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. " ABSTRACT
A crésdiﬁéctibngl survey employing a EaCEﬁta=féc=
interview technique was conducted among aurajggm sgﬂglg of
Edmonton householders to éetermine‘faztcr% influencing the
vas to contribute to current understanding of the‘prasess-
involved in food-related behaviour. The research instrume
emmployed was a standardized queéticnnaire in which
respondents rated Zé‘fchsfon,eacﬁ of 17 semantjic

differential seales and one food use frequency scale.

Of the 17 constructs used in the semantic different.a.

scales, nine were found to Be important components of 2

w

overall food acceptability, including:
to guests, popular in the family, good f i’?aur, nutritious,
safe e, desirable in the diet for heal}h natural, ‘}ﬁaks good
to eat, and generally eaten at home. Factdrs traditionally
assumed to influence féod selection, such as cost and
canvenienceE were not Eauné;tc be important factors in this
study. Acceptabllxty vas assumed tc be a measure of the
potential® for a food to be selected apd it was found to be
a mgégfately good predictor of frequency of écﬁsumptien.
Popularity in the family, however, was the construct most
highly car:elated wlth stated frequency of food consumption.
Of the many sacla-é;megraphlc vailables callgctgd only
one, restrictions on faqdrintgke for health reasons, had a

significant influence on the overall acceptability of more

hS

iv

uitable for ssrving .
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than three foods. A factor analysis of the data showed that
the or;ginal 17 constructs vere in fact measuring only five
underlying concepts. Grouping the constructs by Egctaf]7
analysis indicateé how respondents defineé the various
construtts. . ; E

are visual representation of the apparent meanings of
the vérious foods to the feéﬁandents wvas illustrated by

image profiles. These profiles were baged on the mean scores

:34 . i = i :
for all 17 ‘constructs. Comparisons between image profiles of

related foods or intended food substitutes or replacements

revealed useful information on consumer perceptions of the

foods that could be used in nutrition and food education

programmes.
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I. INTRODUCTION v
The need to educate consumers about nutrition and food
safety has been expressed by many diverse groups, such as
consumers themselves, the food industry, (Dymsza et al.,
1954; Hall, 1977), nutritionists (American Dietetic
Association, 1978{, and various government agencies. This

need has been emphasized in the recommendations of several

-~y
~

Canadian government reports, including: "Food Safety
Assessment" (Caﬁada, 1975), "Food Strategy for Can;da'
(Canada, 1978), "Nutrition Canada” (Caﬁada,‘1973a), "New
Perspectivgs on the Health of Canadians™ (Canada, 1974), and
"What Price Nutrition?" (Food Prices Review Board, 1975).
These reports cited evidence of uns#tisfactory nutritional
status, eating habits, food buying practices and féod
handling procedures by Canadians, and they recommeqded
consumer education programmes a¥ a means of alleviating
these problems. Undesirable food habits are suggested as one
of the components of our modern lifestyle that is closely
linked with&our current mgjor health problems. A recent
report, "Nutrition and Health in Canada” (Canada, 1979a’,
suggested that up to 40X 6f the funds spent in Canada on
health care are spent onb"ndtrition related heﬁlth
problems”, including iron deficiency anaemia, malnutrition,
diabetes, obesity and cardiovascular disease.

) If consumer education programmes are expected to

-achieve improvements in food habits, they must be desiéned

to do more than provide information about food safety and
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nutrition. The assumption that providing infgrmatignriili
result in changes in food practices has been seriously
criticised (Anderson et al., 1977; Celendar and Sloan, 1977;
Evans and Hall, 1978; Lauzon, 1977; Mahoney, 1978; Schwartz,
1975; Sims, 1976; Staelin, 1978; Steuart, 1976; Zimmerman,
1972) .

" Brown  and Dimsdale (1973) suggested that consumer
education programmes. based sclely'an knowledge dissemination

failed to achieve behaviour changes, betiisg consumer

educators often lack understanding of the ‘wants, needs, and
1%

motivations of consumers. In the absence éf‘suchagﬂderé
standing, consumer educators make too many assumpﬁicns,
design programmes based on these assumptions, with the
result that programme goals are not realized. A review of
nutrition education programmes from 1900 to 1970 showed that
the main emphasis was dissemination of information, and it
"was assumed that an improvement in nutrition knowledge would
result in an improvement in food practi;es (Guthrie, 1978;
Whitehead, 1973). Food-related behaviour, however, is very
complex, and is affected by manj other factors besides
knowledge (Guthrie, 1978). It is evident that more inform-
ation about factors influencing food p:aéticesE consumer
perceptions of foods, and consumer needs from the consumeér
_perspectivg is regquired for the design of information and
education programmes that will resulﬁ in ch;nées in food

practices (Brown and Dimsdale, 1973; Somers, 1977).



/; I1. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A. Imtroduction .

’ﬁ;e limited success ifi achieving the ggii of permanent
changes in food practices/led researchers in food and
nutrition to seek a better undéfstanding:cf food-related
(food selection, preparation, storage, consumption, etc.)
are thought to be part of a complex behaviour system
(Anderson et al., 1977; Schafer and Yetley, 1975), as
illustrated in Figure 1. This model is an attempt to take
into consideration the many factors influeﬁciﬁg’fésé
practices, and can be used as a theeretical framework.

| The Food Behaviour System model illustrates that
food-related behaviour is influenced by iﬁférmgtian from two
sources, the "External Environment”™ and the "Internal
Environment”. Information from these two environments forms
the basis for an individual's food knowledge, attitudes,iénd
preferen;es (Anderson et al., 1977; Schafer and Yetley,
1975; Sims,.1976). Kng%ledge, attitudes, and preferences are
~ processed (interpreteﬁ) by individuals according to their
unique, psychological frames of reference. The rg3u1ts of
these interpret@tidns are some type of food-related

behaviour (Schafer and-Ygtley, 1975; Steuart, 1976). This

' behaviour, in turn, results in satisfaction or dissatis-

faction, and this is fed back into the system as new

information that may influence subsequent behaviour. .

3
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EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENT:
-Availability
-Economics

-Family, friends
-Educational programs
-Other factors

INTERNAL ENVIRONMENT:
-Socio-cultural and
psychological needs
-Physiological needs
-S5ensory Perceptions
-Individual values, beliefs
-Other factors

Fi

[ FOOD-RELATED BEHAVIOUR

1

9

ur

, _ . _ N
KNOWLEDGE

ATTI TUDES : |
PREFERENCES

S

— - - . l
PSYCHOLOGICAL PROCESSING
(INTERPRETING) |

-selection, consumption, purchase, etc. [- — — J

1. Food Behaviour System model as described by
Anderson et al. (1977), :




Individuals generally try to avoid disruptions to their
stable frames of reference, and may :ejé;t or misinterpret
information that does not "fit into" these structures
(Shethz’1974). This may explain, in part, why information-
given to consumers that "should" produce a behaviour change,
does not necessarily lead to the expected change.

As described in the food behaviour model, a food
practice (for example;égele:tian of a certain food) may
satisfy many kinds of individual needs (Celendar and Sloan,
1977; Lachance, 1978; Lamb, 1969; Lowenberg, 1970; Rangd,
1976; Schafer and Yetley, 1975). Because of this, various -
meanings become atéashgé to foods (Lowenberg, 1970, 1974;
Niehoff, 1969). These meanings may be totally unrelated to
the composition or nutritional value of the food, may be
unconscious, and may simply be expressed as a food like or
dislike. Consumer perceptions of foods are numerous, and
include the following: protein means strength:beggs result
in heart disease; milk is for babies; pop is more fun to ,
drink than water; bread is fattening; carrots are for seeing
in the dark; broccoli and cauliflower are for adults;
'everything that is processed or that is suitable for dessert
is "junk"; steak is associated with men; jellied salad is.
associated with women; and, candy is associatell vith good.
behaviour (Lachance, 1978; Rand, 1976). By attaching such
meanings to foods, individuals are defining which foods are -
prestigious, which ones are appropriate for specific

occasioﬁs, who should and should not eat certain foods,



vhich foods have special qualities, and howv foods should be

=

prepared and eaten. However "illogical” some:of these
consumer perceptions miy seem, they can have a marked

iniluence on food behaviour.

\”\

actors Influencing Food Choices

B. F
| The Food Behaviour System model (Pigure 1) can be used
to integrate knowledge gained about various aspects of
food-related behaviour. Data gathered specifically about

food consumption, food preferences, sensory perceptions of
food, or any other components of the model can make a
contribution to the understanding of the total system., There
are at least two types of methédélagiesvthat have been used
to study factors involved in the Food Behaviour System, a
direct and an indiféct approach (Schiffman and Kanuck,
1978) . When using a direct approach, the researcher asks
respondents to state factors that influence food choices, or
to rank a set of factors according to their relative

importance as influenc

s on. food behaviour. Studies-usiﬁgﬁa
direct approach have been designed to determine factors
influencing selection of food in general and those concerned
with specific fecés»gf food types. i
1. Factors Influencing the Selection of "Food in General®
Schafer (1978) studied influences on food behaviour
betveén married couples. Influences were classified as (a)
intrinsic, which included personal preferences and your

health; (b) internal to the family, and (c) external to the
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family. The intrinsic fad®or "personal preference"” was rated
as having the most influence by both husbands and wives.
Other influgﬁ:e; were rated as follows (in descending order
-of importance): health of family members, spouse, your
consisting of twelve components. Respondents were asked to
rank the relative importance of each of these components to
overall pe:ééqgl.p:efe ence. Husbands ranked taste first,
nutrition a distant seland, cost third, and then health;
wives rankeé nutrition first, taste a close second, then
cost and health. The remaining components were ranked
differently by men and women. N

Food habits of individuals over 65 years Qfﬂage were
studied by Brown (1976). The respondents gave the following
as motivations for choosing foods: taste and enjéyment (50%

of

-

he siﬁple), good nutrition and energy (26%), habit (8%),
to keep from starving (8%), and dietary restrictions (14%).

