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Measuring the Mediating Effects of Nausea and Learned Food Aversion on
Relationships Linking Food Neophobia to Appetite and Food Rejection
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to measure the effect of nausea and learned food aversion on relationships linking food
neophobia to appetite and food rejection. A total of 250 questionnaires were completed. Path analytic model was used measure the
effect of mediator. Results of the study demonstrated that the path analytic result for the data also indicated excellent model fit.
The influences of food neophobia on nausea and food rejection were statistically significant. The influences of nausea on learned
food aversion and appetite were statistically significant. The influences of food neophobia on learned food aversion and appetite
were not statistically significant. The influence of nausea on food rejection was not statistically significant. Moreover, nausea and
aversion played a perfectly mediating roles in the relationship between food neophobia and appetite. Aversion also played no
mediating role in the relationship between food neophobia and food rejection.
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<Table 1> Respondent's general characteristics by gender
Gender Total
Male Female t
Mean+SD Mean+SD Mean+SD
Food neophobia 2.65+0.70 2.78+0.76 2.72+0.74 -1.39
Nausea 1.63+0.78 1.6310.75 1.63+£0.77 0.06
Learned food aversion 0.48+0.50 0.5210.50 0.50+0.50 -0.63
Food rejection 0.48+0.50 0.60+0.49 0.5440.50 -1.88
Appetite 3.89+0.86 3.85+0.76 3.8710.81 0.41
Total A 122(48.8) 128(51.2)
<Table 2> Correlation coefficients between variables
nesssgbia Nausea Le:::csjiof:od Food rejection Appetite
Food neophobia 1 0.061 0.018 0.018 0.036
Nausea 0.246™ 1 0.044 0.006 0.096
Learned food aversion 0.135 0.210™ 1 0.011 0.062
Food rejection 0.135 0.080 0.105" 1 0.030
Appetite -0.191" -0.309™" -0.248™ -0.174" 1

Notes: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001, * p<0.10. The top half is shared variance.
P P P P P

- 186 -



oy
&
Jon
(13
o
olo
I
Y
I

Jb OROHSH=XION CHEt & It 5

<Table 3> Goodness of fit measures for path analytic model

Multiple group analysis

mezgure Gender group Entire group
1st model 2nd model 3rd modei 4th model
9 6.352/4(p=0.174) 17.307/12(p=0.138) 19.957/17(p=0.276) 4.701/2(p=0.095)
X 10.954/8(p=0.204)° 13.605/13(p=0.402)*

GFI 0.990 0.973 0.969 0.993
AGFI 0.925 0.933 0.945 0.944
RMR 0.017 0.030 0.038 0.014
RMSEA 0.049 0.042 0.026 0.074
PCLOSE 0.430 0.572 0.803 0.239

Notes: 1st model: unrestricted model, 2nd model: path coefficients were constrained, 3rd model: path coefficients and error
variances were constrained, 4th model: relations between variables were the same for women and men,

* Nested model comparison.
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<Table 4> Path coefficients, error variance, and proportions explained variance for gender group

I (£ SE B n 1 SE B 9, SE ¢ R?
0.170.10"™
"1 0.34+0.08%"
0.60 0.02
M 0.50 0.12
0.11£0.06
V21 0.01£0.06
8 0.0710.06
2 0.1940.06™
0.24 0.04
2 0.23 0.08
0.03+£0.07
a1 0.11£0.06"
3 0.15+0.09"
32 0.024+0.09
0.24 0.03
M3 0.23 0.03
-0.20+0.10"
Ya1 -0.07+0.09
8 -0.37+0.09™
41 -0.14%0.09
8 -0.231£0.14
42 -0.37£0.13"
0.59 0.19
4 , 0.51 0.11
Notes: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ** p<0.001, + p<0.10. " male coefficient, 7 female coefficient.
", =Nausea—Food neophobia, +,,=Food aversion—Food neophobia, ~;,=Food rejection—Food neophobia,
V41 =Appetite—~Food neophobia, 3, =Learned food aversion—Nausea, 3,,=Appetitec—Nausea,
B4, =Appetite—Learned food aversion, G;,=Food rejection—Leamed food aversion.
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<Table 5> Path coefficients, error variance, and proportions explained variance for entire group

I ¢+ SE B mtSE B n,xSE ¢ R?
M1 0.26+0.06™
™ 0.55 0.06
Yo1 0.06+0.04
Ba1 0.12+0.04™
My 0.24 0.05
Ya1 0.08+0.04
B30 0.09+0.06
13 0.24 0.03
Va1 ~0.1240.07"
B -0.26+0.07™
Bas -0.30+0.10™
Ny 0.56 0.14
Notes: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ** p<0.001, ¥ p<0.10.
~,; =Nausea—Food neophobia, ~,;=Food aversion—Food neophobia, ~;; =Food rejection—Food neophobia,
;1 ~Appetite—Food neophobia, §,,=Learned food aversion—Nausea, §,,=Appetite—Nausea,
B, =Appetite—Leamned food aversion, 8;,=Food rejection—Learned food aversion.
M =Mm& T B =& TP TG B =b kTG h=T0& FAam B TG
<Table 6> Standardized total effects
M1 Y21 Ta1 B B Baz Y31 Bsz Bs1
Covariate 0.25 0.14 -0.19 0.21 -0.31 -0.25 0.14 0.11 0.05
Total 0.25 0.14 -0.19 0.19 -0.28 -0.18 0.14 0.09 0.02
Direct 0.25 0.09 -0.11 0.19 -0.25 -0.18 0.12 0.09 0
Indirect 0 0.05 -0.08 0 -0.03 0 0.012 0 0.02
Spurious 0 0 0 0.02 -0.03 -0.07 0 0.02 0.03
Notes: v,,=Nausea<Food neophobia, <,,=Learned food aversion—Food neophobia, ~,; =Appetitee—Food neophobia,
B,,=Leamed food aversion—Nausea, 3, =AppetitecNausea, 3,,=Appetite~Learned food aversion,
v,;=Food rejection—Food neophobia, 3,,=Food rejection—Learned food aversion, f,,=Food rejection—Nausea.
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