 201.83 0.41 0.01 0.02 192.75
5 Practice 193.49 0.39 0.01 0.02 137.16
6 Ethics 179.96 0.42 0.01 0.02 125.51
7 Plant 170.13 0.39 0.01 0.02 181.09
8 Environment 134.65 0.33 0.01 0.02 104.59
9 Pain 126.80 0.31 0.01 0.02 117.07
10 Behavior 123.23 0.31 0.01 0.02 132.30
11 Problem 114.75 0.32 0.01 0.02 123.31
12 Hog 93.10 0.30 0.01 0.02 109.30
13 Fish 74.93 0.23 0.01 0.01 88.03
14 Nature 70.00 0.26 0.01 0.02 100.72
15 Egg 65.34 0.21 0.01 0.01 101.78
16 Taste 61.94 0.25 0.01 0.02 193.28
17 Dog 55.59 0.26 0.01 0.02 145.07
18 Women 51.30 0.18 0.01 0.01 99.56
19 Feminism 49.26 0.21 0.01 0.01 120.08
20 Real 46.05 0.14 0.01 0.01 84.04
21 Weird 42.59 0.23 0.01 0.02 94.97
22 Meaning 40.72 0.20 0.01 0.01 103.70
23 Understanding 40.31 0.22 0.01 0.01 81.94
24 Philosophy 38.91 0.19 0.01 0.01 124.39
25 Animal test 34.02 0.21 0.01 0.01 95.41
26 Dairy goods 30.55 0.19 0.01 0.01 81.94
27 Acquaintance 23.91 0.16 0.01 0.01 78.81
28 Diet 20.29 0.11 0.01 0.01 112.04
29 Gender 17.36 0.12 0.01 0.01 78.81
30 Dog meat 11.13 0.12 0.01 0.01 89.20

“ Betweenness centrality, > Degree centrality, ¢ Closeness centrality, ¢ Eigenvector centrality, ¢ Term frequency-inverse
document frequency.
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68 u]A gAl7 Bl MAo)A ek )

atylom, 1 FolA = 4 E(170. 13)’° HET |
oA <QA(619.51y, ‘TH(134.65), “EA|(114.75),
“Z}94(70.00)°, ‘0] AF3H(42.59y, “ZH(23.67), ‘WA
*3(11 59y, <91%(6.56), “E(3.62), FAI(129),
AH01‘“4(0 97y, “¥78(0.650 3 22 7|¥E9 A
248 Bt ol AFE Higo g, gl gt
At AE A E FAIRE v Fo] v 34
o B4l & v & Aok AT & Ytk
“Q141(619.51) Qo= “BA|(114.75), “=2H45.49),
0| AF3H(42.59)’, ‘H]TH40.31), ‘A7]3HE]SH26.31),
“ITHA (23.67), ‘EFE(22.66)", ‘“%FA1(21.83), ‘vl
(21.55), “BA](17.79), “BI'H(16.60), ‘#F(12.50)’,
A7 H42(10.99), ‘8 Q(10.53), “AW(9.55), ‘FL
T28.18), ‘Y3 (6.56), FE(6.47), ZpH(3.85),
‘i@}(s 62), ‘Q3(3.52), “EHIH2.84)", “TEA(1.29Y,
25101E)(0.97), FHH0.65), AT 9k(0.17)
T} 22 71Et YEhEt o] AnE B9, v &
Ao] AFH 0 & =To] B FAR AR, 27
gejstel e 5] HjEhe w1 Stk S ¥ &
ASATE EZH YA FOfApe} Bl A] S0 7} 2t %&
ZHe) A, @ e, A 59 24 AAo] v &
o digh 244 EHEE olojd 4 U Tl
Uit

ol

=4
S}
=

P
e

I:I
Jot

A Ade Wge dolt FH A HA4L 7
A AYEEE VA G4 G 2HH GES T4

Sl 8R1o 2 Yerytth ‘Hu|UE49.26), FAH
(44.63), “A8k38.91), ‘EE(32.19), ‘=](19.04),

o} @] tet g B4 gseT

A1 9)(18.14)°, ‘AT (17.36). “Hu|YAE(17.13), Al
Y(8.82), 7HX|(1.45y, ‘WEA(0.92), RpEZF9]
(0589 22 7]9]=7} olof sijdeiet. SA]a} TA
g 719 Qolx 3PFE(35.68) 3w A (34.46) 0]
8 7I19ER A Aot olof whet, v g
A Hopol A& 144 ourt ZREL IS
01- 9)\04]4_

