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ABSTRACT

This study attempted to derive implications from a consumer perspective on the use of Home Meal Replacement (HMR)
product with local food. This study was conducted through an online survey of 1,000 adult consumers across the country from
October 6 to 12, 2020. A total of 807 questionnaires (80.7%) were used for the final analysis after excluding the responses
with missing values. The results showed that the degree of emphasis on palatability, sustainability, and savings among
food-related lifestyles and knowledge of HMR using local food had a positive effect on attitudes. Also, in the context of the
retail segment, trust and access to HMR using local food had a positive effect on attitudes and a perception of price negatively
affected attitudes. Finally, as the attitudes to HVIR using local food positively increased, the purchase intention also increased,
which was consistent with the results of previous studies. HMR using local food is a way to consume a more sustainable
diet by using local food compared to general HMR. Therefore, there is a need for a strategy that can emphasize HMR using
local food as a type of diet that is socially helpful and can shorten cooking time at a reasonable price.
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Table 1. Questionnaire items and results of reliability
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Factors

Items

Cronbach’s a

Demographic factors

Gender, age, household income, education level

Perceived Health

I think I am healthy.

I consider taste in my food choices.
Savor-oriented I am sensitive to taste. 0.716
I enjoy visiting famous restaurants.
I take safety into account when eating food.
Safety-oriented 1 am particular about food for my health. 0.718
I use health foods (health functional foods, health supplements, etc.).
When I buy food, I consider domestic products before imported
Consumer  Food-related  Sustainability- products. 0.800
context lifestyle oriented I buy foods that are environment-friendly. ’
I have a diet that is helpful to my country's farmers.
I consider discounts when buying food.
Saving-oriented I buy home meal replacement. 0.654
I try to save meal preparation and meal time.
L When I eat out, I enjoy being with family or acquaintances.
Socializing . . .
oriented I get together with my family or acquaintances to have a meal together. 0.747
Meals with family or acquaintances are an important part of my life.
Knowledge of using local I know HMR using local food. -
food
Producers of HMR using local food are reliable.
Trust Retailer of HMR using local food are reliable. 0762
It is easy to know whether HMR using local food has local agricultural ’
products.
Retail Percep‘Flon of HMR using local food will be of worse quality for the price than
HMR using local
context food Cost general HMR. 0.781
HMR using local food will be more expensive than general HMR.
It will be easy to find a place that sells HMR using local food.
Accessability It will be easy to purchase HMR using local food. 0.823
There will be many kinds of HMR using local food.
I think positively about HMR using local food.
Attitudes to HMR using local food I would like to know more about HMR using local food. 0.842
I like HMR using local food.
I will purchase HMR using local food in the near future.
I am willing to invest time and money to purchase HMR using local
Purchase intention food. 0.884
When purchasing food, 1 will prioritize HMR using local food over
regular HMR.
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Characteristics Category n(%)

338(41.9)
Gender

Female 469(58.1)
20~29 103(12.8)
30~39 115(14.3)
Age 40~49 176(21.8)
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201(24.9)
High school or less 170(21.1)
Educational background College degree 533(66.0)
Graduate or professional degree 104(12.9)
>%3,000,000 212(26.3)
Income of household ¥3,000,000< ~ < ¥6,000,000 303(37.5)
< ¥6,000,000 292(36.2)

Total

807(100.0)
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Table 3. Comparison of food-related lifestyle by consumer characteristics
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(3.807), 50tN(3.7374), 40tN(3.677%) An|=} Fte] A% 20

Characteristics Category Savor-oriented” Safety-oriented Sus::ii:lz:g(liity- Saving-oriented S(:riizllifézg_

Male 3.68+0.60” 3.56+0.64 3.600.69 3.4240.58 3.56+0.62

Gender Female 3.77+0.62 3.72+0.63 3.60+0.70 3.44+0.56 3.44+0.71
t-value (p-value) 2.161 (0.031)"  3.610 (0.000)™ —0.190 (0.850) 0.365 (0.715) —2.421 (0.016)°

