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ABSTRACT

During the pandemic, a meal kit as a sub-category of home-meal replacement (HMR) has received increasing attention in
the market. This study explores how consumers use meal kits and perceive the use of meal kits. Investigating the perception
of the advantages and disadvantages of using a meal kit, we also examined the associations of intention to use a meal kit.
Analyzing the data from purchase history and survey responses of consumer panels in the Rural Devel opment Administration,
we find that less than one-third of consumers purchased the meal kits in 2021, indicating its presence in the early market.
Our results also indicate that consumers have positive perceptions of spending less efforts in using a meal kit compared to
in-home cooking, and healthiness compared to other types of HMR and food-delivery services. On the other hand, consumers
are concerned about using disposal items and food additives in meal kits. The result suggests that the intention to use a meal
kit positively is associated with the perception of healthiness, fewer efforts to use a meal kit, and a lower cost compared
to other types of HMR and food-delivery services and negatively associated with a concern about ingredient freshness. Our
findings provide important implications for meal kit providers in developing and offering improved meal kit products to
consumers for achieving the mainstream market.
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Table 1. Factor analysis among the perceptions of a meal kit

Factor’s name

Positive perception
regarding costs

Positive perception

. . Negati ti
regarding healthiness ceative perception

Lower price compared to home-meal replacements

and food-delivery service 0474

Lower cost of purchasing indigents compared to

in-home cooking 0.808

Less effort compared to in-home cooking 0.551

Healthier choice compared to food-deliver service 0.756

Healthier choice compared to home-meal replacements 0.802

Concerns about freshness 0.473
Concerns about country origin of ingredients 0.702
Concerns about food additives 0.717
Lack of nutrition information 0.661
Cronbach’s a 0.728 0.754 0.634
Eigenvalue 1.677 1.291 1.217
Variance percentage (%) 18.637 14.344 13.527
Cumulative of % 18.637 32.981 46.508
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Table 2. Sample characteristic
. Panel data Survey
Characteristics Category (n=2.254) (n=834)
Under 40 565 (25.07) 265 (31.77)
40’s 552 (24.49) 205 (24.58)
Age
50’s 608 (26.97) 205 (24.58)
Over 60 529 (23.47) 159 (19.06)
) Yes 662 (29.37) 202 (24.22)
The presence of children
No 1,592 (70.63) 632 (75.78)
Housewife/ Yes 651 (28.88) 224 (26.86)
Household houschusband No 1,603 (71.12) 610 (73.14)
characteristics < Q1Y 682 (30.26) 268 (32.13)
. Ql <~< Q2? 481 (21.34) 150 (17.99)
Household income
Q2 <~< Q3Y 563 (24.98) 220 (26.38)
Q3 < 528 (23.43) 196 (23.5)
Gyeongggi-do 837 (37.17) 309 (37.09)
) Seoul city 584 (25.93) 232 (27.85)
Residence
Metropolitan city 460 (20.43) 174 (20.89)
Other regions 371 (16.47) 118 (14.17)
High 743 (32.96) 312 (3741)
Meal participation of .
household members Middle 458 (20.32) 169 (20.26)
Low 1,053 (46.72) 353 (42.33)
Key buying factor: Yes 695 (3083) 277 (3321)
Price No 1,559 (69.17) 557 (66.79)
D Key buy]ng factor: Yes 872 (3869) 301 (3609)
etary Quality No 1,382 (61.31) 533 (63.91)
characteristics
Key buying factor: Yes 226 (1003) 91 (1091)
Country origin No 2,028 (89.97) 743 (89.09)
Key buying factor: Yes 223 (9.89) 81 (9.71)
Stability No 2,031 (90.11) 753 (90.29)
Yes 385 (17.08) 162 (19.42)
Purchase of meal kits
No 1,869 (82.92) 672 (80.58)

Y Q1 of the panel data respondents’ monthly household income: ¥#3,000,000.

Q1 of the survey respondents’ monthly household inco

me: ¥3,000,000.

2 Q2 of the panel data respondents’ monthly household income: ¥#4,500,000.

Q2 of the survey respondents’ monthly household inco

me: ¥#4,200,000.

» Q3 of the panel data respondents’ monthly household income: ¥#6,500,000.

