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ABSTRACT

This study examined consumer perceptions and preferences regarding temple food meal kits. Three hundred and twenty-six
women aged 19 years and older responded to self-administered questionnaires. The respondents were categorized into the
‘culinary experienced group (n=135)’ and the ‘culinary inexperienced group (n=191)’, based on their exposure to temple food
culinary education. The culinary experienced group exhibited a higher inclination toward temple food than the culinary
inexperienced group. Respondents identified the ‘cooking method’ (54.63%) as the primary challenge in preparing temple food,
followed by ‘ingredient procurement’ (25.99%) and ‘extended cooking time’ (10.13%). Overall, 83.44% of respondents
expressed a willingness to use temple food meal kits in the future. The anticipated reasons for usage included ‘nutritional
value’ (43.38%), ‘time-saving benefits’ (15.81%), and the ‘absence of artificial seasoning’. The reasons for non-usage varied,
with the culinary experienced group citing ‘limited menu diversity’ (47.06%), while the culinary inexperienced group highlighted
‘unsatisfactory taste’ (56.76%). Among the preferred food types, side dishes ranked highest (50.92%), followed by staples
(20.25%), special foods (13.80%), and soups and stews (9.82%). The ‘sanitation/ cleanliness of ingredients’ (rated at 4.72
points) was the most critical factor when selecting temple food meal kits. The respondents exhibited a positive attitude toward
diverse ingredients and cooking methods in temple food, emphasizing the need to develop varied meal kit menus that align
with their preferences when planning temple food meal kits.

Key words: temple food, meal kits, consumer perception, food type preference

N B Z N7 TBEA)A Fo] WTE Al 24| Z7)0] An|A}
B F2 Ao S BHor UWIEES ol &lytt ey
shlo] 748} 191 7H S7kell whet feluvbel ARjAE H 2 Bo] A% ok thEk Au|AEe] Arkz el o2
o] glelz2Btd 2 AdE Fooke WHFOR WSSt o] molxWA 9 A, FE Tol i WINE AFS
Atk ole &HIAES] AF A= wigHo] vtz A3 a7eta itk old wal HZelle LI E AP A A4,
7F 7bsetAd e 2] + AT e AEA P S0, FRdEe 59 e A%E Axste UIE A
A A tEIF A|SH e R Srbeta it 53, 7F Zo] Il Jti(Korea Agro-Fisheries & Food Trade
Bzha F Az HMER FEEE W7 E(meal kit Corporation 2021b). 3], dl Al Al Aaloluhe 9|E
Al R 2017 oF 1009 AelA 20201 2,0009] €o.  AFOR A A4 WIE AlFe] Al AL A4S
2 KA, 2025\ d00= 72539 Aell o] & AoR AY & 9@ AFoR AAHEA e Al B it
F a2 9tk (Korea Agro-Fisheries & Food Trade Corporation guel dEL2o)HA] 2219 AFzHE2A]L HoA] HiE
2021a). ZugAolA dAuiole] A4S AAFE WA 4w 52
D7) E(meal kit)s AAE A8} 2ol B4 I oz oAEn BAlo] 53 gt} old threl AlEkes] A
© T7UE(Hertz FD & Halkier B 2017) & B AREE #2498 B £ gly APRSA S w9 TV Z2IUE A
Hom zelas A M2k go] £9¥ 1 vk a8y
" Corresponding author : Sim-Yeol Lee, Tel: +82-2-2260-3413, Fax: ARl W g2 BdlE eTehaL 0_1'51] APES2] 2
+82-2-2265-1170, E-mail: slee@dongguk.edu A5 ol MARZEo] dal wS7|He] FEBIA] ol &


https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.17495/easdl.2023.12.33.6.535&domain=http://easdl.org/&uri_scheme=http:&cm_version=v1.5

536 AR} -

HlA o] A4 A1RSAS

248 2eleb)7k 44 gk WIE
29 HAsst A 44 me @ 5 Qe zelel A7t
ol S £0)35e) o ol 830ed A AE 22

