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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to measure the moderating effect of belief homogeneity on the relation-
ships among attitudinal ambivalence, behavior intention and consumption behavior. The questionnaire,
which consisted of items to measure the constructs of belief homogeneity, attitudinal ambivalence,
behavior intention and consumption behavior, were completed by 338 subjects in Jeonnam area.
Moderated regression analysis was used to measure the moderating effect of belief homogeneity. To test
validity and reliability of constructs, factor analysis and Cronbach's @ were used in this study. Results
of the study demonstrated that the moderated regression analysis result for the data also indicated a
better model fit in Model 2 than Model 1. In the Model 1, the main effects of behavior intention and
attitudinal ambivalence on consumption behavior were statistically significant. In the Model 2, the main
effects of behavior intention, belief homogeneity and attitudinal ambivalence on consumption behavior
were statistically significant. The interactional effects of belief homogeneity X attitudinal ambivalence on
consumption behavior were statistically significant. Moreover, the effects of attitudinal ambivalence on

consumption behavior were statistically significant at all levels of belief homogeneity, except for when
homogeneity was high.

Key words : moderating effect, belief homogeneity, attitudinal ambivalence, behavior intention, con-
sumption behavior, moderated regression analysis.
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{Table 2> Factor loadings and Cronbach's @ of constructs

Component
Variable Attitudinal Behavior Belief Consumption
ambivalence intention homogeneity behavior
My eating meat is bad-good. .848
My eating meat is unfavourable-favourable. .841
My eating meat is negative-positive. .829
I intend to eat meat. .868
| plan to eat meat. .846
I want to eat meat. .830
The bad taste of meat. 672
Meat contains nutrients that are unimportant
for the human body. 672
Progluction of meat is harmless for the 617
environment.
Production and consumption of meat is 599
detrimental to future generations.
Worries about the safety of meat. 486
To eat meat means to pay more. .394
| eated meat not a little. 767
How often did you eat meat. 722
| tried to eat meat. .691
Eigen value 2.385 2.347 2.120 1.667
% of variance (56.795) 15.902 15.647 14.135 11.111
KMO .690
Bartlett's test of sphericity 1332.796(105)***
Cronbach's « 833 841 .604 .600
***n<0.001.
A= vhebsk 6359159} ZHAFE el & FANEES AREFES SR 294S )
12 A & 0.830F-F 0.86871A| = %E}k} , AL A Qte AS 4 F Aok
3243 %@Eﬂ?—% 7re] Q1A A S 0.3%4 470 FARANIES AABAES A3 (Table
BE 0.6727H2 Yehgta, 28] AEE5g 39 o5l Av|siEe glEoukH AT 0.178(p<
ZAWMSTE 7ho] QA A TS 0.691FE 0.767 0. 01) 3% o] =9} 0.115(p<0.05) Y] AAAAELS
AR depsdeh oleigt Al ot 4l 7+ By, BAHCE foaA degth Ads
ANEES TES JTEHIAES 7L v= él*éiﬂr e A e A sl s A7t
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{Table 3> Means, SD and conelation coefficients of constructs

Constructs AA BH Bl AB CB
Attitudinal ambivalence (AA) 1.000
Belief homogeneity (BH) —0.061 1.000
Behavior intention (BI) 0.214*** 0.040 1.000
g;';d';:r'n;‘;“e:zzem)x 08617 0315 02010 1.000
Consumption behavior (CB) 0.178** —0.055 0.115* 0.095 1.000

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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{Table 4> Moderating effects of belief homogeneity on relationship between attitudinal ambivalence and

consumption behavior

Model B SE B t Sig.
Constant 3.203 .093 34.344 .000***
Model 1 - ek
Fog gpp Intention 154 .052 161 2.969 .003
RZ;O 059 Belief homogeneity —6.200E-02 .067 —.049 —.921 .358
Attitudinal ambivalence 222 .058 210 3.852 .000%***
Constant 3.334 102 32.746 .000***
Intention 151 .051 .158 2.934 .004**
Model 2 . .
F=7 Egghs Belief homogeneity —.184 .078 —.145 —2.360 .019*
R2;0.084 Attitudinal ambivalence 547 122 517 4.491 .000***
Belief h ity X
cliet homogeneily 287 095 365 ~3.020 003

Attitudinal ambivalence

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
Model 1 without interaction effect, Model

2 with two-way interaction effects.
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p<0.06, = p<0.01, = p<0.001.

<Fig. 2> Interaction between attitudinal ambi-
valence and belief homogeneity on consumption be-
havior.
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{Table 5> Simple coefficients for the consumption behavior on the attitudinal ambivalence at three levels

of belief homogeneity

Moderator .
- - Constant B SE Beta t Sig.
Belief homogeneity
Low homogeneity 3.296 .369 .078 .350 4.484 .000***
Medium homogeneity 3.180 .180 .053 170 3.205 .001**
High homogeneity 3.063 —.009 .080 —.009 —.108 914

**p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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