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Measuring the Causal Relationships among Affective Belief,
Ambivalence, Subjective Norm, Attitude, Intention to Consume
and Meat Consumption

Jong—Heon Kangﬂ, 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, ambivalence,
subjective norm, attitude, intention to consume and meat consumption. A total of 318 questionnaires were
completed. The structural equation model was used to measure the causal effects among constructs. The
results demonstrated that the confirmatory factor analysis model provided excellent model fit. The proposed
model yielded a significantly better fit to the data than the baseline model. The effects of affective belief,
ambivalence and subjective norm on attitude were statistically significant. The effect of subjective norm on
intention was statistically significant. As expected, subjective norm and attitude had significant effects on meat
consumption. Moreover, affective belief, ambivalence and subjective norm had indirect influences on meat
consumption. Subjective norm also had an indirect influence on intention. The overall findings offered strong
empirical support for the intuitive notion that improving the level of attitude toward eating meat can increase
favorable intentions and decrease unfavorable intentions to reduce future meat consumption.
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<Fig. 1> Research model with 6 constructs.
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{Table 1> Respondent's general characteristics

Characteristics n %
Male 160 50.3
Gender
Female 158 49.7
29 yrs or less 88 277
30~39 yrs 77 24.2
Age
40~49 yrs 78 245
50 yrs or more 75 236
169 cm or less 176 55.3
Height 170~179 cm 115 36.2
180 cm or more 26 8.2
49 kg or less 36 11.3
50~59 kg 99 311
. 60~69 kg 68 214
Weight
70~79 kg 83 26.1
80~89 kg 27 8.5
90 kg or more 5 1.6
BMI 22.405+2.825
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™ (24.2%) ] 3L, 40t 787 (24.5%)°] o1,
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0.232, 0.281= b}E}‘;}‘_ﬂ EAHoZ F .
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AAA 7} Z42F 0.143, 0.255, 0.4325
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717} —0.199, 0.149, 02172 Vel , B4 2o

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

Composite

Constructs and indicators Loadings reliability AVE
Affective belief 0.618 0.449
| shame about eating meat. 0.731 7.707%**
| feel guilty about meat consumption. 0.603 7.144%**
Ambivalence 0.838 0.634
Towards the issue of eating meat | feel no conflict at all. 0.851 16.763***
Towards the issue of eating meat | have completely clear reactions.  0.801 15.575%**
Towards the issue of eating meat | feel no indecision at all. 0.732 13.989***
Attitude 0.868 0.569
| am favorable to eating meat. 0.789 16.020***
| am positive about eating meat. 0.778 15.692***
| am for (against) eating meat. 0.767 15.373***
| feel that eating meat is good. 0.740 14.640***
| feel that eating meat is pleasant. 0.694 13.417%**

***p<0.001, t>3.291.
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{Table 3> Conelation and Vv AVE of 6 factors used in the model
Mean+SD AB AM SN ATT CON INT
AB 2.285+0.924 0.670
—0.026
AM 3.509+0.848 0.796
(—0.340)
—0.045 0.108
SN 3.028+0.993 1.000
(—0.634) (1.783)
—0.383*** 0.232%** 0.281***
ATT 3.453+0.736 0.754
(—5.463) (3.718) (5.041)
—0.069 0.143* 0.255*** 0.432***
N 157+1.11 1.
CON 3.5 S (—0.979) (2.397) (4.859) (8.686) 000
—0.199** 0.060 0.149** 0.217%** 0.023
INT 1.830+0.564 1.000
(—2.889) (0.986) (2.721) (3.772) (0.401)

