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THE VICE AND VIRTUE OF ON-THE-GO CONSUMPTION: AN EXPLORATORY 
SEGMENTATION 

Abstract  

The consumption of on-the-go food and beverages is increasingly common among today’s time-pressed 
consumers, yet it has not been thoroughly investigated. Drawing on behavioral decision theory, this 
research blended attitudinal and behavioral elements of decision-making to examine the heterogeneity 
of on-the-go consumption (OTG) preferences. Data from 433 respondents were collected via a self-
administered online questionnaire, with three on-the-go consumption segments identified via latent 
class analysis: Frequent Vice, Occasional OTG, and Conflicted Health-Conscious consumers. The 
different on-the-go consumption patterns of these segments provide opportunities for retailers to tap 
into and target such unique behaviors and attitudes. 
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THE VICE AND VIRTUE OF ON-THE-GO CONSUMPTION: AN EXPLORATORY 
SEGMENTATION 

1. Introduction 

Today’s material, social, and cultural world operates at an ever-increasing pace (Rosa et al., 

2017), with the way food is consumed a manifestation of this phenomena (Benoit et al., 2016; Heider 

and Moeller, 2012). Such food consumption has been examined in several fundamentally distinct 

contexts: convenience (e.g. pre-packaged food); out-of-home (e.g. restaurant or fast-food); and on-the-

go (OTG) (e.g. eating on the run). Convenience food consumption defines a category of food (e.g. 

commercially pre-prepared and ready-to-eat), out-of-home the external place of consumption (e.g. 

office or restaurant), while OTG relates to the complementary activity taking place (e.g. being in 

transit). In essence, OTG consumption does not involve a spatial specification (Benoit et al., 2016); it 

is a behavioral phenomenon where food is consumed while on the run, whether picking up children, 

racing between meetings or skipping traditional at-home meal occasions (e.g. breakfast) (Price, 2016). 

We define OTG consumption as a subset of out-of-home consumption, relating to the purchase 

and immediate consumption (when commuting or travelling) of food and beverages. Compared to more 

traditional, planned and temporal food consumption, OTG consumption is more ad libitum, embodying 

convenience and immediacy (Malison, 2016). To date, researchers have been focused on the broader 

domains of in-home or out-of-home consumption (Edwards et al., 2013; Mullick et al., 2017; Nayga 

and Capps, 1992; Richards et al., 2012), while OTG consumption is a more specific and novel 

consumption behavior. It is therefore necessary to better understand today’s OTG consumption 

behaviors, where macro societal shifts have influenced changes, including consumers’ eating routines, 

more females in the workforce, increased working hours, more extracurricular school activities, and the 

decreasing cost of convenient products (Janssen et al., 2018; Jones et al., 2014; Skoda, 2017; Welch et 

al., 2009).  

The minimal focus on OTG consumption (e.g. Benoit et al., 2016; Heider and Moeller, 2012) 

is echoed by the way in which market data is reported. For instance, the value of the overall snacking 

market in the USA, including in- and out-of-home snacking, has been estimated at US$89 billion and 

continues to grow at nearly 3% per annum (Hirsch, 2017). According to Nielsen (2018), the US OTG 

snacking sub-category was US$1.1 billion in 2017, based on an annual growth rate of 10% between 

2012 and 2016; however, these while these figures are specific to OTG consumption, they exclude OTG 

meal consumption. Regardless of the figures used to gauge market size and opportunity, OTG 

consumption is increasingly having an impact on food and beverage consumer behavior (Adams, et al., 

2015; Benoit et al., 2016; Heider and Moeller, 2012; Lachat, et al., 2012).  

This study contributes to the broader research domain of out-of-home consumption (Edwards 

et al., 2013; Mullick et al., 2017; Nayga and Capps, 1992; Richards et al., 2012), based on its focus on 

the unique OTG consumption. It helps to extend knowledge of the differences and commonalities within 
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OTG consumption, with a particular focus on consumer choice of relative vice (unhealthy) or virtue 

(healthy) products, an important consideration within the often time pressed consumption occasion of 

eating when on-the-go. This was achieved via an exploratory study involving consumer segmentation 

based on attitudinal, behavioral, and socio-demographic characteristics of OTG consumption, and the 

use of behavioral decision theory which resulted in a segmentation typology. From a managerial 

perspective, this study will help retailers to identify and understand heterogeneous consumer groups, to 

more efficiently allocate resources to better meet emerging OTG consumption needs.  

In the next section of this paper, a theoretical background has been provided as a foundation 

for the segmentation. Then after outlining the research methodology that was employed, this study’s 

OTG consumption segments are identified and discussed. This is followed by a discussion on the 

potential advancement of theory and management practices based on this research, followed by the 

scope for future research being presented. 

