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Abstract

This study was designed as the precedent research to develop improve the HMR type flavored cooked rice, by analyzing
the consumer perception and purchase pattern. This will in turn provide base data to that will help in the development
of products that meet consumer’s convenience and quality demands. An online survey of 247 people (63.5%) in the age
of 20 to 60 was conducted on January 2019. For the primary reason of buying those products, the survey respondents chose
a convenience of 71.7%. They are likely to buy 1~2 times a month (40.5%) in hypermarkets (63.6%). The channel choice
showed meaningful difference between segments (p<0.01). 89.1% of respondents replied that they are willing to purchase
frozen flavored cooked rice in the future. The Key Purchasing factor appeared to be the flavor (5.80), while nutrition (4.89)
was chosen as the least important factor. For flavor preference, sea food received the highest score (5.05), while radish
kimchi flavor received the lowest (4.02) with a meaningful difference by gender and age (p<0.01). Consumers who sought
nutrition, convenience and adventure in HMR products had higher willingness to re-purchase. Developing healthy, flavorful,
sensory, and enjoyable HMR products will be critical in the fulfillment of diverse consumer needs.

Key words: HMR type, flavored cooked rice, consumer perception, preference
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Table 1. General characteristics of subjects

Variables n (%)
Male 116( 47.0)
Gender
Female 131( 53.0)
20~29 60( 24.3)
30~39 53( 21.5)
Age (years)
40~49 58( 23.5)
>50 76( 30.8)
High school graduate 46( 18.6)
Education University students degree 174( 70.4)
Graduate students degree 27( 10.9)
. Married 154( 62.3)
Marital status

Single 93( 37.7)
Office worker 100( 40.5)
Housewife 37( 15.0)
Student 35( 14.2)
Occupation Own business 34( 13.8)
Professional worker 22( 8.9)
Service worker 14( 5.7)
Others 5( 2.0
. Metropolitan area 131( 53.0)

Residence .
Non-metropolitan areas 116( 47.0)
Total 247(100.0)
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o2 o212l 2polE Ho|x| ghttH(Table 2). A Z2AlTH
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Table 2. Purchase pattern of HMR-type flavored cooked rice

Gender Marital status

. Age (years) Total
Variables B
Male Female 2029  30~39  40~49 >50 X Single ~ Married x> (0=247)
Convenient ~ 80( 69.0)") 97( 74.0) 41( 68.3) 39( 73.6) 44( 75.9) 53( 69.7) 69( 74.2) 108( 70.1) 177( 71.7)
Don't have 51040 14 107) 10( 167) 6( 11.3) 8( 13.8) 9( 11.8) 13( 14.0) 20( 13.0) 33( 13.4)
Reason of Hme to cook
purchasing  Delicious  4( 34) 10( 7.6) > 5 83) 2 38) 2 34) 5 66 0 s s4) o 58 200 14 sy
Good quality 8 6.9) 4( 3.1 3(50) 3( 57) 2 34) 4 53) 4 43) 8 52) 12( 49)
Others S( 43)  6( 46) 10 17) 3 57) 2( 34) 5( 66) 2 22) 9 58) 1( 45)
Large mart  74( 63.8) 83( 63.4) 33( 55.0) 38( 71.7) 38( 65.5) 48( 63.2) 51( 54.8) 106( 68.8) 157( 63.6)
Depsﬁ?em 1 09) 0o 0.0) 0 00) 1( 19 0( 00) 0o 0.0) 0( 00) 1( 0.6) 1( 04)
Supermarket  8( 69) 12( 9.2) 1(183) 1( 19) 3( 52) 5( 6.6) 12( 129) 8 5.2) 20 8.1)
Placc of  Intemet  16( 13.8) 23(176) y5,0 0 4 67) 12(226) 11( 190) 12(158) o pe  16(172) 23(149) || |00 39( 158)
purchasing Home
bopping 2L 1D 20 1) 0( 00) 0 0.0) 3( 52) 1( 13) 1 L) 3( 19) 4 16)
C"“SV;‘;eme 14( 12.1)  10( 7.6) 12(200) 1 1.9) 3( 52) 8 10.5) 13 140) 11( 7.1) 24( 9.7)
Others 1 09) 1( 08) 0( 00) 1( 00) 0( 00) 2( 2.6) 0 00) 2( 13) 2 08)
Less than 1
fime per montr (37D H(336) 20 33.3) 20 37.7) 19( 32.8) 28( 36.8) 33(355) S54( 35.1) 87( 35.2)
1=2 tmes s 358y s5( 42.0) 26( 433) 22( 41.5) 26( 44.8) 26( 34.2) 38( 40.9) 62( 40.3) 100( 40.5)
per month ’ ’ ’ ' ' ’ ' ’ ’
Frequency 1 time per
of kp 16( 13.8)  20( 153) 0547  8( 133) 8( 15.1) 8( 13.8) 12( 158) 4703  12( 12.9) 24( 15.6) 2.072 36( 14.6)
purchasing wee
Z3times g6 11 84 5( 83) 3( 57) 5( 86) 9 11.8) 100 10.8) 12( 7.8) 2( 89)
per week ’ ’ ’ ' ' ' ’ ’ ’
ASdmes g 1 08) I 17) 0 00) 0( 00) 1( 13) 0 00) 2( 13) 2 08)
per week ’ ’ ’ ' ' ’ ’ ’ ’
Purchase Yes 104( 89.7)  116(88.5) 52( 86.7) 47( 88.7) 52( 89.7) 69( 90.8) 82( 88.2) 138( 89.6) 220( 89.1)
intention 0.077 0.615 0.123
in future No 12 103)  15( 11.5) 8 133) 6( 11.3) 6( 103) 7 92) 1( 11.8)  16( 10.4) 27( 10.9)
Total 116(100.0)  131(100.0) 60(100.0) 53(100.0) 58(100.0) 76(100.0) 93(100.0) 154(100.0) 247(100.0)
Y n (%).