Q3 of the survey respondents’ monthly household inco

vebgth AERAL 9 F
(3321%), =42 %
A Aeke 919(10.91%) 182
(9.71%) T2 YEpsTh

A A Ha
&

P9 25
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2. 2H[Ae] HIE OI
7V EA 9 e E

2Rk WIE o]
32 Table 3] #|A| }MD}. ZH|2te] I E o] § He
=318 HAE dolgd 23 2254718 1
2 BA% Aujoltt WIE Az Fuf3l

o oo

N

el A%, A4

0.



33(2): 160~173 (2023)

Ml Ape] WA E o] L8 Ed]

r

A

Table 3. The use of meal kits by household and dietary characteristics (panel data)
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Frequency of purchase”

Amount of purchase?

Proportion of purchase

Under 30 0.536+1.471°" 6,391.563+20,544.70*Y 0.002:£0.008°
40°s 0.668+2.217° 7,614.007+26,973.95% 0.002+0.005°
Age 50’s 0.54142.695° 6,043.993+28.210.28™* 0.001£0.004™
Over 60 0.174+1.297° 2,286.726+19,467.94% 0.0000.003%
F 5.949™ 4.832" 14.981"
- ) Yes 0.474+2.620 5,538.724+30,182.07 0.00120.005
© presence © No 0.489:1.730 5,673.339+21,398.34 0.002£0.006
children .
t 0.160 0.120 2.084
. o Yes 0.62142.418 7,401.637+31,409.82 0.001:£0.006
Household houos‘;ffsvt‘):n . No 0.430+1.850 4915.861£20,701.15 0.0010.005
ouseho’e t —2.022° —2.203" 0.044
characteristics
< Q1? 0.314+1.653° 3,590.818+19,748.70° 0.00120.006
Household Ql< ~ < Q2° 0.480+1.884™ 5,720.121423,527.12* 0.002:£0.006
iﬁiﬁ’m‘; Q <~ < Q3 0.526+2.129% 5.870.250:£23,198 35% 0.0010.005
Q3 < 0.667+2.445 7,941.902430,530.44% 0.002+0.005
F 3.107" 3.223" 0.588
Gyeongggi-do 0.595+2.590° 6,587.462+28,672.57* 0.002:£0.006"
Seoul city 0.6032.042° 6,807.830:424,638.82° 0.002:£0.007°
Residence Metropolitan city 0.357+1.305% 4,900.433+20,587.26" 0.00120.005*
Other regions 0.213+1.068™ 2,573.889+15,557.19* 0.000-0.002"
F 4318" 2.989" 5.530"
o High 0.770+3.052° 8,603.694+34,779.43 0.002::0.006
Meal participation Middle 0.397+1.513° 5,23.579+21,926.25% 0.0010.004
of household b b
Low 0.322:1.090 3,716.664+13,888.30™ 0.00120.006
members o o
F 11.222 8.952 1.104
Kew buvi Yes 0.409+1.615 4,699.037+19,780.27 0.001£0.005
ey buying No 0.51942.192 6.050.520426,062.05 0.001£0.005
factor: Price
t 1.190 1.219 —-0.338
Dietary Yes 0.565+2.519 6,542.773£29,061.74 0.001£0.006
. Key buying
characteristics ; No 0.434+1.651 5,060.270+20,736.69 0.001:£0.005
factor: Quality
t —1.494 —-1.411 —0.620
Key buying Yes 0.558+1.897 5,893.186+17,667.72 0.001:£0.005
factor: Country No 0.477+2.046 5,604.897+24,936.05 0.00120.005
origin t —0.566 —0.169 —0.084
Kev buvi Yes 0.444+1.361 5,322.834+18,454.37 0.00120.005
Y buyme No 0.489::2.092 5.667.946+24.864 40 0.001+0.006
factor: Stability
t 0.317 0.201 0.559
Total 0.485+2.032 5,633.803+24,302.55 0.001£0.005

Y Unit of measure: Times.
2 Unit of measure: ¥ (KRW).
9 Mean+S.D.

9 Different letters within the same column represent significant differences between groups according to
% QI of the panel data respondents’ household income: %#3,000,000.
9 Q2 of the panel data respondents’ household income: ¥##4,500,000.
? Q3 of the panel data respondents’ household income: ##6,500,000.

 p<0.05, 7 p<0.01, ™ p<0.001.