Consumer motivation for selection of *health foods” haév
‘ﬁlsa been studied. Bremer and Weatherholz (1975) carried out

a survey of attitudes and reported practices of university

staff and students. Of those who did not buy "health® or
"organic” foods, 92% of respondents selected foods on the
basis of taste or personal preference. Of zhése who did buy
"health foods", 62% claimed to do so for reasons of taste
and personal preference, bgt 251 éeléctgd these foods for

reasons of nutritional value. In a survey of "health food"”

users by Rhee and Stubbs (1976), the most frequently cited
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»
motivating factors for selecting "health Eééds‘ vere:
healthfulness, personal preference, nutritional value, and,
as an aid to specific diseasﬁ Eonditiansi
Gréen (1975) studied consumer "concerns” about faéds_
Respondents were asked‘open—ended questions and volunteered
the following "concerns": prices, packaging, quality,

processing, additives, nutritional value, advertising, ,

labelling and food contaminants. Cosper and Wakefield (1975)
studied the degr;e of influence that 13 personal and
non-personal factors had on the selection of a new food
aﬁong Kansas homemakers. It was found that the respondent’'s
husband exerted a significantly stronger influence than any
other factor; the next most influential factor was
professionals, followed by other Samily members and friends.
The charact;ristics easy to prepare, Aew or unusual, low in
calories, and reduced in pricg, were Eansidergd by
responden;s to exert less influence than the personal
factors of faﬁily and ﬁriends. The respondents in this study
perceived that advertising would have significantly less
infuence thanlany other factor. i
2. Factors Influencing the Selection of Specific Foods

f% a study of factors influencing the selection of
bread, Martinsen and McCullough (1977) reported th‘ikth‘
four most important criteria uséd by consumers were, in
. order of importance: flavour, nutritional value, price and
freshness. The relative importance of factors influencing

selection showed a shift in consumer priorities compared
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viﬁ% a similar study completed in 1974; in the earlier
study, flavour and price vere the most important criteria,
wvhile nutritional value was relatively unimportant. .

In anothér study, Cosper ‘and Wakefield (1975) *
instructed homemakers to select one of ten motivational
factors that they considered most influential in the
selection of foods, in each of six categories, The ten
motivational factors were: I like it, family likes it,
tastes good, lowv in coét, good for you, easy to fix, nice to
look at, different, not fattening, and, other reasons,
Averaging the results for all food categories indicated that
family preference was choseﬁ by 36% of respondents, personal
preference by 27%, good for you by 13%, and tastes good by
9%. The other ;ix motivational factors had a minor influence
on food selection. Although som@ differences existed betveep
the main motive selected for ea&h fc>d category, family and
pefsonal preferences were ranked first and second for all
food categories.

These studies employed the direct approach to determine ~
factors influencing food selection, and they indicated that
'family food preferences (an externai variable); taste of the
food (an internal variable); and, the healthfulness or
nutritional value of food (representing knowledge held about
the food), appe;red to be the most important factors. There
are two major disadvantages of the'direct approach of
determining these facgors. Firstly, respondents may not be

awvare of the real forces that influence food choices, and
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therefore, individuals may "unconsciously r;;i@nalizg
actions" when asked direct guestions about them (Seﬁifﬁman
and Kanuk, 1978, p. 49). Secondly, ihen>respenéents know
what the researcher is trying to learn, and especigllyszzzf
: respondents think they know the right (acséptable) answver,
_they may try to please the researcher vith that answer
(Schiffman and Kanuk, 1978).

Because of ihe limitations of direct guestiéning, some
researchers have used indirect techniques in an effort to
determine underlying motives of food selection (Frost and
Braine, 1967). One such indirect technigue was used to
determine factors iﬁﬁlugncingameét selection (McPadyen,
1972). The technique was based on the principle thét factors
used by individuals to describe similarities and differences
between concepts (for example, foods) are .important factors
to the individual, and therefé}e have the potential to
influence behaviour. This technique, called the Repertory
Grid'Te:§ﬁique, is based on the Personal Construct Theory of
G.A. Kelly (Bannister, 1962; Frost and Braine, 1967). Each
personal construct is thought to exist in an individual's
frame of rgferEﬁce as a continuum, eg. light to heavy. The
advant?gg of the Repertory Grid Teéhnique is that the
respondents are not being led in any way in their ansvers,
and yet they have described constructs, expressed in their
own words, that are actually used to assign meanings to

concepts (Frost and Braine, 1967).
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Using the Repertory Grid Technique, McFadyen (1972)
ihterviewed 60 consumers to obtain personal constructs used
to dif%;rgntigte meat types. These constructs expressed a
variety of aspects about meat such as its cost, nutritional
value, acceptability, quality and uses. McPadyen further
evaluated these constructs and found that those expressing
tenderness, nutritive valye, and suitability for guests were
the most strongly associated with her measure of gcceét—
ability of meats. Respondents in this study also indicated
that nutritive value was tlosely associated with perceived
fat content.

The Repertory Grid Technique was also used by Martin
(1976) in an exploratory study designed to determine
personal constructs used by consumers to ev;luaﬁe a vide
variety of foods. A total of forty-three constructs were
reported. These could be classified into sixteen categories
including such topics as acceptability, cost and quality,
preparation and storage, uses, nutrition aﬂdﬁsafety, and
availability. » ‘

The preceeding studies, each employing the indirect
approach, found some of the same factors as studies using
the direct approach, e.g. nutritive value of foods, cost .and
sensory characteristics such as taste and texture. A fgetcf
found by McFadyen, that was not reported in direct studies,
vas the construct "would not serve to guests - would serve
to guests”. This was considered to be an expression of

prestige that influences food selection.



Fewster et al. (1973) researched the literature on
nutrition, anthropology and social psychology far factors
that might influence food practices. The search yielded
tvglée major categories of meaning associated with foods and
food habits. These categories included such topics as
economics, convenience, sensory qualities of food,
symbgiigm, concerns for health and food valuei'as well as
influences of age, sex, and "status-groups”.
by Krondl and Lau (1978). They reported nine identifiable
factors: society, tolerance, taste, familiarity, ptestigei
price, convenience, health belief, and nutrition knowledge.
These vorkers also proposed a model of food behaviour in
vhich these nine factors or motives were vieved as being the
result of kncvledgé.’attituaes and preferences that

.individuals learn er acquire.

A large number of factors influencing food sele:tigﬁ
have been reported, and appear in Appendix A. These factors
vere examined and those similar in meaning were grouped
together into fourteen categories of topics. These
categories fepresent a summary of fﬁcta:s from a broad range
of studies of foods and nutrition, and will be used as the

source of fgctgré to be included in the pfesené\study.

- 11[V/



c. Socio-demographic Characteristics and Egﬁ@géglnctiag

Studies employing both direct and indirect method-
ologies have indicated that socio-demographic character-
istics influence consumer knowledge, attitudes, preferences

and practices related to food. Age, level of education,

i

ncome, sex, ethnic background, and family variables might
all be expected to influence food selection (Anderson et
al., 1977).
1. Age

In studies of adults, age was found tc{be‘negativelyA
correlated with measures of nutrition knowledge, knowledge
of food additives, degree of concern for preservatives in

foods and with reported use of "acceptable nutritional

practices”™ (Fusillo and Beloian, 1977; Jalso et al., 1965;
H;ftinseﬁ and McCullough, 1977; Zibrik et al., 1978). A
recent government study showed that while age was ngggtively
ca?felated with kﬁévleégezabaut food additives, it was
peéitively correlated with degree of concern for the
aéditives in food (Canada, 1979b). Attitudes toward meats
vere shown to differ with age of respondent (Hc?adfeni
1972), and age has been shown to_influence the frequency 'of
use of certain foods (Martinsen and McCullough, 1977). Age
influenced béth ggzituées toward, and use of "organic” foods
(Bremer and He’athérh@lzE 1975). In the Nutrition Canada
survey, age was found to influence both quantity of food

consumed and patterns of food consumption (Canada, 1‘9735).



2. Education

The amount of formal education, generally measured as
years of education and (or) level achieved, has been shown
:téf?ilate pas%tively vith level of Enguleége about foods and
nutrition (Brown, 1976; Canada, 1979b; Cosper and Wakefield,
1975; Fusillo and Beloian, {977; Zibrik et al., 1978). Level
of education was found to be positively correlated with
concern for the use of food additives (Canada, 1979b), and
also with degree of awareness of mailed food and nutrition

Mt ler-Bush and Sabry, 1977). Although Zibrik et

al. (1978) reported a greater knowledge of food additives as
level of education increased, Martinsen and McCullough
(1977) reported that concern about the use of preservatives
in fcads,gisé increased as level of ‘education increased.

