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Measuring the Causal Relationship among Factors Influencing Attitude toward
Meat and Consumption Behavior

Jong-Heon Kang*, Hang-Jin Jeong

Department of Cooking Science, Sunchon National University

Abstract

The objective of this study was to evaluate the causal relationships among environmental belief, ambivalence, subjective

norm, attitude and meat consumption behavior. A total of 318 questionnaires were completed. A structural equation model

was employed to assess the causal effects of constructs. The results of the study demonstrated that the structural analysis

results for the data also indicated excellent model fit. The effects of environmental belief, ambivalence, and subjective norm

on attitude were statistically significant. The effects of environmental belief, subjective norm and attitude on meat

consumption were statistically significant. The effects of attitude on intention were statistically significant. As had been

expected, intention exerted a significant effect on meat consumption. Moreover, environmental belief and ambivalence

exerted significant indirect effects on meat consumption through attitude. Subjective norm exerted a significant indirect effect

on meat consumption through attitude and intention. Subjective norm also exerted a significant indirect effect on intention

through attitude. In developing and testing conceptual models which integrate the relationship among behavioral belief,

attitude variable, behavioral intention and meat consumption, this study may approach a deeper understanding of the

complex relationship among meat consumption behavior-related variables. Greater understanding of the complex

relationship among meat consumption behavior-related variables can improve the practical or managerial diagnosis of the

problem and opportunities for different marketing strategies including meat production and meat product development and

marketing communication.

Key Words : Environmental belief, ambivalence, subjective norm, attitude toward meat, consumption behavior
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Q3 24 QlE0] Eth(Richardson 5 1993; Worsley &
Skrzypiec 1998; Lea & Worsley 2001; Lea & Worsley
2002). &5l gt AldE 5 529 vidEc] & 24
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T}H(Armitage & Conner 2000).

AlG7HA] AES] H7Al= Bl (Jonas 5 1997), B
o} Peoeo] WA, il o} JEe] WA S
Al AGtE]o] 9th(Berndsen & Pligt 2004), AYAT1E52
HlEe] YAIHQ) HEA (Bargh 5 1992), HE] $914
(Bassili 1996), A 2] (Bargh 5 1992) 59 o|FE&°l
248 T, ARATES ALl HES AU =
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<Figure 1> Research model
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<Table 1> Respondent's consumption by general characteristics

Characteristics Mean+SD t/F Sig.
Cender  Male 3.325+1.174 2730  0.007**
CREEr Female 2.987+1.028
29 yrs or less 3.466+0.994" 4.845  0.003**
A 30-39 yrs 3.181+1.144*
8¢ 40-49 yrs 3.115+1.128%
50 yrs or more  2.813+1.123"
169 cmorless  3.023+1.106 5509  0.004**
Height  170-179 cm 3.217+1.082°
180 cm or more  3.769+1.142¢
49 kg or less 2.917£0.996° 2.524  0.029*
50-59 kg 2.980+1.069"
, 60-69 kg 3.147+1.249"
Weight 70 79 kg 3.289+1.088%
80-89 kg 3.593+0.971
90 kg or more ~ 4.000+1.225°

*p<0.05, **p<0.01. a>b Duncan’s multiple range test.

A 24, 54 A=E AR V2R
Pt AR o2 AP ] A7t vlael e E
ZF QA B4 LISREL 8,72 23S o83}t

m. 24 2=

1. ZACHRES LBty E7

(Table 1)o] &J5}H, ZAFNIAL 5 ©/d(3.325)2 94
(21987) Kot 4517] AFRIE7) =9k, A”ollA 20t o]
512} 30th= 50t) o) SHARERE T 4317 AFNIET) =
k. 71914 169 cm ©]3}9} 170 cm SHAEL 180 cm
ol SHARERE 4317 HAFRI=7F FTh SFA A
90 kg o] SHASL 69 kg o5} SHASET} 4117

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

Constructs and indicators Mean=SDV EFA re.:sults CFA results COI.np osite
Loadings Coef. t reliability
Environmental belief 0.579
Production of meat is harmless for the environment. 2.651+1.121 0.777 0.635 8.61 1%
Nitrates from manure attacks the quality of fish stock. 3.381+1.040 0.711 0.533 7.252%
Production of meat causes manure problems. 3.252+1.120 0.692 0.511 7.527%%*
Ambivalence 0.838
Towards the issue of eating meat I feel no conflict at all. 3.541+£0.971 0.889 0.847 16.694***
Towards the issue of eating meat I have completely clear reactions.  3.613+0.969 0.839 0.804  15.661***
Towards the issue of eating meat I feel no indecision at all. 3.475+0.991 0.855 0.734 14.043***
Attitude 0.868
I am favorable to eating meat. 3.478+0.952 0.827 0.786  15.925%**
I am positive about eating meat. 3.409+0.879 0.802 0.784 15.864***
I am for (against) eating meat. 3.484+0.912 0.798 0.765  15.305***
I feel that eating meat is good. 3.456+0.893 0.790 0.737  14.534**
I feel that eating meat is pleasant. 3.438+0.910 0.784 0.696  13.452%*

