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The Effects of Korean Wave Favorability and Korean Food Awareness on Attitudes
and Behavioral Intentions toward Korean Food among Vietnamese University Students
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ABSTRACT

This study empirically analyzed the effect of Korean Wave favorability and Korean food awareness on attitudes toward
Korean food among Vietnamese university students. The survey subjects were 234 Vietnamese university students residing in
major Vietnamese cities including Hanoi, Da Nang, and Ho Chi Minh City, and the data were collected through structured
questionnaires. The collected data were analyzed using SPSS 25.0 for frequency analysis, descriptive statistical analysis,
correlation analysis, and regression analysis. Additionally, mediation analysis and hierarchical regression were conducted to
examine the differential mechanisms between the emotional and cognitive pathways. The results showed that the awareness
of Korean food among Vietnamese university students was generally above moderate levels, with Kimbap, Kimchi, and
Tteokbokki identified as the most well-known Korean foods. Both Korean Wave favorability and Korean food awareness were
found to have significant positive effects on their attitudes toward Korean food. Notably, Korean Wave favorability (8=0.58)
had a greater impact on Korean food attitudes than Korean food awareness (3=0.39). However, Korean food awareness (B
=0.51) showed a greater influence than Korean Wave favorability (3=0.49) with respect to the behavioral intentions toward
Korean food. Mediation analysis revealed that Korean Wave favorability demonstrated a stronger indirect effect (8=0.447,
47.7% mediation ratio) compared to Korean food awareness (8=0.300, 37.1% mediation ratio), indicating differential pathway
mechanisms. Vietnamese university students exhibited 39.7% higher cultural receptivity to the Korean Wave influence
compared to previous cross-cultural studies. These findings suggest that when establishing globalization strategies for Korean
food, the connectivity with Korean Wave content should be considered, and systematic marketing strategies targeting younger
demographics are particularly necessary. This study provides empirical evidence of the interaction effects between the Korean
Wave and Korean food and is expected to serve as foundational data for developing global marketing strategies for Korean
food in the future.

Key words: Korean Wave (Hallyu) favorability, Korean food awareness, attitudes toward Korean food, behavioral intentions
toward Korean food, Vietnamese university students
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Table 1. General characteristics of the subject

WA oF BAETREAERS

Table 2. K-food experience and perception

Variable Content N (%)
1~2 times 46(19.2)
Frequency of 3~5 times 67(28.6)
K-food _
experience 6~10 times 76(32.5)
More than 11 times 45(19.2)
Total 234(100.0)
Internet & SNS 86(36.8)
Drama & entertainment shows  56(23.9)
How did you .
I fr
come to know  Lorodueed z N fends & 52(22.2)
about K-food? acquatntances
Others 40(17.1)
Book & magazine 0(0.0)
Total 234(100.0)
Many side dishes 104(44.4)
Characteristics Variety of dishes 78(33.3)
of Korean Tastes good 32(13.7)
food Large portions 10(4.3)
Healthy 10(4.3)
Total 234(100.0)

Table 3. Most well-known and first-eaten Korean foods
among Vietnamese university students

First-eaten Korean foods
among Vietnamese

Most well-known Korean
foods among Vietnamese

Variable Content N (%)
Male 121(51.7)

Sex
Female 113(48.3)
<20 72(30.8)

Age
=20 162(69.2)
Ha Noi 76(32.5)

Place of

residence Da Nang 82(35.0)
Ho Chi Minh 76(32.5)

Total 234(100.0)

