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ABSTRACT

This study aimed to identify the influence of the three dimensions of motivation—
opportunity—ability (MOA), as well as purchasing behavior and demographic characteristics, on
household food waste disposal behavior. We utilized raw data from the Consumer Behavior
Survey for Food 2022 conducted by the Korea Rural Economic Institute for analysis. A total
of 1,303 primary food purchasers who provided responses indicating whether they disposed
of a large or small amount of food waste were included in the study. The analysis revealed
that factors including motivation, opportunity, ability, and demography influenced both the
objective disposal amount and the subjective perception of food waste disposal. In addition,
significant differences were observed among the groups (accurate perception, underestimation,
overestimation) based on the alignment between the objective disposal amount of food waste
and subjective perception. These differences were evident in the food purchasing behavior, food
waste disposal methods, and individual characteristics. Furthermore, it was found that the factors
significantly influencing the underestimation or overestimation groups differed from those
influencing the accurate perception group.

Key words: food waste disposal behavior, objective disposal amount, subjective
perception, motivation—opportunity —ability
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H|E 918l AAEE] AL 9ot SAlell B Fo] &
AE 27| iiEE AL Ak o= AR, 87
A, ALEA Sl A Az Adts 2HE 4 Q)
= 293 FA7) B2 Ytk Aloysius et al. 2023;

Ananda et al. 2023). A5l wel g =)o)
= Aoy SAE 2 7)o dnk o] 2 HF
& H 7P ol &) Gl A sk Ao E
Uil Qi 53], 7HelA o= 52 20
717} Rt %E% A 5kar 9=l (Ilyuk 2018;
Kim & Lee 2022), o]A 3*4% 2d7]9] 4
Fe TR A g 9 &) Il A A
%7] wliol (Aloysius et al. 2023) B2 7=
oAM= 7 W an] Aol LA e 54 =
2710l #41E 7FA AL I tH(Amicarelli et al.

2022; Aloysius et al. 2023).
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SAE 27 uE
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2 7a)e] 34 v, A=k okn 884 24, 4
AZ & SHolA A& 7Fs A3 EgshA 4
o] ¢Jth(Le Borgne et al. 2021). SA1 & 29
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719] e EauEES AaAA S B
I FAl AL dHE E = ol €

T2} AN =7 = SFFTH Vegannews 2023). =4
2 2kdell A UNS Al Zv]ef ks 7slelr]
A8l A&7 s 532 (Sustainable Development
Goals, SDGs)oll 21 & 2 #7|& E3HA7) L 9
th 203007bA] AH| R} oA 1019 LA &
2Y7]E ARto R Folal ALk Bl A1z Gl A
A5 A4S FolA sl =8 AAE AT
EU A8 Ao x S2= 2877} 10789] &

2 A A3xel E3FEACH Amicarelli et al. 2022).

(de Sadeleer et al. 2020; Vidal—Ayuso et al.
2023).
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(Aloysius et al. 2023; Deliberador et al.
2023a). Roe et al.(2020)l] w2 iﬂ]x}gl A
G2} nEEo] SlojA e]8E FAeRloR
AL 1A ] Al E
o1} Aldaco et al.
S SAE 2]
HH%%O 129 57} Ao xwaailﬂr. 9]
3 A e AL Aol whEH (Lee et al.
2022) iib}ﬂ HEPEE o] 2022 7H4] S &
28)7] wjEFS 20193 %} Hlalske] 500 g H]vk

