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ABSTRACT

‘While the number of vegetarians is gradually rising in Korea, vegetarian options remain limited in most campus cafeterias,
where non-vegetarian students constitute the majority of customers. Therefore, this study aimed to investigate the attitudes of

non-vegetarian college students

toward the necessity of vegetarian options and the factors related to their attitudes. An online

survey was conducted with students attending colleges in the Seoul metropolitan area in 2023. Of the 300 students who
responded, data from 265 were analyzed after excluding responses from vegetarians or those showing inconsistency (88.3%
analysis rate). The students were classified into supportive and non-supportive groups based on their attitudes toward

vegetarian options in campus cafeterias. Approximately

60% of the students supported offering vegetarian options, primarily

to ensure vegetarians’ right to a meal choice. Logistic regression analysis showed that female students were 4.8 times more
likely than male students to support the offering of vegetarian options (odds ratio [OR]=4.80; 95% confidence interval

[CI]=2.45-9.37).

Students attending colleges that already offered vegetarian options were more likely to be supportive

(OR=5.07; 95% CI=1.73-14.83), as were those willing to try vegetarian options on campus (OR=3.85; 95% CI=2.01-7.39).
Additionally, students who responded ‘unsure’ to the question of whether meal choice rights are guaranteed for students with
special dietary needs on campus were less likely to support the offering of vegetarian options than those who responded ‘not
guaranteed’ (OR=0.38; 95% CI=0.16-0.89). These findings suggest that increased exposure to vegetarian options could foster
broader support for their integration into college cafeterias and contribute to enhancing dietary diversity on campus.
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Table 1. General characteristics of the responding non-vegetarian college students

Attitudes toward vegetarian options in campus cafeterias

.. Total
Category Characteristics B
(n=265) Supportive Non-supportive n
(n=158) (n=107) p
Men 126(47.5) 50(31.6) 76(71.0)
Gender <0.001""
Women 139(52.5) 108(68.4) 31(29.0)
18~19 37(14.0) 20(12.7) 17(15.9)
20~24 175(66.0) 108(68.4) 67(62.6)
Age (years) 0.300
25~29 43(16.2) 22(13.9) 21(19.6)
30~35 10(3.8) 8(5.1) 2(1.9)
Seoul 174(65.7) 117(74.1) 57(53.3)
Location of college Gyeonggi 15(5.7) 8(5.1) 7(6.5) 0.002"
Incheon 76(28.7) 33(20.9) 43(40.2)
Classification of college Undergraduate 238(89.8) 142(89.9) 96(89.7) 0968
students Graduate 27(10.2) 16(10.1) 11(10.3) '

Values are presented as n(%).

D By x°-test or Fisher’s exact test.
2 p<0.01, ™ p<0.001.
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Table 2. Reasons for supportive or non-supportive attitudes toward vegetarian options in campus cafeterias

Reasons

Total (n=265)

Reasons for supportive attitude” (n=158)

To ensure the right to food for vegetarians. 121(76.6)
To provide opportunities to experience new food cultures. 18(11.4)
For animal rights or environmental protection. 10(6.3)
Because a significant number of vegetarians are likely to be on campus. 9(5.7)
Reasons for non-supportive attitude” (n=107)
Because there are likely not many vegetarians on campus. 40(37.4)
Because it is not perceived as necessary. 37(34.6)
Because it may lead to inefficient use of space in the campus cafeteria. 14(13.1)
Because it may impose excessive costs. 14(13.1)
Others? 2(1.9)

Values are presented as n(%).

Y The supportive and non-supportive groups were classified based on their attitudes toward the necessity of vegetarian options in

campus cafeterias.

? Others: Eating meat is essential for health., It is problematic if a space meant for the majority is taken up for the sake of a minority,
and it's also a problem if adding a vegetarian menu means removing options for the majority. There is neither a reason nor an
obligation for the majority to sacrifice for the beliefs of a minority.
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Table 3. Willingness to try and pay for vegetarian options in campus cafeterias

Attitudes toward vegetarian options in campus cafeterias

Items Total
Supportive Non-supportive p
Willingness to try vegetarian options if offered in campus cafeterias
(n=265) (n=158) (n=107)
Yes 117(44.2) 94(59.5) 23(21.5) e
<0.0017"
No 148(55.8) 64(40.5) 84(78.5)
Willingness to pay more for vegetarian options compared to the existing meal options”
(n=117) (n=94) (n=23)
Yes 24(20.5) 22(23.4) 2(8.7)
0.154
No 93(79.5) 72(76.6) 21(91.3)

Values are presented as n(%).

Y By x%-test or Fisher’s exact test.

? Respondents who were willing (n=117) to try vegetarian options if offered in campus cafeterias.