The extent of food and nutrition-related education has
also been examiﬁeé for its effect on knowledge of foods and
nutrition., Schwartz (1975) found that female high school
graduates who had taken a Home Economics course in Foods and
Nﬁtritién, did not achieve higher scores with respect to
nﬁtritian knowledge, attitudes or reported practices, when
compared with graduates who had not taken such a course.
University students with courses in nutrition or biéchem—'
istry were found to be more sceptical of "organic" foods
than others, however their level of nutrition knowledge was
no greater than that of aéherlstuéents (Bremer and |

Weatherholz, 1975).'
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Evidence of the influence of level of education on food
practices is conflicting. For example, Haley et al. (1977)
reported that the nutritional adequacy of food intake of
school children was favoutab}y telgted to the educational
level of their parents, and Jalso et al. (1965) reported
that the nutritional adequacy of intake and the attitudes of
homemakers were pos;tively*relat;d to level of education. In
-contrast,; a study of senior citizens (Brown, 1976) revealed
that while nutrition knowledge was influgnée& by level of
education, selection of a nutritionaily adeguate diet was
not. Level of education did not influence the criteria used
for selection of bread, nor for tLe frequgncgiaf use of six
other foods (Martinsen and McCullough, 1977).

3. Income

Alexis et al. (1969) reported that family income
influenced the amount of money spent on several food items,
and, that income level was positively related to amount of
money spent on food eaten away from home. A recent report on
nutrition and food practices of Canadians established that
the percentage of income spent on food away from home
increased with total family income (Canada, 1979a). Sims
(1976) reported that homemakers' level of nutrition
knowledge was inversely related to amount of money spent
veekly on food. However, income was not reported to be an
influential factor by Martinsen and McCullough (1977). Myers
and, Kroetsch (1978) analyzing Nutrition Canada survey data

found significant associations between an income index
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(based on total family income and household size) and food
consumption patterns. As income decreased, the number of
servings from both the meat and the fruit and vegetable
groups decreased. Higher income groups obtained most of
their vitamin C from fruit, vhereas the lower income groups
obtained a greater proportion from potatoes.

4. "Socioeconomic Status;

The foregoing factors (education and income) are often
combined with occupation and sometimes with quality of
neighbourhood, value of residence and quality of
possessions, as a measure of "socioeconomic status"”
(Schiffman a;d Kanuk, 1978). However, socioeconomic status
is not always defined in the same way, and, therefore, it is
not aluéys comp;rable between studies (Bébbie, 1973).
Measures of nutrition knowledge and attitudes toward
ﬁhtrition of adolescents were positively related to
socioeconomic status of the family (Thompson and Schwartz,

+ 1976). Socioeconomic index was reported to be positively
_related to nutrition knbwledge, with the occupation and
education components of this index having a stronger
iﬁfluence thﬁn incomQ\;:ims, j976). Grotkowski ;nd Siﬂ%ﬁ
(1978) reported that tRe use of "health foods" and
nutritionalvsupplements was higher among senior citizens of
higher, thah those of a lower socioeconomic status.

The terms "social status” and "social class" have also

been used in the literature to describe the combination of

income, education, and occupation characteristics (Babbie,
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1973; McCarthy and @ ic, 1975). Although the use of these
terms has genergllg not been standardized, the idea of some
combination of education, income and occupation has proven
useful in studies of buying behaviour. Individuals from
different socioeconomic groups have been shown to exhibit
different behaviour in the marketplace (McCarthy and
Shapiro,’ 1975). '
5. Sex

Schafer (1978) rep@rte% differences in attitudes of
male and female marriage péftners in the ranking of twelve
factors considered to be components of personal preference.

Differences in awareness and knowledge of nutrition, and in

food preferences and intake were found betveen sexes in
studies of adolescents (Anderson et al., 1977; Thompson and
Schwartz, 1976). The Nutrition Canada survey recorded
differences not only in quantity of foods consumed between
the sexes, but also differences in frequency of consumption
of particular féaés (Canada, 1973b). Different foods have
also been reported to have different symbolic meaning
between the sexes (Dichter, 1964). A study of consumer
opinions about féaé additives showed that women expfesséé a
greater degree of concern regarding the use of food
additives than did men (Canada, 1979b).
6. Ethnic Background

Ethnic background would be expected to influence food
habits (Barer-Stein, 1979; Canada, 1979a), however, the

specific influence of ethnicity on current Canadian food
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practices is not well documented.
7. Family Characteristics

Age of children has been reported to influence degree
of nutrition knowledge and.awvareness of mailed nutrition
information of the homemaker (Butler-Bush and Egbrj; 1977;
siis, 1976). Age of children is a component of the Stage\in '
Family Life Cycle, a compound variable made up of maritai
status, age of family members, number of children and work
status of the head of household (Blégk and Roering, 1976;

Cross et al., 1975; Schiffdan and Kanuk, 1978). Generally,.

" homemakers' awareness of inmnformation on food and nutrition

vas inversely related to | mily size (Butler-Bush and Sabry,

1977; Sims, 1976).

D. Conclusions

Current knowledge about individual food practices has
been summarized by Anderson et al. (1977) in their
_representation of the Food Behaviour System (Figufe 1). A
variety of studies have ceﬂtributéd to our understanding of
the %tha%s that operate in such a System. By grouping

. .
categories of Eacteré, and seven types of socio-demographic
characteristics have been identified (see Appendix A).
Although both direct and indirect approaches te/ éétermining
factors have shown similar results in some cases, an
indirect apprageh is thought to produce factors that are

less biased, therefore more valid. A more complete
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understanding of the nature of the many factors that

influence food practices is needed by food and nutrition

educators, so that their programmes can be designed on the
basis of consumer perceptions and needs, rather than on the

basis of educators' assumptions.
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;Iig OBJECTIVES
e The objective of this study was to determine factors
influencing food preferences for a selected group of foods,
and to explore possible interrelationships between these
t;ctors.‘lt was anticipated that the study of these factors
would‘contribute to the understanding of the processes
"involved in food selection, and that the information would
be of value for further understanding of consumer attitudes
to foods, and to food and nutrition educators. More
specifically the study was designed to determine:
a. Which factors (from a predetermined set of factors
shown to influence food choices) are most strongly
associated with acceptability for a group of selected
foods, among Edmonton householders?
b. What patterns of associatior exist between the
factors in this set, and do these patterns céntribﬁte
.to an understanding of the meanings that»hausehéléers
have for these factors?
c. Does acceptability of foods differ between groups of
householders who differ in socio-demographic character-
istics shown to influence food choices?
" d. Does acceptability of a fdod predict frequency of
consumptioﬁ?
| ~e. What meanings do hauigherée:s attach gqaseleetea

20



IV. DEVELOPMENT OF RESEARCH INSTRUMENT
L ]

Lad

A. Bases for Selection of Items for the Research Instrumen
The research instrument was developed taking into
consideration the following explanations of approach and
concepts expressed in the research questions (Cha?tef I111).
1. Pactors that Influeace Food Selection
To achieve the objective of this study, it vas
necessary to select a set of factors, small enough to study,
yet representative of the various categories identified in
Appendix A. To select the factors, the following criteria
were used:
i) to qﬁpresént as many of the fourteen major
categories as possible (Appendix A);
/fpwgi) to inclyde as many. factors as possible that

have been found by the indirect Repertory Grid

technique;

iii) té include factors that were found in several

studies, and therefore appear to be the most

important.
2. Selected Foods

roods in the modern market place include an e:tfemély

large number of items, making it impossible to study them
all. Because‘ﬁhe purposéaaf this study was to provide
information for consumer education programmes, recommend-
ations and guidelines given in nutrition education materials'

wvere used as a framework for food selection. Recent Canadian

21



reports (Canada, 1973a, 1976, 1977, 1978, 1979c) documenting
nutritional and food safety problems have proposed
strategies to imprizi;:ating habits and to increase or
decrease the intake of certain food types. Similar
recommendations have been made by Canadian researchers
" (Anderson et al., 1977; Blanchet, 1978; Haley et al., 1977),
-and by workers in the United States (Fewster ét al., 1973;
Grotkowski and Sims, 1978; LaChance, 1978; Parrish, 1971;
Somers, 1977). | |

In!genefjl. fe:anngndatiéns are made to decrease
consumption éf foods high in f;t (especially from animal
s@ufcés), sugar and salt, and to increase consumption of
milk and milk products (especially those of a lower fat
content), whole grafin cereal products, meat alternates, and
fruits and vegetables. Within this framework of nutrition

first stage in selectinc specific food

recommendations, the
items for this stud§ was to include a variety of foods from
various food categories. In addition, it was decided to
include some foods from each of the four food groups of
Canada's Food Guide, as well as some foods not included in
any of the groups (that is, foods that are primarily fat and
(or) sugar). Within each of these categories, the following
guidelines were used for selection of géezific foods, based 3
on Osgood et al.'s (1971) guidelines for selection of
concepts: :

i) foods shauld be clearly described and

understood;
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most householders would be familiar with them; and
iii) foods should be speciéi;, but no brand names
should be used.
3. Householders ‘
~The unit of analysis for this study was the household,
based on the Statistics Canada (1978) definition that this
include any person or group of persons who occupy a dvelling
and do not have a usual place of residence elsewhere in
Canada. Within each household, the respondent was the person
vho claimed to make the majority of decisions regarding
foods that are available and served. In athér studies, this

individual has been considered to represent most accurately

the food knowledge, attitudes, preferences and practices of
the household (Schafer, 1978; Sheth, 1974; Lowenberg, 1974).
‘. !raquc%sy of Consumption of a Food

The freguency of eating a food vas defined for this
study as»the score on a seven poing scale of frequency of
consumption, ranging from "have never tasted" to "eat .ly"
(Krondl and Lau, 1978). This food use ffequensy scale vas a
measure of reported canéumptian of {padé. It is recognized
that reported consumption may differ f%am actual

consumption. ”



B. Factor Selection

Using the criteria outlined above (A.1), 20 faétars
vere selected for further study. Many of the fa:ta;s'
selected were already expressed as bipolar constructs,
because they had been found by the Repertory Grid technique.
Therefore, for uniformity, all 20 factors were expressed in

this form (see Table 1).