Nl

o
ot
o 1~>~ EW o,

¥, @
nE

2
X

ny

M oo
i
<1
il
v
it

off Y&
[o
N
B
>,
™
uf
=
_0|L

228 7]

jus)
==

M,
o
U{



N
o
=
oo
2
i
¥

ol (Aydin & Yildirim
7] viE e FT =
27t gsbe O]jroﬂ—\:— R|&E Ao 7 oS8t 5=

e
oL
s
i,
]
offl
o
N
x =

(Bretter et al. 2023). &
L BRI E 5o A ‘0751 8159
o] oAl Qlvk. whebA] AR} AE-S e
w7 - AHRt e (AE 2] wE)S #H
< 8, Al A ]It REREE B2
AS Wi ok(Ilyuk 2018; Vittuari et al.
2023). oA Aol M AAYATES SAE 2
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7Fs7do] A Uehhks - vl E 0
ZhE ok A Qo o JEFs e T EA)
H AxE Holal Jth(Jamaludin & Patunru
2022). HE3h P52 Q1A ofs] FH el
71Z3}7] wWiZoll (Poor et al. 2001) 353} #a
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€l th(Artell et al. 2013).
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2021; Vittuari et al. 2023).
A, 7159 FeS HkA7)7] f3 T2
SF A 2o 2HN, S21E 2d7] wEdsel A

P BT} $& AL ke 2o &

(Ananda et al. 2023). T8k, 13744 52
gowx A& 27 wiEe Hdae AETbs
AeH|eh S2A1E 2] wiEe] A)S Al 3L
oJA FFHQ SR & 5
717 AeAds Alxlskal Ak (Thegersen
1996; Chan & Bishop 2013; Stefan et al.
2013; Herath & Felfel 2016; Visschers et al.
2016; Bretter et al. 2023). ©]¢} BlEo] A7}S
FABhRE AHIARES T 22 AFHT AT =
7hE o]oj A AL Fte]] SRS Ao BE T
=215 #7118 A o] dtk(llakovac et al.
2018; Aloysius et al. 2023). w&hA HF& &2
= AF e dHE A7 EAS A9Ate =
T 225 287 vlEs A SH(Visschers
et al. 2016; Aloysius et al. 2023).
A, 7132 AR 7]s T 2ol dEs

stA)= bl Zedh 2o 7RI S o
1] HCH(Rothschild 1999; Vittuari et al. 2023).
=2 2d)7] sl QlolA 713 acle Hed
gho] = ~Efof| gk &7 (Parizeau et al. 2015)
o} Fhdo] Q17] whitel AmlRke] A5¥E oF)s)
a1 HskAT]E Ao] 7Pgol A AlshE SAE A
U718 BASt Zol o Fad J3s & v}
=xo] E=t}h(Ananda et al. 2023; Pandey et
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= oJH U (Chen et al. 2021). tjEF o= A Al
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(United Nations Environment Programme 2021)
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2-2: §21% 2] WiEgol g A B}
o} F4b4 A7l weh HPHF YHES T
= agle 7ol

A, B 401@9} uﬂ° B Aoty s alm
TASFATE A, A wllEgw) A A7
e} SHRSS A7} A A

i g 35tk (Table 1).

=

A, ARSI T 2 AE R 7

- A=
Ay Zlog E o= 28 Bl r)of

ox, ofn K
o
i

3. SA=T A%, BT, VI BT, S4F A1) o

D 542 207 Miede Q14 Zo 2 AAFAER HE)(Table 2-1)

AA, A wiEFE SHRIA 24E 29 A, 718] 291 2] AF v T e
7] TFA o HoTaL v QS %Xéﬂ ol gEE Aow, B ATE AF v 3% of
Som, Kim & Lee(2022)9] A& Ed= 5 o)Ay} oA, A 1Ela meEfe] ek
Ao A= EA B-5F 500 ml Bk A wjE 23 GNP oJF oz AA|E) 18]
st A5 AR, A wiEe 495 12 FES) A2 FATA AR PR E AYE S
ATk B4, WY S8 27|l g 0 AL, W] e 55 AR SA3ItH(Table
Table 1. Dependent variables

Variable Variable composition Frequency(%)

Objective disposal amount

Dispose less 500 ml: low
Dispose more 500 ml: high

705(54.1%)
598(45.9%)

Disposal amount

Very little,

Subjective perception

Much, very much: high

little: low

587(45.0%)
716(55.0%)

Objective disposal amount(low) &

Accurate perception

subjective perception(low)
Objective disposal amount(high) &

1,043(80.1%)

Group subjective perception(high)
categorization Underestimation Object'ive.disposal ar'nount(high) & 710 5.5%)
subjective perception(low)
Objective di 1 t(l &
Overestimation jective disposal amount(low) 187(14.4%)

subjective perception(high)
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2-1). A, 58 29l AR MEAED B 2vRe) X5 Auolgsea &
A avgelgon AT AUy uET gy 2 ArE 59 Arw 54

At

A&k tH(Table 2—-1).

