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Abstract The purpose of this study was to examine Korean consumers’ awareness of Cultured Meat(CM)
and influencing factors by gender. On—line survey was conducted from June 9 till June 15, 2021.
Analyses of 1,008 respondents whose ages were 20 or older resulted in three points. First, Korean
consumers’ awareness of CM were lower than the medium in the scale of 1—5, and men reported higher
level of awareness than women. Second, the awareness of CM differed by socio—demographic
characteristics of participants. The younger, the higher educated, and the students showed higher level
of awareness of CM. Third, influencing factors on the awareness of CM differed by gender. In total,
gender, age, job, health concern, environmental concern, perceptions of Traditional Meat(TM),

early adopter tendency were significantly associated with the awareness of CM. Among men, age, job,
health concern, and early adopter tendency were significant influencing factors on the awareness of
CM, where as age, education, health concern, environmental concern, perceptions of TM, and early
adopter tendency were so among women. The study results may be used as basic data for developing

policies for CM research and consumers.
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Table 1. General characteristics of participants
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Table 2. Awareness of CM

Total Men ‘Women
Category frequency | frequency | frequency ¢
(%) (%) (%)
Haver not heard 150(14.9) 66(11.6) 84(19.0)
at all
Have heayd but 494(42.1) 235(41.4) 189(42.9)
know little
Have heard and | 50 (50 0) | 189(33.3) | 113(25.6) 1454w
know a little
Have heard and 91(9.0) 54(9.5) 37(8.4)
know well
Have heard and 41(4.1) 23(4.1) 18(4.1)
know very well
Total 1008(100.0) | 567(100.0) | 441(100.0)

1) ==+ denotes significance at the 1, percent level.
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Table 3. Awareness of CM by socio—demographic
characteristics

Variables category n m(SD) t/F
Total N/A B0 2.450099) N/A

male 567 | 2.53(0.96)

Gender 2,78k
female 441 2.36(1.01)
20—29 117 2.64(1.09)*
30—39 235 2.63(1.13)*

Age 40—49 321 2.43(0.93)® 5.7 8k
50—59 229 | 2.33(0.88)"
60 or more 106 | 2.19(0.76)
High schoo or |y 45| 5 15(0.91)°

less

Education BS degree 735 | 2.49(0.98)" 5,92

MS degree or | 108 | 9 58(1.03)°
over
Specialist 148 | 2.43(0.87)*
OfficeManag | g5 | 5 50(1,02)
erial worker

Sales/Service 91 | 2.27(0.9D)®

Job Production 56 | 2.39(0.82)® 7.27 %%
Student 32 2.88(1.17)¢
Home 102 | 2.11(0.84)°

management

Other 80 2.11(1.02)%

1) =k s« denote significance at the 1, 5, and 10 percent levels,
respectively.
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Table 4. Correlations among study variables

kS S
™
o)
o~ 0
S
- o ®
© N © O
® oM
S
=) <+ ™
o ¥ 2 —~
IS S B}
S T H
+ X 2 2
~ e o <2 =
[ :
|
iox E
o & «@ i3
<+ ©
™ S o B
NS < = O
| T
— o o i %
© X F & o © 3
N S S o N~ o 4
SRR e SN
LI SR S o) PR
— H EAE I
13%3% 8 = ®
- a2 g8 = 2
T A > T
[ |
”
L
=
8
ot
va
=

-.18
—.02
.06
—.03
.27
.10
.04
3.03
28.77
.19
18

Coeff.
ALE 19% ).

Environmental concern

3=

1) s x o x denote significance at the 1, 5, and 10 percent levels, respectively.
1) ##x #x * denote significance at the 1, 5, and 10 percent levels, respectively.

Table 5. Regression on consumer’s awareness of CM

1. Age

2. Education

3. Job

4. Health concern

5.

6. Perceptions of TM
7. Early adopter tendency
8. Awareness of CM
Gender

Age

Education

Job

Health concern
Environmental concern
Perceptions of TM
Early adopter tendency
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