C. Selection of Specific Foods

Forty foods were selected (see Table 2) using the
decision-making process described previously. Within some of
the food groups, foods were selected because nutrition

educators recommend substitution of one for another to bring

-

about a desired goal. Examples of such foods are: skimmed or

2% milk as substitutes for whole milk, and yogurt as a

substitute for ice cream to achieve reduction in fat and

higher in fat, such as roast bggf§ wvhole grain breads and

cereals, such as shredded wheat, as substitutes for refined

[ ]

ereal products, such as corn flakes, white bread and some
sveetengé cereals, to achieve an increase in fiber intake;
and, fruit such as apples ar‘rgisins are suggested as
substitutes for pie or cake to achieve a lower caloric

intake.
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Table 1, Factors influencing selection of foods that were
selected for inclusion in the research study

Major Category

Overall acceptability

Satiety

Aesthetic-Sensory
Familiarity

Health and Safety

Symbolism

Guests -

Price

L~

Preparation-related

Nutritional Value

Personal and Family
Preferences

Constructs

would not likely eat ‘
= would likely eat
not filling - filling

has "a bad flavour

- has a good flavour
looks bad to eat

- looks good to eat
not familiar with

~ very familiar with

not essential in diet for health
- essential in diet for health

not safe to eat - safe to eat

food for a snack
- food for a main meal
generally eat at home
- generally eat out
basic everyday food
: - specidl occasion food

-

would not serve to guests
- would serve to guests

expensive - not expensive

takes little time to prepare
-~ takes a long time to prepare.

not many ways to prepare
-~ many vays to prepare

low food value - nutritious
fattening - not fattening
artificial - natural
processed - unprocessed

don't like - like -

not popular in family (household)
- popular in family (house-

hold) : ‘
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Table 2. Foods selected for inclusion in the research study

Food Group Specific Food

Milk and Milk Products vhole milk, 2X milk, skim milk',
yogurt, ice cream, cheddar cheese,
cottage cheese

Bread and Cereals vhole wheat bread, vhite bread,
shredded wheat cereal, corn flakes,
ocatmeal (cooked cereal), sweetened
ready-to-eat cereal

Meat "and Alternagps baked fish, deep fried fish,
‘ turkey, eggs, roast beef, peanuts,
baked beans, peanut butter, pizza,
bologna, weiners

Fruits and Vegetables boiled potato, french fried
potatoes, green (tossed) salad;
fresh, canned, frozen corn;
fresh, frozen broccoli;
apples, apple pie, raisins,
orange juice

High Fat and/or Sugar carbonated beverage (pop),
Foods cake, chocolates, potato chips

‘although the proper term is "skimmed milk", the term "skim
milk" has become popular, and it was felt that this would be
the more familiar term to consumers,



interest, for example: foods representing a variety of

- cooking procedures, such as bak;é and deep-fried fish; foods
representing a variety of processing methods, such as fresh,
frozen and canned corn, and fresh or frozen broccoli;
examples of more popular and familiar vegetables (salad,
corn) and a vegetable that may EE less popular (broccoli);
ané,iieaég about which some concern has been expressed, such

as cholesterol in eggs; additives in bologna. -

D. Selection of Socio-demographic Characteristics

There were two main reasons for collecting the
socio-demographic data:

| i) to describe the characteristics of the sample
and to compare them to other statistics available
for Edmonton residents; and,
ii) to find socio-demographic characteristics that
allov the sample to be-divided into groups that
are large énaugh for reliable comparisons to be
made between them.

Socio-demographic characteristics have been reported to
influence food-related behaviour, but there are no clear
indications in the literature of their relative importance
in food acceptability. Therefore, as many of these
characteristics as was practical were included in the
éuegtianngirgg The personal, Eamily; socioeconomic, and

food-related characteristics included are shown in Table 3. .



Table 3.

Characteristic

age of respondent
level of general educ-

ation (respondent and
spouse, if applicable)

food and nutrition-
related education of
respondent

sex of respondent

ethnic background of
houselhold

total income of family

(for 1978) \
)

vork-status (respondent
and spouse)

occupation (respondent
and spouse, if
applicable)

marital status

numbers and ages of
children

household size

food réstrictions

Soc1o demographic characteristics
research study

~ tax and deductions),

28
included in the

Question Asked

year of birth ,

pre-coded list of schooling levels,
ranging from

some primary school to

graduated from university

classes or courses in food and/or
nutrition
recorded by interviewer

place of birth of respondent

‘number of years respondent has

lived in Canada
main language spoken in the home
other languages spoken in the home

pre-coded list of incomes (before
ranging from
under $2,000 to SBO,DDD or more

work done outside the home (full or
part-time), or school attendance

name of occupation

married or single

number of children living in the
household full-time; age of oldest
and age of youngest

number of people living in house-
hold full-time and relationship to
respondent

reasons food intake may be

hold



E. Measurement

In order to éatisfy the objectives of this studi it was
necessary to establish methods vhereby the relative
importance of, and inter-relationships betwveen, the selected
factors could be measured. An indirect, rather than a direct
methad was selected to study'these relationships. The method
5glécted was the procedure for quantitative measurement of
meanings of foods suggested by McFadyen (1972), Fewster et
al. (1973), and Krondl and Lau (1978). This procedure began
by requesting respondents to rate the selected foods against
each of twenty factors, thereby establishing a multi-
dimensional meaning for each §QQ§ (Fewster et al., 1973).
Theﬁf foods were classified according to acceptability,
defined as the rating given on the construct "would not
likely eat - would likely eat” (McFadyen, 1972). The accept-
ability of a food was thought to be an indicator of the
probability that the food would be selected, By examining
the multi-dimensional meaning (i.e. the set of judgements on
each construct) of a food rated as highly acceptable, it is
possible to predict which characteristics of that food are
important components of aézgptability (Fewster et al.,
1973).

To establish a multi-dimensional meaning for each food,

transferred into

each of the twenty bipolar constructs wa

the inte y of a point along the continuum of a construct

was descr

§d by Osgood et al. (1971). The constructs were
* y
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expressed on a five point semantic differential scale, as

follows:

(3]

"POLAR TERM X (___ ):(___):(__):(__ ):(___) POLAR TERM

1 2 3 4 5

Meanings associated with each term:
1. Very X
2. Somevhat X
3. Neither X nor Y
4. Somewhat Y
5. Very Y ) | v | ©

Oosgood et al. (1971) recommended a seven-point scale
for most situations, but he noted that five or nine points
could also be used. A five-point scale was found to be
suitable in previous studies of the meanings of foods
(Krondl and Lau, 1978; McFadyen, 1972).

Where possible, measures of the socio-demographic
characteristics followed standardized procedures as

suggested in the Canada Council report of the Consultative

Group on Survey Research (Canada Council, 1976).
F. Development of the Questionnaire

A two-part questionnaire was developed as the data-(gfs%%%i

collection instrument. Part 1 consisted of the twenty

semantic differential scales, the food frequency scale, and
the forty foods, and was self-administered under the
supervision of an interviewer. Part 2 was a standardized

schedule of socio-demographic questions and was completed by
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the interviewer.
1. The Pretest —
The guestionnairé was pretested with a group of
twventy-five fe5paﬁdgnts. fhere were five objectives for
carrying out the pretest:
i) to estimate time required to complete it, to
detect ambiguities, and to obtain general comments
that might be used to improve the questionnaire;
ii} to check the use of a separate "do not know"
option for each semantic éifferentialrscalg.
Traditionally, this option is not available to
respondents, however, it was thought that if the
"do not know" option were available, and were used
by respondents, constructs or foods that were
confusing could be detected and eliminated or
modified;
iii) to determine if a modified arrangement of the
Semantic Differential would bias responses. The
usual arrangement consists of placing the concept
- to be judged at the top of a page and the riting
scales beneath (Osgood et al., 1971). The
alternate arrangement consisted of placing a
bipélar scale at the top of the page and the foods
beneath. An advantage of the modified format was
L that it required ohly twenty-one pages (Qné page
per scale), compared with the traditional format

that required forty pages (one page per food).
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Such a reduction in the length of a questionnaire
could be an important factor in obtaining
cooperation from respondents (Smith, 1975). To
determine whether or not the maéified format
biased responses, five of the selected foods were
repeated in the pretest in the traditional fa?mati
with those for the same foods presented in the
‘modified format; E

iv) to éeterm{%e seasonal influences on reported

foods;

L]

consumption o
v) to determine the reliability of -the modified
férmgt.'Dggcaé et al. (1971) found that fgfx
test-retest reliability, the "....average errors
of measurement of the Semantic Differential Scales
are always less than a single scale unit...., '
which for practical purposes is satisfactory"” (p.
131). To test the reliability of the modified
fcrmgt,\fivg pageslaf the guestionnaire were

repeated.

The respondents for the pretest were selected in an

effort to obtain a variety of bﬂékétﬂuﬁé; for age,

educational background, knowledge of foods and nutrition,

and experience in questionnaire development. Twenty-four .

females and one male respondent completed the pretest.
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2. Results of the Pretest

Part 1 required approximately eighty minutes to
complete, and Part 2 required five to ten minutes. It was
considered that the questionnaire should not require more
than Eerty minutes to complete. The process of reducing the
length of the questionnaire was aided by feedback from
respondents. Some af the constructs and foods wvere judged by

respondents to be either ambiguous or redundant and were

extent than the number of constructs, to be consistent vithr
the final version of the questionnaire, however, were chosen
so that the five food categories previdusly described were
represented. The pretest also led to some clarification of
instructions, wording of bipolar terms and description of
foods. When clarifying the bipolar terms, all pﬁgsgble
attempts were made to retain the original Hérdiﬂgé of the
:anstrustg that were found by the Repertory Grié;ﬁe:hniqug.
Changes were also made to bipolar constructs with distorted
distributions of scores. The constructs and foods retained
for Part 1 of the éhestianniare are listed in Table 4.