al, oA G AHIAES =
%—3: d= F ‘”D} weba] ARERSA o] #HAlo] glovt =
Rae A A WIE AEFS o
o] &3t AMESAE EA 2T 5 3
ok meba AbEA WI1E e SE B AbEE] A
ZeAls GAl st Aol 7hsste] AbEAlo] diF
i‘r =l 7104?2%} T UE AR 7|gdr) E=gh ApaS2
< AUEe] A0 o 17 S =80
(Kim JA & Lee SY 2014) AF252] D7) E /e Anas
o] AL ol 715k 217gE LI E A|Fol gk ]
ko] et Zdel] F-88 g o E Hth
A F7HA] el A HaPd U Eof #3F MPAFZE
T2 WINE AAE NS 9 FES A Eom HR &
2021), A \:lh;ﬂo]]ﬂE o] &3} 13117]_15_ W7 Eds ‘:'}v]
(Koh JH 2023), @7 E9] A&} £A(Kim NY 5 2022) 5°]
9o, Al(Lee YN & 2021), 22327](Jang HE & Kim MS
2023), $2H=(Shin KH & Kim BS 2021) 5 o]&3 7]
E9 4nA}; REE B4 AFE lou AR EIEd
gk AHzte] Q143 a7l del JPH A= gl A
ol

ﬁ;

KN
=
[e]

B ApE e D ARG AZFe ALz}
d7ES Ol%éﬁ% Zdglo] Sl 20t ©)F A%l 3AE uid
o= 2023\ 59FH 697MA] HEXZALE AAISIRH &
3304-9] 4 E%l v 23k a1, o] rEkE AEAE Al
3ol F 3265498.78%) 5 - Ae] EAo] o] &3tk

o

2. A

2 AT tRel A At dig Ao} HAE A3
% e RS dhate] AEARE AAEHA
2 ZE| a5 A AR AMES2] D7]E 01*‘01]
< d Ao F Hol dFAAAE AbEReAl ZEd
23 offel wet A @ (135%) % ‘iﬂ‘ﬂ
o7 BEFol] vusiith B AT ALg
AsiAT(Lee KI & Lee SY 2021; Lee YN

e

o oh',

oA oF BAETREAERS

2021) 5 Fauste] & Ao EHof| Asl=s /s
I AR 2ALE AR T £, Haste] F AEAZ A}
8319 Th AE 32 dhabel, AR o] & | Q1] A}
252 W E o]g, 227 ASE, AusAde] Fan

o =] A

o1§ % 94 YEe AL A 2
5ol 5 ongon YA AL WIE o[ §L A
WA olg ARel R P Asee SATF
4%, = D ANF, WAF, AR sEFoE TR
ok AFEEA WAE o) § A HE&Ee] FREE REFO
Ao A

;é 27 E(Likert) —1_‘-:.% olgato] FEHR ‘mj¢- Fos)

il

SAHEN
Ao 4% 2= SPSS Statistics(ver. 25, IBM
Corp., Armonk, NY, USA) L2138 o]-83lo] B33t}
ZAY g Ake] LntkA A}"”J’, APRLA o] g W o]/\] JAEIRS
2] D7) E AFE o], B tlg Ad2d tiaiM e nlzet
WlEe O Azl o AL zewS 4E o R uf
2 Apol5 B7] 93] wAHEA(Chi-square test, X)) A
Elsii=g °] 2 gho] 0ol AY ZIHRIE7} 5 m]vko] A
2o M= Fishere] 4 2H4-S AASkAT) AF

e @
)

e %‘ﬂE 1 o8 Al AEE TR Hre
M AAlekia, O g Fa 2R Jepidth
BE 24 e o] FEE p0.05E 59

1

AT EALS] ALESA] ZE|nS A ofFo mE dyk
A 5L Table 13} 2t} AR ExE 24 dT

50t o]/de] 60.00%= 7HE =& RFA Ze]u| A Tl A
20007} 3141%E M =& H]%% YERA A tHp<0.001). =
2738 T(75.56%)°] = n] 7 & (5. 0%)1-@} )27} <l
£ H]&0°] Ea(p<0.001), WHo] R Fo]A 2}o]
£ HolA] &Skt ZAMIAES] AP éﬂ%%ﬂiu
T F5IF 32.59% = 7Y B, ATl = gAY
°] 26.18%= =/l YEFATHp<0.001). o= AFES2] nS7]
oAzl = )7} tiito]l Hd Wl 7= 3L

1o
o
Nolr o

o
Q
fiJ

[¢]



33(6): 535~544 (2023) APRLA WFEo] g3 AvAF 914 9@ Q7T AT 537

Table 1. General characteristics of the subjects according to culinary experience