ZH|RRe] A2} V) aelal S WS 8 SO AFE T PsorE AFTE,
WA 2 Folth B ATE SAF 2yl PR o), aulxe] ARF AF o) A5
e, A, A /14, Anfate] 4] oo AXE oM, X8 A5 Tl e e
A3 Auolg w2l 9w AR 5 A9 /18, SRA TR, AT eise) Al 1
< AAEGith M3 AR E EUE of (Eberle et al. 2022) 2.2 -5} TH Table 2—2).
she, /A, B W o), AegAe mvtew, AT BAR Wi g AE o
A% Azlgel A P2 Fom ABA 0, A AR, wlo] o3, SR, A5 58
&, A s, Ee(HEeAas) o2, A E3Fsl o vH(Table 2-3).
Q128 ohtf mi wErE Frsierh e
Table 2—1. Motivation, opportunity, capability
M F
Variable Variable composition (S?)a)n rec(lol/loe)ncy
You often change your diet because you want to
Diversit Pursuit of experience a variety of flavors. 3.369
¥ diversity When choosing food, you prioritize taste over price (0.640)
You enjoy trying new foods.
. . 3.862
Health concern You are interested in health. (0.503) -
Health 3618
Health status ~ How would you describe your health status normally? 0.632) -
The importance Eagng meals .toge.ther w1th' family holds significant
of family importance in dietary habits. 3.592 B
M I eat meals with my family (some members or the (0.732)
meals .
o whole family) at least once a day.
LI Dietary - . T . 3.617
; Diet satisfaction I am satisfied with my family's dietary habits. (0.556)
Z I strive to eat the five basic food groups at each meal
. Nutritious and for nutritional balance. 3.503 _
; healthy diet I eat a variety of foods evenly to ensure adequate (0.683)
o nutritional intake.
n Food safety I refrain from consuming food that may be harmful or 3.843 a
awareness suspected of being spoiled, even if it's wasteful. (0.839)
Safet Safe eating I tend to prioritize safety over price or taste when 3.514 B
Y habits choosing food. (0.806)
pursuit
Willingness to
e . . 3.549
pay for safe I am willing to pay a higher price for safer food. -
0.577)
food
3.692
ﬁ;vgsgess Efforts I make efforts to reduce food waste. (0.583) -
t 7
:ZZiition Importance Reducing food waste is important. (?). 522) -
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Table 2—1. Continued