2. OTG consumption decision-making 

Most out-of-home OTG consumption occurs when commuting or travelling, involving an array 

of options where consumers often have to choose between vice and virtue products, which can cause 

intrapersonal dilemmas (Wertenbroch, 1998). Past research suggests OTG consumption is distinct from 

other food and drink consumption settings, such as convenience retail consumption (Benoit et al., 2016). 

In particular, the short-term and hedonic benefits of OTG consumption have been identified as the key 

drivers behind the decision to purchase and consume products on the go. In framing the OTG 

consumption decision process within this study, behavioral decision theory was used to profile 

consumers in terms of influential attitudinal and behavioral variables. This helped to provide a more 

nuanced perspective on the heterogeneous preferences of consumers when purchasing food and 

beverages to consume on the go.  

It has previously been identified that OTG consumption purchasing can occur at various 

locations (e.g. convenience and fast-food stores, cafés, vending machines), across a range of occasions 

(e.g. main meal, snack) and times of day (e.g. morning, evening) (Benoit et al., 2016; Binkley, 2006; 

Heider and Moeller, 2012; Nago et al., 2014). Furthermore, such purchase decisions are often pending 

between vice and virtue alternatives, with former research highlighting the potential impact of various 

attitudinal and behavioral factors including the decision between immediate and delayed consumption, 

time pressures, choice availability, and even the mere availability of vice choices (Hui et al., 2009; 

Okada, 2005; Milkman et al., 2015; Mishra and Mishra, 2011; Wertenbroch, 1998). Vice products are 

those OTG products that provide immediate pleasure (e.g. chocolate) but contribute to negative long-

term outcomes (e.g. weight gain). In contrast, virtue products are less gratifying and appealing in the 

short term (e.g. fruit) but have less negative long-term consequences (e.g. are healthier), meaning they 

are often more prudent choices (Wertenbroch, 1998). 
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2.1 Attitudinal variables influencing OTG consumption 

Many retail settings that serving OTG consumption needs, such as convenience stores, are 

regarded as comparatively unhealthy based on their availability of relative vice products (Heider and 

Moeller, 2012). Health orientation is therefore likely to influence OTG consumption decisions, with 

more health-conscious consumers applying mechanisms such as behavioral self-control (Ainslie, 1975) 

or distancing (Rook and Hoch, 1985) to avoid (or minimize) relative vice purchases (Dunn et al., 2011). 

Although behavioral decision theory suggests inter-temporal preference reversal can arise during OTG 

consumption, with disproportionate weight given to short-term benefits and costs (Ainslie, 1975). As 

such, temporally inconsistent preferences can emerge when the OTG purchase leads to immediate 

gratification, meaning the resultant choice may not be what is preferred in the long term. Such 

inconsistency has implications for behavioral decision theory and has been employed to explain a range 

of consumption phenomena. Thus, based on the likelihood of consumers being faced with an array of 

vice alternatives, it was assumed in this study that OTG consumers with high health orientation are 

more likely to make poor short-term choices including purchasing relative vice products against their 

long-term health goals. 

Furthermore, time pressure has been shown to impact consumer decision-making in a number 

of contexts, including food consumption (Jabs and Devine, 2006) and in particular OTG consumption 

(Vermeir and Van Kenhove, 2005). In an OTG consumption context, time pressure is likely to impact 

both the choice of outlet and choice of product. That is, many time-pressured consumers want to quickly 

obtain the desired product (Berry et al., 2002; Herrington and Capella, 1995; Maggioni, 2016; Skallerud 

et al., 2009), so may choose, for example, a convenience store or drive-through outlet. Compared to 

traditional outlets, convenience stores are focused on saving consumers time, with their design 

purposefully tailored to enhance transaction speed (Bianchi, 2009). In terms of choice of product, time 

pressure means that less weight is placed on positive compared to negative product information (Wright, 

1974). Behavioral decision theory provides insight on how OTG consumers cope with time-pressured 

decision-making, such as via filtering (only processing some information) and/or omission (ignoring 

some information) (Miller, 1960). It was therefore assumed in this study that time pressure is a 

significant driver of OTG consumption, with high (low) time pressure leading to more (less) frequent 

OTG consumption. 

Many outlets catering to OTG consumption (e.g. convenience stores) charge a premium price 

for products (Crafton, 1979; Henson, 1996). As such, an understanding of consumer willingness to pay 

(WTP) is important OTG consumption, as it is a variety of service (Zeithaml et al., 1996), brand 

(Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001) and retail (Ba and Pavlou, 2002) contexts. With regards to OTG 

consumption, such research has considered WTP and the trade-offs consumers often make (Crafton, 

1979), with results suggesting this is influenced on their value placed on time, which are related 

household income level (Anselmsson et al., 2007; Tikkanen and Vääriskoski, 2010). Thus, in this study 
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it was anticipated that OTG consumers’ WTP relates to the urgency of the purchase situation, with high 

WTP more likely in for time-pressured shoppers. 