Scheffe’s multiple range test.
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Table 4. Consumers’ positive perceptions of meal kits by household and dietary characteristics (survey)

Lower price Healthier .
Lower cost of Healthier
compared to food . . Less effort ~ compared to food
. . ingredients . . compared to
delivery services compared to  delivery services
compared to home-meal
or home-meal homemade meals or home-meal
;) homemade meals replacement
replacement replacement
Under 30 2.875+1.684% 3.068+1.511 3.87240.908" 2.913+1.442 3.196+1.308°
40’s 2.868+1.58 3.039+1.403 3.771£1.034* 2.873+1.333 3.063+1.34*
Age 50’s 2.541+1.716 2.839+1.521 3.541+1.127* 2.561+1.439 2.707+1.415
Over 60 2.95+1.457 2.792+1.638 3.623+1.059% 2.755+1.372 2.899+1.346%
F 2.484 1715 4.652" 2778 5.496"
Yes 2.762+1.622 2.827+1.521 3.639+1.094 2.53+1.463 2.772+1.399
The presence
. No 2.82+1.634 2.992+1.512 3.744+1.011 2.869+1.379 3.055+1.342
of children rm w
t 0.434 1.351 1.26 2.996 2.582
u ife/ Yes 2.862+1.551 2.897+1.465 3.594+1.096 2.643+1.342 2.862+1.374
Houschold _  oWie No 278561659  297241.534  3.764£1.004 283941427  3.033£1.355
.~ househusband -
characteri- t —0.599 0.632 2.116 1.79 1.612
stics < Q1Y 2.784+1.623 3.019£1.5 3.586+1.15 2.746+1.441 2.951+1.42
Housshold Ql <~< Q2° 2.733+1.705 2.853+1.565 3.767+0.937 2.853+1.368 3.08+1.277
zif:m‘; Q2 <~< Q3% 28141652 28641576  3.777+0.961 2.673+1.481 2.914+1.413
Q3 < 2.883+1.566 3.036+1.426 3.796+0.997 2.918+1.294 3.046+1.282
F 0.262 0.833 2.201 1.241 0.629
Gyeongggi-do 2.9+1.626 3.039+1.481 3.806+1.001 2.819+1.393° 3.045+1.326
Seoul city 2.94+1.561 2.961£1.527 3.655+1.049 2.961+1.427% 3.095+1.377
Residence  Metropolitan city — 2.592+1.666 2.82241.568 3.632+1.06 2.73+1.318% 2.902+1.384
Other regions 2.636+1.683 2.89+1.507 3.729+1.027 2.466+1.466% 2.771x1.349
F 2.304 0.834 1.441 3.422" 1.901
Meal High 2.869+1.557 2.901+1.507 3.74+0.972 2.654+1.428 2.859+1.391*
participation of Middle 2.769+1.626 2.846+1.558 3.615+1.086 2.811+1.323 2.8584+1.342%
household Low 2.768+1.698 3.048+1.5 3.748+1.056 2.892+1.42 3.161£1.327"
members F 0.37 1304 1.057 242 5.09”
Key buying Yes 2.787+1.671 2.993+1.506 3.715+1.091 2.78+1.393 3.029+1.338
factor: No 2.815+1.612 2.932+1.52 3.72+1.002 2.79+1.414 2.966+1.373
DI Price t 0.234 —0.547 0.068 0.098 —0.629
Chalrztcgi Key buying Yes 2731E1646  2910:1554 37516098 2894+1355  3.063£1.28
stics factor: No 2.848+1.621 2.976+1.494 3.700£1.06 2.726+1.433 2.944+1.404
Quality t 0.996 0.598 —0.686 —1.654 -1.217
Key buying Yes 2.923+1.579 3.033+1.472 3.681£1.01 2.692+1.511 3.033+1.426
factor: No 2.791£1.637 2.942+1.521 3.723+1.035 2.798+1.394 2.981+1.354
Country origin t —0.727 —0.54 0.361 0.677 —0.343
Key buying Yes 2.988+1.569 2.975+1.466 3.741+1.093 2.741£1.311 2.654+1.501
factor: No 2.786+1.637 2.95+1.521 3.716£1.026 2.792+1.417 3.023+1.341
Stability t —1.057 —0.145 -0.207 0.308 232"
Total 2.806+1.630 2.952+1.515 3.718+1.032 2.787+1.407 2.987+1.361

D Unit of measure: 5-point likert scales (I-strongly disagree, 5-strongly agree).