*p<0.05, t>1.960; **p<0.01, t>2.576; ***p<0.001, t>3.291. ¢(t value). v A VE on the diagonal. AB: Affective belief,
AM: Ambvialence, SN: Subjective norm, ATT: Attitude, CON: Consumption, INT: Intention.
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ble 4> A AA =1t} Chi-square= 129.233°]%}
1, FARCE FostA YEhETE 28y 712
23t R4(GFl)= 0.939, ZAMETAlE QA
Z(RMSEA)- 0.069, Hlal 23t Z|5+(CFI)= 0.961,
A B1E4 A5 RND)E 0,961, BIEF A3 A
ZH(NNF)E 0943202, ZE A A5 &
-&lg] ;G%L/H& 3;17]-73‘]»‘:« z]jig %«Z‘—o}‘:— 74 o=
el 7] wjiZo] 238 2w A7 Aot
= S & Aok o 7&4 o oJstd 54 7id

ANE

5] BT A#ES geter] Hste] AHgE
Ego] A3 myolgivtal & 5 3l

3. TEYTA 2o MEtr 24

67 78 /MEER E T 2Ye
AAEE T4 A= (Table 4)l14 AATH
o & A7 FHE P vl 9xe 4=,
Bimo} aav] oxo) A=, T3 S/ ek &
Bl oe] FEE AR 7] 2y AFsHA
82 At 2L vlaslr] flste] 2789 2¥E

{Table 4> Fit measures for research model with 6
constructs

Fit CFA Proposed  Baseline
measures results model model

x? 129.233  136.185 155.313
Degree of freedom 53 58 61
Probability 0.000 0.000 0.000
AX2(df) 19.128(3)***
GFI 0.939 0.937 0.929
RMSEA 0.069 0.066 0.070
CFI 0.961 0.961 0.952
RNI 0.961 0.961 0.952
NNFI 0.943 0.947 0.939

**xn<0.001, Ax%(3)>16.27.
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I 0961, At B4 Ag< 0961, HIEFE 4
& A 09472, BE A AF7F 299
APEE Hrrete tiiwe] ARE F53= 2
S 2 Epsit) o] AjF BF-L 7] 2F o Jo]
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67) 74 AEER A TR 2g
N RRAFE BAY FHS BAS d%E

& (Table 5)¢} <Fig. 2)oll 4 AAF At 243
2, FH 7EX 9} =34 o] Hixe] 3

v AZAee 44 —0.431, 0.169, 0.179%
3 EAHS R FosTh wElbA 71 H.e A

EERE
WA A, GRS, TR P, s
v SJErh £5 Avle] A M)A A
= 27+ 0.176, 0.045, 0.162, 0.692, —0.167=,
94 PE Tt £57 a6l mAE 9%
v BAZ 0 folsA Vet aeba

1=

Hee PRAOZ A=k 784 Tt o
7} 2m) oJze] 9 e FRATE 2
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{Table 5> Path coefficients for structural equation model with 6 constructs

Path Coefficient t v Iz
h 0372 0239
= 8(¥yy) —0.431 — 4. 474%**
1 55(%) 0.169 3.257%*
n, < 8a(¥y,) 0.179 4.499%%%
- 0.967 0.217
Ny =8, (¥y) 0.176 1318
Ny 3,(¥y) 0.045 0582
Ny 55(¥y) 0.162 2.701%*
Ny 14 (By) 0.692 6.080***
<~ 15( By3) —0.167 —1.621
s 0300 0.06
Ny 55(¥ ) 0.054 1.660
nyn,(By) 0.157 3.147%*

**p<0.01, t>2.576; ***p<0.001, t>3.291.
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<Fig. 2> Standardized effects for structural equation model with 6 constructs.
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{Table 6> Total effects for structural equation mo-
del with 6 constructs

Path Covariate  Total Indirect
n,<%,(y,)  —0367 —0.367 0
N, 5,(¥,,) 0200  0.200 0
N, 5,(¥,) 0.255  0.255 0
ny—n,(By) 0218  0.194 0
Ny 15( By) 0.026 —0.085 0
Ny n, <%, —0.059 —0.059 —0.154(—3.638)**
Ny N, ¥, 0117 0117 0084 2.923)**
n,en,/m,< %, 0244 0244  0.099( 3345+
Ny< N, n, 0426 0419 —0.016(—1404)
naen, i, 0.144 0144 0.050( 2.625)**
**p<0.01, t>2.576; ***p<0.001, t>3.291.
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