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Objectives: This study aims to identify and analyze how different South Korean lifestyles
impact attitudes towards pork consumption.

Methods: We implemented a cross-sectional survey targeting 705 adult consumers in
South Korea using hierarchical and K-means cluster analyses. Respondents were classi-
fied into three relevant lifestyles: (1) domestic preference, (2) price-sensitive, and (3) quali-
ty-experience-oriented. The importance-performance analysis was employed to evaluate
discrepancies between how they rated pork consumption using factors of “importance”
and “satisfaction”. We employed Borich’s needs assessment and the Locus for Focus
model.

Results: The research findings highlight that unpleasant odor (Q7) and hygiene (Q1) were
common key areas for management across all consumer groups, emphasizing their impor-
tance in enhancing pork consumption satisfaction. Among the groups, the domestic prefer-
ence group showed high importance-performance discrepancies in attributes like expiry
date (D2), suggesting a need for strengthened trust in domestic pork distribution and infor-
mation transparency. The price-sensitive group prioritized economic factors, with fat thick-
ness (Q8) identified as an essential management area. The quality-experience-oriented
group emphasized sensory qualities such as juiciness (Q6) and meat color (Q5), with
off-flavors (Q7) displaying the largest discrepancy. These results show the significant role of
sensory attributes in consumer satisfaction.

Conclusion: This study demonstrated the multidimensional nature of pork consumption
behavior, emphasizing the need for tailored strategies across consumer groups. Managing
hygiene (Q1) and reducing unpleasant odor (Q7) are critical for all segments, while
group-specific strategies include managing sensory quality for the quality-experience-orient-
ed group, providing product information (D2) to increase trust for the domestic preference
group, and emphasizing value for money for the price-sensitive group.
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METHODS

Ethics statement

The written informed consent was obtained from all par-
ticipants and or/the guardians for the survey. The survey
procedures and protocols were approved by the Institu-
tional Review Board of Kunsan National University (IRB
No. 1040117-202209-HR-027-02).
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Table 1. Factor analysis and reliability test results for pork consumption-related lifestyles (n = 705)

Factor loadings” Eigenvalue
No. Variable (variance  Cronbach’s a
Factorl Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor 5 explained)
1 I look for and purchase high-quality pork. 0.839
2 | actively seek out delicious pork to purchase. 0.828
3 I have a good understanding of which type of 0.722 2.752
pork tastes better, even within the same cut. (16.189%)
4 | make an effort to purchase branded pork 0.517
whenever possible.
5 | enjoy eating pork when dining out. 0.808
6 | often decide on pork dishes for dinner impul- 0.771
sively.
7 | enjoy trying new pork dishes. 0.722 2.624
8  Iam willing to invest significant time in cooking 0.627 (15.436%)
to create delicious pork dishes.
9 Consuming pork is a multisensory experience 0.526
and an engaging activity.
10 | consume less domestically produced pork 0.824
due to its high price. 0.764
11 Even if | have a preferred cut of pork, | often 0.805
choose a different cut due to price consider-
ations. 1.967
" (11.569%)
12 | consume pork more for nutritional supple- 0.575
mentation than for its taste.
13 | place a high value on convenience when 0.455
selecting pork dishes.
14 | feel uneasy about consuming imported pork 0.825
for some reason. 1.710
15  Domestically produced pork is definitely tastier 0.704 (10.056%)
than imported pork.
16 When consuming pork at home, | prefer ready- 0.877
to-cook meals or meal kits that can be
prepared or heated quickly. 1.685
. ) (9.913%)
17 | tend to enjoy consuming processed pork 0.865
products.
Principal component analysis with varimax rotation.
YFactor loading threshold: 0.4.
Table 2. Comparison of pork consumption factors across consumer groups
Domestic preference Price-sensitive Quality- and experience-oriented
Factor™? consumer group consumer group consumer group P-value
(n=275) (n=175) (n =255)
Quality and taste-oriented 3.76 £ 0.45° 2.88 + 0.50° 4.21 +0.54° <0.001
Explorative gourmet-oriented 3.39 +0.46" 3.01+0.61° 432 +0.43° <0.001
Economy and practicality-oriented 2.60 + 0.69° 2.90 + 0.65" 3.09 +0.87° <0.001
Trust in domestic pork 411 +0.75° 3.01 +0.90° 3.91 +0.95" <0.001
Preference for processed foods and 2.24 + 0.94° 2.53+0.93" 2.60 + 1.18" <0.001
meal kits
Mean + SD.

