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The Effect of Food Nebphobia on Food Choice Motives and Vegetable Consumption
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to analyze the effects of food neophobia on food choice motives, such as health concern,
weight control, ethical concern, and vegetable consumption. A total of 290 questionnaires were completed. Moderated
regression analysis was used to measure the moderating effects of food neophobia. Results demonstrated Model 3 to be
the best fit, compared to Model 1 and Model 2. In Model 3, the effects of health concern and food neophobia on vegetable
consumption were statistically significant (p<0.01). However, the effects of weight control and ethical concern on vegetable
consumption were not statistically significant (p>0.05). As expected, the combination of health concern and food neophobia
had a significant effect on vegetable consumption (p<0.05). However, weight control and food neophobia, and ethical con-
cern and food neophobia had no significant effects on vegetable consumption (p>0.05). Moreover, health concern related
to vegetable consumption was statistically significant at all Ievels of food neophobia, except, when level of food neophobia
was high (p<0.001). In developing and testing moderated regression models, which integrate relationship among food neo-
phobia, health concern, weight control, ethical concern and vegetable consumption in the future, this study may provide
a deeper understanding of the complex relationship among vegetable consumption behavior-related variables.
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Fig. 1. Moderated regression model with food neophobia as
moderator
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Table 1. Respondent's general characteristics
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Table 2. Factor loadings and Cronbach's o of 4 factors used in the vegetable consumption model

Component

Health concem

Ethical concern

Weight control Food neophobia

Keeps me healthy 842 127 —7.476E-02 101
Is high in protein 841 184 —-1.116E-02 102
Is nutritious 835 200 —3.898E-02 160
Contains a lot of vitamins and minerals 815 128 —2.722E-02 160
Is good for my skin/teeth/hair/nails etc 719 254 —-.137 170
Is high in fibre and roughage 712 165 —6.495E-02 6.528E-02
Helps me control my weight 239 841 —1.951E-02 236
Is low in calories 296 818 8.087E-03 —4.490E-03
Is low in fat 274 758 —8.886E-03 231
I like to try new ethnic restaurants —3.357E-02 ~-.207 689 7.196E-02
I am constantly sampling new and different foods -.240 —4.417E-02 673 ~4.563E-02
I will eat almost anything 1.475E-02 8.106E-03 605 —=5.715E-02
I do not trust new foods 9.959E-02 1.587E-02 .604 9.797E-02
At dinner parties, 1 will try a new food -.169 212 574 —.101
Has the country of origin clearly marked 208 135 3.308E-02 .869
Is packaged in an environmentally friendly way 228 216 —4.000E-02 845
Eigen value 4.215 2.304 2.021 1.714
% of variance (64.085) 26.343 14.399 12.632 10.711
Cronbach's ¢« 908 845 627 791
MSA 851
Bartlett's test of sphericity: ¥ *(df) 2,090.959(120)
" p<0.001.
Table 3. Correlation coefficients of 4 factors used in the 2) 24 MBEZSL| =FY L 8[| 0|X|= =Y
vegetable consumption model XM plAlo] odsF BAM )
Weight Ethical Food Table 49l 231 A& AH]ol] v)X]= A7l dist T4 =
MeantSD' Health con-  con-  neo- oA Azx=o A3z g EAXFCRE {5 U
ol cem phobia  puiy] wjmo] Table Sl £4] AFEZE] $7 AZol
Health concern 3.318+.919 1 3l FAlo] AMA AHld vR]&= FokS BASSG T B4
Weight control 3.323+1.031 5117 1 Aol oletd 4] AlFEFe] o] e EH 47kl of
Ethical concern 3.281+1.077 418" 403" 1 & o] Aa snel vlAlE FRkE p<0.001 el 5
Food neophobia 2.789+.659 -.174  -.055 -.037 1 Axo Fesi. 54 A8 ?’i’] ) TE EE?J‘ ‘q]
73| 3t Falo] A &Ml v G p<0.001 T
: i]?((;r(t) l; poi):tpszglgml.:strongly disagree, 3=neither a W SAHSZ FARRT. & AL =) -):F%O] %-%
| ’ SEETOT o), A%l i BAlel Ax 2wl MAE TS TAA

disagree, 5=strongly agree.
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Table 4. Direct and moderating effect of health concern, weight control, ethical concern and food neophobia on vege-

table consumption

Model B SE Beta t Sig.
Constant 4,182 268 15.581 000"
L. Health concern 268 082 221 3.255 001
F=10.356 -
R square=098 Weight control 008 073 072 1.072 285
| Ethical concemn 197 066 190 2.987 003"
Constant 4.862 402 12.105 000"
5 Health concern 300 083 248 3.619 000"
F=9.160"" Weight control 008 072 077 1.150 251
R square=.114 Ethical concem 192 065 186 2.936 004"
Food neophobia _217 096 -128 —2.263 024"
Constant 7.310 1.109 6.589 000"
Health concern 969 300 800 3.228 001"
Weight control 106 275 098 3866 700
. Ethical concern 007 251 063 260 795
F=6.526 .
R square=.139 Food neophobia -1.079 378 ~.638 -2.853 005
| Health concernxfood neophobia -236 103 -.667 -2.303 022"
Weight controlxfood neophobia —.007 096 -.227 ~.734 464
Ethical concernxfood neophobia —.005 086 -.155 —.536 592
T p<0.05, T p<001, 7 p<0.001.

Model 1 with food choice motives, Model 2 without moderating effect, Model 3 with moderating effect.

Food |
neophobia

P
-
-

Ethical
concermn

Direct effect

-------- Moderating effect

R Vegetable
consumption

Table 5. Simple slope coefficients for the vegetable con-
sumption on the health concern at 3 levels of food neopho-

bia

\

Moderator (o

Fig. 2. Standardized coefficients of moderated regression
model with food neophobia as moderator.
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