Furthermore, with behavioral decision theory positing an ongoing debate in the literature with 

regard to consumer choice complexity, there appears to be tension between the ‘more-is-better’ 

(Baumol and Ide, 1956) and ‘choice-overload’ views (Iyengar and Lepper, 2000) with regards to OTG 

consumption. Although some more recent research has challenged this common perspective, indicating 

that expanding assortment size can have a positive effect (Mathmann et al., 2017; Scheibehenne et al., 

2010). Regardless, choice availability is a critical factor in today’s crowded marketplace (Nayeem and 

Casidy, 2015). Among consumers sensitive to choice overload, the availability of too many options can 

cause confusion and difficulty in making an OTG consumption choice. While some are initially 

attracted by stores with a wide variety of options, there can be adverse consequences as the complexity 

of the decision-making exceeds the consumer’s cognitive resources (Sproles and Kendall, 1986), 

resulting in decreased motivation to choose, commit to a choice, or make any choice (Iyengar and 

Lepper, 2000). It was therefore anticipated in this study that where choice overload is experienced, sub-

optimal OTG consumption decisions are more likely to be made, such as a health-oriented consumer 

resorting to the purchase of a relative vice product. 

 

2.2 Behavioral variables influencing OTG consumption 

In comparison with other consumption activities, OTG consumption is often impulse-driven, 

leading to unplanned shopping activities (Shiv and Fedorikhin, 1999; Sproles and Kendall, 1986), as 

well as vice purchases. Such impulse purchases are unplanned by definition, with consumers typically 

experiencing a sudden, strong and irresistible urge (Beatty and Farrel, 1998). Past research suggests 

that a large proportion of consumption occurs on impulse (e.g. Bellenger et al., 1976). When making 

impulse purchases, consumers typically feel uplifted and that their need for fun and novelty has been 

fulfilled (Hausman, 2000).  

Despite such positivity, psychological conflict can arise from an incongruence between 

immediate emotional (i.e. short-term desires) and cognitive (i.e. evaluation of long-term consequences) 

consumption preferences (Dholakia, 2000). In line with this view, behavioral decision theory suggests 

that self-control problems can arise from impulsive behavior. For instance, impulsive consumers may 

find themselves making temptation-oriented choices against their own better judgment. In such 

situations, the immediately-realized utility of consumption conflicts with maximizing higher-order, 

long-term utility (e.g. Loewenstein, 1996; Rachlin, 1995). It was therefore assumed in this study that 

consumers with high (low) impulsiveness are more likely to have high (low) levels of vice product 

purchasing within OTG decision-making contexts. 

Another important behavioral variable impacting OTG consumption is that of repetition in 

consumption patterns, which are a central feature of daily life (Murray, 2005; Wood and Neal, 2009). 

Habitual OTG consumption captures the extent that such behavior is part of consumers’ daily lives and 
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routines. Habit is an important consideration, as much of everyday behavior, including consumption 

behavior, is repeated daily (Neal et al., 2006; Wood et al., 2002). That is, consumers often buy the same 

products across different shopping episodes (Seetharaman, 2004), purchase the same volume across 

repeat visits (Vogel et al., 2008), and consume similar types of food and drinks each meal time (Khare 

and Inman, 2006). Such habitual behavior is aimed at reducing consumers’ mental and physical 

consumption efforts (Amine, 1998). It was therefore assumed in this study that where consumers report 

OTG consumption as habitual, purchase frequency is likely to be high.  

 

2.3 Socio-demographic variables influencing OTG consumption 

Other research has shown that individuals that are socio-demographically similar often display 

similar shopping behaviors (Engel et al., 1995), which influence consumption (Carpenter, 2008). Socio-

demographic variables such as age, gender, work status, and income all impact differently on patronage 

context (Fox et al., 2004; Raajpoot et al., 2008), and are therefore important in profiling consumer 

segments (Konus et al., 2008; Sands et al., 2016). For example, in an investigation of out-of-home food 

consumption, McCracken and Brandt (1987) found that socio-demographic aspects such as 

employment status, ethnic background, and household composition influence consumer expenditure. In 

the OTG consumption context, males have often been identified as more common consumers (e.g. 

Kalwaij and Salverda, 2007; Lim et al., 2007), while females are more likely to make planned 

consumption purchases form a grocery store (Heider and Moeller, 2012). Level of education also 

appears to have an impact on OTG consumption patterns, with less educated consumers more likely to 

purchase unhealthy, or vice, food options (Miura et al., 2012).  