Tukey HSD test for post-hoc analysis.
YLikert scale score from 1 (not important at all) to 5 (very important).
ISuperscripts (a, b, ¢) denote statistically significant differences between consumer groups.
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Table 3. General characteristics of the participants
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Price-sensitive

Quality- and experience-

Domestic preference 2
Variable® consumer group consumer group oriented consumer group X(éf/gﬁj Ig)e
(n=275) (n=175) (n=255)
Gender 5.393 (0.067)
Male 48 (17.5) 46 (26.3) 59 (23.1)
Female 227 (82.5) 129 (73.7) 196 (76.9)
Mean age (year) 44.01 + 10.24° 41.95 + 12.83% 41.49 + 11.45° 3.615 (0.027)
Occupation distribution 27.594 (0.006)
Manager/ professional 75 (27.3) 34 (19.4) 65 (25.5)
Office worker 79 (28.7) 56 (32.0) 64 (25.1)
Service/sales worker 26 (9.5) 11 (6.3) 27 (10.6)
Simple labor worker 9(3.3) 15 (8.6) 7(2.7)
Housewife 63 (22.9) 31(17.7) 63 (24.7)
Student 2(0.7) 5(2.9) 9(3.5)
Unemployed/other 21 (7.6) 3(13.1) 20 (7.8)
Marital status 9.998 (0.041)
Married 223 (81.1) 127 (72.6) 179 (70.2)
Single 51 (18.5) 48 (27.4) 75 (29.4)
No response 1(0.4) 0(0.0) 1(0.4)
Housing type 11.985 (0.062)
Single-family house 18 (6.5) 12 (6.9) 27 (10.6)
Apartment 223 (81.1) 131 (74.9) 185 (72.5)
Multi-unit housing 31(11.3) 30(17.1) 4 (13.3)
Other 3(1.1) 2(1.1) 9 (3.5)
Household size 3.31+1.07 3.06+1.26 3.16+1.24 3.918 (0.141)
Monthly household income (million KRW)” 18.630 (0.017)
<3.99 51 (18.5) 6 (32.0) 74 (29.0)
4.00-5.99 89 (32.4) 0 (28.6) 61 (23.9)
6.00-7.99 66 (24.0) 4 (19.4) 54 (21.2)
> 8.00 59 (21.5) 28 (16.0) 61 (23.9)
No response 10 (3.6) 7 (4.0) 5 (2.0)
Residential area 2.314 (0.678)
Metropolitan area 140 (50.9) 99 (56.6) 137 (53.7)
Medium/small cities 100 (36.4) 60 (34.3) 86 (33.7)
Rural towns/villages 35 (12.7) 16 (9.1) 32 (12.5)
Education level 5.719 (0.269)
High school or less 42 (15.3) 40 (22.9) 44 (17.3)
College graduate 197 (71.6) 118 (67.4) 184 (72.2)
Graduate degree or more 36 (13.1) 17 (9.7) 27 (10.6)

Mean + SD or n (%).

Chi-square (x°) test for categorical variables and F-test for continuous variables.
“Superscripts (a, b, ¢) denote significantly differences between consumer groups (P < 0.05).

JKRW: Korean won.
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Boz BAHL 1 ot AYYHQ) FE| 38
S5} S 71 Aol7} 27 theht Belo] WS SHlsekt
=8.606, P < 0.001).

R% 9 HA JYolAE F57IHD)I ELAFHADS)
7FFRES} UEE 719 Y 2 HolS Mol Pelo] By

FEG57H)E ol Bl 943t FEFF o2 YEITH =
~4.114, P < 0.001).

o] %% rKD2: t = 7.442, P < 0.001; D5 t = 5.661, P <
0.001). ¥, HA= (D)= Q50 &L 7t Ao/} &4

Table 4. Importance-performance analysis for the domestic preference consumer group (n = 275)