20~29 3.88+0.68" 3.3140.77° 3.20+0.89° 3.64+0.61° 3.66+0.68"

30~39 3.860.60™ 3.52+0.57® 3.41£0.70™ 3.610.50° 3.63+0.69%

40~49 3.70+0.62 3.67+0.58" 3.57+0.65™ 3.5020.55" 3.4240.69%

hee 50~59 3.710.57° 3.73+0.58" 3.7240.58° 3.37+0.52% 3.47+0.63%

> 60 3.65+0.60° 3.8020.63° 3.81+0.61° 3.2240.57 3.39+0.68°
F-value (p-value) 3.936 (0.004)™ 12.759 (0.000)"" 18.301 (0.000)™" 15.787 (0.000)™ 4.513 (0.001)"

> 3,000,000 3.60£0.59° 3.530.61° 3.55+0.69 3.48+0.56" 3.2440.71°

Income of %,(;gg,’gggjoow - 3.73+0.60" 3.67+0.61° 3.59+0.68 3.36+0.57° 3.54£0.67°

household
< ¥¥6,000,000 3.83+0.62° 3.71+0.68° 3.64+0.71 3.46+0.57% 3.62+0.61°

F-value (p-value)

9.038 (0.000)™

5.418 (0.005)"

1.204 (0.300)

3.342 (0.036)"

21.345 (0.000)

Total

3.73+£0.61

3.65+0.64

3.60+0.69

3.43+0.57

3.49+0.68

D Unit of measure: point.

2 MeantS.D.

3 Different letters within the same column
* p<0.05, * p<0.01, " p<0.001.

represent significant differences between groups according to Scheffe's multiple range test.
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o A4, Ul s9JAE 28 &) T2 Xste AH
7Fsd 3 wHF AL o] Z2Epd o] A%, 20tH(3.20%)
o} 30tN(3.413)00 B8] 50th(3.727) 9} 60t ©]7(3.817%)2]
2R Fetell A 1 FErh 2o Ho R UEtal, ko] 9
Al BAAR RS folaigit)

TSl whE AE glo] Bl o] Aol W, <b,
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Table 4. Comparison of perception of HMR using local food by consumer characteristics

Characteristics Category Trust” Cost Accessability
Male 3.430.61? 3.38+0.67 3.1240.66
Gender Female 3.50+0.62 3.44+0.69 3.11+0.72
t-value (p-value) 1.683 (0.093) 1.168 (0.243) 0.222 (0.824)
20~29 3.4620.75 3.3240.79 3.05+0.84
30~39 3.44+0.68 3.370.72 3.09+0.80
40~49 3.42+0.56 3.37+0.64 3.10+0.64
Aee 50~59 3.48+0.58 3.45+0.64 3.14+0.64
> 60 3.53+0.57 3.51+0.67 3.16£0.65
F-value (p-value) 0.954 (0.432) 1.951 (0.100) 0.504 (0.733)
> ¥3,000,000 3.43+0.65 3.36+0.70 3.11+0.75
Income of #/3,000,000< ~ < ¥/6,000,000 3.4840.60 3.4240.67 3.15+0.69
Household < 6,000,000 3.49+0.61 3.45+0.67 3.09+0.66

F-value (p-value)

0.751 (0.472)

1.058 (0.348) 0.561 (0.571)

Total 3.47+0.61

3.42+0.68 3.12+0.69

D Unit of measure: point.
2 Mean£S.D.
* p<0.05, * p<0.01, " p<0.001.
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A FAHE o] 8 7H 2] ?HACJ H&
2 o R Yeyith A d9sikE
o] 1A FujolrE AR 7 &5 wat Ajo|7} &
BTt Aol W2 xfo]|E AT EH, 60t o]/fe] AH]
ZK3.527) ] Feiel vt 7 w9k, O theo® 50t 4
B AK3.474), 30T ZH]xK3.38%), 40t AH]AK3.34%), 20
o 4H]213.18%4) oAtk o W, 60t o]/Fe] Amal et
o] ez 200 AH]Al ?ﬂH-‘ﬂEsﬂr Hlwate] A4
o= fFosHA Stk Eg 7 A5 mE Aol & A
B, 7 A50] 6007 9 o] 3] @%91 T =7} 3.46
Aoz 71 =9k, 3005+ € ©]F 6005 < w|Rk Heh(3.43
A, 3009 A Ak Aek3.297) oAt &3] JfTAS
6001+ 9 o] Rty 3009k ¢ muk Feke] Fujol % z}o)
e BAAcR foetqitt

