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Study on Importance-Performance Analysis Regarding Selective
Attributes of Home Meal Replacement (HMR)

Se-Young Ju

Dept. of Food Science and Nutrition, Dankook University, Gyeonggi-do 445-701, Korea

Abstract

This study analyzed the Importance-Performance Analysis of selective attributes of Home Meal Replacement
(HMR). This study was conducted using a primary field survey on department stores and wholesale markets
in Seoul and Gyeonggi province. A total of 201 out of 234 questionnaires were analyzed. First, the highest intake
frequency was 1~ 3 times a month (100 respondents: 48%), the most common purchasing place was wholesale
market (148 respondents: 73.6%), and the most cited reason for preference was convenience (115 respondents:
57.2%). According to the IPA results, selective attributes with low satisfaction and high importance in the second
quadrant were ‘quality’, ‘health’, ‘hygiene’, ‘origin of food’, and ‘safety’. These results suggest that the micro-
biological and sensory qualities of HMR production should be improved to meet consumer’s expectations.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of samples

. Frequency  Percent
Variables (n) (%)
Gender Male 55 274
Female 146 72.6
19~29 72 35.8
Age 39~49 85 42.3
50~64 37 184
=65 7 35
Region Metropolitap . 110 54.7
area Small & middle city 88 43.8
Others 3 1.5
<100 16 8.0
100~200 35 174
Household  200~300 56 279
income 300~400 52 259
400~500 20 10.0
=500 22 10.9
Office worker 106 52.7
b House wife 56 279
Jo Service worker 24 119
Others 15 75
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Table 2. Intake frequency, purchase place, and preference
reason of home meal replacement

Variables Fre(zlrlsncy Pe(roﬁoe)nt

Seldom 9 45

Intake 1~-3 t@mes a month 100 49.8
frequency 1~3 times a week 59 29.4
4~6 times a week 17 85

>1/day 16 8.0

Purchase Department 37 184
| Wholesale market 148 73.6
place Others 16 8.0
Price 30 14.9

Preference Taste 26 13.0
Convenience 115 57.2

reason Food quality 20 10.0
Others 10 5.0
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Table 3. The results on paired t-test of the importance and performance of the selective attributes by HMR
Importance Satisfaction
5 — GAP t-value
Mean+SD Mean+SD
Food quality 4.30+0.70 315+0.46 1.15 1852
Taste 4.29+0.67 3.35+0.56 0.95 16.7*74’*‘
Appearance 3.75+0.83 3.19+0.50 0.57 8.94_;
Variety of menu 3.39£0.83 3.18+£0.48 0.21 3.19° .
Health 4.11+0.86 3.03+0.48 1.08 14. 81)
Hygiene 4.58+0.66 3.12+0.55 1.46 22. 70
Credence of brand 3.77+0.97 3.05+0.41 0.72 9.06
Food origin 4.41+0.83 3.07+0.64 1.34 16.81*“
Safety 4.55+0.70 2.95+0.57 1.60 22.57?*;
Credence of outlet 3.99+0.78 3.14+051 0.85 13.26;*;
Convenience 3.53+0.79 4.03+0.92 -0.50 *5.56*;*
Appropriation of price 3.90+0.81 3.32£0.57 0.59 858"

;;MeantSD with a 5-point Likert type scale: 1 point (strongly unimportant)~5 point (strongly important).

Mean+SD with a 5—point Likert type scale: 1 point (strongly unsatisfactory)

“p<0.001, “p<0.001 by t-test.

~5 point (strongly satisfactory).
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12. Appropriation of price

IV (Possible overkill)

Fig. 1. Importance-performance analysis (IPA) of the se-
lective attributes of home meal replacement (HMR).
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Table 4. Factor analyses of the selective attribute’ impor-
tance of HMR

Attri Overall Product Overall Cronbach’s
ribute . .
trust quality convenience a

Hygiene 0.789
Origin labelling 0.779
Health 0.766 0.843
Brand trust 0.695
Safety 0.692
Outlet trust 0.618
Taste 0.851
Food quality 0.754 0.699
Appearance 0.551
Convenience 0.800
Appropriation 0.738 0.619

of price
Variety of 0.452

menu
Varience
percentage (%) 27984  16.064 15513
Eigen value 3.358 1.928 1.862
Kaiser-Meyer 0.850

