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Abstract

This study evaluated the consumers’ demands and points of improvement for restaurant meal replacement through
importance—performance analysis by the restaurant meal replacement segment market using food involvement. The results

were as follows. First, after segmenting the restaurant meal replacement market using food involvement, it was classified into

three markets (multiple involvements, exploration-oriented, and product quality-oriented). Second, an analysis of the

importance of restaurant meal replacement selection attributes revealed taste, sanitation, quality, freshness, price, saving
time, texture, ingredients, preparation process, and quantity to be highly important. An analysis of the differences according
to the market type revealed the multiple involvement type to be more important than other groups, considering the
restaurant meal replacement selection attribute element. Third, an analysis of the importance-performance analysis of

restaurant meal replacement selection attributes revealed that quantity and price as the selection attributes that needed to
be improved first in all three markets. In addition, in the multiple involvement type, food additives appeared as a selection
attribute requiring priority improvement, revealing the characteristics of a market that cares about diet and health.
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<Table 1> Exploratory factor and reliability analysis of food involvements
Construct Measurement item Factor loading E(l{glzgazige Cronbach’s a
Exploration
I like trying new foods. 0.83
When [ travel, I seek out and participate in local traditional food experiences. 0.79
I like trying a variety of cuisines. 0.78 (230'.3711) 0.87
I go out to eat at a restaurant I have never eaten at before. 0.73
I like visiting new restaurants to eat. 0.70
Cooking
I like cooking at home. 0.85
For me, cooking is one of the great pleasures of life. 0.83 3.60 0.89
I like to cook for my friends. 0.81 (19.11)
I am proud of my love for food and cooking. 0.80
Product quality
I try to purchase healthy foods. 0.82
I try to purchase fresh food 0.79 2.59 0.80
When purchasing food, I consider country of origin and expiration date important. 0.79 (16.21)
I try to cook with local produce when possible. 0.64
Information
I post reviews of restaurants I have eaten online. 0.76
I subscribe to a variety of restaurant-related publications in paper and electronic form. 0.75 (123..2810) 0.75
I look for information about famous chefs through social media. 0.75

Total variance explained 69.84%

KMO (Kaiser Meyer Olikin Measure of Sampling Adequacy) 0.895
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 4560.93

Significance probability 0.000
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<Table 2> Cluster classification and characteristics based on food involvement meanztsd
Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
Cluster . . .
Multiple Exploration Product quality Total Foval
Factor involvement type oriented type oriented type © alue
(n=243) (n=192) (n=134)
Exploration 5.89+0.69* 4.76+0.94° 4.50+1.33¢ 5.18+1.14 119.03%%*
Cooking 5.23+1.22% 3.86+1.24° 4.74+1.28° 4.65+1.38 65.68%#%*
Product quality 6.07+0.53% 4.33+0.65¢ 5.61+0.79° 5.37+1.00 407.26***
Information 4.98+1.07* 3.79+1.14° 2.38+0.98° 3.97+1.48 257.26%**
***p<(.001

7-point Likert scale was used where 1 meaning strongly disagree and 7 meaning strongly agree.