3.40%:.q o=

3. 714
= Aol e

15 24

aH|Ate] AAE eho] B,

A st

Table 5. Comparison of knowledge, attitude, and purchase intention of HMR using local food by consumer characteristics

Characteristics Category Knowledge” Attitude Purchase intention
Male 2.99+0.76” 3.71+0.58 3.4240.70
Gender Female 2.99+0.71 3.83+0.58 3.39+0.74
t-value (p-value) 0.009 (0.993) 2.973 (0.003)” 0.590 (0.555)
20~29 2.90+0.79" 3.79+0.67 3.18+0.92°
30~39 2.80+0.72° 3.85+0.67 3.38+0.70™
40~49 3.01+0.70° 3.71+0.57 3.34+0.72%
hee 50~59 3.02+0.70% 3.78+0.56 3.47+0.67%
> 60 3.11+0.74° 3.79+0.51 3.52+0.66°
F-value (p-value) 3.933 (0.004)” 0.986 (0.414) 4719 (0.001)”
> 3,000,000 3.00+0.73 3.71+0.60 3.29+0.73°
Income of %’(;ggjgggjoow - 2.94+0.71 3.77+0.58 3.43£0.69®
household
< ¥6,000,000 3.05+0.75 3.83+0.58 3.4620.75°
F-value (p-value) 1.613 (0.200) 2.751 (0.064) 3.818 (0.022)"
Total 2.99+0.73 3.78+0.58 3.40+0.72

D Unit of measure: point.
? MeanS.D.

3 Different letters within the same column represent significant differences between groups according to Scheffe's multiple range test.

¥ p<0.01, ™" p<0.001.

* p<0.05,
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3 9ok (Kang H 2013). whehA] £ Aol APATE

oz 24 mgel AFEE U] Ad Catst B
o] CFI(Comparative Fit Index), TLI(Tuker-Luwis Index),
RMR(Root Mean square Residual), RMSEA(Root Mean Squar

Error of Approximation)E A3 %= X422 A%sla, &8s}
oo}
=]
f =4

Aot CFI¢} TLIC k2 0.9000] <4 3shH g3k
2 A, 0900 o] ge]H mjf L& FFow
A3l A} (Lee HS & Im JH 2008). %3 RMR & RMSEAS]
2 0.080]stol™ FEgh FFolaL, 0.050184E A T
A =g ofAXT (Hu LT & Bentler PM 1999).

B ApoMe 24 2y A= A5 @S 1,102,
458(df=332)% 4= 0.001 1]kl F-2)3 Ao 2 Ve
Wk 3 CFI9F TLI dtel 242} 0.920%F 0.902 2 YERY 7]
o] H& 09008 =skth R3] 1A AuEe
RMR¥} RMSEA # JA] A% < A= Yepsirh

Table 70 A|AE whe} o], 72 Ro] AJPw AFe
X°7F 1,451.374(df=368) 2 215+ 0.001 VIRtIA] F-2] 53
a1, CFI 32 715191 0.900°] FH3sle] $53k =Fo]ATh
TLI=0.869, RMR=0.034, RMSEA=0.058 % %2.&2| ItH % <

Table 6. Goodness-of-fit index of the measurement model by confirmatory factor analysis

XZ 1) CFI3)

Model dr?

TLIY RMR” RMSEA?

Optimum model

Measurement

p-value < 0.05 - 0.900< ~

1,102.458™

p-value: 0.000 332

.92
model 0920

<1 0900 ~ <1 ~ < 0.05 ~ < 0.05

0.902 0.029 0.054

)]
2)
3)
4
5)
6)

X2 Chi-square.

df: Degree of freedom.

