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Abstract

This study was to identify the effects of education on Korean foods preferred by elementary students and their
sustainability. A survey was conducted on 5th-grade elementary school students. Korean food preferences were classified by
exploratory factor analysis as creative, healthy, or considerate, and the effects of education on Korean dietary life were
classified as cognitive or emotional. Dietary life sustainability was evaluated separately. Results showed that creative and
considerate preferences had significant impacts on cognitive and emotional education effects and that a healthy preference
type significantly impacted the emotional effect of education. Analysis showed that creative and considerate food preference
types significantly influenced dietary life sustainability and that cognitive and emotional education effects mediated these
relationships. Sex was not found to have a significant moderating effect. The study shows that Korean dietary life
sustainability is influenced by education on topics that promote the value and excellence of Korean food and suggests that
experiential education combining practice and theory should be used to increase interest in Korean food among elementary
students. Additional studies are required to determine Korean food preferences to facilitate the development of a dietary life
education program that enables students to understand and maintain healthy dietary practices.
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3. SAIA2| HH % HX} <Table 1> General characteristics of respondents

B Ao BAAE WHe SPSS 21.0 (SPSS Inc., . Frequency Percentage
Armonk, NY, USA)# SmartPLS 3.0 (SmartPLS GmbH, VG N) %)
Pinneberg, Germany) Z=2 1S o]&-alo] AT ZAL Gender
tidAke] dita B4 RIS AAEHAL, 89 7H Male student 98 513
Bl S 8lsly] fs] §AZ Qolideo] FAHAREY Female student 93 48.7
(Principal Components Analysis)3} 29138] %42 Varimax Favorite meal type
WS ARE-3I9 0™, 2918 A #(factor loading)®] 0.5 o) Korean food 152 79.6
ol HFES on 9= Wbz Auksigdn). sk &34 8 Foreign food 39 20.4
o159 AP T A=L =34 603—_/] & dxAde =43} Path to get information or knowledge about Korean traditional food
71 93l Cronbach’s a AlFE A=ttt 7ML AZ3H7) At home through parents 78 40.9
s mdo] _H;_XLS}J—/_ ;‘_4 ]7]. Zlope AW x|z} uk Through school education and experience 61 319
AR Foma = 2o B4 AZEL 7FAE(Shin Through the mass media 44 23.0
2018) H-5-3 _:_79]"—(Part1al Least Square, PLS) 7|9} -4} Through specialized Korean food books 8 42
A B g B (PLS-SEM)S ©] &3ttt Rdw e $Jst Total 191 100.0
WA, FEhE, BEhyeg gR1s] 99
PLSY2]5(PLS-Algorithm)(0=0.05)2 33t aL, 25 S F AP BT 6 1‘34(31 9%), S A (TV W&
o] griet 7HAASS fls F-ESEH - (Bootstrapping) FRE, JAEU $HE T3l A= B57F 4478 (23%) —O—i

(2=0.01), E2R1=ZY (Blindfolding)(0=0.001)2 A3}t velgth A3 A 3d 52 53 9= 27 89
(42%)0 =2 7PE A& Zlo ' ZALEIT

N, Zap g4 o2

>

1. ZALCHARRLS| EHE £ 1) 3] A5H3e]
ZARRAFAR] duka] EAJS <Table 1> 220} AES

o] 98 (51.3%)0 =2 oIS 931 (48.7%)HET} WkTE.

ofst= 2AF FEle g 220] 1527%(79.6%)0= 2=

2] 398(20.4%) 20} oF aull7FF A AR AT S

2200 thEk Aoy JHE A= ARE 7P Fr

S EaA AE A7) 78 (40.8%) 02 7P Bokar, st
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Sl W%Tjrzéoﬂ’ﬁg] 712 28R Z(Factor loadings)y> 0.5
Y, 5/ (Communality)> 0.4 3, Z-5-%k(Eigen Value)
< 1.0 O]*c}, AFEE 9u)l= Cronbach o= 0.6 ©142
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<Table 2> Korean food preference type factor and reliability analysis

. . Factor Variance Eigen  Cronbach
Measurement items Communality &

loadings (%) value o
Factor 1: Creative preference type
When new Korean food comes out on TV, I want to try it. .658 783
I want to make traditional Korean food I learned from textbooks. 717 783 25.53 2.043 761
I’'m trying to try Korean food I've never seen before. 673 .740
Factor 2: Healthy preference type
I tend to eat a variety of side dishes. .823 .876
L . 23.05 1.844 .839
I eat well side dishes made with vegetables 797 .836
Factor 3: Considerate preference type
I think Korean food is good food to share with other friends. 637 779
I help with setting the table, cooking, and washing dishes at home. 674 .682 21.05 1.684 602
I am grateful to my family for preparing my favorite side dishes such 503 700

as kimchi and vegetables.