“p<0.01.
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Table 3. Key buying factors to consider when purchasing HMR-type flavored cooked rice

Gender Age(years) Marital Status Total

Variables
Male  Female  t-value 20~29 30~39 40~49 >50  F-value  Single  Married  f-value  (n=247)
Taste  5.71x1.16" 5.89+1.04 -1272 578125 585t1.03 578+1.16 580110 0049  577xl.11 582+1.09 -0305 5.801.10
Quantity  5.14+1.07 5.15+1.08 -0.108 530+125 528+1.01 5.07+1.14 4994089 1365  5.14+1.08 5.15£1.07 -0.068 5.15+1.07
Price  5.59+1.10 5.64£0.99 -0.349 5.65t1.06 5.68+1.07 559+1.04 5.58+£1.02 0.132  5.67+1.05 5.59+1.04  0.554  5.62+1.04

Nutrition 4.83+1.22 4.95£1.17 -0.782
Convenience 5.64+1.05 5.61+1.04 0.205
Quality  5.61+1.10 5.64+1.07 -0.211

5.38+1.15

4451352 491+1.17° 5.00+1.24° 5.14+0.95° 4202
5.77+0.93 5.67+1.05
5354115 5.75+1.05° 5.52+1.16° 5.84+0.94° 2.821°

456+121 5.09+1.14 -3.470" 4.89+1.19
546£1.05 572+1.03 -1902  5.62+1.04
5424111 5.75:1.05 -2373" 5.63+1.08

5.62+1.05  1.541

D Mean+S.D.: Likert-type scale from 1 to 9 (1: very disagree ~ 9: very agree).

2 b Different letters within the same row are significantly different by Duncan's multiple range test.

"p<0.05, “p<0.01.
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Table 4. Preference for HMR-type flavored cooked rice - by flavor

Gender Age (years) Marital status Total
Variables
Male Female t-value 20~29 30~39 40~49 >50  F-value  Single Married ~ f-value ~ (0=247)
H?ﬂ:;’n 45121210 4274130 1459 428126  4.53+137 440£127 436+1.19 0372  431£129 443+124 -0.705  438+1.26