products

M F
Variable Variable composition (Sél:)a)n re((](l;oe)ncy
I tend to eat simple meals with bread or fruit rather
than rice.
. Pursuit of I often use Home Meal Replacement (HMR). 2.942
Convenience . .
convenience  When purchasing food, I prefer pre—packaged products (0.837)
and pre—processed agricultural products (cut, washed,
etc.).
I try to avoid eating unhealthy foods as much as
Pursuit of possible.
3.590
O Safety health and T tend to eat regular meals. ©0.577) -
P safety When choosing food, 1 prioritize safety over price or
P taste.
© I tend to compare prices from different companies for
f the same product before making a purchase.
t Pursuit of When buying food, I check the quality level in relation 3.308
u Economy : _
economy to the price. (0.629)
? I also often make a shopping list before purchasing
: groceries.
y Visiting a grocery store to purchase groceries.
Cooking and consuming purchased ingredients at home.
COVID-19 V1s1tm.g an external restaurant to consume food. 3293
Ordering food cooked at an external restaurant for (0.633) -
(_:OVI_D_19 concer delivery to your home and consuming it there. ’
situation Visiting an external restaurant to have food prepared,
packaged, and consuming it at home.
COVID-19 Experience with a confirmed COVID infection - 244(18.7%)
status No experience with a confirmed COVID infection - 1,059(81.3%)
Community—based waste management - 306(23.5%)
Cost of disposal Individual-based waste management - 894(68.6%)
Individual disposal (at no cost, inquire) - 103(7.9%)
: Apartment - 677(52.0%)
A Disposal o _ ) .
b ability Living place Townhouse/Multi—family dwelling - 219(16.8%)
i Single—family/Other - 407(31.2%)
1 Knowledge of  Know - 1,23895.0%)
! disposal ,
t methods Don’t know - 65(5.0%)
y
I am aware of the harmful factors in the production,
Consumer distribution, and consumption stages of food
Consumer . . 3.451
ability capacity for I am knowledgeable about safe storage and cooking ©0.676) -
stability methods for various types of agricultural and food "
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Table 2—1. Continued

Mean  Frequency

Variable Variable composition D) @)
I Purchasing agricultural and food products with GAP
Utilization of [ . .
. and HACCP certification helps in selecting safe food
agricultural . 3.435
To ensure the purchase of safe agricultural and food -
and food S : (0.700)
labeling products, priority is given to purchasing products
certified with GAP and HACCP.
The labeling of agricultural and food products
A displayed on packaging, store shelves, etc., including
b Consumer information such as the manufacturer and location,
. ability contents, quantity, grade, etc., all become important
i information for product selection.
: Packaging I always carefully check the information displayed on 3.465 B
. information packaging, store shelves, etc., when purchasing (0.598)
agricultural and food products.
Y When selecting agricultural and food products, I
prioritize nutritional content.
I refer to the nutrition facts label when making
purchasing decisions for food
Consurmer Efforts to Reduc%ng food waste is crucial for conserving the 3792
effort reduce food environment. (0.543) -
waste We don’t leave food uneaten at home or in restaurants.

Abbreviations: COVID-19: Coronavirus disease=2019; GAP: Good Agricultural Practice; HACCP: Hazard Analysis
Critical Control Point

Table 2—2. Food purchasing behavior

Variables Variable composition frequency (%)

Food expenditure scale Decreased 36 individuals( 2.8%)
compared to the previous Unchanged 761 individuals(58.4%)
year Increased 506 individuals(38.8%)

Less than 400,000 won 276 individuals(21.2%)

Monthly food purchasing ~ 400,000 won to less than 800,000 won 604 individuals(46.3%)

Food expenses 800,000 won to less than 1,200,000 won 288 individuals(22.1%)
purchasing 1,200,000 won or more 135 individuals(10.4%)
behavior Daily, more than 2-3 times a week 558 individuals(42.9%)

Frequency of food purchases Once a week 548 individuals(42.0%)

Once every two weeks or less frequently 197 individuals(15.1%)
) ) ) Do not purchase 653 individuals(50.1%)

Exp erlenc'e in purchasing Rarely purchase 396 individuals(30.4%)

eco—friendly products
Purchase frequently 254 individuals(19.5%)
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Table 2—3. Demographic factors

Variables Variable composition Frequency (%)
Male 150 individuals (11.5%)
Gender o
Female 1153 individuals (88.5%)
) Unmarried 397 individuals (30.5%)
Marital status i s
Married 906 individuals (69.5%)
. Below high school graduate 786 individuals (60.3%)
Education . s
High school graduate or above 517 individuals (39.7%)
MZ generation (1985-2005) 103 individuals (7.9%)
X generation (1975-1984) 235 individuals (18.0%)
Generation Active senior (1965-1974) 376 individuals (28.9%)
" Senior (1955-1964) 384 individuals (29.5%)
zirtrcl)i)frap ' Elderly (1954 and earlier) 205 individuals (15.7%)
Less than 2 million won 249 individuals (19.1%)
2 million won to less than 4 million won 483 individuals (37.1%)
Income

