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Means-End Chain Approach to Understand Consumer Motivation Towards
Convenience Meat Products: Focus on New York City in US Market

Yoojin Jungl, Min-A Leel, and Eun Kyoung Cho?

!Department of Food and Nutrition, Kookmin University
“Dason Co.

ABSTRACT The purpose of this study was to analyze how consumers make links between convenience meat products
and self-relevant consequences and value. Surveys on convenience meat product consumption patterns and hard laddering
based on means-end chain theory were conducted from April 21 to April 25, 2014 and targeted 200 consumers in
the US. The most preferred cooking method of convenience meat product was roast (25.9%) and the most common
information medium was suggestions by friends and parents (37.1%). The main as well as desired places of purchasing
were both the supermarket (33.6% and 27.3%, respectively). The most preferred promotion method was free sample
events (38.5%). From analyzing means-end chains of convenience meat products, the most dominant value chain was
‘taste (A)’— ‘good taste (C)’— ‘feel good (V)’. These results show that consumption of convenience meat products
will increase when consumer expectations of taste and satisfaction are met. Further, results of the value measurement
provide information on consumer satisfaction and needs and can be applied to set marketing strategies for Korean

style convenience meat products.
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Table 1. General characteristics of the subjects (N=143)

Item Frequency Perc(oe/zl)tage
Male 94 65.7
Gender Female 44 30.8
No response 5 35
19 & under 15 10.5
20~29 87 60.8
Age 30~39 17 11.9
40~49 11 7.7
50 & over 8 5.6
No response 5 35
Caucasian 59 41.3
Hispanic 27 18.9
. Asian 30 21.0
Ethnic African American 11 7.7
Others 9 6.3
No response 7 4.9
Student 76 53.1
Private business owner 13 9.1
Office worker- 17 11.9

Administrative worker

Occupation Specialist 11 7.7
Production worker 3 2.1
Home maker 1 0.7
Others 17 11.9
No response 5 3.5
< $1000 51 35.7
$1,000 ~$2,000 25 17.5
Monthly $2,001 ~$3,000 18 12.6
income $3,001 ~$4,000 17 11.9
> $4,000 24 16.8
No response 8 5.6
< $400 61 427
Monthly $400 ~1less than $600 45 315
payment $600 ~1less than $800 9 6.3
with food $800~1less than $1,000 8 5.6
and $1,000 ~1ess than $1,200 6 42
groceries  $1,200 or more 4 2.8
No response 10 7.0

3 Wl A QDA uA 39H(27.3%), ‘A B2 =
o] 291 (20.3%) 0.2 ZA e o] S8 WAL A3 7}
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Table 2. Consumption patterns of convenience meat food (N=143)
Item Frequency Percentage (%)
Roasted 37 25.9
Steamed 7 4.9
Stir fried 19 133
Type Smoked 9 6.3
P Boiled 3 2.1
Marinated 29 20.3
Other 5 3.5
No response 34 23.8
Sample events or promotional materials 29 20.3
Suggestions given by sales representatives 10 7.0
Radio or TV 1 0.7
Information medium Suggestions given by' parents and friends 53 37.1
Newspaper or magazines 8 5.6
Internet 15 10.5
Others 1 0.7
No response 26 18.2
Major supermarkets 25 17.5
Internet shopping mall 2 14
Grocery shop 20 14.0
Purchasine place Supermarket 48 33.6
£p Convenience store 4 2.8
Restaurants 13 9.1
Others 7 4.9
No response 24 16.8
Major supermarkets 25 17.5
Internet shopping mall 4 2.8
Grocery shop 29 20.3
. . Supermarket 39 27.3
Desired purchasing Solgial commerce 1 0.7
place Convenience store 3 2.1
Restaurants 13 9.1
Others 7 4.9
No response 22 15.4
Discount 38 26.6
Free sample events 55 38.5
1+1 Package products 9 6.3
Promotion method Free giveaways 7 4.9
Advertisements 9 6.3
Others 3 2.1
No response 22 15.4
S-S A& 0|22 0|83 87 HoAE gt & St 9Y, dlEels vtol =53 243 & 7HA el 7A]l
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Table 3. Frequency of attributes, consequences, and value