*b<Different letters within a row are significantly different by Scheffe’s test.
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<Table 3> Demographic characteristics by cluster (%)
Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
Characteisics involvement ype ciened type o ype. Tt 2
(n=243) (n=192) (n=134)
Gender
Male 107(44.0) 105(54.7) 63(47.0) 275(48.3) 5.00
Female 136(56.0) 87(45.3) 71(53.0) 294(51.7) df=2
Age
20-29 71(29.2) 60(31.3) 31(23.1) 162(28.5)
30-39 57(23.5) 67(34.9) 40(29.9) 164(28.8) 15.88*
40-49 70(28.8) 40(20.8) 30(22.4) 140(24.6) df=6
Above 50 45(18.5) 25(13.0) 33(24.6) 103(18.1)
Marital status
Unmarried 150(61.7) 138(71.9) 93(69.4) 381(67.0) -
Married 88(36.2) 54(28.1) 35(26.1) 177(31.1) dfa
Others 52.1) 0(0.0) 6(4.5) 11(1.9)
Education
High school graduate or lower 15(6.2) 14(7.3) 18(13.4) 47(8.3)
College graduate 202(83.1) 138(72.9) 94(70.2) 434(76.3) 20 27k
University graduate 26(10.7) 40(20.8) 20(14.9) 86(15.1) df=6
Graduate student or higher 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 2(1.5) 2(0.4)
Occupation
Office worker 132(54.3) 112(58.3) 66(49.3) 310(54.5)
Service 14(5.8) 16(8.3) 11(822) 41(7.2)
Student 14(5.8) 17(8.9) 8(6.0) 39(6.9)
Housewife 22(9.1) 8(4.2) 5(3.7) 35(6.2)
Professional 12(4.9) 12(6.3) 9(6.7) 33(5.8) i?—jg
Self-employment 12(4.9) 6(3.1) 10(7.5) 28(4.9)
Public official worker 7(2.9) 6(3.1) 2(1.5) 15(2.6)
Laborer 6(2.5) 42.1) 4(3.0) 14(2.5)
Etc. 24(9.9) 11(5.7) 19(14.2) 54(9.5)
Average monthly income (10,000 KRW)
Below 100 6(2.5) 8(4.2) 8(6.0) 22(3.9)
100-200 20(8.2) 16(8.3) 18(13.4) 54(9.5)
200-300 50(20.6) 35(182) 33(24.6) 118(20.7)
300-400 44(18.1) 44(22.9) 27(20.1) 115(20.2)
400-500 31(12.8) 27(14.1) 10(7.5) 63(12.0) éf_fli
500-600 26(10.7) 20(10.4) 17(12.7) 63(11.1)
600-700 20(8.2) 16(8.3) 5(3.7) 41(7.2)
Above 700 46(18.9) 26(13.5) 16(11.9) 88(15.5)
Total 243(100.0) 192(100.0) 134(100.0) 569(100.0)

#p<0.05, **p<0.01
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<Table 4> Importance of RMR selection attributes mean+sd
Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
s el o S o e T el
(n=243) (1=192) (n=134)
Taste 6.44+0.77° 5.69+1.24° 6.58+0.72% 6.22+1.02 45.92%%%
Quality 6.30+0.89* 531+1.32° 6.42+0.80° 6.00+1.15 63.48%**
Texture 5.99+0.92* 5.23+1.13° 5.65+1.14° 5.65+1.10 27.770%%*
Diversity 5.89+0.90% 4.96+1.16° 5.54+1.16 5.49+1.13 41.40%**
Brand 526+1.15° 4.43+1.14° 4.43+1.42° 4.78+1.28 32.53 %
Quantity 5.86+0.96" 5.13£1.16° 5.64£1.17% 5.56+1.12 24.770%**
Price 6.10+0.92* 547+127° 6.25+1.08% 5.92+1.13 25.76%**
Package 4.99+1.34* 428+1.22° 436+1.64° 4.60£1.42 16.93%**
Transparency 5.78+£1.01* 4.7741.15¢ 5.46+1.27° 5.36+1.21 44.64***
Expiration date 6.09+0.94° 4.86+1.25° 6.02+1.20° 5.66+1.25 T4.38%**
Additives 5.92+1.012 4.70£1.19¢ 5.45+1.44° 5.40+1.30 57.05%**
Ingredients 6.14+0.92* 4.91+£1.29¢ 5.68+1.24° 5.62+1.25 63.71%**
Nutrients 6.09+0.91* 4.83£1.31° 5.75+1.25° 5.59+1.27 67.61%%*
Organic 5.51+1.152 4.41£1.23¢ 4.78+1.40° 497+1.33 44.90%**
Freshness 6.29+0.91* 5.20+1.21° 6.27+0.82* 5.92+1.13 T3.57H%*
Sanitation 6.33+0.87° 5.38+1.32° 6.44+0.92° 6.04+1.15 57.54%**
Saving time 5.95+0.90* 527+121° 5.99+0.98* 5.73+1.08 28.63%**
Saving labor 5.69+1.01* 5.01+1.12° 5.43+1.30° 5.40+1.16 19.91%**
Preparation process 5.92+0.94° 5.10+1.21° 5.63+1.16 5.57+1.14 30.73%**
Ease of carry 5.44+131° 4.67+1.30° 4.75+1.55° 5.02+1.41 2049+
Joy of cooking 5.06+1.48° 420+1.45° 437+1.67° 4.61%1.56 19.67+**
Trash 5.55+1.14° 4.65+1.33¢ 5.18+1.57° 5.16+1.38 25.28%*%
Recyclable trash 5.70+£1.23% 4.71+£1.32¢ 531+1.56 5.28+1.41 29.46%**
Food garbage 5.75+1.18" 4.63+1.39° 5.43+1.55* 5.29+1.43 38.16%**
***p<0.001
7-point Likert scale was used where 1 meaning strongly unimportant and 7 meaning strongly important.
sbeDifferent letters within a row are significantly different by Scheffe’s test.
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<Table 5> Performance of RMR selection attributes meantsd
Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
s el o S o e T el
(n=243) (1=192) (n=134)