4 million won to less than 6 million won

6 million won or more

372 individuals (28.5%)
199 individuals (15.3%)

Single
Two
Three

Household size

Four or more

398 individuals (30.5%)
460 individuals (35.3%)
254 individuals (19.5%)
191 individuals (14.7%)

Dual~income

Dual-income status

No dual-income

593 individuals (65.5%)
312 individuals (34.5%)

Abbreviations: MZ generation: Millennials and generation Z
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Table 3. Factors which influence

food waste disposal behavior

Objective disposal

amount

0: low vs 1: high

Subjective perception of
disposal amount
0: low vs 1: high

Variables B SE  Wald B SE  Wald
Diversity Diversity pursuit 0.454"  0.169 7.197 0.508"  0.192 7.008
Health Health concern —0.252* 0.191 1.749 —0.150*** 0.205 0.537
Perceived health status 0.370 0.144 6.595 0.708 0.165 18.394
Importance of family meals 0.144 0.151 0.909 0.051 0.172 0.087
Dietary habits Satisfaction with dietary habits 0.373"  0.165 5.132 0.397°  0.191 4.315
Motivation Nutrition and healthy dietary habits 0.177 0.158 1.254 -0.219 0.181 1.468
Safety pursuit -0.127  0.109 1.348 -0.529"" 0.125 17.823
Safety pursuit Food safety awareness 0.161 0.122 1731 0.274 0.143 3.643
Willingness to pay for safe food 0.090 0.148 0.369 0.228 0.167 1.864
Perception of reducing  Efforts to reduce food waste -0.121 0.179 0.457 0.341 0.200 2.925
food waste Importance of reducing food waste disposal -0.202  0.180 1.268 -0.241 0.202 1.418
Convenience Convenience pursuit 0.136 0126 1.163 0.564"" 0.141 16.070
Stability Pursuit of health and safety -0.068 0.176 0.148 -0.718""  0.208 11.943
Opportunities  Economy Economic pursuit -0.158 0.152 1.085 0.007 0.169 0.002
COVID-19 situation  C0nCer about COVID-19 0.493:* 0.149 10.944 0.724:* 0.164 19.375
Experience with COVID-19 0.528 0.213 6.141 0.775 0.254 9.305
Handling costs Food waste disposal costs — group vs. individual payment -0.795""" 0.203 15.399 -0.815"" 0.228 12.821
Food waste disposal costs — group vs. inquired -0.738 0.388 3.615 -0.759 0.418 3.295
, _ Single vs. apartment 0.6901" 0221 9.751 0329 0254 1.679
Disposal environment i . . ) . .
Single vs. townhouse/multi—family dwelling 0.551 0.261 4.455 0.632 0.318 3.950
Ability Knowledge of storage methods 0.634 0.396 2.565 —0.093 0.452  0.042
Consumer capacity Safety consumer capacity -0.439""  0.151 8.387 —-0.222 0.166 1.781
Utilization of agricultural and food labeling -0.202  0.142 2.018 0.180 0.162 1.224
Packaging information -0.104 0.194 0.289 -0.004 0.219 0.000
Consumer effort Efforts to reduce food waste -0.373"  0.172 4.736 -0.096 0.198 0.234
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Table 3. Continued

Objective disposal

amount
0: low vs 1: high

Subjective perception of

disposal amount
0: low vs 1t high

Changes in the food expenditure scale 0.360" 0.147 6.012 0.277 0.167 2.738

Food Food purchase Food purchasing expenses 0.011 0.114 0.010 -0.087 0.132  0.431

purchasing Frequency of food purchases -0.112 0.122 0.838 0.212 0.137 2.380

behavior _ _ Eco—friendly experience — none vs. frequent 0.881""" 0.224 15508 -0.440  0.255 2.985
Purchasing behavior . . .