The "do not know" option was used infrequently and
inconsistently by respondents in the pretest. Upon
questioning, pretest respondents stated that tﬁey used it
.with foods that they did not usually eat. Respondents stated
that they would have little trouble selecting one of the

blanks on the scale if the "do not know" option was not
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Table 4. Constructs and foods selected after the pretes
use in the questionnaire'

a) Constructs

has a bad flavour
looks bad to eat

‘not desirable in diet for
health

less safe to eat

food for a snack

a food generally eaten in
the home

basic, ordinary food
would not serve to guests
expensive

not a food a person can
serve if short of time

not many vways to use
low food value
fattening

artificial

processed

not popular in family
(household)

would not likely eat

has a good flavour
looks good to eat
desirable in diet for health

%

safe to eat

food for a main meal?

a food generally eaten awvay
from the home?

special occasion food?
would serve to guests
not expensive

a food a person can serve if
short of time

many ways to use
nutritious

not fattening
natural?
unprocessed?

popular in family
(household) ‘

would likely eat

‘Constructs are arranged from negative to positive poles.

'Polarities were arbitarily selected based on researcher
interpretation of construct meaning.



Table 4. (Continued)

b) Pood Consumption Frequency Scale

]
Less than
Never. once a
Tasted Never month

;é) Foods

Milk and Milk Products
Meats and Alternates

Breads and Cereals

Fruit and Vegetables

Foods high in Fats
and/or Sugars

A few
Once a Once a times
month veek a week Daily

2% milk, skim milk, yogurt, ice
cream, cheddar cheese

roast beef, eggs, baked fish, baked
beans, turkey, bologna .
vhité bread, whole vheat bread,
shredded wheat cereal, swveetened
ready-to-eat cereal

tossed green salad, fresh corn,
frozen corn, canned corn, orange
juice,, boiled potato, french fried
potatoes

pop (carbonated soft drink), potato
chips, chocolate cake
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available. It was copcluded that this option did not provide

additional information and, therefore, it was not included

ot

in the final version of the guestionnaire.

Mean scores on those foods and constructs that vere

difference of one scale unit as described by Osgood et al.
(1871), it was concluded that the modified format did not

bias responses appreciably and it could be used in the final

questionnaire without influencing the results.

of tﬁé 25 foods retained :ar the final guestionnaire,
the consumption of four of these, ice-cream, pop, fresh
corn, and turkey, were considered by at least one-third of
the pretest respondents to be influenced by season of tﬁg
year. Because these influences were probably true for many

Differences were calculated between scores on the con-
‘structs thai had been repeated for reliability purposes and
the original scores on those constructs. Differences were

small, averaging 0.!' of a scale unit. Because these differ-

%

ences wvere well within the limits set by Osgood et al.

format of the Semantic Differential achieved adequate

test-retest reliability.



Two additional changes were made to the finél question-
naire. Scales are often presented so that their polarities
alternate or they are randomized to reduce the possibility
of respondents placing all of their answers on one end of
the scale. Comments from respondents completing the pretest,
however, suggested that this arrangement was confusing and
may have caused errors in responses. On the basis of these
arranged from negative (score of one), to positive (score of
five). A study by Dickson and Albaum (1975) showed no o
significant aiff§f2ﬁ225 in responses with or without
randomization 65 palaritiesg Another aévantagé_té arranging
all scales from one to five was that coding was much easier
anérthere vere fewer chances for coding errors to occur
(Di;ksan and Albaum, 1975). Changes vere made Ee minimize
biases that may occur due to the order of foods on the page
and the order of constructs in the guestionnaire. Both foods
and constructs were presented to respondents in five
randomized orders. %hg five different orders for foods were
repeated throughout each questionnaire, the order of con-

structs was repeated in every fifth questionnaire.



V. METHODOLOGY

A. Method of Data Collection

The survey methodology selected for this study was
cross-sectional in nature, in that data was collected only
at one point in time (Babbie, 1973). A face-to-face
intervievw technique of gathering data was used, because of
its advantages over other methods, for example: higher
response rates than mail surveys, the interviewer can
respondent to discover the degrée of general interest, and,
discover consumer .issues related to the subject but not
included in the questions (Babbie, 1973). All interviews
followed a standardized schedule (quéﬁtianngire), so that
all respondents wvere responding to similar stimuli (Smith,

1975).

The unit of analysis for this study was the household,
and éhe general universe to vhich the data could theoret-
ically be generalized was all households in Edmonton. The
vorking universe was all households in Edmonton with a
listed telephone number, and the sampling frame selected was
the March, 1979, Edmonton Telgphane Directory. Households

vere selected from the directory by simple random sampling,

the directary (Kinzel, 1979; Sudman, 1976). Businesses,
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institutions and non-Edmonton households were omitted.

Households wvere identified by address and telephone number,

As with any sampling frame, there are limitations to
the use of a telephone directory: all households in the
theoretical or general universe are not in the directory.
Héusehalds may not be in the telephone directory for the

fallcuxng reasons:
i) households may not have a telephone. There is
no valid vay of determining the number of house-
holds that do not ha?e phones; however, there is
no reason to believe that this number is large
(Crawford, 1980);
ii) households may have unlisted telephone
numbers. Although there are no data readily
available to indicate the proportion of .hgusehelé:s
with silent numbers in Edmonton (Crawford, 1980),
this proportion is estimated to be less than five
percent of all households in most cities (Sudman,
1976) ;
iii) persons 11v1ng in residences or dormatories
are generally not represented in the telephone
dzrac:tnfyj According to tha Stat;stics Canada
definition of household, however, potential
respondents omitted do not represent a significant
number of households because these persons

normally have another permanent residence;
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iv) households occupying basement suites in
private homes, where no second phone line has been
installed, would not be represented in the
directory. Once again, there are no statistics on
the number of households in this category
(Crawford, 1980). In this study, when the
interviewer came to a érivate home having a

basement suite, and it could not be determined

hold was interviewed. This procedure may actually

decrease the bias produced by the omission of some

basement-suite residences from the directory.
Besides the limitation that some households iiy be
omitted from the directory, some households could be -
over-represented, for exampl%, if they .,have more th#n one
‘phone listing. This pfacéicef however, is estimatediﬁa be
rare in Edmonton, less than one percent of households
(Crawford, 1980). Despite these limitations, the telephone
directory has many practical advantages. The majority of |
households are represented, it is relatively up-to-date, it
is readily accessible, inexpensive and easy to use (KRinzel,

1979).
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C. Interviewing Procedurss

After selecting 300 households from the sampling frame,
each household's address was located on a map of Edmonton
and the household's code number was placed on the map.
Households were located and interviews carried out on a
geographical cluster basis, with interviews being completed
in one cluster before moving to the next, Approximately one
veek prior to interviewing, households in the area were sent
an introductory letter explaining the nature of the study,
who was conducting it, and describing the person in the
household who was to be intervieved. )

Interviews were completed by the author and one other
interviewer. Prior to commencing the interviewing, the
‘author and the interviever éiscu,sgd the gquestionnaire and
standardized procedures, introductions and answvers to
anticipated questions. To mgintain continued standardization
of procedures, the interviewers met regularly during the
interview period. The University of Alberta, Edmonton Area
Study Interviewers Handbook (Population Labafgterg,-
Department of Sociology, 1978) was usg as the guideline for

interviewing techniques and praceaur¢§-

y

afternoons, and evenings on weekdays, an&lcn Saturday
afternoons. Every effort was made to interview the eligible
respondent in each household. Before any household was
recorded as a non-respondent (because they were not found at

home) the hausgﬁblé vas visited once during the day, once
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during the evening or on Saturday, and then telephoned

during these times. o

D. Coding of Data

All data collected were transformed into numerical form

structs and their scores were pre-coded in the
qguestionniare. Socio-demographic data required classific-
income categories), however, other responses were grouped

into similar categories and assigned a numerical code.

E. Analysis of Data

1. Acceptability

To examine acceptability of each of the twenty-five
foods co tained in the guesti@nniére, a mean score on the
construct "would not likely eat - would iikely eat"” was
calculated using a SPSS Frequencies Subprogram (Nie et al.,
15%5). The mean was selected as an appropriate measure of
“ central tendency for scores on the bipolar constructs,
because it is assumed that Semantic Differential data can be
treated as interval level data (Osgood et al., 1971).
2, Image Profiles U

_Mean scores were calculate@ for each of the other 16
:szaléékﬂsing the same SPSS Frequencies Subprogfam (Nie et
al., 1975). These scores, as well as the mean acceptability

score, were plotted on graphs, to create an image profile or
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visualization of respondents' opinions about each food. To
explore further the concept of aeeepégbility, the image
gfafileé of each food were examined for both highly positive
and highly negative scores. McFadyen (1972) called these
"outstanding features" of the food (a negative outstanding
feature being defined as a score less than 2, and a positive
outstanding feature as a score greater than 4).

A measure of association was calculated between the
scores for all foods on the acceptability scale with the
scores on each of the cher scales. This measurement of
association indicated which of the constructs might be the
best predictors of aeceptabiliéy.f?gafsan's correlation
coefficient was selected as the aé@:ap:iate.measurg of
association and it was calculated using the SPSS Pearson
Correlation Subprogram (Nie et al., 1975).