Culinary Culinary
Total . . . 2
(1=326) experienced group  inexperienced group X -value
(n=135) (n=191)
20’s 71 (21.78)" 11 ( 8.15) 60 (31.41) 59.64"
30’s 44 (13.50) 7 (5.19) 37 (19.37)
Age group (year)
40’s 86 (26.38) 36 (26.67) 50 (26.18)
>50’s 125 (38.34) 81 (60.00) 44 (23.04)
Yes 208 (63.80) 102 (75.56) 106 (55.50) 13.78"™
Marital status
No 118 (36.20) 33 (24.49) 85 (44.50)
Yes 108 (51.67) 52 (50.49) 56 (52.83) 0.12
Dual income
No 101 (48.33) 51 (49.51) 50 (47.17)
Single 51 (15.64) 22 (16.30) 29 (15.18) 1.98
1 Generation 48 (14.72) 24 (17.78) 24 (12.57)
Family
2 Generation 199 (61.04) 78 (57.78) 121 (63.35)
3> Generation 28 ( 8.59) 11 ( 8.15) 17 ( 8.90)
Office worker 59 (18.10) 16 (11.85) 43 (22.51) 33.99™
Profession 44 (13.50) 18 (13.33) 26 (13.09)
Sales/service 14 ( 4.29) 5 ( 3.70) 8 (4.71)
Occupation Education/research 36 (11.04) 23 (17.04) 13 ( 6.81)
Housewife/unemployed 83 (25.46) 44 (32.59) 38 (20.42)
Students 62 (19.02) 12 ( 8.89) 50 (26.18)
Self-employed/public official 28 ( 8.59) 17 (12.59) 11 ( 5.76)
High school graduation 66 (20.25) 9 ( 6.67) 57 (29.84) 41.49™
Education level College/university 161 (49.39) 63 (46.67) 98 (51.31)
Graduate school and above 99 (30.37) 63 (46.67) 36 (18.85)
Y'n (%)
™ p<0.001.
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Table 2. Perception of temple food according to culinary experience

HOFA oF AR

E=r
[

Total (?ulinary . Culigary ,
(n=326) experienced group  inexperienced X -value
(n=135) group (n=191)
Relative 99 (30.37)" 24 (17.78) 75 (39.27) 38.48Y™"
Temple 89 (27.30) 48 (35.56) 41 (21.47)
Way of awareness Media 99 (30.37) 34 (25.19) 65 (34.03)
Internet 35 (10.74) 25 (18.52) 10 ( 5.24)
Etc 4 (123) 4 (2.96) 0 ( 0.00)
Very unpreferred 3 ( 0.92) 0 ( 0.00) 3 ( 1.57) 55.199™"
Unpreferred 18 ( 5.52) 0 ( 0.00) 17 ( 8.90)
Ez(fierence of temple 1 tral 104 (31.90) 22 (16.30) 82 (42.93)
Preferred 129 (39.57) 64 (47.41) 65 (34.03)
Very preferred 73 (22.39) 49 (36.30) 24 (12.57)
Seasonal foods 143 (43.87) 83 (61.48) 60 (31.41) 347997
Helpful to improve health 106 (32.52) 28 (20.74) 78 (40.84)
Strength of temple Light taste 24 ( 7.36) 9 ( 6.67) 15 ( 7.85)
food Digestibility 35 (10.74) 7 ( 5.19) 28 (14.66)
Efficiency of using ingredients 6 ( 1.84) 4 ( 2.96) 2 ( 1.05)
Spiritual meaning of Buddhism 12 ( 3.68) 4 ( 2.96) 8 ( 4.19)
Cooking experience Y8 132 (40.49) 121 (89.63) 11 ( 5.76) 230.90""
of temple food No 194 (59.51) 14 (10.37) 180 (94.24)
Ingredient procurement 59 (25.99) 31 (55.36) 28 (16.37) 4444
Difficult factor of Complicated recipe 21 ( 9.25) 6 (10.71) 15 ( 8.77)
cooking Cooking method 124 (54.63) 9 (16.07) 115 (67.25)
Extended cooking time 23 (10.13) 10 (17.86) 13 ( 7.60)
Necessary 289 (88.65) 132 (97.78) 157 (82.20) 19.082™
Popularization
Unnecessary 37 (11.35) 3 (222 34 (17.80)
Easy to purchase ingredients 39 (11.96) 16 (11.85) 23 (12.04) 7.96
Easy to get recipes 103 (31.60) 41 (30.37) 62 (32.46)
E(‘:Eﬁjﬁtz;zz for Popularization of taste 85 (26.07) 33 (24.44) 52 (27.23)
Expansion of temple food restaurant 58 (17.79) 20 (14.81) 38 (19.90)
Marketing and promotion 41 (12.58) 25 (18.52) 16 ( 8.38)
Y n (%).
? Fisher’s exact test.
™" p<0.001.
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Table 3. Usage of temple food meal Kkits according to culinary experience