Eco—friendly experience — none vs. rare 0.378 0.189 3.977 -0.218 0.229  0.905

Gender Gender (Male: 0, Female: 1) -0.373 0.319 1.366 0.062 0.378 0.027

Marital status Married (Unmarried: 0, Married: 1) -0.283 0.344 0.674 -0.501 0.414 1.467

Generation: MZ X generation 0.630 0.385 2.673 0.765 0.431 3.147

Generation Generation: MZ_Active Senior 0.411 0.378 1.184 0.404 0.416 0.946

) Generation: MZ,_Senior 0.319 0.388 0.676 0.191 0.425 0.203

Demographics - - - -

Household Single—person household vs. multi—person household (Single: 0, Muld: 1) —0.235*** 0.174 1.818 0.180*** 0.199 0.817

Increase in household members 0.694 " 0.122 32.099 0.617 0.142 18.766

Dual-income Dual~income household (No dual-income: 0, Dual-income: 1) 0.000 0.193 0.000 0.197 0.218 0.812

Education Education level (Below high school: 0, High school and above: 1) -0.440"  0.190 5.369 —0.020 0.215 0.009

Income Income level -0.080  0.116 0.471 -0.039 0.133 0.088

Constant term -3.132 1.336  5.492 -8.241 1.574 27.407

x(p)=228.146"""

Nagelkerke

R-square=0.299

x2(p)=349.022"""

Nagelkerke

R-square=0.455

ok

"p<0.05, “"p<0.01, ""p<0.001

Abbreviations : COVID-19: Coronavirus disease=2019
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Table 4. Differences in group—specific characteristics

pAe:cC:prgfn Underestimation Overestimation e
(0=1043) (n=71) (n=189)
Male 129(12.4%) 5( 7.0%) 16( 8.5%)
Gender 3.856
Female 914(87.6%) 66( 93.0%) 173( 91.5%)
Marital Single 340(32.6%) 18( 25.4%) 39( 20.6%) 11737
status Married 703(67.4%) 53( 74.6%) 150( 79.4%)
] Below high school graduate 650(62.3%) 48( 67.6%) 88( 46.6%) -
Education 18.267
High school graduate or above 393(37.7%) 23( 32.4%)  101( 53.4%)
MZ generation 79( 7.6%) 6( 8.5%) 18( 9.5%)
X generation 184(17.6%) 9( 12.7%) 42( 22.2%)
Generation  Active senior 287(27.5%) 22( 31.0%) 67( 35.4%) 15.520°
Senior 319(30.6%) 24( 33.8%) 41( 21.7%)
Elderly 174(16.7%) 10( 14.1%) 21( 11.1%)
Less than 2 million won 214(20.5%) 11( 15.5%) 24( 12.7%)
2 million won to less than 4 million won  399(38.3%) 29( 40.8%) 55( 29.1%) .
Income - . 23.847
4 million won to less than 6 million won — 282(27.0%) 24( 33.8%) 66( 34.9%)
6 million won or more 148(14.2%) 7C 9.9%) 44( 23.3%)
Dual-income Dual-income 451(64.3%) 34( 65.4%) 108( 71.1%) 2495
status No dual-income 250(35.7%) 18( 34.6%) 44( 28.9%)
S Residential type 520(49.9%) 48( 67.6%)  109( 57.7%)
?y;se‘de““al Townhouse/multi~family dwelling 183(17.5%) 6( 85%)  30( 15.9%) 12.018
Single—family/Other 340(32.6%) 17( 23.9%) 50( 26.5%)
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Table 4. Continued