4. ?gttefns of Association Between Constructs |

Measures of association between the scores on all 17
constructs were also calculated using the SPSS Pearson
Correlation Subprogram (Nie et al., 1975). To explore
further the patterns of association between these variables,
a factor analysis technique was used (Kerlinger, 1967). The
assumption behind factor analysis is that all of the 17 con-

structs would be actually measuring a smaller number of

[N

that an examination of

underlying, hypothetical factors, an

matrix could suggest the compqgsition of those factors in

=
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termg of the originql 17 consgtructs (Brown and Fairbairni
1955; Kerlinger, 1967; Nie et al., 1975).

R-type factor analysis was selected for this study
because the data vere associations between variables
measuring attributes or qualities of objects (Nie et al.,
1975). The factor analysis was carried out on the matrix of
Pearon's correlation coefficients between the scores on each
of the 17 constructs for all 25 foods with every other con-

struct using the SPSS Factor Subprogram (Nie et al., 1975).

Initial factors were calculated using the principal-.

jo |

component technique, which consists of an exact mathematical
calculation (Nie et al., 1975). These factors are linear‘
combinations of the original 17 constructs which account for
the variability of scores in the data as a whole (Nie et
al., 1975). The first of these initial factors (or
principal-components) is the "best linear combination" of
the constructs (best in that it accounts for more
variability in the data than any other combination). Tﬁe
second principal component is the linear combination of ¢on-
structs that accounts for the maximum amount of variability
that was left in the data after the first component vas
calculated, and so on. |

The final step in the factor analysis of the data was
the Varimax Rotation. This is a widely used method which is
recommended for use when few assumptions are made about the
data (Fewster et al., 1973; Kerlinger, 1967; Nie et al.,

1975). Varimax Rotation means that the axes are kept at a 90

-
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éegfeé angle to each other as they are rotated (Nie et al.,
1955); The factor analysis solution consisted of factor
loadings for each of the original 17 constructs on each of §
new factors that were selected. By examining these loadings
(vhich can be interpreted as measures of association between
the constructs and the new factors), the researcher could

§ign each construct to one new factor (Brown and

Fairbairn, 1975), A construct was assigned to the factor
with which it seemed to be most highly associated (highly
loaded on). Ideally, each construct is highl{ loaded on only
one factor, and the assignment is‘ﬁat difficult. In reality,

however, the assignment process is not this straightforward.
Constructs may be loaded nearly equally on two factors, or-
not highly loaded on any.
5. Single Socio-demographic Variables

The SPSS Frequencies Subprogram (Nie et al., 1975) was
run on the ssciaﬁdgmégraéhi: data to produce distributions
for each category, for each variable. Results were reported .
as percentage frequencies, unlesg otherwise stated. Based on
the frequency distributions of tﬁe socio-demographic
characteristics, some of the variables divided respondents
into comparable groups, and comparisons of acceptability of
foods were made between these groups; other groupings were
too small to provide valid comparisons.
6. Compouad Socio-demographic Variables

In addition to dividing respondents into groups based

on suitable demographic factors, respondents were also
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. grouped écéerding to two compound variables, the Blishen
 Index and Stage in Family Life Cycle.

a. Blishen Index

Blishen and McRoberts, (1976) calculated a numerical
index for every occupation in the 1971 census list of
occupations of the male labour force in Canada. This
index is based on three components of each occupation:
a pgestige‘fanking, educational level, and income
level. Households in this study were assigned a
.Blishen Index value, based on the occupational cede’
for the spouse; this was done as the majority of the
spouses were males.

b. Stage in Family Life Cycle

The second compound variable that was used in this
study was Stage in Pamily Life Cycle. This variable is
composed of age, marital status, and number and ages
of children (Block and Roering, 1976; Cross et al.,
1975; Duvall, 1977; Schiffman aﬂé;(angk, 1975)-! As
described by Cross ef al. (1975), differences in food
selection practices and food habits are likely to |
occur between different family types for the following
reasons "....(a) differences in dietary needs and
preferences; (b) differences in the time and energy
avaijable for food shopping and preparation; and ?t)
differences in patterns of eating avay from home....”
(p. 131). Stage in Family Life Cycle has been found to

influence various types of consumption behaviour and

. . .
*
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has proven valuable to marketers (Cross et al., 1975;

Schiffman and Kanuk, 1978). The stages in the Family -

and are based on the stages described by Cross et al.

(1975), Duvall (1977), and Schiffman and Kanuk,

1 (1978). \
Stage Description
— 1 Single, under 45 years of age, no children
2 Married, under 45 years of age, no children
3 Married, children under 6 years of age
. 4 Married, children 6 years of age!o: over

5 Married, 45 years of age or over, no children
67 ' Single; 45 years of age or over, no children

7. Socio-demographic Characteristics and Acceptability

The socio-demographic characteristics judged suitable

for further analysis are discussed in Chapter VI,Section

B.2, and they are listed in Tables 12 and 13. To determine
_ . ,
the effects of the socio-demographic variables on accept-

ability, the mean scores of each of the 25 foods on the con-

struct "would not likely eat - would likely eat" wvere

compared betveen the groups of respondents. This comparison

‘was facilitated by the SPSS Subprogram Bréakdown (Nie et

al., 1975). This subprogram includes a calculation of

analysis of variance between mean scores of various groups

T

afirgspénééﬁts. A difference between means was considered
significant in this study if this difference reached the 5%

significance level, based on the F-test (Nie et al., 1975).

-
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8. Acceptability as a Predictor of Frequency of Consumption
To determine the ability of the overall acceptability
of a food to predict its freguency of consumption, mean
acceptability scores vere compared vwith median scores on the
food frequency scale. Median scores were selected as a
measure of central tendency for the food frequency scale
because it was an ordinal measure (Nie et a]., 1975). A
measure of association was then calculated between ;ec§§t¥
ability scores and frequency scores for all 25 foods.
Kendall's tau was selected as a measure of assocation

appropriate for ordinal variables (Nie et al., 1975).



VI. RESULTS ‘

A. Resp

A total of 173 households were visited and 113
questionnaires vere completed, giving a 65 percent response
rate. Of the 60 households that were non-respondents, 27
vere refusals, and for 33 cases it was impossible to find
aﬂyan? home, or no person in the household cﬁulé;gpéak
English. If refusals alone were considered as
n@n—resécnaentg} the response rate vas Blz?.An:iygis of
refusals by address indicated that 15 of 27 (55%) were
apartment-dwellers. It 'vas also observed that 12 of the 27
(44%) were located in the central core of the city. A
subjective comment from the interviewers was that more
vhere the interviewers were forced to use an intercom
system.

The households represented all areas cf Edmonton, with
the exéeptian of the northwest. Although the original sample
vas well-distributed thfcugheut the city, when the
interviewing vas stopped because funds were exhausted, this
particular area of the city had not been visited to the same

extent as other areas.

49
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B.. Socio-demographic Data -

1. Description of the Sample

(a) Personal and Family Characteristics. Of the 113
respondents, 81% were female.-The frequency distribution of
respohéents by age is g;ven in Table S.VThe age of
respondents ranged from fifteen to eighty years. Three
respondents refused to give their age. The largeit group of
respondents (62%) ver? betwveen 21 and 40 years of age. The
mean age of the re;Londents wvas 37 years.

The frequency distribution for household structure
appears in Table 6. The category "couple with child or
children” represented nearly half (46.9%) of the households.
The next largest categories were "childless couple®™ and

~"singles". The mean household size was three persons, with a
range from one to eight persons. The majority of households
(83.2%) consisted of four persons or less. For the 61 house-
helds with children, the most frequent number of children
vas one (see Table 7). Two-thirds of respondents vere
married, and most families were relatively small.

(b) Socioeconomic Characteristics. Over half of the
respondents (61X) reported having educational levels beyond
high school: 36.3% of all respondents had either technical
training or some univer?ity, 25.7% had a ﬁnivers"y degree,
Those with only a high school education represented 16.8% of
the respondents, 21.2% hid some high school or less.

A summary of the respondents’' work status appears in

Table 8. Over half (54%) worked full or part-time. The next
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N
Table 5; Age distribution of respondents in the research
/
/ study
number (percent)
15-20 | t (3.6)
21-30 - I © 41(37.3) ‘
31-40 ° - 27(24.6)
41-50 | . 20(18.1)
f 51-60 9 (8.2)
d 61+ 9 (8.2)

Table 6. Distribution of households in the research study

Category Frequency

according to family structure

number (percent)

19(16.8)

Single N

Room mates o A 7 (6.2)
Siblings _ ! 5 (4.4)
Couple, childless 21(18.6)
Couple, child/children N 53(46.9)
Couple, childrén and other relatives 2 (1.8)
Single parent : 5 (4.4)

Single parent and other person 1 (0.9)



Table 7. Number of children in the households surveyed

' Percent of families (with childrenl

reporting specific number of children

Number of . This Study Statistics
cE1Ia;en' Canada‘’

1 0 39.3 | 33.1

2 o 29.5 S 36

3 ) 18.0

}26.9
[~
4 ‘ 6.6 J
5 - : 6.6 . 3.8

' "child" was defined as a person 21 years of age or less,
living at home p '

* Statistics Canada defined "child” as a son or daughter,
regardless of age, who has never been married and lives in
their parent's home.

w
L8]

Table 8. Work status of respondents and spouses

Number (percent)
Bmploggeﬁt Status Respondent - Spouse’
Eaployed full-time 51(45.1) 67(90.5)
Employed half-time or less 10(8.9) 0(0.0)
Unemployed (seeking work) 5(¢4.4) 1(1.4)
Homemaker full time 36(31.9) 1(1.4)
Student, full-time 6(5.3) 0(0.0)

Re;ired. - 5(4.4) '5(6.8)

' Number. of respondents with spousess=74.
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largest category was full-time homemaker; other categories
contained relatively small nujgerg_ Married respondents
reported that their spouses were employed full-time in 90.5%
of cases. Total family incomes arp reported in Table 9. Over
half of the respoﬁdgnts (58.4X), reported a yearly gross
family income of $20,000 or more. Only seven (6.2%) of
respondents refused to give income information.
sample was too small to include significant numbers of
households representing any one ethnic background.
Approximately one-fifth (20.4%X) of respondents were born in

Edmonton, and an additional 26.5% were born in other
‘locations in Alberta. Another 33.6% were b@fn.in other
provinces in Canada; the province with the largest number
being Ontario with 11.5%, folloved by Saskatchewan with -
8.1%. A total of 80.5% of respondents were Canaéign-Earn.
Other birthplaces included 15 countries, with England being
~the omly birthplace that éc:eunted for over 5% of the
respondents. Only 5.5% of respondents had lived in Canada
for ten years or less. _

Language spoken in the home can be related to ethnic
background. In the great majority of households in this
sample, English was the main language spoken (91.2%), In
‘over half of the households (53.1%) no second language wvas
sﬂokén. A total of 13rsgc@ﬁd languages was reported, the
most frequent being Ukrainian (12.4% of respondents),

followed by French (8,8%).