Rank university students university students
Result N(%) Result N(%)
1 Kimbap 141(60.3) Kimbap 57(24.4)
2 Kimchi 116(49.6) Kimchi 32(13.7)
3 Tteokbokki 100(42.7) Tteokbokki 17(7.3)
4 Bibimbap 72(30.8) Ramen 16(6.8)
4 Samgyeopsal 72(30.8)  Samgyeopsal  16(6.8)
6 Ramen 71(30.3)  Naengmyeon  14(6.0)
7 Naengmyeon 69(29.5) Bulgogi 13(5.6)
8 Bulgogi 57(24.4) Bibimbap 12(5.1)
9 Fried chicken 54(23.1) Kimchi-jjigac  10(4.3)
10 Kimchi-jjigae 45(19.2) Galbi-tang 6(2.6)
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Table 4. Analysis results of Korean wave favorability and
Korean food-related variables among Vietnamese university
students

Variable = Mean (M) SD Rank Interpretation

High favorability
toward Korean
popular culture

content

Korean
wave
favorability

3.85 0.64 1st

High probability of
converting to actual
consumption behavior

Behavioral

. . 3.59
intention

0.68 2nd

Positive attitude
toward taste and
healthiness of Korean
food

K-food

. 3.59
attitude

0.68 2nd

Korean
food
awareness

Above moderate level,
basic awareness
established

3.36 0.58 4th
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Table 5. Satisfaction with Korean food

Variable Content N (%)
Not at all satisfied 0(0.0)
Dissatisfied 1(0.4)
Salt;(s)izt:lorf‘o(‘:gth Neutral 80(34.2)
Satisfied 119(50.9)
Very satisfied 34(14.5)
Total 234(100.0)
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Table 6. Correlations among key variables (Pearson r,
N=234)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1. Korean wave 1.00 0.45™ 0.60™"
favorability

Y Y

0.76  0.56

Hokok Hokok

2. Korean food awareness 1.00 0.66™ 0.66™" 0.61

3. Attitude toward Korean 100 077 0.82™"
food

4. Behavioral intention 1.00 0.68™"

5. Satisfaction with 1.00

Korean food

™ p<0.001.
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Table 7. Regression results for attitude toward Korean food

Variable B SE ¥ t p-value
(Constant) 0.119 0.156 — 0.764 0.446
Korean wave favorability 0.565 0.039 0.58 14.46 <0.001
Korean food awareness 0.419 0.043 0.39 9.76 <0.001

Model summary: R*=0.552, Adjusted R=0.548, F(2, 231)=142.281, p<0.001.
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Table 8. Regression results for behavioral intentions toward Korean food

Variable B SE ¥ t p-value
(Constant) 0.115 0.210 — 0.548 0.585
Korean wave favorability 0.397 0.053 0.49 7.534 <0.001
Korean food awareness 0.580 0.058 0.51 10.036 <0.001

Model summary: R*=.702, Adjusted R*=.699, F(2, 231)=272.068, p<0.001.
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Table 9. Hierarchical regression analysis for Korean food attitude

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Control variable

Gender 0.08 0.06 0.04 0.04

Age 0.09 0.05 0.03 0.03

Residence 0.07 0.04 0.02 0.02
Independent variable

Korean wave favorability 0.62"" 0.58™ 057"

Korean food awareness 0.39 0.38
Interaction effect

Korean wave x Awareness 0.11"
Model summary

R? 0.014 0.387 0.552 0.564

Adjusted R? 0.001 0.377 0.542 0.551

AR? 0.014 0373 0.165™ 0.012°

F 1.09 36427 56.617" 52377

* p<0.05, "7 p<0.001.
Note: All coefficients are standardized regression coefficients (0).

AT WFPEY] 7 SHEM=3.92)7}F sheol(M=3.78)2F  WlEo] wE ek 3F Ao EA A3} A WErt 255
thdM=3.85) .t} fFlatAl Ehth ol2ld X g Aol 3] QA E(F=12.67, p<0.001)%} 3 < =(F=8.94, p<0.001)