 

2.4 Summary of OTG consumer segmentation variables 

This study’s literature review led to the use of attitudinal, behavioral, and socio-demographic 

variables to develop our conceptual framework of OTG consumption (see Figure 1 below). Former 

consumer segmentation studies across various contexts have used a range of descriptors and 

discriminating variables to segment a consumer market, including attitudinal (e.g. Formica and Uysal, 

1998; Sands et al., 2016) and behavioral (e.g. Bigné and Andreu, 2004; Correia et al., 2009). This study 

drew on the six most common attitudinal and behavioral variables to form the conceptual model’s key 

variables. Covariates were also included to predict the segment membership (Vermunt and Magidson, 

2002), drawing on both socio-demographic (gender, age, income, education, and employment status) 

and purchase-related variables (frequency, typical products (vice or virtue), and to further profile the 

OTG consumer segments.  

 

INSERT FIGURE 1 
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3. Method 

3.1 Data collection and sample profile 

This study’s data were collected via an online survey administered through Amazon 

Mechanical Turk (MTurk), which is commonly used among social science researchers, including for 

experimental, survey data, and segmentation studies (Guttentag et al., 2018; Shank, 2016). Yet while 

MTurk is highly beneficial to data collection, there are limitations based on it being an online self-

reporting tool, including online misrepresentation of the actual population, lack of experimenter control, 

and an inability for experimenters to answer questions and resolve potential confusions (Horton et al., 

2011; Rand, 2012; Thomas and Clifford, 2017). Despite potential limitations, MTurk has been shown 

to be a reliable and valid data collection tool. Despite such limitations, other research has shown that 

MTurk responses are relatively consistent across studies (Rand, 2012), with reliable and valid data 

compared to many offline surveys as well as providing the scope to recruit demographically diverse 

samples (Buhrmester et al., 2011; Paolacci et al., 2010). 

To mitigate the potential downside of using the MTurk methodology, a best-practice 

recommendation was adhered to (Thomas and Clifford, 2017), involving the inclusion of attention 

checks and ‘catch trial’ questions, where respondents had to select a less obvious response 

(Oppenheimer et al., 2009; Paolacci et al., 2010). This also meant that exclusion criteria was used to 

filter problematic respondents, which has been shown to reduce statistical noise without introducing 

significant sampling bias (Thomas and Clifford, 2017), and led to the screening out of 35 respondents 

from this study’s dataset based on poor responses and/or not passing the attention checks. A sample of 

n=433 that had engaged in OTG consumption in the past month remained in the final sample (50.3% 

female, Mage = 38 years old, US residents). This was deemed a sufficient sample size, as it was more 

than 30 times the number of variables in the conceptual model (Dolnicar et al., 2016).  

 

3.2 Measurement of variables and construct validation 

This study’s respondents were asked a series of questions about their OTG consumption 

behavior. To better illustrate their buying process, they were first asked to write a brief description (3-

4 sentences) of a typical OTG consumption experience. The respondents were then asked about the 

specific item(s) they consumed and the context of their purchase situation (e.g. product, time of day), 

with vice versus virtue measured by also prompting them to select the products they typically purchase 

for OTG consumption. Questions relating to the attitudinal and behavioral variables (i.e. habitual 

consumption, WTP a premium, future intention, health orientation, time pressure, impulse behavior, 

choice overload confusion) were then asked (see Appendix A for a list of all scale items). Demographic 

covariates such as gender, age, education, employment status, and income were also included in the 

survey, due to their commonly identified influence on consumption behavior (e.g. Ansari et al., 2008; 

Inman et al., 2004). Furthermore, in line with previous consumer segmentation research (e.g. Konus et 
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al., 2008), post-hoc segmentation analysis was conducted, with the final segments not pre-determined 

and no formal hypotheses developed. However, we pose several assumptions based on the literature 

review, which form the basis of the conceptual model. 

Exploratory factor analysis was also employed to determine the structure of the variables 

included in the conceptual model, with item loadings of .70 or greater and eigenvalues greater than 1 

serving as the item selection criteria (Hair et al., 2010). These results supported a seven-factor solution 

(accounting for 74% of the variance extracted) in line with the a priori defined variables. Additional 

confirmatory factor analysis supported the seven-factor solution (goodness-of-fit index [GFI]=.89; 

comparative fit index [CFI]=.93; root mean squared error of approximation [RMSEA]=.06). Composite 

scores for each variable were obtained by computing the mean scores across the items, showing an 

appropriate level of reliability and validity, with construct reliability coefficients all above the cut-off 

criterion of 0.7 (Hair et al., 2010). See Appendix A for the factor structure, factor loadings and construct 

reliability coefficients. 