p/zrcc?;zfn Underestimation Overestimation o
(0=1043) (n=71) (n=189)
Single 342(32.8%) 19( 26.8%) 37( 19.6%)
Household ~ Two 361(34.6%) 26( 36.6%) 73( 38.6%) 18.637"
size Three 197(189%)  10( 149%)  47( 18.5%)
Four or more 143(13.7%) 16( 22.5%) 32( 16.9%)
Food Decreased 33( 3.2%) 1( 1.4%) 2( 1.0%)
expenditure ) nged 590(56.6%)  45( 63.4%)  126( 66.7%)  9.065
compared to
previous year Increased 420(40.2%) 25( 35.2%) 61( 32.3%)
Monthly  Less than 40,000 won 23102.1%) 160 35.2%)  29( 15.3%)
food 40,000 won to less than 80,000 won 486(46.6%) 35( 49.3%) 83( 43.9%) 20729"
purchasing 80,000 won to less than 120,000 won 212(20.3%) 12( 16.9%) 64( 33.9%) '
€xpenses 120,000 won or more 114(10.9%) 8( 11.3%) 13( 6.9%)
Frequency of Every day, 2-3 times a week 434(41.6%) 23( 32.4%) 101( 53.4%)
food Once a week 439(42.1%)  35( 49.3%) T4( 39.2%) 17272
purchases Once every two weeks or less frequently 170(14.3%) 13( 18.3%) 14( 7.4%)
Confirmed absence 854(81.9%) 55( 77.5%) 150( 79.4%)
COVID-19 . 1.380
Confirmed presence 189(18.1%) 16( 22.5%) 39( 20.6%)
Food waste Group payment disposal 711(68.2%) 47( 66.2%) 136( 72.0%)
disposal Individual payment disposal 235(22.5%) 21( 29.6%) 50( 26.5%) 15.952""
method Individual disposal (No disposal cost: Inquired) 97( 9.3%) 30 4.2%) 3( 1.6%)
Food waste  Aware 991(95.5%) 65( 91.5%) 182( 96.3%)
disposal 2.454
knowledge ~ Unaware 52( 5.0%) 6( 8.5%) 7C 3.7%)
Less than 500 ml 516(49.5%) 0C 0.0%) 189(100.0%) -
Unaware 253.036
500 ml or more 527(50.5%) 71(100.0%) 0( 0.0%)
Opinion on  Disposes less 516(49.5%)  71(100.0%) 0 0.0%)
food waste 249.793
disposal Disposes more 527(50.5%) 0 0.0%) 189(100.0%)
Eco—friendly Do not purchase 202(19.4%) 21( 29.6%) 31( 16.4%)
food Rarely purchase 308(29.5%) 17( 23.9%) 71( 37.6%) 10.085"
purchase Frequently purchase 533(51.1%) 33( 46.5%) 87( 46.0%)

T

*p<0.05, “"p<0.01, "*"p<0.001

o] EAS H438F A7} (Table 4), A& F-(x2=
11.737, p<0.01), 258 %E(52=18.267, p<0.001),
A (42=15.520, p<0.05), 25 (42=23.847, p<
0.01), A8 el (x2=12.018, p<0.05), 7} T4
(#2=18.637, p<0.01), AJ&vju]& = NI (y2=