Olkin
“'p<0.001 by factor analyses.
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Table 5. Correlation analysis regarding overall satisfaction 2 Alg "o
and importance by selective attribute of HMR
Overall Product Overall Overall o oF
trust  quality convenience satisfaction - -
Overall trust 1
Product quality 0498 1 # AFANNE A e AL R e Fa
Overall 03357 04197 1 So} BEEE ZASe] 1A g4 BAE AA
ool o1 0042 0068 . ohAE Ak B g JxAsE AFHuA S, w3,
satisfaction Al 7P A &2 BEE AT A ZE WA
p<0.05, “p<0.001 by correlation analysis. S AABTA G AT ARE gokstd ey g
AR A gAe] HANE D P Gk, Azl fol UiF
08 o] w2 e dade Yt 28y 8= A M E FFR AL Ao AHW T AL sk |
MES B S AR AR aflA TAE W 33 4@} 1008 (49.8%) 0.2 7HE Btan, 7144}
=2 o83t i e AAIT AAA] A, AF F 82 9 AAE &l nfES} 148H (736%) 0.2 714 w
2, ol ake] A 24 23 08 o) =2 A o Aoz A AL A A} U2 o] HelzAo] Bt
B el & FAANE A FAET AT ¥ zen wsw gjo|BA Azt tigk Aol HE 12702 A
A& AAslth A, AlE F4 el T84 3 gEA FEE BF FoHog 2jolvt gllen, o] F #
AR W) AUIA F4 A A AT TS o)z qojg mE FRE0) TR WEEND B WS
< ZaAF7E 04982 yEbton, ‘AlEel Hol A& 0.335, 2 Vet 7P AAF t82l 0] MeldAdel| BEF [PA B4
AE FAT WYL 04192 BF FAH0 F(DN 3 gnoqs zesl wo} wEEs) B HE gl
YBAS HEAAT 000D, AEAR] F9ke) B4 o oapngege $2, 47, 448, QHAEA L A
olME AF e FaA aQlvte] -0.1799] v R(-)9] o] &ats Aoz UeEhdth 298 Az 1279 =
BBAE RAFRAHp<0.05). 34 2o wrojzen, 3 WA e W'
TFAAL A MEiEAo| Zo ot Metsjel giEs BRI A4, Ak A, 173, BAE A, b,
of O|X|= st A =7 o] Sl &3, 5 WA 891 Al F2
AR e AeEAe Fowsl Ande nEy 2 gRstdon, B, B4, gwe] $30] Sahgth vhA
o AL AL AW g8l GFAN AL Axgd O A 8A 819 FeelE Wl oz Fsgon
om 1 A= Table 67 2th o2 2=31317] 93] 7144 HAXREA, A B vl el o7ldl 3o A
AF A A Fawel 32008 Egumaz, du A UEA dBEde] Faw 2 AuAe BEr Bt
ol BFELE 2EWMSET o] o= AL A A FEITA FA ) digk Ao e AE a1 AF FAZ
3 28 A B2 §o8H8oH(p<0.05), ZE 2] 2ol 03~05 Akel&] A (+)e] ZuaAE YeEl
AuEe 51%2 Ueyth 5780 A8H 3740 2o OoF, AwAA wELee EAo Mt A2 gyl
ol Ba EPms Zo] AP o] AUA WEE B 01799 W F(-)e] ABWAE HeAFUTh 7HEAA )
()9 FFHE MAE Ao BAHATH(P<001). ‘A= & AENEEY FRET ANAQ AR vAE dF
Ml M BAW PAGA FLE7 ¥3 BEEsL Be 2 AW 98] 0N BAS AN 29 vy dAs
FS 4 F A AW S84 FE A4, A4, 4 SAASRE 3o (p<0.05), R¥] AHELE 51%
AR, G ToE 4T IAATHNE FLET = 2 Uetuth A A 89 3 Fard #3549
T5 USE F ()9 dFS F= AR Hol 4] IPA g ol Ao Fagdrute] AnbAQl vk F(-)9
ATATet A T AHRE B F Ak dozof AF FFHE A= AR EAHEAT £ A7 A 2 A
AXe 7HE XA &4 e] del&Ad F o]E ald g 7] A A duRlES e w A5 FIsA7 W
SHIAES] HEEE =Y F e UekS BAEor & Ao ol ool g 23S Awtstrl 7] 7ol = B2 ARl 3l
Table 6. Multiple regression analysis of overall satisfaction and importance by selective attribute of HMR
Independent variables B SE B t p-value
Intercept 3.369 0.200 - 16.879 0.000
Overall trust -0.137 0.044 -0.264 -3.143" 0.002
Product quality 0.068 0.047 0.123 1.438 0.152
Overall convenience 0.036 0.044 0.064 0.812 0.418

RZZO.OBI, adjusted R2:0.036, F=3.325", dependent variable: overall satisfaction

'p<0.05, “p<0.01.
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