 

3.3 Data analysis 

Latent class analysis (LCA) via Latent GOLD® 5.1 software (Vermunt and Magidson, 2002) 

was conducted to explore the extent that the indicators and covariates differed between this study’s 

consumer segments. Such segmentation analysis is commonly employed to understand heterogeneous 

preferences in consumer choices (e.g. Konus et al., 2008), and is a fundamental component of market 

research (Wedel and Kamakura, 2012). LCA extracts several relatively homogeneous groups of 

respondents from heterogeneous data, is model-based true to the measurement level of the data and can 

yield results that better explain consumption behavior (Wedel and Kamakura, 2012). LCA is founded 

on the premise that the population consists of a finite and identifiable number of groups, each of which 

can be characterized by homogeneous preferences underlying their behavior. Even through a non-

strategic lens, segmentation is a powerful descriptive tool, particularly for investigating how consumer 

groups behave (Wedel and Kamakura, 2012). When using LCA in this study, the latent variable 

(consumer segments) was considered categorical, taking on a range of possible values corresponding 

to the segments and with a multinomial logit model used to express the probabilities. 

4. OTG consumption segments 

4.1 Segmentation analysis 

For the segmentation analysis within this study, the convergence criterion was set at 0.000001 

(Collins and Lanza, 2010) with 50 random sets of starting parameters (Masyn, 2013) to reduce the 

likelihood of convergence to local maxima (McCutcheon, 2002). The goal of LCA was to identify the 

most parsimonious model (i.e. smallest number of latent classes), to adequately describe the 

associations between the indicators within the conceptual model. Subsequent models were also 
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estimated with 1 through 10 latent classes to identify the optimal model, with the solutions for each 

model shown in Table 1 below. 

 

INSERT TABLE 1 

 

Multiple criteria were used to select the optimal model from Table 1. First, the Bayesian 

Information Criterion (BIC) was used to compare relative model fit, and the OTG segment profiles 

were then considered in terms of over-extraction, class separation, and interpretability of results (Collins 

and Lanza, 2010; Wedel and Kamakura, 2012; Masyn, 2013). The preferred solution was determined 

as the one with the lowest BIC value, where the consistent Akaike information criterion (CAIC) was 

considered to be an indicator of the optimal model (Collins and Lanza, 2010; Vermunt and Magidson, 

2013), which was the three-segment OTG consumption solution. This solution displayed no evidence 

of over-extraction, as the smallest segment was 17% of the sample, and it also enabled meaningful 

interpretation as the clusters showed strong class separation. In contrast, solutions with additional 

segments resulted in smaller clusters with lower class separation.  

Table 2 below provides a descriptive summary of all indicator and covariate variables (Panel 

A) and profiling variables (Panel B) relative to OTG consumption segment membership. A strong 

positive coefficient means those consumers that score high on a covariate are more likely to appear in 

that relevant segment. Within Panel A, significant covariate coefficients were found for virtue products 

(Wald=23.22, p<0.001), purchase frequency (Wald=17.13, p<0.05), age (Wald=22.44, p<0.01), income 

(Wald=12.61, p<0.05), and education level (Wald=19.69, p<0.01). Employment status, gender, and 

vice product consumption did not vary by OTG consumption segment, despite vice product 

consumption being high across all of them. Furthermore, the profiling variables in Panel B were 

identified as inactive variables that were therefore not included in the specification of OTG consumption 

segment membership, which included OTG consumption outlets and occasions. 

 

INSERT TABLE 2 

 

4.2 Interpretation of the OTG consumption segments 

As shown in this study’s analysis, the OTG consumption segments differ in terms of attitudinal, 

behavioral, and socio-demographic variables. In particular, these findings show that the purchase of 

vice-oriented products was high across all of this study’s OTG consumption segments, suggesting this 

activity often leans more toward relative vice product consumption. In essence, most OTG consumers 

do not prefer virtues over vices (Wertenbroch, 1998), even when health orientation is high, which 

supports the notion of temporary inconsistent preferences (Ainslie, 1975). Table 2 provides a foundation 

to help profile and interpret each of the three OTG consumption segments, which are presented below. 
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Frequent Vice Consumers (Segment 1). In this study, the largest proportion of OTG consumers 

(60%) were labelled as Frequent Vice Consumers, primarily because of their high OTG consumption 

frequency (67% consuming more than weekly, with 10% daily) and high (low) consumption of relative 

vice (virtue) products. It has commonly been recognized that these OTG consumers have a clear 

preference for vice over virtue (Wertenbroch, 1998). In further support of this classification, these OTG 

consumers are the least health-oriented based on their very low relative virtue purchase results and the 

types of outlets they commonly frequent (47% fast-food outlets, 45% drive-through). Their OTG 

consumption is also often a habit, as reflected in the segment’s high mean scores for habitual 

consumption and high frequency of purchase. For example, more than two-thirds (67%) of Frequent 

Vice Consumers purchase and consume OTG more than once a week, indicating this behavior is 

repeated almost daily (Neal et al., 2006; Wood et al., 2002). Furthermore, their OTG consumption is 

often for a main meal, including lunch (49%), breakfast (40%), and dinner (33%). In terms of socio-

demographics, this OTG consumption segment have comparatively low levels of education (10% 

secondary or below) as well as relatively low income (79% below US$60,000 per annum), and are well-

distributed across both gender and age groups. 