Taste 5.82+0.98° 5.07+1.12° 5.61+0.91* 5.52+1.07 20.73%*%
Quality 5.67+1.02* 4.86=1.11° 5.40:+1.00° 5.34+1.10 33.00%**
Texture 545£1.07° 4.77£1.12° 4.96+1.20° 5.11£1.16 21.15%%%
Diversity 5.39+1.14% 4.80+1.14° 4.73+1.20° 5.04£1.19 20.19%**
Brand 5.37+1.02* 4.54+1.09° 4.57+1.30° 4.90£1.19 37.90%**
Quantity 537+1.17° 4.63+1.06 4.79+1.28° 4.99+121 24, 54%%%
Price 5.14+1.35° 447£131° 4.49+1.48° 4.76+1.41 15.89%**
Package 5.19£1.15% 4.42+1.13° 4.54+1.38° 4.78+125 2573 %%
Transparency 5.27+1.19* 4.53+1.20° 481£1.27° 491+£1.25 20.4] %%
Expiration date 5.54+1.11° 4.68+1.18° 5.25+1.17° 5.18+1.21 30.96%**
Additives 5.20+1.10° 4.49+1.13° 4.46+1.43° 4.79+1.25 25.20%**
Ingredients 5.57+0.94* 4.77+1.14° 492+1.18° 5.15+1.13 33.76%**
Nutrients 5.49+0.94° 4.62+1.07° 4.74+121° 5.02+1.13 43,08%+**
Organic 5.07+1.212 434+1.13° 427+1.38° 4.63+1.28 26.41%%*
Freshness 5.45+1.10° 471x1.19° 4.95+1.20° 5.08+1.20 23.48%#%
Sanitation 5.60+0.99* 491+1.08° 5.04+1.24° 5.24+1.13 24.76%**
Saving time 5.84+0.94* 5.13+1.26" 5.77£1.14° 5.58+1.15 25.37%%*
Saving labor 5.67+0.97* 4.96+1.29° 541+1.18" 5.37+1.18 20.99%#*
Preparation process 5.67+0.93% 4.99+1.15° 5.50+1.17% 5.40+1.11 22.66***
Ease of carry 5.50+1.07% 4.69+1.15¢ 5.03+1.30° 5.11£1.21 26.91%**
Joy of cooking 5.14+1.20* 439+1.14° 4.61£1.36° 4.76+1.26 21.85%#*
Trash 4.88+1.36° 438+1.25° 430+1.48° 4.58+1.38 11.16%**
Recyclable trash 4.82+1.39° 427+1.30° 4.22+1.54° 4.49+1.42 11.67#%*
Food garbage 5.11+1.25° 4.55+1.18° 4.56+1.54° 479+1.33 12.85%%x*

***p<0.001

7-point Likert scale was used where 1 meaning performed very poorly and 7 meaning performed very well.

sbeDifferent letters within a row are significantly different by Scheffe's test.
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<Table 6> Differences between importance and performance of RMR selection attributes mean+sd
Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
= ivolement ope crensd b aviend ype. Tetal Fvale
(n=243) (n=192) (n=134)