Domain Content Importance” Satisfaction”  Gap” t =lileh ”eed?, eSS ]
assessment™ each content rank
Production P1  Additive-free/preserva- 4.10+0.85 3.97 +0.71 0131 2.508 0.54 2 12
tive-free
P2  Antibiotic-free 419+0.81 3.96+0.78 0.229 4.234™ 0.96 1 6
P3  Animal welfare certifi- 3.58+0.96 3.47 +0.95 0.116  1.779 0.42 3 17
cation
P4  Breed (e.g., black pork, 3.34+0.88 3.57+0.83 -0.233 -4.114"" -0.78 4 24
Iberico)
Quality Q1 Hygiene 464+057 425+069 0385 8606 " 1.79 2 2
Q2 Tenderness 416 +0.76  4.03 +0.67 0124 2.702" 0.52 6 13
Q3 Pork cuts 420+0.67 4.09+068 0113 2.719" 0.48 7 14
Q4  Texture 412 +0.77 4.04+£0.70 0.076 1574 0.31 10 19
Q5 Meat color 423+0.72 4.08+0.71 0149 3.473" 0.63 5 9
Q6 Juiciness 425+0.71 4.08+0.65 0.164 3.945" 0.70 4 7
Q7  Offflavors 478 +0.49 4.24+0.76 0542 11.202"" 2.59 1 1
Q8 Fatthickness 421+078 3.93+0.79 0280 5212 1.18 3 4
Q9 Marbling 393+0.87 3.82+0.76 0113 2531 0.44 8 16
Q10 Grading systeminfor- 4.11+0.80 4.01+0.73 0.095 2.094" 0.39 9 18
mation
Distribution D1  Storage condition 446+0.68 431+0.70 0156 3.525 0.70 3 8
and labeling (refrigerated/frozen)
D2  Expiration date 465+0.56 435+0.65 0.302 7442 1.40 1 3
D3  Product packaging 417 +0.85 4.03+0.78 0.149 2.873" 0.62 4 10
D4  Package size 4.01+0.86 3.90+0.77 0113 2.191° 0.45 6 15
D5  Quality certification 438+0.71 412+0.72 0262 5661 1.15 2 5
mark
D6 Brand 3.67+094 3.75+0.82 -0.076 -1.484 -0.28 7 22
D7 Grading system display 4.12 +0.76 3.98+0.78 0.138  3.049" 0.57 5 11
Consumption C1  Purchase convenience 4.20+0.70 4.13+0.70 0.069 1.550 0.29 1 20
and cooking c2  Cooking convenience  4.02+0.76 3.98+0.74 0.040 0.822 0.16 2 21
C3  Cooking versatility 3.77+083 386+0.77 -0.091 -1.779 -0.34 3 23
Mean + SD.
Paired t-tests for the significance of the gap (*P < 0.05, **P < 0.01, ***P < 0.001).
YLikert scale score from 1 (not important/satisfied at all) to 5 (very important/satisfied).
JGap representing the difference between importance and satisfaction scores.
IBorich needs assessment calculated as ‘mean gap x mean importance’.
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2 Hof T $HEFIH FZ Bt o elEolrkt =
-1.484, P > 0.05).

upuro.E Av] @ 2e] GAAL el HelH(C)T
22)9] ThoFH(C3) FHol FRES} WHE 71 Hol7t 1 4
o m(C2: t = 0.822, P > 0.05; C3: t = -1.779, P > 0.05), 3
G GAoIA] TS HaA L A0 ek

Ao, TN AE 264 189 Bt WY F
2 P FAAQ)S A4 AHQD, FE71HDOR 1
ERom, oS Bl 284 8TES FEAY)Y] 7 ARA
9l e Aol WaThE st

[¢]

X

¢

2) 7tA 24 AHIZL OE
7 g 2EA 259 FREe TSR 1 Aol 24
gt A3(Table 5), A YoM = 7 F7H/EE R (P}
FEBAP)7F £ $8EE B2, Borich 27 %& 2
e 7155 e fAEoIME HE 95 Bl 59,
Z2(P4)S £Q95(3.07)7F 7H @1 Borich 7% 94| Yo}
g FE2 2 AN ddiFoR H2 &94E AA
st

4 G0l FEANQ7)E AF2] FA(Q8):= Borich 87
E7F 27F 1.549F 14608 FAE0] 7P w2 fAeHE A
At o= &R0l i FE2 - TSR3 A4S

Table 5. Importance-performance analysis for the price-sensitive consumer group (n = 175)