Occasional OTG Consumers (Segment 2). The second largest proportion of OTG consumers 

(23%) in this study were defined as Occasional OTG Consumers, primarily because they are the least 

likely to engage in OTG consumption. Their OTG consumption is not part of a habitual pattern, but 

rather more of a weekly (38%) or less than weekly (28%) routine, with 66% of them consuming OTG 

once a week or less. Despite the irregularity of such consumption, these consumers are unlikely to 

purchase virtue products, instead displaying a clear preference for vice over virtue (e.g. Wertenbroch, 

1998). Further supporting this segment classification is that these consumers reported low levels of time 

pressure and impulsiveness, which are traits that often drive OTG consumption (Shiv and Fedorikhin, 

1999; Vermeir and Van Kenhove, 2005). Specifically, low time pressure and occasional OTG 

consumption lead to less frequent OTG consumption. Furthermore, their OTG consumption is often 

from grocery stores, with lunch (41%) and an afternoon snack (36%) the most common purchase 

occasions, which combined with low impulsiveness and time pressure means they are more likely to 

pre-plan their consumption. This means they are also the least affected by choice overload confusion. 

In terms of socio-demographics, the Occasional OTG Consumers were the most likely to be in an older 

age category (23% over 55 years) and have a higher income (37% above US$60,000). 

Conflicted Health-Conscious Consumers (Segment 3). This study’s smallest proportion of OTG 

consumers (17%) were defined as Conflicted Health-Conscious Consumers, which is comprised of 

those that showed the highest levels of health orientation. Yet despite being more health-conscious, this 

consumer segment presented the highest propensity toward both relative vice and virtue products. It 

was therefore surmised in this study that these OTG consumers are the most likely to be conflicted 

given their high levels of relative vice products compared to other segments and their high frequency 

of OTG consumption (19% daily, 53% more than once a week). In line with former research, these 
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consumers appear to seek to maximize the local and immediate utility of consumption, which conflicts 

with maximizing their higher-order motivation of health-orientation (Hausman, 2000; Rook, 1987; 

Wertenbroch, 1998). The consumers in this segment were also identified as highly impulsive and time 

pressured, which are traits that commonly drive OTG consumption (Shiv and Fedorikhin, 1999; 

Vermeir & Van Kenhove, 2005). Further, these consumers most often conduct their OTG consumption 

when having breakfast (51%) or late in the evening (26%). They also displayed a higher degree of 

choice overload confusion and are the most likely to be habitual OTG consumers which has been 

recognized as likely to reduce mental and physical search efforts (Amine, 1998). Furthermore, these 

OTG consumers provide the most beneficial retailer opportunities based on them having the highest 

WTP, which is likely a trade-off associated with low time pressure (Anselmsson et al., 2007), and them 

making purchases across a wide variety of meal and snack occasions. Although these consumers’ lack 

of relatively high levels of income, which is typically associated with WTP (Tikkanen and Vääriskoski, 

2010), is counter-intuitive and requires further investigation. In terms of other socio-demographics, the 

Conflicted Health-Conscious Consumers are generally younger (16% 18-24 years) with have higher 

levels of education (67% bachelor’s degree).  

 

5. Discussion 

In response to today’s increasingly common OTG consumption, retailers have been developing 

‘grab and go’ food options (Nielsen, 2018), and even redesigning stores to capitalize on the phenomena. 

This has often included revising product offerings, shelf space, pricing, and even staff rostering. 

Whether a supermarket, convenience store, or fast-food outlets, the availability of ‘retail-ready’, ‘ready-

made’ ‘ready-to-prepare’, and/or ‘heat and eat’ options is on the rise (de Sena, 2018). Retailers are also 

adapting to the needs of consumers with regard health-conscious (or virtue) product alternatives for 

OTG consumption. However, opportunities still remain to better understand OTG consumption, to 

provide insights to retailers and manufacturers on how to further develop and provide relevant product 

offerings. 

This study builds on existing knowledge of OTG consumption behavior, including expanding 

understanding of food and beverage consumption, and heterogeneous preferences, within the OTG 

consumption context. For example, drawing on behavioral decision theory, these results show that 

heterogeneous preferences within OTG consumption are often driven by attitudinal, behavioral, and 

socio-demographic characteristics. The study also extends existing theory by uncovering how specific 

consumer segments engage in OTG consumption, including how they are driven by virtue and vice 

options. Furthermore, while past research has suggested that self-control issues arise from impulsive 

consumption (Wertenbroch, 1998), and can result in tempting choices, these results indicate that at least 
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in the context of OTG consumption, such impulsiveness does not necessarily influence the decision to 

purchase relative vice products.  