Total variance explanation power (%)=69.63
KMO= .740
Bartlett ¥*=461.368, df=28, p=0.000
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<Table 3> Korean food dietary life education effect factor and reliability analysis

Measurement items Communality Fac.tor Variance Eigen Clabee
loadings (%) value o
Factor 1: Cognitive education effect
I learned that Korean table setting is based on rice, soup, and side
. . 564 719
dishes, which are staple foods.
There are many side dishes made with vegetables in Korean food, so I
S .640 780
think it is good for health. 3427 3427 758
Eating Korean food, I think I can have a balanced meal. 617 136
I found out that traditional fermented foods (kimchi, soybean paste,
. 525 655
gochujang) are good for health.
Factor 2: Emotional education effect
I want to explain the excellence of Korean food to other friends. 536 695
When [ eat Korean food, my digestion is better and I feel more
661 763
comfortable.
Korean food is friendly and seems to warm the heart. .590 732 26.30 2.630 871
Korean food is excellent all over the world, so I want to brag about it. 690 798
Eating Korean food is a pleasure for me. .698 796
When I eat Korean food, I feel even more grateful. 535 553

Total variance explanation power (%)=60.57
KMO= .907
Bartlett %*=790.609, df=45, p=0.000
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<Table 4> Dietary life sustainability factor and reliability analysis

Measurement items Communality Fac.tor Variance Eigen Clabee
loadings (%) value o
Factor 1: Dietary life Sustainability
Korean food is mainly made of seasonal vegetables, so | think it will
. s .605 778
be eaten a lot because of its excellent nutritional value.
Since Korean food mainly uses local produce, it will be helpful for farmers. .632 795
We will continue to eat Korean food well in the future for the safe of 60.072 2403 72
. . .540 735
the environment and globalization of Korean food.
I think it is safer to use local agricultural products than to use foreign 626 791

imported agricultural products.

Total variance explanation power (%)=60.07
KMO= .775

Bartlett x*=195.436,

df=6, p=0.000
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<Table 5> Measurement model evaluation
Convergent validity Internal consistency reliability
Latent variables Indicator Outer loading rléll?:l;?lti(;; AVE Cronbach o r?;;? CR
>(0.70 >0.50 >0.50 0.60~0.90 >(.70 0.60~0.90
Creative preference type
Preference typel 0.809 0.562
Preference type2 0.828 0.597 0.676 0.762 0.768 0.862
Preference type3 0.829 0.627
Healthy preference type
Preference type6 0.928 0.572
0.862 0.840 0.840 0.926
Preference type7 0.929 0.533
Considerate preference
Preference typel2 0.808 0.539
Preference typel4 0.685 0.647 0.557 0.605 0.618 0.790
Preference typel5 0.742 0.573
Cognitive education effect
Education effectl 0.749 0.670
Education effect2 0.773 0.686
. 0.589 0.768 0.769 0.852
Education effect3 0.792 0.655
Education effect4 0.756 0.686
Emotional education effect
Education effect5 0.730 0.687
Education effect6 0.734 0.862
Education effect? 0.805 0.862
. 0.608 0.870 0.874 0.903
Education effect8 0.757 0.652
Education effect9 0.818 0.469
Education effect10 0.828 0.550
Dietary life sustainability
Sustainability 1 0.758 0.575
Sustainability2 0.796 0.633
o 0.598 0.778 0.787 0.856
Sustainability4 0.780 0.609
Sustainability5 0.758 0.575
< Fal Hrheith =4, A8AFR)ye 722 W7 Al 7P Bl AR
A, SATE ol Tl eA 6] ¢ © W7t 7R A AR olsiA A s AR
&l SmartPLS®] 1% A 2R1 A} (Variance Inflation Factor: A=) Bl vjgg, mdlo] o3 & diES ou|sh=

VIF)E ©]&3te] Hrksh=tl] WATA P tigh A Ao sAET R% 03 1 AFele] 3h& 7HAH o] 3ol
7re] vl d el ek Wi VIFgt(Inner VIF Values)S 1°ﬂ IS ST o8] AR AR Eo)

o] &gt AT AoFY, T Y wsaHRE Fom, dF Feo] =il Be] f-840] =2 AL 9
o] tEEAlde BHrlshzl 918l PLS €aeEs Falste] WE}(Shm 2018). PLS ¢85S st =3¢ 2474
E=Z% WE VIF 32 <Table 7>3 2t} ¥ VIFE &% 74]—,—(R2)7uk9— <Tab1e 8>3} 7t} PLS-SEM <AollA] A7 A|
712] 5 mRke 2 v WARRAAERR] $H ARl F(RH2] 78752 0.250]H ofFst AwE, 0.5001H S+
oigh SRRl R, AR, WY 4 s ) *é‘ﬁi':’ 07501qu & dgges 417}6‘ T Aok 7t
8 W s teaaddel givtal ddd = glom, 2 AEEES Hoe g A& R w
g g A ws gl ek QUAA, AAMEA ws 059602 7+ BEe] AWES HoFra F7iek 4 Qi

23 el vggaildol gle Aos AREY. AR, &t 271()e AT FE] WA 2]
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<Table 6> Fornell-Larcker’s discriminant validity evaluation