™ p<0.001.
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Table 4. Reasons for willingness or unwillingness to try vegetarian options if offered in campus cafeterias

A4 vl Algell gk viAFe] tietye] g
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Attitudes toward vegetarian options in campus cafeterias

Reasons Total
Supportive Non-supportive p
Reasons for willingness to try”
(n=117) (n=94) (n=23)
Because 1 want to try it. 44(37.6) 35(37.2) 9(39.1)
Because it is beneficial for health. 41(35.0) 32(34.0) 9(39.1) 0.292
Because it provides more meal choices. 28(23.9) 25(26.6) 3(13.0)
Because it is expected to taste good. 4(3.4) 2(2.1) 2(8.7)
Reasons for unwillingness to try”
(n=143) (n=64) (n=84)
Because I'm not interested in vegetarian meals. 67(45.3) 29(45.3) 38(45.2)
Because it may not taste good. 38(25.7) 18(28.1) 20(23.8) 0,005
Because it may have nutritional deficiencies. 28(18.9) 6(9.4) 22(26.2)
Because it does not include preferred ingredients. 9(6.1) 6(9.4) 3(3.6)
Because it might be expensive. 5(3.4) 5(7.8) 0(0.0)
Others” 1(0.7) 0(0.0) 1(1.2)

Values are presented as n(%).

Y By Fisher’s exact test.
2

3

Others: It is due to my dislike of vegetarian food.
9 p<0.01.

Respondents who were willing (n=117) or unwilling (n=148) to try vegetarian options if offered in campus cafeterias.

A2 W AR ARG Fo] G olF F & sh ATz A2 RS AFEE APl EAd S
o] BI9IA] & A RO (HAT 28.1%, HIAAIE 23.8%) @ W, MIAATE oF 7%(6.5%)Tko] 12i g o] &4
S gPACR BAZE UT A RPPAAT 04% VAN drka g

T 262%) T3 Uix] ke v &S A s ey Eo]
A2 vl e Al melehe 24 el AR A3 A
M= b} ool Jbg = HlgR AE v tklin
SH & Koh EJ 2004). F3gt 225 g5 wjo] 7|t &afo tf
gk ZAMN A 40% ©l/de] SEAE A hE AFH s A%
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Table 5. Experiences with vegetarian options and special dietary needs in campus cafeterias

Attitudes toward vegetarian options in campus cafeterias

Items Total
Supportive Non-supportive p

Experiences with vegetarian options

The presence of cafeterias offering vegetarian options in campus cafeterias

(n=265) (n=158) (n=107)
Have 38(14.3) 31(19.6) 7(6.5)
Don’t have 100(37.7) 43(27.2) 57(53.3) <0.001""
Unsure 127(47.9) 84(53.2) 43(40.2)

The presence of experience in eating vegetarian options at campus cafeterias”

(n=38) (n=31) (n=7)
Have 10(26.3) 7(22.6) 3(42.9)
Don’t have 28(73.7) 24(77.4) 4(57.1) 031
Experiences with special dietary needs
The presence of acquaintances with special dietary needs
(n=265) (n=158) (n=107)
Have 119(44.9) 76(48.1) 43(40.2)
Don’t have 98(37.0) 54(34.2) 44(41.1) 0.416
Unsure 48(18.1) 28(17.7) 20(18.7)

The presence of experience witnessing any discomfort faced by acquaintances with special dietary needs when having a meal

in campus cafeterias®

(n=119) (n=76) (n=43)
Have 56(47.1) 44(57.9) 12(27.9)
Don’t have 40(33.6) 22(28.9) 18(41.9) 0.005™
Unsure 23(19.3) 10(13.2) 13(30.2)

Values are presented as n(%).

Y By x%-test or Fisher’s exact test.

? Respondents who answered that their college has a cafeteria offering vegetarian options (n=38).
 Respondents who answered that they have acquaintances with special dietary needs (n=119).

D p<0.01, ™ p<0.001.

4. Z{HAO|M 2| Alo|aERle| AAMENA HEbo| Chgt  FH 2 7] WY 7Fs/de] dTh TRk o] gt Fgto] B
SIEN € tigtal sidshe 2 ofth A& g w2 gAY
3l A 2ol 4] 2lo]agAte] AApdEAe] BT g AeME AR FES AFHA] B, Fre] P2
3 AY7et=A] of Frof] hE o] = Table 691 AlA|=o] 91 o] B3k 797} 2thKang YR & Na MS 2022; Kim SE

C2AApdE o] 2 A 3 gitka Aztels o)f = o] 2022). AAREEIRC] 2 BAE D oA edvhal Ashs o
o Yot AR} 28] ABHoA e AR 2} vRA 2 T AEel hE AEIF S8 Al FHA GobA vt 3
BN 7pE e v S AR SATHAIAT 42.9%, v]H]  BIERIAT 13.6%, BIAAT 22.2%)& 2R RE A2 ol gk
AT 25.0%). o= BA thAEo] et 2o et A 8RE WITh ATl ¥R HolagAtso] ok
o] sy alFoll Azl et Jut vlmd Ykl 2] oL HwE Adgel] feiMe S AHeE AR Sl
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Table 6. Reasons for perceptions about the guarantee of rights for students with special dietary needs