Domain Content Importance” Satisfaction”  Gap? t ang:ShSQqe:ri; eaiingsnfg - Ig:ﬁ(l
Production P1 Additive-free/preserva- 3.55+1.02 3.63+0.79 -0.074 0.971 -0.26 1 18
tive-free
P2 Antibiotic-free 353+1.01 3.66+0.81 -0.131 0.947 -0.46 3 21
P3 Animal welfare certifi- 3.27 +1.03 3.41+0.87 -0.431 0.935 -0.43 2 20
cation
P4 Breed (e.g., black pork, 3.07 +1.03 3.47+0.80 -0.406 0.971"" -1.25 4 24
Iberico)
Quality Q1 Hygiene 424+084 391+080 0.331 0847 1.40 3 3
Q2 Tenderness 3.80+090 3.71+0.80 0.086 0.857 0.33 5 10
Q3 Pork cuts 3.79+0.80 3.83+0.74 -0.040 0.812 -0.45 9 16
Q4 Texture 3.66+0.86 3.79+0.80 -0.137 0.893 -0.50 10 22
Q5 Meat color 386+0.81 3.79+0.77 0.074 0.802 0.29 6 11
Q6 Juiciness 3.78+0.86 3.75+0.78 0.029 0.791 0.11 7 13
Q7 Offflavors 434+087 399+084 0354 0977 1.54 1 1
Q8 Fat thickness 406+0.86 3.70+0.83 0.360 0.923" 1.46 2 2
Q9 Marbling 3.70+0.93 3.59+0.77 0109 0.798 0.40 4 7
Q10 Grading systeminfor- 3.64+0.92 3.66+0.81 -0.017 0.847 -0.06 8 15
mation
Distribution =~ D1 Storage condition 405+0.88 395+0.80 0.097 0.807 0.39 5 9
and Labeling (refrigerated/frozen)
D2 Expiration date 431+084 4.02+0.78 0291 0.728" 1.25 1 4
D3 Product packaging 4014093 385+0.83 0.160 0.849" 0.64 3 6
D4 Package size 3.88+093 3.71+0.86 0.166 0.872° 0.64 2 5
D5 Quality certification 3.87+0.98 3.77 £0.90 0.103 0.774 0.40 4 8
mark
D6 Brand 325+1.02 3.51+0.88 -0.257 0.828" -0.84 7 23
D7 Grading system display 3.59 + 1.04 3.64+0.85 -0.046 0.822 -0.17 6 17
Consumption C1 Purchase convenience 3.92+0.86 3.85+0.79 0.069 0.755 0.27 1 12
and Cooking c2  Cooking convenience  3.83+0.85 3.82+0.79 0011 0.773 0.04 2 14
C3 Cooking versatility 3594092 3.67+0.86 -0.074 0.802 -0.27 3 19

Mean + SD.
Paired t-tests for the significance of the gap (*P < 0.05, ***P < 0.001).

Likert scale score from 1 (not important/satisfied at all) to 5 (very important/satisfied).
?Gap representing the difference between importance and satisfaction scores.

JBorich needs assessment calculated as ‘mean gap x mean importance’.
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I U AR Wb, iR 3 7] £91(Q3), A3HQ4), 55
A 4 EQL0)= FRES} TEE 7F Apo]7h Z52 YERY AT
Ao & e ¥ Q/do] ¥kt

5 9 B4 G900 F5713HD2)H 27 T9(D4)7}
Borich @7 oA BF &2 &5 2x|ete] HEj7t Q4=
L g=o g Jeptt} uhd HAS (D)= mf W g wol
Borich 8 1&EE 7|&Foto] AH[R Bilo] A2 FHo= Q]
=] it

o & 22 JYofAf= Q] Helg(Cl)o] Borich 8%

oA Tt A7EE 7 B2 £A4E AAEAT 29 o
FA(CIS FREHTF THEE H57] o} PR o] QAL

Table 6. Importance-performance analysis for the quality- and experience-oriented consumer group (n = 255)

" ABRE F0NA A

A=971

FEAQ7), A8 FA(QY), A FHQD=E W

= o 2o 15 87
AT T 949L skt

3) %’é%@ SAY 28N OE

=438 AIH(Table 6), A
(P1)= Borich 87%(0.35)7} 7} o} #&]7} W Q3 3= o

2 2499t

EENEHELE:!

