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A Study on the Causal Relationships among Consumer’s Affective Belief, Environmental Belief,
Subjective Norm, Attitude and Meat Consumption Behavior

Jong-Heon Kang*, Hang-Jin Jeong

Dept. of Cooking Science, Sunchon National University

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to measure the causal relationships among affective belief, environmental belief, subjective
norm, attitude and meat consumption behavior. A total of 318 questionnaires were completed. Structural equation model was
used to measure the causal relationships among the constructs. Resuilts of the study demonstrated that the structural analysis
result for the data also indicated excellent model fit. The effects of affective belief, environmental belief and subjective norm on
attitude were statistically significant. The effects of affective belief, environmental belief and subjective norm on meat
consumption were statistically significant. As expected, attitude had a significant effects on behavioral intention. Moreover,
attitude played a mediating role in the relationship between affective belief and meat consumption, environmental belief and meat
consumption, subjective norm and meat consumption. Consumption played a mediating role in the relationship between attitude
and behavioral intention. In conclusion, based on structural analysis, a model was proposed of interrelations among affective
belief, environmental belief, subjective norm, attitude, meat consumption and intention. It should be noted that the original model
was modified and should, preferably, be validated in future research. Other variables may be incorporated to form models that

consist of new antecedent and consequence pairs.

Key Words : affective belief, environmental belief, subjective norm, attitude, meat consumption frequency, intention to

increase meat consumption
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Baseline model

<Figure 1> Research model
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<Table 1> Respondents’ general characteristics

Gender Male 160 50.3
Female 158 49.7

Age 29 yrs or less 88 27.7
30-39 yrs 77 51.9

4049 yrs 78 245

50 yrs or more 75 23.6

Height 169 cm or less 176 55.3
170-179 cm 115 36.2

180 cm or more 26 82

Weight 49 kg or less 36 113
50-59 kg 99 31.1

60-69 kg 68 214

7079 kg 83 26.1

80-89 kg 27 85

90 kg or more 5 1.6

BMI 22.40542.825




<Table 2> Factor loadings, composite reliability and AVE of 3
factors used in the model

Affective belief 0.612 0.441

I shame about
eating meat.

I feel guilty about meat -
consumption. 0.663 8.943
Environmental belief 0.569 0.310

Production of meat is
harmless for the 0.665
environment.

0.665 8.960*

9.609***

Nitrates from manure

attacks the quality of 0.497
fish stock.

Production of meat

causes manture 0.492
problems.

Attitude 0.862 0.557

I am favorable to 0.809 16.445

7.327%

7.267*

eating meat.

I am positive about -
eating meat. 0.791 15906

I am for (against) ok
eating meat, 0.724 13.98

1 feel that eating
meat is good.

I feel that eating
meat is pleasant.

0.703 13.243**

0.696 13.537*

*** p<0.001, £>3.291. AVE: Average Variance Extracted
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<Table 3> Correlation and square root average variance extracted of 6
factors used in the model

E, 228510924 0664

0.510" 0557

6212

0047 0038 1.000

(-0.649)  (-0.529)

0.375% 0.206" 0.279** 0.746

(-5.297) (4.010) (4.953)

0079  -0.345™ 0.255%* 0.434** 1.000
(-1102) (-5179) (4859 (8674
0211 <0130 0.149* 0.227** 0.023** 1.000
(-3.035) (-1.826) (2721) (3.929) (0.401)

& 3.094+0.805
& 302810993
N 345310736
M 3.157+1.115

n 18300564

* p<0.01, £2.576; ** p<0.001, £>3.291. " value. Square root average
variance extracted on the diagonal.
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e Ao YIS A FUY FHI HEL
BREN avlf FE A v HR2E A3t}
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9j2tE0] p<0.0012 VEIGAT 7]z AdR 47t
0.943, Hx AFX 47t 0.963, A BlF A 47}
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<Table 4> Fit measures for structural equation model with 6
constructs

% 87.815 123.243 144.250
Degree of freedom 52 57 60

Probability 0.001 0.000 0.000
AxA(dp 21.016(3)=

GFI 0.960 0.943 0.934

RMSFA 0.045 0.061 0.067

CFI 0.980 0.963 0.953

RNI 0.980 0.963 0.953

NNFI 0.970 0.949 0.938

=+ p<0.001, Ax*(3)>16.27.