**p<0.001, t>3.291.

DLikert 5 point scale: 1=strongly disagree, 3=neither agree nor disagree, S=strongly agree.
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<Table 3> Correlation and /4 VE of 6 constructs used in the model

Environmental belief ~ Ambivalence Subjective norm Attitude Intention ~ Consumption
Environmental belief 0.562
Ambivalence 0.094 (1.186) 0.796
Subjective norm -0.033 (-0.457) 0.108 (1.791) 1.000
Attitude -0.312%* (-4.228)  0.232*** (3.719)  0.281*** (5.039) 0.754
Intention -0.139 (-1.920) 0.059 (0.973) 0.149** (2.721) 0.217*** (3.767)  1.000
Consumption -0.345*** (-5.115)  0.144* (2.407) 0.255*** (4.859)  0.432*** (8.675) 0.023 (0.401) 1.000

*p<0.05, t>1.960; **p<0.01, t>2.576; ***p<0.001, t>3.291. ¢ (t value).
NAVE on the diagonal.

AFHIETF =0t Aol F4d 7120 NEt =A UEuA = kAT,
Nunnually(1967)7} 533t 7]132(0.5) X th= =4 ekt
2, +HEEe| Etgdat A2y (Andreassen & Lindestad 1998; Gilbert 5 2004). o] &4
TFEHA R ARE 37 2915 aAAE, £ 5] ofshH, 7 ATRollA ARESHL Sl HAVIEER] 5
AR 2o} H BAF 22718 B35 Ail= (Table 2)9 B3} AR AE 211 Qokal & 4= Qi) 3kA A Alda) g
A AAE R, 2 A A A, U7, = T E9] 4l¥E= Kang & Jeong(2007)9] Atof A ef 2
o] F-d7igel ‘41@ EFde hofsty| flste] gheladli Aot
A& Alskt. (Table 4y°] oI5}, SR1QQIEA o] AREEH HFL 7}o]
2AnFoA e ArSo EA4A 0_‘]Hoﬂ EHoH 24 AL Fro] 125,843(p<0.001)0|¥a, 7|2 HAA|F
o Aol ofstH, 24 Aldd 3l SHEAE T A= (GFI), H|aL X4féﬂl#(CFD A HIS ARG (RNDQF H|E
A4 0,515 0,63574A2 Lepet, ommm i # AWXNSONFDO] 2HAEE 717E 0,946, 0,970,
SATETE 7 ARASE 0.7345E 084772 Ve 0.970, 0.957= 7]&(0.9) 2t} A eyt =3 A
o}, B9} 571 A=A I BEAT= 0.696%5E 0.786 Bt Al AAET(RMSEA)S 0.055% 7]5=(0.08) .tk
7THAZ e, oldfgt e HAEEY S-S T A ebt, wheba] Zelacld o] ARG o] Hnt
BEATEE SAXNCE FY5HA Y] (p<0.001) uf A9l At TSN o) Sl
Soll RFelgiol YFET BHH A gwe] Ax
+ Kang & Jeong(2007)9] A-tof|xet 22 A}glt, 3. TEYYARSOl Mz BN
TP RG] AGH 7 2015 ATUASL BF &) PANEER THE FRYPRYS] MYy B
ab FE AlaTS 243 43k (Table 3)0)4 A4 A3t Aik= (Table 4)ol4 A= & At S84
Holth. HEE B4 AW, R, S 9 B AW, R, 2w, R, ) AvoE 5o

13
TN A 242E —0,312, 0,282, 0,2819]  TANEE 1 ATAZ sersty] Slstel, WA 27
APBAS BT FAHOE SISt ault BA4H & sl AYES vlwstel ojust myo] o S5t 1
A, FRzkx, REA P SO TARET ATRA S stersha st

A Z¥zy — Al A=
olM 22 —0.345, 0.144, 0,255, 0.4329] ARRIAS & <Table 4> Fit measures for structural equation model with 6 con-