2 Mean+S.D.

% Different letters within the same column represent significant differences between groups according to Scheffe’s multiple range test.
9 QI of the survey respondents’ household income: ¥#3,000,000.

Q2 of the survey respondents’ household income: ¥4,200,000.

9 Q3 of the survey respondents’ household income: ¥#6,000,000.

" p<0.05, " p<0.01
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Table 5. Consumers’ negative perceptions of meal kits by household and dietary characteristics (survey)

Concerns about

Concerns about

Concerns about

Lack of nutrition

freshness” country origin food additives information
Under 30 2.030+1.674% 2.434+1.634% 2.966+1.558* 2.857+1.538*
40°s 2.127+1.591 2.893+1.444° 3.327+1.381% 3.156+1.266%
Age 50’s 2.405+1.504 2.971£1.431° 3.59+1.232% 3.293+1.348%
Over 60 2.138+1.557 3.038+1.492° 3.409+1.318" 3.157+1.319%
F 2242 7.599™ 8368 4.236"
- . Yes 2.153+1.578 2.901%1.519 3.391+1.386 3.144+1.283
ecﬁzzze © No 2.171+1.601 2.759+1.534 3.26141.421 3.079+1.430
¢ 0.135 —1.144 -1.139 —-0.571
Yes 2.250+1.565 2.915+1.478 3.433+1.371 3.116+1.459
Housewife/
Household  pouehushand No 2.136+1.605 2.749+1.549 3.241+1.426 3.087+1.372
characteris- ¢ —-0.915 —1.389 —1.742 —0.268
tics < Q1Y 2.149+1.594 2.739+1.588 3.175%1.454 2.966+1.415
Ql <~< Q2 2.147+1.66 2.673+1.628 3.28+1.457 3.113+1.513
Household income Q2 <~< Q3% 2314+1.525 2.882+1.432 3.314+1.429 3.095+1.373
Q3 < 2.041+1.620 2.862+1.484 3.439+1.294 3.255+1.288
F 1.049 0.797 1.336 1.631
Gyeongggi-do 2.081+1.637 2.696+1.578 3.084+1.607° 2.984+1.498
Seoul city 2.254+1.604 2.741+1.538 3.362+1.268% 3.116+1.380
Residence Metropolitan city 2.103+1.584 2.874+1.481 3.351£1.320™ 3.149+1.356
Other regions 2.331+1.468 3.034+1.456 3.619+1.191% 3.254+1.185
F 1.039 1.639 4678 1.273
o High 2.224+1.622 2.869+1.515° 3.378+1.397° 3.096x1.434
Meafl lfl’amc}‘lp?g"n Middle 2.284+1.563 2.988+1 435% 3.467+1.225% 3.172+1.318
[0) ouseno
members Low 2.059+1.583 2.635+1.577% 3.133+1.495% 3.057+1.399
F 1.461 3.667" 4.147 0.388
- Yes 2.219+1.584 2.84+1.553 3.413+1.338 3.154+1.367
Key bugr‘i“i actor: No 2.061+1.613 2.7+1.484 3.051+1.527 2.975+1.446
¢ 1.346 1.243 3.513™ 1.754
Dietary
heracton - Yes 2.165+1.593 2.854+1.477 3.214+1.492 3.066+1.391
characfteris- .
ics Key b&ylgiiy actor: No 2.169+1.600 2.688+1.619 3.432+1.251 3.146+1.404
t —-0.038 1.505 —-2.145 —0.800
Coving Yes 2.135+1.601 2.740+1.539 3.268+1.412 3.078+1.402
Kegoush}:li rizci:’r‘ No 2.429+1.521 3.23141.399 3.495+1.409 323141334
t —1.662 —2.898™ —1.446 —0.985
_ Yes 2.170+1.602 2.777+1.539 3.291+1.402 3.072+1.421
Key buying factor: No 2.136+1.531 2.95141.457 3.30041.522 3300+1.114
Stability
¢ 0.183 —-0.97 —0.108 —1.453
Total 2.167+1.594 2.794+1.531 3.293+1.413 3.095+1.395

D Unit of measure: 5-point likert scales (I-strongly disagree, 5-strongly agree).