Attitudes toward vegetarian options

Reasons Total in campus cafeterias
Supportive Non-supportive p"
Reasons for the perceptions that the rights are guaranteed”
(n=100) (n=56) (n=44)
Because sufficient information about food is provided. 35(35.0) 24(42.9) 11(25.0)
Because there are a variety of meal options for them. 23(23.0) 15(26.8) 8(18.2)
Because meals are offered at reasonable prices. 19(19.0) 5(8.9) 14(31.8) 0.006™"
Because places where they can eat are easily accessible. 15(15.0) 5(8.9) 10(22.7)
el wisripion e nd deivery pplatons 700 107 1e3)
Others” 1(1.0) 1(1.8) 0(0.0)
Reasons for the perceptions that the rights are not guaranteed”
(n=62) (n=44) (n=18)
Because a variety of meal options are not available for them. 23(37.1) 16(36.4) 7(38.9)
Because meals for them are not offered. 17(27.4) 13(29.5) 4(22.2) 0.917
Because sufficient information about food is not provided. 10(16.1) 6(13.6) 4(22.2)
Because places where they can eat are not easily accessible. 8(12.9) 6(13.6) 2(11.1)
Because meals are offered at high prices. 4(6.5) 3(6.8) 1(5.6)

Values are presented as n(%).
Y By Fisher’s exact test.

? Respondents who answered that meal choice rights are guaranteed (n=100) or not guaranteed (n=62) for students with special dietary

needs on campus.

 Others: Pork is not included in campus meals at the college where I am currently enrolled.

D" p<0.01.

gk B 53] AlFE ook gt o] & $1s) tig A
22 AN = AR gt JEE FHsHA AlFet
5 =858 ot ok
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A F= A oA (IR 29.5%, HIAIA T 22.2%)7F Fwsk
th ol= g o2~ AT o] gyt A o
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Table 7. Factors related to the attitudes of non-vegetarian college students toward vegetarian options in campus

cafeterias
Attitudes toward vegetarian options
in campus cafeterias
Variables OR (95% CI)"?
Supportive Non-supportive
(n=158) (n=107)
Men [Reference] 50(31.6) 76(71.0)
Gender e
Women 108(68.4) 31(29.0) 4.80""9(2.45-9.37)
18~20 [Reference] 20(12.7) 17(15.9)
Age (years) 21~24 108(68.4) 67(62.6) 1.48(0.61-3.63)
25~35 30(19.0) 23(21.5) 1.20(0.42-3.44)
Gyeonggi & Incheon [Reference] 41(25.9) 50(46.7)
Location of college .
Seoul 117(74.1) 57(53.3) 1.91(1.01-3.62)
The presence of cafeterias Don’t have [Reference] 43(27.2) 57(53.3)
offering vegetarian options Have 31(19.6) 7(6.5) 5.07"(1.73-14.83)
oft campus Unsure 84(53.2) 43(40.2) 4.12"7(2.07-8.23)
Willingness to try vegetarian ~ No [Reference] 64(40.5) 84(78.5)
options if offered in campus
cafeterias Yes 94(59.5) 23(21.5) 3.8577(2.01-7.39)
Don’t have [Reference] 54(34.2) 44(41.1)
The presence of acquaintances
with special dietary needs Have 76(48.1) 43(40.2) 0.90(0.46-1.75)
Unsure 28(17.7) 20(18.7) 1.35(0.58-3.13)
Perceptions of whether meal Not guaranteed [Reference] 44(27.8) 18(16.8)
choice rights are guaranteed
for students with special dietary Guaranteed 56(35.4) 44(41.1) 0.51(0.22-1.18)
needs on campus Unsure 58(36.7) 45(42.1) 0.38°(0.16-0.89)

Values are presented as n(%).
D OR, odds ratio; CI, confidence interval.

2 A logistic regression analysis was conducted with attitudes toward the necessity of vegetarian options in campus cafeterias
(Supportive=1, Non-supportive=0) as the dependent variable. The independent variables include gender, age, location of college,
presence of cafeterias offering vegetarian options on campus, willingness to try vegetarian options if offered in campus
cafeterias, presence of acquaintances with special dietary needs, and perceptions of whether meal choice rights are guaranteed
for students with special dietary needs on campus. Model x* (p): 94.057 (<0.001); Hosmer and Lemeshow test x* (p): 5.025

(0.755).
3" p<0.05, ™ p<0.01, ™ p<0.001.
shom, ol2|gk <lajo] el A vl AFE AASHA
e "HER A45S 7IeAdE JthModlinska K 5
2020).
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