Beef  5.01+1.16 475130 1662  4.60£1.55  5.08+1.12 4.69+120 5.08£1.02 2601  4.69+143 498t1.11 -1.691  4.87+1.24
Chicken 475131  477£129 -0.127 4.82+138 481x1.16 4724139 471£125 0.117  4.56+140 4.88£122 -1919 476129
Egg 4724118 453127 1205  4.60£1.38  470+1.34 447£1.20 4.68+1.05 0446 451133 4.68£1.16 —1.092  4.62+1.23
Seafood  5.03+1.17 507+1.24 -0223 4774147 528+1.10 5.07+1.12 5.11+1.08 1847  4.89+135 5.15£1.10 —-1.552  5.05+1.20
Tuna  4.68+1.17 424127 2848 453+144 447+122 441£121 438112 0.186 438137 4.49+1.16 -0.678  4.45+124
Kkakdugi 3.97+1.32  4.05£128 —0480 3.67+1.64 4.04121 4.17+124 4.16+1.02 2076 3.63t144 425t1.15 -3.496" 4.02+1.29
Namul 4574135 491143 -1911  4.20£1.61 4.74+£1.24° 4.91+1.38" 5.07+1.23° 4.858" 431+1.50 5.01+127 -3.922" 4.75+1.40
Ethnic ~ 4.40+£139  430£1.36 0564  4.15£1.55  4.49+1.34 428+1.31 4.45t1.30 0790 4224140 4.42+136 -1.149  4.34x1.37

D Mean+S.D.: Likert-type scale from 1 to 9 (1: very dislike ~ 9: very like).
2 @b Different letters within the same row are significantly different by Duncan's multiple range test.
* p<0.01, ™" p<0.001.

frol3t Aol UpehtA] stk Aol mebdE ANRE B AR ATHe Table 514 AAE ule} o] EAZF o
20~294](4.8274), SEZ L 30~394]|(5.287), 40~494](5.077), 40.1%2 71 =9k1, Th&0 2 whox]do] 38.9%2 A5 5}
S0t oA e HeE FAZ Hgon, BE L Aoz Urhdth Ao mebl YRl TA2HE(56.0%),
APZoNAN ZE71R7F 49 WE dulte] A3EsL 7B oz B9 Pd8.1%)S TP Asehs Aos RAES]
S& Ao etk ERE 20294 4203, S04 ol on), BAHCR FoIF Folrh Uehtthp<0001). Ao
5078202 993t xlo]2 B ATHp<0.01). 2E o] Hof wa} whbA = 20T~294(33.3%), 30~39A1|(47.2%), 40~494](48.3%)
AL BRI A9 WE Wole] A9, ulEEsoT 7] oA TR Fe) MEEr} B vehton, sod ol4K61.8%)
EGI5) BF 2o ASEE BYon, oayie yE ¥ N EABEO] HEET} o AL o 2 9THp<0.001).
WS U E@223), 718442 BE Y R 71EEE AE R ueh nEe EXSY(T6%)S, 718 B
Btk ZH57]7F 49l WE "ajuk(p<0.01), Y227} 49l

T 000 AT HE FEIH FAT He]

= eA stk j

2) TESEHY 7|5

Y= oo TAPYE mA S, A4, 9929, =Y Lunch box type | Cup type Pouch type |Rice ball type
g or FEste] oju|A] AR} A AASHALL, 4 Fig 1. Packaging type of HMR-type flavored cooked
i FF= Fig 13 2o 3% Huye =43 HE 7|3 = rice.

Table 5. Preference for HVMR-type flavored cooked rice - by packaging type

Gender Age (years) Marital status
Variables P P 5 Total
Male Female X 20~29 30~39 40~49 >50 X Single =~ Married X

Lunch box type 65( 56.0)" 34( 26.0) 19( 31.7) 13( 24.5) 20( 34.5) 47( 61.8) 35( 37.6) 64( 41.6) 99( 40.1)
Cup type 16( 13.8) 31( 23.7) e 18( 30.0) 14( 264) 9( 155) 6( 7.9) 08" 23( 24.7) 24( 15.6) 2767 47( 19.0)
Pouch type 33( 28.4) 63( 48.1) ' 20( 33.3) 25( 47.2) 28( 48.3) 23( 30.3) ’ 31( 33.3) 65( 42.2) ' 96( 38.9)
Rice ball type  2( 1.7) 3( 2.3) 3( 50) I( L7y 1( L7) OC 0.0) 4 43) 1( 0.6) 5( 2.0)
Total 116(100.0) 131(100.0) 60(100.0) 53(100.0) 58(100.0) 76(100.0) 93(100.0) 154(100.0) 247(100.0)

D n (%)
™ p<0.001.
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Table 6. Key factors of re-purchasing HMR type flavored cooked rice