Taste 0.62+1.01° 0.62+1.17° 0.97£1.01° 0.70+1.08 5.57%*
Quality 0.63+1.17° 0.45+1.16° 1.01+1.20° 0.66+1.19 9.26%**
Texture 0.54+1.16 0.46+1.29 0.69+1.53 0.55+1.30 1.17
Diversity 0.50£1.29% 0.16+1.38° 0.81+1.57* 0.46+1.41 8.67H**
Brand -0.12+1.18 -0.11£1.34 -0.14+1.49 -0.12+1.31 0.02
Quantity 0.48+1.37 0.50£1.50 0.85+1.62 0.57+1.48 3.06
Price 0.96+1.64° 1.00+1.90° 1.76+1.76* 1.16£1.79 10.10%***
Package -0.20+1.47 -0.14+1.36 -0.18+1.68 -0.18+1.48 0.09
Transparency 0.51£1.46® 0.23+1.36" 0.65+1.54° 0.45+1.45 3.65*
Expiration date 0.54+1.28% 0.18+1.48° 0.77+1.59* 0.47+1.44 7.14%*
Additives 0.72+1.36° 0.20+1.41° 0.99+1.89* 0.61+1.54 11.82%%*
Ingredients 0.58+1.20° 0.14+1.42° 0.76+1.62* 0.47+1.40 9.14%%%*
Nutrients 0.60+1.11° 0.21+1.45° 1.01+1.59° 0.57+1.38 14.17%**
Organic 0.45+1.26° 0.06+1.34° 0.51+1.66% 0.33+1.40 5.53%%*
Freshness 0.84+1.26 0.49+1.45° 1.32+1.34° 0.84+1.38 14.86%**
Sanitation 0.73£1.27° 0.47+1.42° 1.40+1.32° 0.80+1.37 19.66***
Saving time 0.11£1.06 0.15£1.21 0.22+1.37 0.15£1.19 0.37
Saving labor 0.02+1.09 0.05+1.37 0.01£1.47 0.03+1.28 0.04
Preparation process 0.25+1.08 0.11£1.29 0.13£1.31 0.17£1.21 0.82
Ease of carry -0.05+1.38 -0.02+1.30 -0.28+1.66 -0.09+1.43 1.48
Joy of cooking -0.08+1.35 -0.19+£1.45 -0.25+1.46 -0.16+1.41 0.67
Trash 0.67£1.67% 0.27+1.80° 0.88+2.07* 0.58+1.83 4.99**
Recyclable trash 0.64+1.38° 0.08+1.78° 0.87+1.93% 0.50£1.69 10.25%**
Food garbage 0.88+1.73% 0.44+1.67° 1.10£2.01° 0.78+1.79 6.11%*

#p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

abDifferent letters within a row are significantly different by Scheffe’s test.
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<Table 7> Demand for RMR product development by food type mean+sd
Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
e b e i te| el pe Tonl Fvalue
(n=243) (n=192) (n=134)
Rice 5.48+1.33° 4.82+1.32° 5.0441.53 5.15+1.41 12.90%**
Noodle 5.46+1.24 4.76+1.21° 5.13£1.35° 5.14+1.29 16.71%%*
Porridge 4.98+1.37* 421+1.28° 4.07+£1.54° 451+1.44 25.27%
Rice cake 5.07+1.33° 4.28+1.34° 4.54+1.65° 4.68+1.46 17.70%**
Soup 5.57£1.22¢ 4.74+1.23¢ 5.13+1.42° 5.19+1.32 20 85k
Stew 5.62+1.22 4.77+1.24¢ 5.20£1.47° 523+1.34 23 544
Jjigae 5.73£1.15° 4.77£1.33¢ 5.28+1.40° 5.30+1.34 30.60%**
Hot pot 5.72+1.21° 4.76x1.36° 5.10+£1.52° 5.25+1.40 28.76%**
Braised 5.00+£1.45° 3.90+1.44° 4.01x1.61° 4.40+£1.57 35.30%%*
Steamed 5.58+1.29° 4.73+1.40 4.90+1.65° 5.14+1.47 21.47%%*
Stir-fried 5.62+1.17° 4.71+1.34° 5.28+1.36° 5.23+1.33 27.07%%%
Grilled 5.53+1.31° 4.53+1.35¢ 4.92+1.54° 5.05+1.45 28.92%#*
Deep-fried 5.55+1.26° 4.48+1.41° 4.84+1.70 5.02+1.50 3134k
Pan-fried 4.82+1.49 4.10£1.46° 4.02+1.67° 439+1.57 17.06%+*
Salad 5.09+1.46" 4.17+1.53° 427+1.75° 4.58+1.61 20,39
Sauce 5.19+1.34° 4.38+1.36° 4.55+1.69° 4.76+1.48 19.09%
Dessert 5.18+1.45° 4.32+1.38° 4.54+1.90 4.74+1.59 17.76%+*
*¥%n<0.001

7-point Likert scale was used where 1 meaning strongly unwanted and 7 meaning strongly wanted.

sb<Different letters within a row are significantly different by Scheffe’s test.
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