2) Clustering analysis

CNM ARFYE A dig]E5Z olgsto] 2 7]
= 10074] S 2 BAS AW AT F 470
9] 3o BEErx|QtiTable 3)(Fig. 3, 4, 5, and 6).
7 B =5 B9 182 GIOR(34%), FA
A 71=EvYE, Al9het FAA ol A (1A,
HE, BEHS 74, w4l ZegolE], AR, A9,
o, S&4, &, A7 EE, FAIL AR, A5
2= A=A theo g 27 F G2(30%)= 2
A4 9 A& HYRE, &4, A, AE7ts,
o), AGTHEA, 5 A, SAE, i A4k 24,
AAFAE B B FAFo|REo] Ak ool
(B, £, Zd)o] izt FAZ T A G20l
NE GII iR B4 X 4% @ o it o
B FARE, ARFO)E W ekt

GI%NHE TS BAR AU F FA)
2 Uit o EE Ajas)e 28 AgEs S
A3t FHE G20 FoJA] ggron, ‘=, ‘BA,
B, AF, 28 5o 7=t ddS HAth

oo &5 wx |

<Table 3> Topic detection on negative perceptions of vegan food

Group Vertex

Nodes

Gl

hypocrisy, culture, health, pain, feminism, meaning, women, gender, trouble, direction,
eco-friendly, fur, peace, uncomfortable, safety, justice, stupidity, betrayal, sentiment,
contradictory person, refusal, risk, sympathy, factory, principle, failure, extreme, trap,
demonstration, self-contradiction, ignore, animal welfare, mistake, unhealthy

34%

ban, meat diet, behavior, parent, taste, plant, practice, philosophy, environment, nature, weird,

G2 fish, real, dairy goods, menu, fashion, meal, standard, disgust, progressive, compromise, truth, 30%

understanding, diet, capitalism, sustainable, violence, consumption, discrimination, right

dog, effort, morality, ethics, problem, dog meat, criticism, eat, political, point out, attitude,

G3 cosmetics, misunderstanding, feminist, animal husbandry, self-justification, acquaintance, 21%

controversy, materials, oxymoron, spirit

G4 .
conscience, blood, blame, respect

beauty, egg, leather, value, earth, hog, animal test, logic, belief, truthfulness, reality,

15%
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H| A 2S5 7H ARl iRt A Ky
AH|Z}F ol4]o] tfgt 9(Corrin & Papadopoulos,
2017; Crnic, 2013)014 AFGFHR, & AFoAE A
AlFolzke] Ao digt AU AYA=RA,
A7) g}, o)t S9A Qo] A5k As &<
5 Sl Bl AnREE B4 FA AFRE,
HuluF) o g QAo Aol AUsled, Hixdo] A
A= FAA gt Bo] Uotal AgH APAL
=(Benthall, 2007; Lund et al., 2016; Maclnnis &
Hodson, 2017)0] £A5t2 &, v A8} XA A
Prto] WAE A% 587 Bt 47k Yot