Marital Status

Gender Age(years) Total

Variables
Male Female  t-value 20~29 30~39 40~49 >50  F-value Single Married f-value (n=247)
Nutrition secker 4.04+1.18" 3.76£1.02  2.047° 3.40+1.09° 3.89+0.99" 3.98+1.18" 4.21+1.02° 6.586"" 3.49+0.99 4.13+1.13 -4.536"" 3.89+l.11
Health seeker  3.82+1.03 3.44+1.10 2.763" 3.22+1.03* 3.45£1.17% 3.76£1.03" 3.95£0.99° 6203 3.25t1.03 3.84+1.06 —4.349"" 3.62+1.08
Taste secker ~ 4.63£1.05 4.53+1.10 0.748 447+1.10 4.66+121 4.67+1.00 4.53£1.03 0522  4.48+1.03 4.63+1.10 -1.034 4.57+1.08
Safety secker ~ 4.53x1.15 4.20£1.13  2262° 4.13£127 442+128 4.29+1.04 4.53+1.00 1430  4.15:1.20 4.47+1.10 -2.168" 4.351.15
Convenience seeker 4.24+125 4.11+1.33 0816  4.02+1.28 4.19+1.37 4.38+1.20 4.12+1.32 0.831  3.99+1.36 4.28+124 -1.715 4.17£1.29
Adventure secker 4.63+124 4.47+1.31 0958 428+138 4.66+1.37 471114 4.55t1.22 1300  4.41£1.30 4.63+126 -1321 4.55£1.28
Price secker ~ 4.97+1.25 4.66£126 1979" 4.67+1.42 483+127 474138 495£1.03 0611  4.75£1.40 4.84+1.18 -0.510 4.81£127
FOOdSi:;‘(’::’ad"“ 454119 458:110 —0254 438:1.12 453115 441+1.17 484£108 2410 440107 4.66:1.17 —1.777 456114
Brand secker  4.76+123 4.59+123 1.089 467131 4574120 4.71+120 4.71+120 0169  4.58+1.23 472123 -0.866 4.67+1.23

D Mean+S.D.: Likert-type scale from 1 to 9 (1: very disagree ~ 9: very agree).
? b Different letters within the same row are significantly different by Duncan's multiple range test.

ok

<001, ™ p<0.001.

* <005, o

N2 7 ABFGOL, BAROR FoIat Hol

£ e ek

4. &= ool xiToi At olxl= 22

AF 2uE " 9 A dist 4, 9
g, AE o5 YT due] A7l oAl AuE A
Table 67} 2t} AH] HHA 7HAZETH 20@4.817)0] 7}
=L AFFTE 293.627)0] 7P 1otk AEe
TR = EAPE 4974, A7} 4668 02 7HAFTY 1)
ol 71 w2 HeE BAon, FALE foAF AolE 1
ERHTHp<0.05). BHH0) AZFT1E 2914 YA} 3.82
A, AR7E 344 02 TP W2 M S B, FAKCE
AT Aol S YERITHp<0.01). th5o 2 JFF73 a1l
oA EA7E 4047, AAR7L 3T6H O W2 HeE BHYL
o, SAHLE {3t AolE UERHtHp<0.05). AP,
£ oo wetAe dgd, 2L oot BAle] 7HEET
@ 890 7P B2 AL Yo, SAHCEE fo

il

Q] Zfol7h Uehbx] gotet. whel, AR JPRT
3 oAt ARU Hess FENT nEYsE A

o SAh 7P R Ao e, SAHee §ol
3 2hol S LEFRTHp<0.001).

AE pulAe] 49 GURT, A
27, BOF REET A4S, HEANET, HAEE

£ SgusE sto] WE Hujgke] A7) ojxfe] mx:
GFE AW T} FEE RS AT Aoks Table 73
2} SR HAw Fe 27.990, SOJBHE 000, A
S1%% LRt W Wolure) A7) olabs A& au)4
aclo] FFe MAE Ao SARGT. AT oAt

m

& rlo

Table 7. Multiple regression analysis on factors affecting
repurchase decision of HMR type flavored cooked rice

Variables B SE Beta t-value  VIF
(Constant) 1490 0274 5.439™
Nutrition seeker ~ 0.237 0074 0249  3.198" 2971
Health secker -0.107 0.074 -0.109 -1443 22811
Taste seeker 0.074 0.054 0.075 1.365 1.492
Safety secker 0010 0061 0011 0162 2114
Convenience seeker  0.232 0.066 0.284 3.524" 3.182
Adventure seeker 0232 0.067 0282  3.458" 3241
Price seeker 0009 0052 0010 0166 1901
Food ;:;‘z;mﬁon ~0051 0055 -0055 -0926 1741
Brand seeker 0085 0052 0099 1.623 1834

R*=0.515 adjusted R*=0.497 F=27.990""

™ p<0.01, ™ p<0.001.