Total Culinary experienced  Culinary inexperienced )
(n=326) group (n=135) group (n=191) X-value
Prospect for ~ Y©S 271 (83.44)V 117 (87.41) 154 (80.63) 2.63
use No 55 (16.56) 17 (12.59) 37 (19.37)
Nutritional value 118 (43.38) 34 (28.81) 84 (54.55) 27.30™
High vegetarian preference 31 (11.40) 10 ( 8.47) 21 (13.64)
Anticipated Good taste 18 ( 6.62) 10 ( 8.47) 8 (5.19
reasons for Time-saving benefits 43 (15.81) 24 (20.34) 19 (12.34)
usage Convenience of cooking 14 ( 5.15) 8 ( 6.78) 6 ( 3.90)
Absence of artificial seasoning 41 (15.07) 27 (22.88) 14 ( 9.09)
Low price 7 ( 2.57) 5 (424 2 ( 1.30)
Insufficient nutrition 13 (24.07) 5 (29.41) 8 (21.62) 14.097™
Limited menu diversity 13 (24.07) 8 (47.06) 5 (13.51)
Ejs.sl(;:;gjor Rejection of Buddhist culture 4 ( 7.41) 2 (11.76) 2 (5.41)
Unsatisfactory taste 22 (40.74) 1 ( 5.88) 21 (56.76)
Expensive price 2 (3.70) 1 ( 5.88) 1 ( 1.85)
Meal 211 (64.72) 98 (72.59) 113 (59.16) 16.60™
Purpose for  Party 17 ( 5.21) 5 ( 3.70) 12 ( 6.28)
use Healthy diet 88 (26.99) 24 (17.78) 64 (33.51)
Travel meals 10 ( 3.07) 8 (593 2 ( 1.05)
Y'n (%)

? Fisher’s exact test.
™ p<0.01, ™" p<0.001.
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Table 4. Food type preference of temple food meal kits according to culinary experience

541

Culinary Culinary
Total . . . 2
(n=326) experienced group inexperienced group X -value
(n=135) (n=191)
Staple food 66 (20.25)" 21 (15.56) 45 (23.56) 8.14°
Soup and stew 32 (9.82) 15 (11.11) 17 ( 8.90)
Side dish 166 (50.92) 66 (48.89) 100 (52.36)
Food type
Kimchi 8 ( 2.45) 3 (222 5 (262
Dessert 9 (2.76) 4 (. 2.96) 5 (2.62)
Special foods 45 (13.80) 26 (19.26) 19 (1 9.95)
Rice 185 (56.75) 66 (48.89) 119 (62.30) 11.44"
Porridge 25 ( 7.67) 17 (12.59) 8 (4.19)
Staple dish
Noodle 53 (16.26) 21 (15.56) 32 (16.75)
Dumpling 63 (19.33) 31 (22.96) 32 (16.75)
Soup 144 (44.17) 55 (40.74) 89 (46.30) 1.78
Stew 64 (19.63) 29 (21.48) 35 (18.32)
Soup and stew
Hot pot 113 (34.66) 48 (35.56) 65 (33.03)
Etc 5 ( 1.53) 3 (092 2 ( 1.05)
Seasoned vegetables 194 (59.51) 67 (49.63) 127 (66.49) 32.959™"
Grilled food 17 ( 5.21) 6 ( 4.44) 11 ( 5.76)
Stir-fried food 32 (1 9.82) 14 (10.37) 18 ( 9.42)
Braised food 30 ( 9.20) 12 ( 8.89) 18 ( 9.42)
Side dish
Steamed food 5 ( 1.53) 3 (222 2 ( 1.05)
Pan-fried food/fried food 10 ( 3.07) 2 (148 8 ( 4.19)
Bugak 13 ( 3.99) 12 ( 8.89) 1 (052
Pickled vegetables 25 ( 7.66) 19 (14.07) 6 ( 3.14)
Chinese cabbage Kimchi 143 (43.87) 53 (39.26) 90 (47.12) 12.26"
Radish Kimchi 33 (10.12) 10 ( 741) 23 (12.04)
Kimchi Young radish Kimchi 38 (11.66) 12 ( 8.89) 26 (13.61)
Water Kimchi 63 (19.33) 31 (22.96) 32 (16.75)
Other 49 (15.03) 29 (21.48) 20 (10.47)
Y n (%)

Y Fisher’s exact test.