sA o] MET H A=A 2A 7 ez tigt 3 7t el Svske A dA wAlE Elsisith 59 113]
2ol Fa1, £33 /fubdo] A e At EAAY # ol Ad Fh(M=3.89)2 1~23] AE FTH(M=3.15)H}
o] Q& Aoz A HETt Lee GS(2018)E HE oA 3t g2 QIA &7} 23.5% =] YEFSTHTable 11). o|2ig A3}
F o] FAHUA Kpopth K-drama Fol @5 AF & =4 94 FYho] A%} P o= Fo] FHA
Helo SAEsF A=A =2H 1 3ok B4% v S nRine AL HolErh o] Zajonc RB(1968)°] ©
e} 53] AAZFo] EHgt |7 Kol A= o] 3 & & =% ¥ 3K(mere exposure effect) ©| 23} X5l Ao
49 gl b % B slon B, L AR A 2 WA wdel G 9 A5} QaEE S
I o] 2 FAHEE Ao R AP tiTable 10). &2 23 £ o|84 A &E HdF5H oz el E3 Kim MH
Table 10. Group differences by residence (ANOVA)
Variable Residence N Mean (M) SD F )4 95% CI
Iigiif;bﬁ;e Hanoi 76 3.78 062 423 0016 Iiioihi):d;l:;g
Da Nang 82 3.85 0.65
Ho Chi Minh 76 3.92 0.63
Korean food attitude Hanoi 76 3.52 0.71 2.84 0.061 n.s.
Da Nang 82 3.58 0.69
Ho Chi Minh 76 3.67 0.64

* p<0.05, n.s.: not significant.
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Table 11. Group differences by Korean food experience frequency (ANOVA)

Experience

Variable frequency N Mean (M) SD F p Post-hoc
11+ times>
. whok 6~10 times>
Korean food awareness 1~2 times 46 3.15 0.54 12.67 <0.001 .
3~5 times>
1~2 times
3~5 times 67 3.28 0.58
6~10 times 76 342 0.56
11+ times 45 3.89 0.52
11+ times,
ok -~ i >
Behavioral intention 1~2 times 46 332 0.72 8.94 <0.001 6~10 times
3~5 times,
1~2 times
3~5 times 67 3.48 0.68
6~10 times 76 3.68 0.64
11+ times 45 3.91 0.61

s

™ p<0.001.
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Table 12. Group differences by gender and age (z-test)

M
Group N 4 sp t P

Variable
M)

Korean wave

. Male 121  3.81 0.66 —124 0217
favorability

Female 113 389 0.62

Korean food Male 121 333 059 —1.02 0.309
awareness

Female 113 339 0.57

Korean food

) <20 years 72 354 071 —0.89 0375
attitude
220 years 162  3.61 0.67
Behavioral
CHAVIOTAL o0 years 72 3.52 073 —123 0.220
intention

220 years 162 3.62 0.66

No significant differences were found by gender and age across
all variables (p>0.05).
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Table 13. Mediation analysis results
13-1. Path coefficients for mediation models

HolA| o} Akt

Independent variable Path L SE t p 95% CI
Korean wave favorability a (Favorability — Attitude) 0.580 0.039 14.87 <0.001 [0.503, 0.657]
b (Attitude — Intention) 0.770 0.045 17.11 <0.001 [0.682, 0.858]
¢’ (Favorability — Intention, Direct) 0.490 0.053 9.25 <0.001 [0.386, 0.594]
Korean food awareness a (Awareness — Attitude) 0.390 0.043 9.07 <0.001 [0.306, 0.474]
b (Attitude — Intention) 0.770 0.045 17.11 <0.001 [0.682, 0.858]
¢’ (Awareness — Intention, Direct) 0.510 0.058 8.79 <0.001 [0.396, 0.624]
13-2. Mediation effects summary
Independent variable Indirect effect  Direct effect  Total effect Mediation ratio  Sobel Z )4 95% CI
Korean wave favorability 0.447 0.490 0.937 47.7% 11.225  <0.001 [0.503, 0.657]
Korean food awareness 0.300 0.510 0.810 37.1% 8.014 <0.001 [0.682, 0.858]
Note: All coefficients are standardized regression coefficients.
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