Ol

2. Negative perceptions of vegan fashion

1) Keyword analysis
v s Ade] digt A2 14 5k 8 7]
Aot e g2 4AnE 7] 9], TF-IDFeF U ES
9] 44834, wiAl, <A, otolAdE) 3 57
Skith. 11 23, Fgg olgke Aol ol ol
A F8 7]9IEE YEHITH(Table 4). ‘22 mj 7]
FA(Cob=401.02yF HIET HE S4H4 F=(Cd=
0.71, Cc=0.008, Ce=0.03)0]4 Y] thojz ol
AT, ‘A&7H5(209.95), ‘FHART(201.89°), A&
(68.94)", “ZHA(48.10), ‘A|T(46.22), ‘O] F(42.94),
L2542, “971%(12.16), ‘H7|E(7.96), T
BED(6.67), ‘TBF(4.02), ‘YAIZTF(1.11),
A Z Y] AE(0.53), “H]L(0.18), ‘#7](0.08) S
o] §737 BAR tie] 28 A YTt EHHIY
olof whe}, Bl sjAdof et AR[RHES] RAA Q14
< df4shs b Qo] 7P iAo ® dEEojof &
[2lo] &7 E tAQl ZEA|A0fA Q] gk o]t

i E 5 AT
Z+E =9 ‘H(88.48), ‘WG (41.69), “EHAH
(35.43), “tjok(28.95), ‘T X(19.10) T &2 AA)
o 719 E7) v sfAo] gt 424 Q1A 4
P

ﬂﬁ‘lo

T 5 e HdaAzA G2 Wold 588 AT &
Fotlet. E3L B s AlFo] 7FAoF & S A
olmA| =, HgF A oju]A] & ot} ‘health(31.11)’,
‘clean(30.79)’, ‘cruelty-free(9.27)’2} T2 oJu|X| =
aHsfor & Aol ERIH AT ol= v Ao
gk A2 XS siastr] AsiAs JEB4, A

A3t W A4 ek BlAEuoh Aol e B B4 gseT

oF 270 T8, ABekT AT ol 27 5
et 7HxI0h @A AP ojsof et AL

ARgHeE.

2) Clustering analysis

CNM ARFYE A digE5Z olgsto] 2 7]
A= 100700 ot +H BAS XS A, F 570
o] #Hor ERFHACU, BT iAol vt 4
T9 F8 AL 37ME I ItK(Table 5)(Fig. 7,
8,9, and 10). 7} @2 L2 HY3 182 Gl
(36%)3 G2(35%)&, °] & A7} vl sjidof gt
FAA avA QA sk R FASAL
5 A G2 SFIRE7Es, AE, E94E,
2, {718, @FF)H SEACN, AF, 47, 5,
bA, BlAFe, Wiy, w7, §4, 1§, TEEZ,
A, 2o g FAE QI G2 WA HT, A

g, AZHCIAE, 771%) it &A1(&A, B
¥, AL, FEAY, 3, &, HAVE)E F4E
c}.
G3(24%)= H14d oA AEQ AH 821(%d
, = BE 7H, "), @48 3E(EH,
, AL, dARIER), BN (EAFET, 287
A, 94, &2, AlFhHer FHEIT. dutEos
o Aof gt FHA AnA Q1A R4F EE%t
, 4 9 & A, 2A9 XA, Qe g

U B4AYH P 2L 38 FAZ

f
fol - oh

o o & 2

32,

o

=
O

R 2 M
= Byl

H

—

Bl

I ont
o ¥ 1o & A

o £ 1>

o2 A Mo gt AH|AHE9]
A e F2 a4 A4 9 gl IoA 9]
3% EAONA 71Q0lsk=s AL & & AT 53,
£ AA 9 Hite g AR EE IR B} /IR 7}
o] oA SeAE YRE AZEH, o]Z A A
Z2 9 7] IHoA Aol -] FFE v 5
ATk AFTE FT AFE(Choi, 2021; Choi & Han,
2022)2 ol 47 49 e AP &t

L
offt ot oX

3. Comparative analysis of shared negative
perceptions between vegan food and vegan fashion
B A B o] ok F8A An|R; Q14
< Hluet A3, A 71959 38%7F §Eom &3
& A0R Yehdrhic "%, "4, 4,
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<Table 4> The main keywords in negative discourse about vegan fashion