20.720, p<0.001), 2% 228|7] H2g4] (2=
15.952, p<0.01), S21% 2d)7]2] 284 wl&
(x2=253.036, p<0.001)3} 2= X ZH(2=249.793,
p<0.001) B F8Hd AlF7(52=10.085, p<0.05)
solA Fehd Zpolzt QUek B AT E B
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Table 5. Factors influencing perceived food waste disposal amount by type
Reference group (Accurate perception) Underestimation Overestimation
B SE Wald B SE Wald
Constant term 1.280 2.529 0.256 -6.821 1.878 13.187
Diversity Diversity pursuit 0.301 0.333 0.820  0.053 0.228 0.054
Health Health concern 0.115 0.359 0.103  0.189 0.270 0.491
Perceived health status -0.077 0.293 0.069  0.244 0.198 1.517
Importance of family meals -0.049 0.296 0.028 -0.295 0.205 2.080
Dietary habits Satisfaction with dietary habits -0.226 0.345 0.430 -0.277 0.211 1.723
Motivation Nutrition and healthy dietary habits 0.827" 0.348 5.659 -0.126 0.212 0.355
Food safety awareness 0.004 0.226 0.000 -0.362" 0.142 6.475
Safety pursuit Pursuit of safe dietary habits -0.091 0.249 0.134  0.023 0.159 0.021
Willingness to pay for safe food 0.554 0.323 2,935 0416 0.211 3.865
Perception of reducing  Efforts to reduce food waste 0.292 0.350 0.695 112477 0303 13.735
food waste Importance of reducing food waste disposal -0.658 0.358 3.378  -0.452 0.245 3.409
Convenience Convenience pursuit -0.348 0.248 1.977 0432 0.173 6.208
Stability Pursuit of health and safety 0.437 0.365 1433 -0.641 0.238 7.258
Opportunities  Economy Economic pursuit -0.881"" 0.271 10.541 -0.158 0.207 0.580
COVID-19 situation Conce.rn ab01.1t COVID-19 -0.246 0.274 0.803  0.035 0.204 0.029
Experience with COVID-19 0.128 0.396 0.105 0.116 0.267 0.188
. Food waste disposal — group vs. individual payment 0.012 0.385 0.001  0.158 0.261 0.367
Handling costs ) o
Ability Food waste disposal — group vs. inquired -2.497 1.169 4562 -1.298 0.668 3.780
. . Single vs. apartment 0.579 0.454 1.628 -0.419 0.284 2.179
Disposal environment : . . )
Single vs. townhouse/multi—family dwelling -1.160 0.824 1.983 -0.383 0.333 1.324
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Table 5. Continued

Reference group (Accurate perception) Underestimation Overestimation
B S.E Wald B SE Wald

Knowledge of storage methods 0.910 0.632 2.071 -0.613 0.538 1.302
Consumer capacity Safety consumer capacity 0.023 0.296 0.006 0.527: 0.222 5.642
Ability Utilization of agricultural and food labeling -0.003 0.281 0.000 0.518 0.193 7.225
Packaging information -0.456 0.396 1.323  0.047 0.266 0.031
Consumer effort Efforts to reduce food waste -0.235 0.350 0.453  0.314 0.229 1.874
Changes in the food expenditure scale -0.194 0.308 0.399 -0.312 0.190 2.679
Food Food purchase Food purchasing expenses -0.112 0.232 0.233  -0.212 0.147 2.069
purchasing Frequency of food purchases -0.392 0.226 2998  0.224 0.161 1.947
behavior ) ) Eco—friendly experience — none vs. frequent 0.981" 0.450 4760 -1.303"" 0.309 17.761

Purchasing behavior . . .
Eco—friendly experience — none vs. rare 0.357 0.436 0.670 -0.521 0.230 5.144
Gender Gender (Male: 0, Female: 1) 0.131 0.666 0.039  0.848 0.469 3.273
Marital status Married (Unmarried: 0, Married: 1) -0.330 0.719 0.210 -0.150 0.452 0.111
Generation: MZ_X generation -0.356 0.780 0.208 -0.474 0.478 0.983
Generation Generation: MZ_Active Senior -0.193 0.754 0.066 -0.554 0.476 1.354
Generation: MZ_Senior 0.213 0.748 0.081 -0.487 0.492 0.981

Single—person household vs. multi-person household N
Demographics  Houschold Single: 0, Multiz 1) -0.294 0.332 0.783  0.499 0.236 4.486
Increase in household members 0.369 0.235 2454 -0.205 0.153 1.808
Dual-income Dual-income household (No dual-income: 0, 0150 0390 0.148 0314 0.255 1.511

Dual-income: 1)
Education Educatio? level (Below high school: 0, High school and 0,079 0.382 0043 0527 0.240 4.845
above: 1)

Income Income level -0.217 0.241 0.809  0.093 0.151 0.382

x 2(p)=209.132(p=0.000), Nagelkerke R—-square=0.175

*p<0.05, “"p<0.01,

ECE]

p<0.001
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