FANY 20 189 FRES} WEE 71 Jol2
P AL e A RER

Domain Content Importance” Satisfaction”  Gap” t =lileh ”eed?, eSS ]
assessment™ each content rank
Production P1 Additive-free/preserva- 4.21+0.90 4.13+0.84 0.082 1.492 0.35 1 15
tive-free
P2  Antibiotic-free 419+0.92 4.15+0.84 0.043 0.787 0.18 2 18
P3  Animal welfare certifi- 3.83+1.00 3.85+0.94 -0.020 -0.284 -0.08 3 22
cation
P4  Breed (e.g., black pork, 3.75+0.91 3.86+0.92 -0.106 -1.677 -0.40 4 24
Iberico)
Quality Q1 Hygiene 473+053 4.40+£0.74 0.329 7128 1.56 2 2
Q2 Tenderness 439+0.72 431+0.70 0.082 1.661 0.36 8 14
Q3 Pork cuts 441 +065 4.42+0.69 -0.004 -0.083 -0.02 10 21
Q4 Texture 436+0.72 427+068 0.090 1.821 0.39 7 11
Q5 Meat color 447 +0.67 424+0.73 0231 4.694™" 1.03 4 4
Q6 Juiciness 446+0.66 4.26+0.75 0196 4.072" 0.87 5 6
Q7 Offflavors 477+051 431+081 0463 9102 2.21 1 1
Q8 Fat thickness 437+0.77 4.09+0.89 0278 4.680" 1.22 3 3
Q9 Marbling 419+0.86 4.06+0.84 0129 2423 0.54 6 8
Q10 Grading systeminfor- 4.30+0.79 424+0.81 0.059 1.169 0.25 9 16
mation
Distribution ~ D1 Storage condition 457+0.65 4.45+068 0114 2431 0.52 3 9
and Labeling (refrigerated/frozen)
D2 Expiration date 467+0.56 4.47+0.66 0196 4.442" 0.92 1 5
D3 Product packaging 438+0.83 4.24+0.76 0.137 2.398" 0.60 2 7
D4 Package size 417 +095 411+0.79 0.055 0.900 0.23 5 17
D5 Quality certification 444 +0.80 4.34+0.75 0.102  2.247" 0.45 4 10
mark
D6 Brand 3.97+0.95 4.00+0.87 -0.027 -0.514 -0.11 7 23
D7 Grading system display 4.24+0.85 4.20+0.78 0.039 0.811 0.17 6 19
Consumption C1 Purchase convenience 4.34+0.71 4.25+0.77 0.086 1.746 0.37 2 13
and Cooking c2  Cooking convenience  4.22+0.84 413+0.80 0.090 1.653 0.38 1 12
C3 Cooking versatility 414+0.86 4.12+0.79 0.016 0.278 0.07 3 20
Mean + SD.
Paired t-tests for the significance of the gap (*P < 0.05, ***P < 0.001).
YLikert scale score from 1 (not important/satisfied at all) to 5 (very important/satisfied).
JGap representing the difference between importance and satisfaction scores.
IBorich needs assessment calculated as ‘mean gap x mean importance’.
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Q Domestic preference consumer group (n = 275)
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Fig. 1. The Locus for Focus model prioritizing pork-related attributes by the consumer groups. Quadrants represent the prioritiza-
tion of attributes: high importance-high discrepancy (top-right), low importance-high discrepancy (top-left), high importance-low
discrepancy (bottom-right), low importance-low discrepancy (bottom-left).

P1, additive-free/preservative-free; P2, antibiotic-free; P3, animal welfare certification; P4, breed; Q1, hygiene; Q2, tenderness; Q3,
pork cuts; Q4, texture; Q5, meat color; Q6, juiciness; Q7, off-flavors; Q8, fat thickness; Q9, marbling; Q10, grading system informa-
tion; D1, storage condition (refrigerated/frozen); D2, expiration date; D3, product packaging; D4, package size; D5, quality certifi-
cation mark; D6, brand; D7, grading system display, consumption and cooking attributes; C1, purchase convenience; C2, cooking
convenience; C3, cooking versatility.
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G Quality- and experience-oriented consumer group (n = 255)
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Fig. 1. Continued
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