71

No. Word cb* cd° Ce* Ce! TF-IDF*
1 Eco-friendly 401.02 0.71 0.01 0.03 209.41
2 Trend 343.82 0.70 0.01 0.03 239.33
3 Sustainable 290.95 0.64 0.01 0.02 196.75
4 Materials 278.17 0.66 0.01 0.03 156.51
5 Leather 276.71 0.63 0.01 0.02 207.77
6 Fur 230.08 0.44 0.01 0.02 116.41
7 Certification 215.48 0.52 0.01 0.02 201.95
8 Environment 201.89 0.57 0.01 0.02 126.33
9 Consumption 111.56 0.46 0.01 0.02 114.65
10 Artificial 100.74 0.43 0.01 0.02 81.14
11 Value 73.39 0.37 0.01 0.02 83.28
12 Ethics 69.36 0.37 0.01 0.02 162.42
13 Plant 68.94 0.35 0.01 0.02 70.84
14 Vegan diet 65.53 0.42 0.01 0.02 138.03
15 Design 59.94 0.32 0.01 0.01 133.31
16 Process 57.65 0.26 0.01 0.01 86.04
17 Veganism 54.44 0.35 0.01 0.02 87.38
18 Nature 48.10 0.33 0.01 0.01 89.46
19 Earth 46.22 0.31 0.01 0.01 110.90

20 Ingredient 43.62 0.30 0.01 0.01 79.71

21 Eco 42.94 0.32 0.01 0.01 112.98

22 Padding 41.69 0.29 0.01 0.01 74.57

23 Food 34.23 0.32 0.01 0.02 89.36

24 Health 31.11 0.31 0.01 0.01 100.08

25 Clean 30.79 0.30 0.01 0.01 71.92

26 Alternative 28.95 0.31 0.01 0.01 152.70

27 Species 24.89 0.26 0.01 0.01 74.57

28 Campaign 14.69 0.21 0.01 0.01 82.02

29 Cruelty-free 9.27 0.17 0.01 0.01 70.39

30 Culture 4.66 0.19 0.01 0.01 71.92

“ Betweenness centrality, > Degree centrality, ¢ Closeness centrality, ¢ Eigenvector centrality, ¢ Term frequency-inverse
document frequency.
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<Table 5> Topic detection on negative perceptions of vegan fashion
Group Vertex Nodes
trend, dog, sustainable, design, health, artificial, ingredient, process, species, meaning, plant,
alternative, veganism, padding, plastic, marketing, skin, political, factory, meat diet, pain,
Gl animal protection, eco, value, campaign, human rights, practical, vinyl, road kill, animal 36%
welfare, waste, sacrifice, self-justification, environmentalism, exploitation, a contradictory
person
eco-friendly, materials, nature, food, free, fur, vegan diet, consumption, environment,
& uncomfortable, apple leather, clean, ban, animal test, practice, production, movement, 35%
collaboration, necessity, respect, message, zero-waste, discrimination, truth, reality, philosophy,
diet, behavior, abuse, organic, meaning out, wool, swag, mushroom leather, truthness
leather, certification, join, culture, mustang, care, upcycling, ethics, earth, hair, money,
G3 recycle, participation, luxury products, price, refined, dyeing, environmental protection, 24%
extension, consciousness, refusal, trash, psychology, compromise
G4 luxury, belief, apple skin 3%
G5 save the duck, blame 2%
. - L ]
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* waste - e zero-waste ool
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. N | y political, pignf fur ality
winly artificial i P ". L ] ¥ [ ] ammal test e
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<Fig. 7> Group Gl <Fig. 8> Group G2
L]
psychology
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. L] ] lief
g mustang, ™ irash ® maney belie
join re L ®
certification T=fmed ° blame
- = culture.. [ ] luxury
de;gggnmen =i uu:ullolj i cohiaal L
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- i e -
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<Fig. 9> Group G3 <Fig. 10> Group G4 and G5
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<Fig. 11> Shared negative perceptions of vegan food and fashion, a network analysis of common keywords
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