GFL: Goodness of Fit Index, RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation, CFI: Comparative Fit Index, RNI: Relative
Noncentrality Index, NNFL: Non-Normed Fit Index.

oA AAEACE (Table 5y°] 93t Hzo] gk
A= AAH AE A2ATE -0.33801901, 32 ~
3.794%2 yeh} FAHCE {o3tHth(p<0.001), o]
Berndsen & Pligt(2004)2] -+ Ao} fA}8lgnt, of
Aol oJstH AHRtE0] &F Ao ) H oAl v
AEA, &5 AHE RuA YA AHEo)
=57 AHE A AZ3igAY 7 HHE 23514
AATOAY, §5 4HE DEAY, S5 432 b5
ojFo g Azt ALY &7 AHE Rydog Yrsi=
S S5 Aol A gx SFo] Yol AL o &

<Table 5> Path coefficients for structural equation model with 6

constructs
™ 0.340 0.206
N1y -0.338 3,794+
N—Ex(Y12) -0.177 -2.588**
M —E:(y1s) 0.178 4.594"
M2 0.869 0.302
N—E: (Y20 0.280 2.181*
Ne—E(¥) 0416 -3.709"*
ME3(Yzs) 0.179 3,046
NP0 0.654 5.492+
N+N3(B2p) -0.192 -1.913 )
e 0.208 0.060
M55y 0.052 1.605
N i(Bs) 0.176 3.249™

*p <0.05, t>1.960; * p < 0.01, t > 2.576;
=5 < 0,001, t > 3.201.

-------- Proposed model

Baseline model

<Figure 2> Standardized effects for structural equation model
with 6 constructs
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(Fishbein & Ajzen 19753 A& 350]Z(Ajzen |
1985)3 22 ezt 85 2] 7| 7HX) 2 (expectancy—
value model)& A8 = A5}

adjo] FEFE v AAHH Ade ARASE 0,280
o], tFtel 2.1812 ey EA Rz g5t
(p<0.05). °] Ao 25} AmjzEo] &7 Anlo o3
AL LATGER B AHE BpwA AnsE

o e,
AulRHEe] $57E A5 AR oot anulEs} ol

2] BAA Ago ARA L -
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- O 0} A
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A, 18-S 3.04602 veht §AHCR RO

(p<0.01). °]+&= Berndsen & Pligt(2004)9] &3 Ax}e}
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NETF, 2HAEC] SRS AFE AFste] anHEs}
woHIth= AL & 4= ik,

2ol FEE A E g ARASE 065495, ¢
g 54928 Y SAHOR $-o5HATH(p<0.001).
°|&= Berndsen & Pligt(2004)9] QA+ Axtet GABHY
o o3t Axte] oEtd, AnjAEo] 8F AHHE 5“4
AZROAY, 857 AHE 948 Az AY, &
ARE BAsHAY, &F7 438 398oew *“7‘1*5}7%
U, &7 A3HE %Xéﬁ.fii AZFREE | SHE0] &7
= A5 AFIste] 2uRIEs} Foldths HS o 4= 9in},
anlo] FEFS v avYwe] FRASE -0.1929
I, 32 -1.91309% eh} BA Aoz §9)517] gt
(p>0.05).

Mool JFE vjXE FA FHY ARASE
0.052%3L, tZ& 1.6052 YelY EAHo2 4987
A THP>0.05). AHjQjEof JFS u|A L g Az
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O
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<Table 6> Total effects for structural equation model with 6

constructs

nl‘_El(Yn) -0.303 -0.303 0

hE(y) -0.203 -0.203 0

N—1:(B2s) 0.017 -0.097 0

Ne—M—& 0.037 0.037 0.110(-3.133)V*

NeNi—& -0.354 -0.354 -0.074(-2.537)*

N —MNE3 0.248 0.248 0.089(3.200)**
4 P  ES 111 0.417 0.364 -0.020(-1.599)
N33 0.147 0.147 0.055(2.723)*

*p <005, t>1.960; * p <0.01, t > 2.576.

Dt value.
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