This study has instead found a divergence in the purchasing of virtue and vice products among 

consumers with high levels of impulsiveness, based on two of the OTG consumer segments – Frequent 

Vice Consumers and Conflicted Health-Conscious Consumers – showing high levels of impulse 

behaviors in very different contexts. Among the Frequent Vice Consumers, such impulsive behavior 

leads to the consumption of a high proportion of relative vice products (and minimal virtue-oriented 

products). Yet among the Conflicted Health-Conscious Consumers, it leads to the consumption of a 

high proportion of both relative vice and virtue products, resulting in a OTG consumption conflict. 

Furthermore, while behavioral decision theory foresees health-oriented consumers exercising higher 

levels of self-control with respect to vice product consumption (Hoch and Loewenstein, 1991), this 

study found that the relevant consumer segment had the highest amount of relative vice as well as virtue 

product consumption. This finding provides a more nuanced view of health orientation in the context 

of OTG consumption, indicating that while it has some influence on virtue product purchasing, it does 

not necessarily minimize it.  

This study also provides further insight into the interplay of WTP a premium and health 

orientation within the OTG consumption context. Former research has suggested that the price elasticity 

of food consumed away from home is higher than at home (e..g Andreyeva et al., 2010). Yet this 

research has uncovered that consumers with the highest health orientation also often have the highest 

WTP for OTG consumption of food and drinks. This may be due to the increase in the promotion and 

availability of health-related products within an OTG consumption context (Botterill and Kline, 2007).  

 

5.1 Managerial implications 

While most industry data provides information on the consumption of food and beverages in 

terms of being either inside or outside the home, there are some blurred distinctions, particularly in 

relation to convenience food (e.g. pre-packaged food), out-of-home (e.g. at a restaurant), or OTG 

consumption (e.g. while on the run). This study has delved into the increasingly important OTG 

consumption context, a distinct form of out-of-home consumption that is critical for relevant retail 

managers to understand, based on the increasing competition in terms of convenience store hours and 

availability of OTG consumption options. For instance, some traditional food retailers have moved into 

the OTG consumption space, for instance Tesco and Waitrose in the UK or Whole Foods in the US, as 

well as some non-food retailers (e.g. Boots Pharmacy). 

Another important managerial finding from this research is that three clear OTG consumer 

segments exist, which will help to identify and target specific markets. This includes the largest OTG 

consumption segment of Frequent Vice Consumers (60%), which provides a significant opportunity for 

managers given their frequent purchase and consumption of OTG food and drinks. Although it also 
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needs to be factored in that most of these consumers have a relatively low WTP, meaning that profit 

margins may need to be lower.  

Another important managerial implication is that OTG consumption is predominantly vice-

oriented. It has been identified in this study that regardless of the consumer segment, the consumption 

of vice-oriented products remains high. Only one segment, the Conflicted Health-Conscious Consumer, 

have high levels of virtue product OTG consumption. While this might seem counterintuitive 

considering the contemporary growing importance of health and wellness with regard to food 

consumption, it is possible that the virtue-oriented product category will continue to grow (Gordon and 

Hudson, 2017). Furthermore, from a pricing perspective there is an opportunity to increase profits via 

price discrimination. For instance, by charging premium prices for small sizes of vices relative to the 

corresponding quantity discounts for virtues. For OTG consumers who report high levels of health 

orientation, a price premium will likely be paid for smaller portions of vice products as a means to limit 

their consumption quantity (Wertenbroch, 1998). 

Managers should also factor in that while OTG consumption is often vice-driven, there is still 

a market for virtue-oriented products. The Conflicted Health-Conscious Consumers as defined in this 

study represented 17% of OTG consumption share and reported that they purchase high proportions of 

both vice and virtue products. Thus, it is important to provide a balanced selection of vice and virtue 

products for OTG consumption, to also cater to the health and wellness focused consumers. Targeting 

such consumers might also lead to higher margins, with this study’s Conflicted Health-Conscious 

Consumers showing a higher WTP and to purchase frequently. 

Lastly, this interplay between vice and virtue products could also be an opportunity for 

managers to consider bundling such products as a way to increase sale of virtue-oriented products. Such 

product bundles could address specific OTG consumer segment needs and minimize the confusion that 

is now often generated from choice overload (Gourville and Soman, 2005), and could also be oriented 

toward occasion-based (e.g. working late) or more specific OTG consumption contexts (e.g. guilt-free 

snacks). 