93\—'_1 %ﬂ]&]gi -('-)'-9]’5‘}-911:]-‘ iH]QE’E‘ 'erc]_'z—_] ’Fl“?i EH structs
T 39 ?*4711%?13}94 ARt Al A ZF2F 0,149, 0.2179]
e AR o o0 Py A Fit CFA results Proposed  Baseline
HHAE Bl FAA et o, 12} measures  Agtitude Total model model
b Atk ] O
‘_zﬂowi ﬁa 02234 _J&ﬁLE OMJ— 02"1 SE > 28.033 125.843  131.872  152.049
o] gttt HE A AleES W A =23 Df 5 65 70 73
Aot =4 JepA] 99t7] wiio] el E ¢ Pﬁb;l():ll;)ty 0.000 0.000 2 10;;‘();))*** 0.000
=)o o oF 2 9lrt AR AT =abaAl X :
sHREE & A B78H Lli’ A g, GFI 0.966 0.946 0.944 0.936
Av)o el AaH|ol AW A5 Kang & Jeong AGFI 0.897 0.913 0.916 0.909
(2007)0] AT A} Zo] Bt BAF 227F AlEluc) = RMSEA 0.121 0.055 0.053 0.058
RMR 0.028 0.035 0.042 0.047
Z] o}oF
ﬂ]_uiEM ] “‘“j . . _ CFI 0.968 0.970 0.969 0.961
gHH HANEES EtilE ol digt A e ofs) RNI 0.968 0.970 0.969 0.961
m AFEl 34 Ado] 0,579, oFH7Ex]7F 0,838, € NNFI 0.935 0.957 0.960 0.951

L7F 0.868% UEhHHH Ze HEES] AlEes gyt #p<0.001, Ay? (3)>16.27.
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<Table 5> Path coefficients for structural equation model with 6 constructs

Path Coefficient t Error Squared R
Attitude 0.382 0.218
Attitude < Environmental belief -0.309 -3.821%**
Attitude <~ Ambivalence 0.188 3.578***
Attitude <~ Subjective norm 0.180 4.465***
Intention 0.300 0.055
Intention < Subjective norm 0.054 1.674
Intention < Attitude 0.155 3.114*
Consumption 0.900 0.274
Consumption < Environmental belief -0.404 -3.367***
Consumption <— Ambivalence 0.100 1.324
Consumption <— Subjective norm 0.194 3.316**
Consumption <« Attitude 0.485 4.523%**
Consumption <« Intention -0.201 -2.002*

*p<0.05, t>1.960; **p<0.01, t>2.576; ***p<0.001, t>3.291.

(Table 4yof ©|&}H, F374 1T} =7} AH| o
FIFS A= ARET AH|OET} Ao FS mA|=
AEE ARE 7212 7ho|Al Fh2 152,049(df=73,
p<0.001)0]9itt, ZholAlF gro]l BAK o= {ofsiAl Vet
71 SFAEL, 712 APAFE 0,936, AR AART XA}
AlF2- 0,058, H]iL HFAFE= 0,961, Al HlSAIA]4=
+ 0.961, B]3EE HAA]4¢E 0.9512, BE A= A4
= 29| HFEE Uik ARE Tk AR Ug
P

FHA I vt Avowe] IS vA = HERE
3} AH| O} Ao JEFS v HEE AR
Aot g o] Fho| Al ghe 131.872(df=70, p<0.001)%AT},
7holAlF Fhol BAK R FolstA YEd7]= shAgL,
71Z AT 0,944, TAFEHFAT AT 0,053,
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A= 096002, HE HFE 4= B 23
< FPhe ARE S53hs 2oE UehgT

AR g2 7|2y o] Fho|AlF gkt 20,1779 Zfol&
B, 7124 (16,272t A Yeh FAZCEE (-9
St EgH YR A3t AeEoAE AQtgo] 712
Ryt 945 B o g Yepylth, weba] 2 At o]
|3t 2= AQSHA] gk AR ES AR = i
E9] JIHAE EA5HT

4, FNEEL| QlutA A

67l NI ER FAEH FRIHAEY NN BEATE
o] FAA FeldES {Table 5)2} (Figure
2yl AAIE AT S A Aldo] HiEof FFS A=
AR Ag= -0.309%3L, t gk -3,821= UER §A
2o g [o53ith(p<0.001), webA S7F AY4ato] o
FA gvha AR, S5 Aol Wit g o] W

oiltt= RS & = T}, o= Kang & Jeong(2007)9]
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belief(&)

Ambivalence
(&)

o~ Consumption
. (140
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------- Proposed model
Baseline model

<Figure 2> Standardized effects for structural equation model with
6 constructs
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<Table 6> Total and indirect effects for structural equation model with 6 constructs

Path Covariate Total Indirect

Attitude < Environmental belief -0.322 -0.322 0
Attitude <~ Ambivalence 0.223 0.223 0
Attitude <~ Subjective norm 0.255 0.255 0
Intention <— Attitude 0.217 0.192 0
Consumption < Intention 0.009 -0.102 0
Intention <«— Attitude <— Subjective norm 0.144 0.144 0.049(2.600)**
Consumption «— Attitude <— Environmental belief -0.356 -0.356 -0.092(3.200)**
Consumption «— Attitude <— Ambivalence 0.138 0.138 0.063(2.825)**
Consumption <— Attitude/Intention <— Subjective norm 0.236 0.236 0.063(2.624)**
Consumption < Intention <« Attitude 0.428 0.285 -0.020(1.643)

**p<0.01, t>2.576. () tvalue.
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