Hokok

" p<0.05, ™" p<0.001.
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Table 5. Importance of selection attributes for temple food meal kits according to culinary experience

Culinary experienced group

Culinary inexperienced

Evaluation items Total (n=326) (n=135) eroup (n=191) t-value
Sanitation/cleanliness of ingredient 472404797 4.79+0.43 4.64+0.50 18.65
Freshness of ingredient 4.69+£0.52 4.76+0.45 4.64+0.55 16.33"

Taste 4.54+0.60 4.5240.58 4.55+0.61 0.01
Nutrition 4.34+0.66 4.3240.67 4.35+0.66 0.00
Affordable price 4.32+0.65 4.2740.66 4.36+0.64 0.00
Eco-friendly packaging 4.29+0.75 4.49+0.61 4.15+0.81 272
Convenience of purchasing 4.24+0.67 4.2840.64 4.21+0.68 0.07

Origin of ingredient 4.22+0.79 4.4140.69 4.09+0.82 0.08"™
Convenience of cooking 4.16£0.70 4.0940.65 4.20+£0.74 10.82
Diversity of menu 4.10+0.78 4.20+0.72 4.03+0.82 0.47

Brand recognition 4.07+0.78 4.2540.68 3.94+0.82 0.50™
Quality 3.90+0.70 3.89+0.71 3.92+0.70 0.09

) MeantS.D.

? Scale: A 5 point scale was used from 1 (very unimportant) to 5 (very important).

" p<0.05, ™" p<0.001.

H]-g3} W) SzahA] Azbetar sle e ® Heldh AbdgA | 2 g VAR (15.07%) £o2 SRESITh AFEEA
71Ee] Ank2 AmEd AA ddate] 63.49% s s H AL DIES o] &ohA] @& o= 24P vlwel
2 gskn 19ln, 2 AYROLI%AAS) 394 & TheRg 5 @7.06%)°] 71 e W, 2elv e
we] Bl go] A TH(58.12%) T} = UTHp<0.01). & 7130l DA 2k2(56.76%)2] el 7P w9kt

YERH A TH(p<0.001).
2 Zﬂ?é%ﬂ%ﬂ B FHIY 32.59%= IV =3k
a, ekl E1 ol del o Ml EE 227 F(46.67%)
1A 2] 3 & (18.85%)°l Hlsl =4 tH(p<0.001).
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Table 6. Perception of temple food meal Kits according to culinary experience

Total Culinary experienced Culinary inexperienced 2
(1=326) group (n=135) group (n=191) X-value
None 32 ( 9.82)" 17 (12.59) 15 ( 7.85) 3.49
;;iréaﬁon of temple g e 261 (80.06) 108 (80.00) 153 (80.10)
A lot 33 (10.12) 10 ( 7.41) 23 (12.04)
Use of foreign food ~ Acceptable 213 (65.34) 88 (65.19) 125 (65.45) 0.01
ingredient Unacceptable 113 (34.66) 47 (34.81) 66 (34.55)
Use of plant based ~ Acceptable 262 (80.37) 96 (71.11) 166 (86.91) 12,517
meat analogue Unacceptable 64 (19.63) 39 (28.99) 25 (13.09)
Variation of cooking  Acceptable 235 (72.09) 99 (73.33) 136 (71.20) 0.18
method Unacceptable 91 (27.91) 36 (26.67) 55 (28.80)
Online store 172 (52.76) 76 (56.30) 96 (50.26) 6.03"
Supermarket 112 (34.36) 37 (27.41) 75 (39.27)
Place of purchase
Meal kits special store 26 ( 7.98) 13 ( 9.63) 13 ( 6.81)
Temple 16 ( 4.91) 9 ( 6.67) 7 ( 2.15)
10,000> 41 (12.58) 15 (11.11) 26 (13.61) 1.19
Average purchase 10,000~ 15,000 195 (59.82) 85 (62.96) 110 (57.59)
price (won) 15,000 ~20,000 78 (23.93) 31 (22.96) 47 (24.61)
20,000~25,000 12 ( 3.68) 4 ( 2.96) 8 (4.19)
Very bad 0 ( 0.00) 0 ( 0.00) 0 ( 0.00) 12,522
Bad 15 ( 4.60) 1 ( 0.74) 14 ( 7.33)
fpsgzp:;a;’fkfmple Neutral 104 (31.90) 38 (28.15) 66 (34.55)
Good 131 (40.18) 56 (41.48) 75 (39.27)
Very good 76 (2331) 40 (29.63) 36 (18.85)
V' n (%)
? Fisher’s exact test.
" p<0.05, ™ p<0.01, ™ p<0.001.
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