RELRE

Analysed 12

Attributes N (%) Consequences or benefits N (%) Value N (%)
Taste 51 (46.8) Feel good 7(5.9) Pleasure 37 (30.1)
Price 6(5.5) Good taste 53 (44.5) Happy 28 (22.8)
Satiety 2(1.8) Save money 6 (5.0) Quality of life 41 (33.3)
Texture 3(2.8) Save time 1(0.8) Achievement 3(2.4)
Juiciness 7 (6.4) Satisfaction 9(7.6) Financial responsibility 5(@4.1)
Newness 7 (6.4) Healthy life 20 (16.8) Self-respect 4(3.3)
Nutrition 9(8.3) Avoid bread and snacks 1(0.8) Self-fulfillment 5(@4.1)
Convenience 1(0.9) Contain no diseases 14 (11.8)
Quantity 1(0.9) Sure about what you buy 7(5.9)
Origin 2(1.8) Variety in the diet 1(0.8)
Sanitation 15 (13.8)
Certification 5(4.6)

Table 4. Summary of hard laddering content code FEMEYAE AT FEMEL 2T $A4A)T 3§

Purchasing attributes (A) Total 14 B(C) g A 7EA(V) k] A - AQ dagd Y AEE
Al Taste MES el gRERA A9 FHiEg At u)
A2 Price EAE YAT A BAE dsEtel wojFozn v
A3 Satiety £ gatsid A9g 5 Q= gl Yrk42). Hard Lad-
A4 Texture o] 2= L = o Bh =
AS Tuiciness dering®] A4 A3} 3 H(C) 7+ F=uj Ee ~(Table 5)
A6 Newness oF s 7} 7k ko] FEmEY A(Table 6)& 2H3 33T
O =2 3L I~ = = e
A7 Packing (excluded) S Ao A £A4-8E 1t gHjEL A 4
™
[e]

A8 Nutrition
A9 Convenience
Al0 Brand (excluded)
All Quantity
Al2 Origin
Al3 Sanitation
Al4 Certification

Consequences or benefits (C) Total 12
C1 Feel good
C2 Good taste
C3 Save money
C4 Save time
C5 Satisfaction
C6 Healthy life
Cc7 Easy to cook (excluded) Analysed 9
C8 Avoid bread and snacks
Cc9 Always in store (excluded)
C10 Contain no diseases
Cl1 Sure about what you buy
Cl12 Variety in the diet (excluded)

Value (V) Total 9

\"2! Pleasure
V2 Happy
V3 Quality of life
V4 Achievement
V5 Duty (excluded) Analysed 7
V6 Financial responsibility
V7 Self-esteem (excluded)
V8 Self-respect
V9 Self-fulfillment

()
Table 59} o] 2Hd3siqict. 47 &9 ko] A
st A3 BHAD o] F5(C2)0] 383 &2 714 73t
A A AAE Holn ARAES] S/ HOAFE vk
2 AL & 4 AU de A Costa 5(43)9]
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Table 5. Frequency of connection between hard laddering attrib-

utes and consequences (N=108)
Consequences
Cl C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C8 Cl0 Cll
Al 5 38 1 0 4 2 0 1 0
A2 0 0O 4 0 0 1 1 0 0
A3 0 1 1 0o 0 0 0 O 0
A4 0 1 0 O O 1 0 1 0
A5 1 3 0 0 2 1 0 O 0
. A6 1 1 0 O 1 3 0 1 0
Atributes e 9 1 0 0 0 8 0 0 0
A9 0 0O O 1 0 0 o0 O 0
All 0 0 O O O 1 0 O 0
Al2 0 0 O O O 0 0 O 2
A3 0 1 0 0O O 1 o0 10 2
Al4 0 0 O O O 1 0 1 3

A: attributes, C: consequences.



Table 6. Frequency of connection between hard laddering con-

sequences and value (N=114)
Value
V1 V2 V3 V4 V6 V8 V9
C1 5 0 2 0 0 0 0
C2 23 16 6 2 0 2 2
C3 0 1 0 0 5 0 0
Conse- c4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
quences C5 3 3 0 0 0 0 1
Cc6 4 3 10 1 0 1 1
C8 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
C10 1 1 11 0 0 1 0
Cl1 0 1 6 0 0 0 0

C: consequences, V: value.
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Fig. 1. Hierarchy Value Map (HVM).
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