Table 9. FPamily income reported by respondents 1n the
2 research study

numbgr (percent)

- $2,000-11,999 17(15.0)
13,000-19,999 23(20.4)
20,000-29,999 35(31.0)
30,000 & over 31(27.4)

.Table 10. rarmal caurgeg in Food and Nutrition taken by
respondents . :

Course Number (percent)
' of . respondents

None f§§?§?.2)

Junior or Senior High School - 23(20.4)
Home Economics with food/ y
nutrition or food science
:Qmpcnent
Post-Secondary Level (non-Home 12(10.6)
Economics)

‘Jniiﬁersity Home Economics 2(1.8)
(non-Foods and Nutrition major)

~ Community School : 4(3.5)
Inservice 3(2.7)
Weight Reduction Organizations 6(5.3)
Patient Education ‘ 1(0.9)

Other | 3(2.7) .
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r, (d) Factors related to nutrition knovwledge and to food
restrictions. Table 10 summarizes fﬁadiand nutrition courses
~ that had been taken by respondents. Nearly half of the i
respondents had taken some type of nutrition course. Most
respondents had taken such courses in junior or senior high
school.

Respondents reported the fallaéing reasons for
restricting food intake (as followed by the respondent or by
anatggi»gembe: of the household):

L.-%}_j) religious beliefs: 5.3% of Eegg@néeﬁts;
fX ii) health reasons: 53.1% of the respondents. A

variety of responses was given to this question.

%’ig ) ‘These responses were coded into 8 categories. Some
respondents gave answers that fitted into more
than one category. The total number of times each

: | categor  was mentioned is recorded in Table 11;
{ iii) special diet: 15% of respondents;
| ) iv) weight control: 44.2% of respondents;
, v) eealagica% or environmental reasons: 4.4% of
< ~ the sample; and

vi) other reasons: 8% of respondents mentioned

cost as a reason for food intake restriction.

Health reasons and reasons of weight control were the

tvo explanations most frequently given for restrictions in
food intake. Howevér, 46.9% indicated that they did not
restrict their intakes for any reason other than personal

preference.
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Table 11. Details of food restrictions for "health reasons”

Reason Freguenc
o (no. of respondents
citing each reason)
Allergies to special foods or 11

types of foods

Try to select nutritious foods, 11
healthy diet, and (or) try to
follow Canada's Food Guide

Try to restrict certain types 22

of nutrients, especially fats,

sugars, salt, starch and/or -
carbohydrates

Try to restrict additives, 11

chemicals, preservatives,

colouring agents, and/or

flavouring agents

Restrict junk food B 1

Restrict a specific food or 12

foods

Try to restrict prepared and/or R

packaged foods . : ®
Other restrictions, including 3 "

snack foods and canned foods
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2. Chi:g:tcf}stics Suitable for Further Analysis

An examination of the freguency éistfibuéians of the
socio-demographic variables showved that some of these
variables divided the resﬁendents into groups suitable for
comparison. These variables are listed in Table 12. The
Blishen Index values fa: all working spouses are summarized
in Table 13, Té facilitate data analysis, the two Highest
and two lowest Blishen Index categories were combined
leaving four groups. Comparison of acceptability of foods
between these socio-demographic groups will be reported
later in this chapter.

C. Acceptability of Selected Foods

The foods wvere ranked .according to their mean accept-

above 4 were defined as the Most Acceptable Foods, mean
scores below 3 as the Least Acceptable Foods, and scores -
ranging between 3 and 4 as Moderately Acceptable.
1. Image Profiles of Selected Foods

The image profiles, representing the appasrent meaning
of each food to the respondents, were drawn using the mean
score data for each of the 17 constructs. Each bipolar scale
is expressed as a negative to positive scale (ffaﬁ 1 to 5)
on the graph; mean scores are represented by & or o points
for the mean on each construct. FPigure 2 is a sémple graph,
or image profile, for whole wheat bread. The image profiles

of all 25 foods are presented in Appendix B,



58

Table 12. Socio-demographic categories for possible further
analysis of the data

Variable

Age

Education of respondent

Work status of
respondent'

Family income -

Nutrition courses taken
by respondent?®

Restrictions for Health
Reasons

Restrictions for Weight
Control

ar oOups

<30 years (37.3%)
30-45 years (40.0%)
>45 years (22.7%)

High School or less (38.1%)
Above High School (61.9%)

Working or attending school outside
the home, or seeking work (63.7%)
Full-time homemaker or retired
(36.2%)

<$20,000 per year (35.4%) ,
SZ0,0ﬂﬂﬁger year or more (58.0%)

None (52.2%)

Junior or Senior High School
(20.4%)

Other (27.4%)

Restrictions (53.1%)
No restrictions (46,9%)

Restrictions (44.2%)
No Restrictions (55.8%)
*

' Categories selected to represent those who may be at home
a relatively large part of the time, and those who likely

are not.

' Categories selected to compare data with those of Schwartz
(1975) who found a foods and nutrition course in high school
did not seem to influence nutrition knowledge and (or)

practices.



Table 13. Blishen indices for spouses in the research study

4

Blishen Index - Spouse'
| | number
j - (percent)
70+ A 6 (8.9)

60.00 - 69.99 ' S - 17(25.4)
50.00 - 59.99 : 15(22.4)
40.00 - 49.99 - 14(20.9)
30.00 - 39.99 | 9(13.4)

Below 30 '-{ ' 6 (8.9)

' There were 67 employed spouses



Table 14. Mean scores calculated for acceptabi

selected foods

1. MOST ACCEPTABLE FOODS.

Tossed salad
Orange juice
Cheddar cheese
Eggs

Roast beef

Fresh corn

Whole wheat bread
Turkey

Boiled potato
Baked fish

2. MODERATELY ACCEPTABLE FOODS

Frozen corn

Baked beans

Canned corn

Shredded wheat cereal
- Chocolate cake

Yogurt

Wwhite bread

French fried potatoes

3. LEAST ACCEPTABLE FOODS

Skim milk

Bologna

Pop (carbonated beverage)
Potato chips

Sveetened cereal(ready-to-eat)
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NOT DESIARBLE
LESS SAFE

FOOD FOR A SNACK
ERTEN AT HOME
BASIC, OADINARY
NOT SUITABLE
EXPENSIVE

LONG TIME

NOT NANY

LOW FOOD VALUE
FATTENING
ARTIFICIAL
PROCESSED

NOT POPULAR

NOT LIKELY

Inage prefiles Hhele vheet breed

-
| G0OD FLAVOUR

| LOOKS 600D TO EAT

| DESIRABLE FOR MEALTH
| SAFE TO EAT

7

| FOOD FOR A MAIN MEAL
| EATEN ANAT FAON MONE
| SPECIAL OCCASION

| SUITABLE FOR GUESTS

L NOT EXPENSIVE

ul- SHORT TINE TO PREPARE

| MANY WAYS TO PREPRARE
| NUTRITIOUS

| NOT FATTENING

| NATURAL

| UNPROCESSED

L POPULAR NITH FANILY

- LIKELY TQ ERT
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Figure 2. Diagrammatic representation of respondent
attitudes to Whole Wheat Bread.

\

¢ represents the mean response score for each ean:tﬁpct
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It can be seen from Figure 2 that whole wheat bread is
highly acceptable, based on the score of 4.4 for the con- |
struct "would not likely eat - would likely eat®™. This graph
also illustrates that whole wheat bread was thought to have
a very good flavour and quite a good appearance. IE was
definitely desirable in the diet for health, safe to eat,
somewhat more suitable for a main meal than for a snack, i;S
usually eaten in the home as opposed to away from home, was
consideéred to be a basic, ordinary food, was quite suitable
for gquests, and was not particularly expensive. The
respondents felt that whole wheat bread required only a
short time to preg,afe[4 was somewhat versatile (i.e. it was
closer to "many ways to use” than :-"not many ways to use"),
vas definitely nutritious, somewhat "non-fattening", quite
natural, slightl% unprocessed, and quite popular in the
household.

Whole wheat bread received relatively high scores on

constructs, and scores close to neutral on others.
Y
However, this highly acceptable food received lowv. scores on

mosth

two construct® "generally eaten in the home !.geneéglly eat

away from the home"™ and "basic ordinary - special occasion”.