Y MeanS.D.

% Different letters within the same column represent significant differences between groups according to Scheffe’s multiple range test.
9 QI of the survey respondents’ household income: ¥#3,000,000.
Q2 of the survey respondents’ household income: ¥4,200,000.
9 Q3 of the survey respondents’ household income: ¥#6,000,000.

stk

* p<0.05, 7 p<0.01, ™" p<0.001.

=t
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Table 6. Consumers’ purchase intention of meal kits by household and dietary characteristics (survey)

Intention to substitute . . . .
Intention to substitute Intention to substitute

Overall purchase home-meal . .
. ) . food delivery service homemade meals
intention replacement with . . . .
. with meal kits with meal kits
meal kits
Under 30 3.298+1.432%% 3.596+1.158° 3.525+1.288° 3.396+1.299°
40°’s 3.463+1.178* 3.644+1.002° 3.507+1.170° 3.341+1.361°
Age 50’s 2.72241.592° 3.385+1.189™ 3.146+1.382™ 3.244+1.294*
Over 60 2.610+1.614° 3.164+1.418° 3.107+1.469° 2.937+1.496"
F 16.406™" 6.367"" 5.93" 4.173"
™ . Yes 2.777+1.591 3.411+1.207 3.267+1.367 3.153+1.443
ecﬁzxe © No 3.158+1.450 3.494+1.193 33731321 329141333
¢ 3.174" 0.856 0.985 1.253
) Yes 2.982+1.521 3.335+1.284 3.313+1.346 3.21+1.416
Housewife/
Household No 3.097+1.483 3.525+1.159 3.361+1.328 3.275+1.340
. househusband +
characteris- t 0.982 2.034 0.462 0.617
tics < Q1Y 2.873+1.555 3.399+1.227 3.243+1.343 3.213+1.372
Houseold Ql <~< Q2° 3.260+1.392 3.520+1.197 3.520+1.252 3.313+1.249
i’;‘:{fm‘; Q2 <~< Q3% 3.168+1.412 3.423+1.178 332741325 322741389
Q3 < 3.066%1.549 3.597+1.170 3.383+1.382 3.311%1.400
F 2.694" 1.249 1.457 0.318
Gyeongggi-do 3.223+1.483° 3.631£1.105° 3.476+1.250 3.382+1.270
Seoul city 3.246+1.372° 3.461+1.202% 3.323+1.403 3.246+1.360
Residence  Metropolitan city 2.891+1.476% 3.356+1.211% 3.276+1.314 3.161+1.433
Other regions 2.585+1.629% 3.254+1.347% 3.161£1.414 3.102+1.470
F 73377 3.706" 1.922 1.677
Meal High 3.0161.497 3.490+1.126 3.362+1.306 3.218+1.374
participation of Middle 2.947+1.619 3.367+1.352 3.290+1.386 3.136+1.500
household Low 3.167+1.423 3.510£1.178 3.363+1.333 3.351+£1.273
members F 1.525 0.866 0.199 1.646
Kev buvi Yes 3.217+1.408 3.538+1.159 3.466+1.211 3.401+1.171
£y buymng No 2.991+1.530 344241214 328941386 3.18741.441
factor: Price " s
. t —2.059 —1.095 —1.806 —2.144
Dietary
haracto Kev buvi Yes 2.947+1.589 3.425+1.238 3.342+1.371 3.146+1.483
characteris- - Rey buying No 3.133+1.434 3.501+1.172 33511312 332141.283
tics factor: Quality
t 1.733 0.877 0.09 1.783
Key buying Yes 3.077+1.462 3.407+1.325 3.154+1.498 3.176+1.488
factor: Country No 3.065+1.498 3.482+1.180 3.371£1.310 3.268+1.345
origin t —0.074 0.566 1.471 0.609
, Yes 3.000+1.541 3.642+1.016 3.272+1.432 3.420+1.340
Key buying
iy No 3.073+1.489 3.456+1.213 3.356+1.322 3.240+1.362
factor: Stability
¢ 0.418 —1.334 0.541 —1.128
Total 3.066+1.493 3.474+1.196 3.348+1.333 3.258+1.360

Y Unit of measure: 5-point likert scales (I-strongly disagree, 5-strongly agree).