Healthy considerate Cognitive Emotional Sustainability Creative
Healthy 0.929*
Considerate 0.269 0.747
Cognitive 0.299 0.485 0.768
Emotional 0.369 0.622 0.636 0.780
Sustainability 0.484 0.517 0.633 0.703 0.773
Creative 0.466 0.396 0.463 0.495 0.424 0.822

*It is the square root of AVE and Calculating in excel with sqrt(The AVE value of the healthy preference type was 0.862), it becomes 0.929 (The
square root of AVE among numbers is shown in bold)

<Table 7> Multicollinearity evaluation : Inner VIF Values result

Healthy Considerate Creative Cognitive Emotional Sustainability
Healthy ; - - 1292 1292 1321
Considerate - - - 1.199 1.199 1.684
Creative - ; - 1422 1422 1.590
Cognitive - - - - - 1.794
Emotional - - - - - 2287
Sustainability - - - - - -
<Table 8> Coefficient of determination (R?) evaluation results Ao 2 o 22 A3 QY FxEWo] 54 WAzt
R2 Adjusted R? Ao gk A E A ¢ e JrF HER |
Cognitive 0326 0315 = Q glol ontt J9 el 5H Mol kil Bt
Emotional 0471 0.463 (Shin 2018). E2RI= E9L APsje] w2d 54 A3
Sustainability 0.606 0.596 Q)= <Table 10> 2o} 25 WARAAETE (] 4

BE wEEH, AU ASEsA)e Qo] omth 2 ghe
Yehioe prEde 28 3ol U #A% 4
R 7leishs FE Z, WASAAS ohe SR g

9] AUA JFE Hrishe HEE 3t 7 29 @ ool Al AAIgE FRE e Bt A, B Ao R

o] 0.020]9H 2+ g3} A7), 0.150]H $7F A= a3 A g 7 AEe] AW 7L ool sy, oA
71, 0.3501H 2 &3 =71S o|w|FH(Chin 1998). PLS & AR ) /IS, 2474, i) s 2]
FYES FAst] =FE 23 A7)(FP)= <Table 9>9F 2+ AL w52 §JJr(°1ZP<4 AAA) T E thaaidigdel |l
ok wlE R ] Mo fo] XA ] NS wSgE = A0Z vt 5k A7Rde o F4 APAE 7
ko] R¥| 7]efslE £7h 03822 & &35 Yehln 7Hd T 9leS Folglglon, B Arrds olgs) 7M AL
A 719sk= ASE e Adsle e Fel7t 9le Aoz st

<Table 9> (%) evaluation results

Healthy Considerate Creative Cognitive Emotional Sustainability
Healthy - - - 0.005 0.022 0.124
Considerate - - - 0.153 0.382 0.010
Creative - - - 0.089 0.078 0.006
Cognitive - - - - - 0.116
Emotional - - - - - 0.184

Sustainability - ; ; ; ) )




<Table 10> (Q?) evaluation results

2
550 SSE (=1-S§E/SSO)
Healthy 382 382
Considerate 573 573
Creative 573 573
Cognitive 764 629.619 0.176
Emotional 1146 827.014 0.278
Sustainability 764 504.832 0.339
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<Figure 1> Bootstrapping result
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<Table 11> Verification results of basic hypothesis

Path Standard

Basic hypothesis coefficient deviation  t-value p-value
(0)  (STDEV)
H1-1 (creative preference type—cognitive education effect) 0.292 0.084 3.466 0.001***
H1-2 (healthy preference type—cognitive education effect) 0.069 0.065 1.055 0.292
H1-3 (considerate preference type—cognitive education effect) 0.351 0.070 5.012 0.000%**
H1-4 (creative preference type—emotional education effect) 0.242 0.067 3.594 0.000%**

H1-5 (healthy preference type—emotional education effect)
H1-6 (considerate preference type—emotional education effect)
H2-1 (cognitive education effect—sustainability of dietary life)
H2-2 (emotional education effect—sustainability of dietary life)
H3-1 (creative preference type—sustainability of dietary life)
H3-2 (healthy preference type—sustainability of dietary life)
H3-3 (considerate preference type—sustainability of dietary life)

0.123 0.059 2.090 0.037*

0.492 0.069 7.116 0.000%**
0.287 0.065 4.419 0.000%**
0.407 0.082 4.946 0.000%**

-0.060 0.065 0.922 0.357
0.254 0.054 4.669 0.000%**
0.080 0.058 1.392 0.165

H4-1 (creative preference type—cognitive education effect—sustainability of dietary life) 0.084 0.030 2.774 0.006**
H4-2 (healthy preference type—cognitive education effect—sustainability of dietary life) 0.020 0.020 0.995 0.320
H4-3 (considerate preference type—cognitive education effect—sustainability of dietary life) 0.101 0.033 3.027 0.003**
H4-4 (creative preference type—emotional education effect—sustainability of dietary life) 0.099 0.033 3.016 0.003%*
H4-5 (healthy preference type—emotional education effect—sustainability of dietary life) 0.050 0.026 1.943 0.053
H4-6 (considerate preference type—emotional education effect—sustainability of dietary life) 0.200 0.055 3.672 0.000%**

#p<0.05, ***p<0.001
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