A1 E AU a2l vz FFHS SAsHE HEHTH
JOF2LE 0.237(p<0.01), HOE2TH 0.232(p<0.01), BF=
T8 0232(p<0.0DE FFHE v|A]= ASE eyl
SAHE A8 5o =2t AAE A4E Youn 5
(2015)9] A= di fPS S5k AHAYEE
S A shet 994, T4, 71548 1Eske A
° 82 ARGl glo] ZAERY S| WHE HMR A€
2 oj=ote] TAZ A3 Choi & Ra(2013)=
u| 25417} 3dE HMRE] /?4_4319} 7&"1]*1 ad8dt= A
wth 7HEsl D, A7 Aok ¢ 1= BN
E AT = {ogt

% }Q\‘C
Id=
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HVR A % 5 RTECY Helio] maAmEa A7)
o= 7h9] ATPAS AT Lee SO Lu]AHSo] A
2okt 7RI} 584, 249 Eo| R4S A7) o
Eol foat JaL vlAE Ao ek o|g} Zo] AT
o oAb 5 A1) B Pl Aol de HobE e
o2 AR Tt A AP E vlolE AEL u
B3lo] AMLS 7154 (Mackenzie & Lutz 1989; Chung & Park
2004)< ek weba HMR A&l ek 4| e] thefst
Lo | YFFS dSstaL AlESHE Aol tigt AF
s 2o B AvAFe HES U3t 4= glom,
HMR AJ%o] B& ¢ or A4S 4 =g AlEste
282} et okt HeES e AWH Aol 2

2240] 91e-e AL ik

Qo U #=

£ AT HVMRE Hold AEALS 918 71252 49
ALRA 2129 QT TS BAst FHFEHE
HVR AF] et 20149 478 35412 4 9l AT
3 nEA AES AFH A% 712 ARE AFstuA
3tk o|2 glal, HVRY W5 Hruke Fue Fdol gl
204 o]4e] AFRlE tiAL = 2019 1€ 2l AE=A}
£ WS AR 240 B ojele AR A9t
1 HFHOE UTYEAE B.5% S FANEE B
oh RS ZAIAALS QN BE Euake] o)
Ae, A% 5 Auluel Biet 7| B, A% AugEE
B Ay Aol gabe] v AL 20lS B 4 REO
2 skt

7 A3 Y gulire] Tojdee] el ool a2
L Ha A (71.7%), Y 1~23] A E(40.5%), THTFE(63.6%)
o4 Fofshs ol 7b Eoteh Tof ol ot o ML
A, AR, AE ofRo] ME FH Ho|F HolA ¢
grow], Fu) Fat A" FH ol S B LTHP<00D),
FF YT HulS P AL Aol s A
FARAAS] 89.1%7F A7) AL Sleki SEsh.
B Aup o) A 38 4 W, ARE BE ofRo

2 ol glo] WER0HO.00%)S 7V FasH Jzske
Aoz Uehton], A¥grt k42 nEUsg TojA
ot FAL sk Hush WA ek A% 3%
up FRE 71 EEE BRI 49 WE o] 9% ¥
Mol S05H O A R, AT1RI 49 WE Hop
£ 40280 g W ek el mets 3R
(p<001)E AT FRol M fT Hol Lt bk
ok LR R 419 WS Huie] 39t Aol ute foa

=4 EFIYEIA

= ot
(p<0.001). 4 20T O SY o2 FEt] JE, A
3}

AE A9 E A3, AA FolAl 7tAFFE 2910] 4.81
Heog 7P won, 74573 890] 3.624 o2 71
Sokeh @A 4974, AR 46602 AR 2l
ol 7M} ¥ HE Bylon, AHCR o3 AolE
EFTHp<0.05). ARFTEI JFFTT 2oA= 9%
7t &5 7|1 ERT v EYSE A AL 7P R
< Aoz yeigon, gAHCz {3t 2olE Yt
(p<0.001). AF 2HPFY £A4S SHHSFE dto] WF
ko] Ztaf oxte] mX|= PFE AHEIA thE3]

BAS HARE 23, GEFTE, HoFT7E, 2EF
F2 Aol foHd FFES nA= AR YeEt
(p<0.01).
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