2 MeantS.D.

3 Different letters within the same column represent significant differences between groups according to Scheffe’s multiple range test.
9 Q1 of the survey respondents’ household income: ##3,000,000.

9 Q2 of the survey respondents’ household income: ¥¥4,200,000.

9 Q3 of the survey respondents’ household income: ¥#6,000,000.

* p<0.05, 7 p<0.01, ™" p<0.001.
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Table 7. Relationship between consumers’ perception of meal kits and purchase intention (survey)

2 Jehgtth U7 EE 30~40,

Intention to

Intention to

Intention to

bstitut . .
Overall purchase substitute substitute food substitute
. . home-meal . .
intention . delivery service homemade meals
replacement with . . . .
. with meal kits with meal kits
meal kits
BY(S.E?) B(S.E.) B(S.E.) B(S.E.)
Lower price compared to food delivery services or - . -
0.088(0.096) 0.062(0.085) 0.085(0.104) 0.000(0.000)

home-meal replacement

Lower cost of ingredients compared to homemade meals 0.017(0.018) 0.075(0.095)"

Less effort compared to homemade meals 0.175(0.121) 0.199(0.172)"™

Healthier compared to food delivery services or
home-meal replacement

0.244(0.230)™"  0.151(0.178)"™"

0.085(0.097)°
0.100(0.077)"

Hokok

0.149(0.157)

0.094(0.105)”
0.103(0.078)

0.134(0.138)"

Healthier compared to home-meal replacement 0.014(0.013) 0.037(0.042) 0.085(0.086)" 0.020(0.020)
Concerns about freshness —0.085(—0.091)"  —0.015(—0.021) —0.080(—0.095)" —0.030(—0.036)
Concerns about country origin —0.022(—0.022)  —0.032(—0.041)  0.028(0.033) —0.053(—0.060)
Concerns about food additives 0.002(0.002) 0.016(0.019)  —0.002(—0.002) —0.011(—0.012)
Lack of nutrition information —0.026(—0.024)  —0.010(—0.012)  0.006(0.007) —0.026(—0.027)
F-value 8.598"" 7.255™" 5.864"" 3424
Adjusted R 0.198 0.169 0.136 0.073

D B: Unstandardized coefficients.
? SE.: Standard error.

* p<0.05, 7 p<0.01, ™ p<0.001.
Number of observations=833.

Age, the presence of children, housewife/househusband, household income, residence, meal participation of household members, key uying

factors were included as control variables.
Variables were measured using a Likert-5 points scale.
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APPENDIX

Appendix Table 1. Item description

Items

Description

Lower price compared to food delivery services or
home-meal replacement

A meal kit is affordable compared to food delivery services or
home-meal replacement.

Lower cost of ingredients compared to homemade
meals

A meal kit is affordable compared to homemade meals when
the cost of purchasing ingredients is taken into consideration.

Less effort compared to homemade meals

A meal kit is affordable compared to homemade meals when
time and effort for cooking is taken into consideration.

Positive
perception Better taste than food delivery services or home-meal A meal kit tastes better than food delivery services or
replacement home-meal replacement.
Better taste than homemade meals A meal kit tastes better than homemade meals.
Healthier compared to food delivery services A meal kit is healthier than food delivery services.
Healthier compared to home-meal replacement A meal kit is healthier than home-meal replacement.
Wide range of food experience I can experience various foods through meal kits.
Concerns about freshness Meal kit ingredients are not fresh.
Concerns about country origin I have doubts about the origin of the meal kit ingredients.
Negative .. .. . .
2 Concerns about food additives I have concerns about food additives such as MSG in meal Kkits.
perception
Lack of nutrition information Nutrition information for meal kits is lacking.
Increased use of disposable items Using meal kits increases the use of disposable items.
Overall purchase intention I will purchase a meal kit in the near future.
Intention to substitute home-meal replacement with I have an intention to purchase meal kit instead of home-meal
meal Kkits replacement.
Purchase
intention Intention to substitute food delivery service with meal I have an intention to purchase meal kit instead of food

kits

delivery services.

Intention to substitute homemade meals with meal kits

I have an intention to purchase meal kit instead of homemade
meals.