 

5.2 Limitations and future research 

As with all research, these findings are subject to limitations. For example, while drawing on 

behavioral decision theory to integrate the cognitive and emotional dimensions of decision-making in 

terms of cognitive and emotional determinants, this study is naturally limited in the ability to cover all 

possible aspects involved in OTG consumption behavior. Although several cognitive and emotional 

variables from past research were included in the segmentation analysis, there are others that might be 

as important that could guide future research. Specifically, future research could better articulate OTG 

consumption in terms of virtues and vices (Wertenbroch, 1998). This is of particular interest as 

convenience foods are increasingly blending cognitive and emotional elements. For example, a 

prototypically hedonic product such as chocolate can now be consumed for its health and protein source 
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benefits, with Mars Confectionery now manufacturing a protein line of heath supplements (Selby, 

2018). Lastly, this study’s focus on OTG consumption is both a conceptual strength as well as a 

limitation in terms of generalizability. While this study’s consumers were profiled in terms of 

consumption outlets, future research could provide a more granular view of more specific OTG 

consumption settings, such as fast-food restaurants, convenience stores, or traditional retailers.  
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Figure 1. Conceptual model 
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Table 1. Model fit of the latent class models 
Solution Npar LL BIC (LL) CAIC (LL) Class.Err. 
1-segment solution 88 -6490.32 13514.86 13602.86 0.00 
2-segment solution 118 -6266.41 13249.17 13367.16 0.05 
3-segment solution 148 -6160.11 13218.69 13366.68 0.08 
4-segment solution 178 -6095.36 13271.31 13449.30 0.07 
5-segment solution 208 -6039.31 13341.33 13549.33 0.10 
6-segment solution 238 -5999.04 13442.91 13680.91 0.06 
7-segment solution 268 -5946.61 13520.18 13788.18 0.05 
8-segment solution 298 -5914.62 13638.31 13936.31 0.05 
9-segment solution 328 -5845.03 13681.26 14009.25 0.02 
10-segment solution 388 -5822.96 13819.24 14177.24 0.03 

Npar = number of model parameters; LL = final log-likelihood; BIC(LL) = Bayesian information criterion (based on log-
likelihood); CAIC (LL) = consistent Akaike information criterion (based on log-likelihood); Class.Err = classification error. 
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Table 2. OTG consumption segment profiles (n=433) 
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APPENDIX 
 
Appendix A. Exploratory factor and reliability analysis results 

Scale items Factor Loadings 
Habitual OTG Consumption; Adapted from Buckley et al., 2007; AVE = .50; Construct Reliability = .80 

Consuming food and drinks on-the-go is my habit .76 
Eating food and having drinks on-the-go is an important part of my life .59 
Consuming food and drinks on-the-go is a regular part of my eating habit .78 
When I'm out and about, I regularly buy something to eat or to drink along the way .69 

Repurchase Loyalty; Adapted from Jacoby and Chestnut, 1978; AVE = .61; Construct Reliability = 
.76 

 

I am willing to purchase food and drinks for on-the-go consumption again .81 
I am likely to purchase food and drinks for on-the-go consumption in the future .75 

Willingness to Pay; Adapted from Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001; AVE = .78; Construct Reliability 
= .80 

 

I would be willing to pay a higher price for food and drinks to consume on-the-go  .83 
I prefer to purchase food and drinks on-the-go, even if a store advertises the products at a lower 
price to eat in 

.79 

Social Experience; Adapted from Jayasankara Prasad and Ramachandra Aryasri, 2011; AVE = .65; 
Construct Reliability = .85 

 

Consuming food and drinks on-the-go with my family strengthens my close ties with my family .75 
Consuming food and drinks on-the-go provides me with the chance to meet friends and colleagues .83 
Consuming on-the-go food and drinks provides me with social experiences outside home .82 

Heath Orientation; Adapted from Bae et al. (2010) and Olsen et al. (2012); AVE = .63; Construct 
Reliability = .92 

 

It is important that meals I eat keeps me healthy .86 
It is important that meals I eat help control my weight .73 
It is important that the meal I eat is nutritious .83 
I normally buy healthy and organic food .75 
I choose food for their nutritional value .88 
I try to avoid food with much fat and/ or sugar .72 
It is important that the meal I eat is low in fat/ sugar .79 

Time Pressure; Adapted from Ailawadi et al., 2001; AVE = .59; Construct Reliability = .81  
Most days, I have no time to relax .80 
I always seem to be in a hurry .69 
I never seem to have enough time for the things I want to do .82 

Impulse Behavior; Adapted from Sproles and Kendall, 1986; AVE = .64; Construct Reliability = .84  
Often, I make careless purchases I later wish I had not .78 
I often spontaneously decide to make my purchase .77 
I am impulsive when purchasing .84 

Confusion by choice overload; Adapted from Sproles and Kendall, 1986; AVE = .61; Construct 
Reliability = .86 

 

All the information I get on different products confuses me .84 
The more I learn about products, the harder it seems to choose the best .78 
Sometimes it’s hard to choose which stores to shop .69 
There are so many brands to choose from that I often feel confused .80 

Sample size=433; All items measured on 5-point Likert scales (1=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree) 
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