CFI: Comparative fit index.

TLI: Tuker-Luwis index.

RMR: Root mean residual.

RMSEA: Root means squared error of approximation.

* p<0.05, 7 p<0.01, " p<0.001.

Table 7. Goodness-of-fit index of hypothetical model by structural equation analysis

21)

Model X

ar?

CFPY

TLIY RMSEA?

Hypothetical model

Optimum model p-value < 0.05 - 0.900<

1,451.374"™

p-value: 0.000 368

0.889

~ <1 0900 ~ <1 ~ < 0.05 ~ < 0.05

0.869 0.034 0.058

6)

X% Chi-square.

df: Degree of freedom.

CFI: Comparative fit index.

TLI: Tuker-Luwis index.

RMR: Root mean residual.

RMSEA: Root Means squared error of approximation.

* p<0.05, * p<0.01, " p<0.001.
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Al g 3191 Aoz YEhsith F HOHAA dFE e FAHeE fFolsisitt F
2y AYgEE dle 243, & Aol RS 72 = TSR A9EitE o8 1A bg Hes e
Fol ARE AWsP) AW Ao Uehdy] R = o FHA FFE PIAE Ao vekynh
Foll gk F7142 F5< 21gehA da 7K AHE 18 TAAR 7 A G ATE LR, 5k SIS
et P2 B3P B4 AT Table 8o AAHAE ¢ & AT ol TaEY, AL/ S FASE 44 o
Mg el Torlele PATE b F b FAG AL olxawlel AANE FASE AYT golxoplele] 2
WA BF A D ol TAAL AT Bk FA, A 2} @ 99 TSR A olg R BT o=
E7bs T, BAE T ARG ol AL A = 0.149, 0.109, 02757 STF8IITE 2D 2ol ZEkd
AHE o] § ZHAo] gk Bkl ol F(HAQ FF= I FH 89lo] Bkl njA AdAQl dFH e A=
M E Qo etk 2Hae] A9 o) & A AANP=0.163), A%7H5H(B=0.147), BH(B=0.135) =°]%)
of that A4 JA] efieol] AR I&FS vAE Aer o S SAGHE S gl ZaEL 2 A EkE o
YERstt 9k 852 WEoA A HqEitE o] & Aol & A gk Bzl ol dFdFe vIAA A=,
gk AE e} 22 Bl FhAQ ST, 7He A o= Aol A &gl gk Am|Ake] Q1A 7]Qlgk A
Table 8. Results of structural model analysis and hypothesis testing
CR.Y  Hypothesis
D 2) 3)
Path B B SE -value)  testin
2
(Food-related lifestyle)
. 2.012°
Savor-oriented — 0.149 0.135 0.074 (0.044) Accepted
. —0.721 .
Safety-oriented - —0.073  —0.078 0.102 0471) Rejected
Sustainability-oriented — Attitude 0.109 0.147 0.066 2.021° Accepted
Consumer Y . . . (0.045)
context ) ) 3.588™
Saving-oriented - 0.275 0.163 0.077 0.000) Accepted
s . —0.374 .
Socializing-oriented - —0.017 —0.018 0.044 (0.708) Rejected
(Knowledge)
. 5.259™
Knowledge - Attitude 0.091 0.156 0.017 0.000) Accepted
(Perception of HMR using
local food)
Trust - 0.360 0.428 0.095 3.781° Accepted
Retail ' ' ' (0.000) P
context ) 4818
Cost — Attitude -0.275 —0.380 0.057 0.000) Accepted
o 2.178
Accessability - 0.113 0.174 0.052 0.029) Accepted
Attitude to HMR using local food - Purchase intention 1.110 0.742 0.068  16.316™ Accepted

D B: Unstandardized coefficients.
D B: Standardized coefficients.

Y SE.: Standard error.

9 CR.: Critical ratio.

* p<0.05, " p<0.001.
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