(i.e. positive or near positive for all scales but these

two), perhaps the fe;pbndents felt that "generally eaten in

o \
positive characteristics of a food rather than negative ones

(as was originally assumed by the researcher when polarities



vere assigned). Based on this finding, the polarities of
these constructs have been reversed in some of the
subsequent analyses of this ditg.
2. Outstanding Features

When the image ﬁfpfiles of the ten Most Acceptable
Foods (Table 14) wvere examined, it was found that in nearly
every case, these ten foods had the same positive
outstanding features, see Table 15a. These characteristics;
are, in addition to "likely to eat":

a. has a good flavour

b. looks good to eat

c. desirable in the diet for health

d. safe to eat
e. generally eaten in the home
f. suitable for serving to guests

nutritious

= g+ |

natural

i. popular in the family
Referring anly:ta these nine positive outstanding features
of acceptability, Table 15b shows that these féitu:ei are

ely Acceptable Foods in only 10% -

present in the ten Moder
50X of cases. These ougstanding featugti are only present in

the five Least Acceptable Foods in 0 to 10X of the cases

istics are essential aspects of a highly acceptable food.



Table 15. Positive and negative outstanding characteristics
of selected foods
Construct'’
|[ATBTCIDJE|F|G|H|I|J|K|L|M|N|O|P|Q]|

(a) Most Acceptable Foods

Food .
Tossed salad |+ +]|+]|+]+ + ||+ ]+]+
Orange juice +|+|+]+ +|+]+ + ++)+ +|+
Cheddar cheese EEIE] ; + ; + + |4+ + *|+
Eégs +l4| |+ +|+]|+]+ |+ +[+|+|+]|+
Roast beef |+l +|+]+ +l==[+|+ + +|+ ’
Fresh corn . +|4+]+]e|+]+ + + +l+]+l+
Whole wheat bread +|+|+]+ ++|+ + + + +|+
Turkey +{+]e|+]|+]+ + ol hA Rd Rd Rl hd Bd
Boiled potatoes + +{+]+{+]+]+ + +[+]+]|+]-
Baked fish +i+|+|+]|+]|+ + +l+l*]|+ +
(b) Modetately'Acceptable Foods J
2% Milk B EIEAEIE +|+]+ #|+]|+[+]%] |+
Ice cream +|+ + + -

. Prozen corn o ‘ +|+ . +
Baked beans +|+ +
Canned corn + +
Shredded wheat +|+|+|+ +
Chocolate cake sl4]- d + -1-i-

‘ Yogurt o+ + i +|+
Hhit; bread ‘ Ry + _ -
French fried potatoes -1 - -



Construct' e L .
o |AIBIC|D|E|®|GIH|T|J|K|L|M|N|O|P|Q|

(c) Least Acceptable Foods

Skim milk ' 1+ + +

Bologna +|" -
Pop -1-1- +|=}=1=}-1-
Potato chips -1 - +|=1=1-1-1-1
Sweetened cereal 1 1-1. ol=1-1-1-1-

'+ 'p081t1ve outstanding feature
- "negative" outstandlng feature
Constructs denoted by "positive®™ poles:
A - has a good flavour;
B - looks good to eat;
- desirable in diet for health;
safe to eat;
suitable for a main meal;
generally eaten at homes;
bagic, ordinarys;
suitable for serving to guests;
not expensive; ?
requires short time to prepare;
- many ways to prepare;
- nutritious;
- not fattening; °
- natural; i)
- unprocessed; )
- popular in household;
- likely to eat

OUOZIUXRLUHTITOTNEMOO
|

s+ scale polarities reversed from original Eern,
because of survey renults

»



D. Ranking the Components of Acceptability

Correlation coefficients for all 17 constructs with the
acceptability construct were calculated, and are given in
Table 16. The polarities of the scales are arranged in Table
16 so tﬁi% all correlation coefficients are positive. This
necessitated reversing the original polarities of the con-
structs "eaten at home - eaten awvay from home" and "basic,
ordinary - special occasion"™ as has already been neﬁtiangé,
and the construct "not a food a person can serve if short of

time - a food a person can serve if short of time".

W
E. Results of gégbr Analysis

The factor analysis solution for these data indicated
that 67% of the variance could be explained by five new
factors. Only these five factors were sansiéergé¥gignificant
because additional factors explained less than 5% of the

variance in the data. The five nev factors in this study and

the constructs associated with them appear in Table 17. The

structs, for each of the five factors in the present l}udy
were séch that ‘each construct loaded highér on one factor
than on any of the others by aﬁ amount of at least 0.11. In
this vay, assignment aficanstfucts to fdctors was relatively
straightforvard. However, three of the seventeen constructs
(i.e. "suitable for a snack - suitable for a main meal”,
"processed - unpraeessedj and "not many ways to prepare -

many ways to prepare”) loaded quite highly op other factors
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Table 16. Correlation coefficients (r) for each construct
with acceptability

CONSTRUCT ' r, (P=,01)
Not suitable/suitable for guests o +.57
Not popular/popular with family ' +.56
Has a bad flavour/has a good flavour . +.53
Low food value/nutritious o +.45
Less safe to eat/safe to eat +.43
Not desirable/desirable in diet for health +.42
Artificial/Natural +.42
Looks“bad to eat/looks good to eat . +.41
Generally eaten avayufrom home/at home +.37
Special occasion food/basic, ordinary food +.32
Processed/unprocessed « +.32
Nof many/many ways to use +.30
Pattening/not fattening : © +,26
Suitable for a snack/main mea} +.24
Expensive/not expensive - +.07

A food a person can/can not serve if short of time +.05
L' .

*

-

vy
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Table 17. Nev factors suggested by factor analysis

Factor Percent' Constructs Associated with Factor

. Factor? ' Loading?

1 © 39.0 not desirable/desirable in the +.82
diet for health
fattening/not fattening +.79
lov food value/nutritious +.77
less Bafe/safe to eat +.73
artificial/natural +.66
not many/many ways to use‘ +.60

2 10.0 has a bad flavour/good flavour +.79
not suitable/suitable for guests +.75
looks bad/looks good to eat +.71
not likely/likely to eat +.71
not popular/popular in the +.69
household

3 8.0 special DC::Slan/bg31c, ordinary +.76

: generally eaten’ avay from +.76

home/at home

4 5.3 requires a short time/long time +.85
to prepare
processed/unprocessed* +.53
suitable for a snack/main meal® +.52

5 5.3 expensive/not expensive +.92

! vafigbilitj in data explained by each factor.
' A construct is considered to be highly associated with a
factor if the factor loading is >0.6.

' Can be interpreted as a measure of association betvain the
constructs and the factors.

‘* Although the factor loading of this construct is below the
>.60 cut-off point, it is more highly associated with this
factor than with any other factor.
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as wvell; that is, they were not as simple in structure or
meaning (Nie et al., ;975)i Because the factor loadings of
these "more complex"™ cornistructg vere <0.6, and because the
resulting groups of constructs were ;e:ningf&i, this value
was selected as the arbitrary cut-off point for factor .
Léadings; a construct with a loading of >0.6 on any factor
was said to be "highly associated with" that tactor (Brown

and Pairbairn, 1975).

F. Rffects of Socio

ability

3

variables that divided respondents into groups suitable for
comparison. Mean acceptability scores for each food wvere
compared betveen groups. None of the differences between the
mean acceptability scores reached the 5% level of
significance for the variables: age of re#p@négnt; food and
(or) nutrition courses taken by the respondent, jnd ‘
restrictions for reasons of weight control. Alﬁheugh the
acceptability of one food differed Signi!i:nnély between
different Blishen Index values, the differences did not
follov any trend, and vere judged not to be of any practical
Both educational level of the respondent and household
income, components of socioeconomic status, significantly
influeﬁ:lé the apparent acceptability of some foods. The

acceptability of whole vheat bread increased while that of
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white bread and bologna decreased as level of education
increased. As household income increased, the a:cgptgbilityv
of beth‘sveetgn;é ceq'gl and frozen corn decreased.
Eeépandants who did nét work outside of the home judged .
bologna to be more acceptable than respondents who were
employed.

The variable "restricts food intake for health reasons”
had aigreate: influence on food acceptability, in terms of
numbers of foods showing a significant difference in accept-
abilitji than any other variable. The acceptability scores
for white bread, ice cream, shredded wheat, baked fish,
turkey, roast beef, french fried potatoes, canned corn and

__chocolate cake were all significantly lower for those
respondents who claimed to restrict food intake for health:
reasons.

Stage in Family Life Cycle influenced acceptability of
three foods. The acceptability of tossed salad vas
significantiy less for Stage 6 (older, single adults) than
any other stage. Acceptability of sweetened cereal vas
lowest in Stages 3 and ix(familieg iitg children) than in
other stages. Finally, the aceeptabiliﬁy of frozen corn was
highest in Steges 1 and 5, lowest in Stage 2, and moderate

in Stages 3, ¢ and 6.
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Table 18. Mean acceptability score and median food usée

Food

tossed salad
orange juice
cheddar cheese
€ggs

roast beef

fresh corn

wvhole wheat bread
turkey

boiled potato
baked fish

2% milk

ice cream
frozen corn
baked beans
canned corn
shredded wheat
chocolate cake
yogurt

vhite bread
french fries

skim milk
bologna

pop

potato chips
sveetened cereal
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G. Acceptability Compared with Frequency of Consumption

I1f acceptability is a measure of the likelihood of
selecting a food, then ig should be a good predictor of the
frequency vith which a food is eaten. Table 18 summarizes
both the mean acceptability scores and the median food
consumption frequency score for each of the 25 foods. In
general, the food frequency decreases as acceptability
decreases. There are notable exceptions to this trenq,
however, as in the case of roast beef, fresh corn, turkey,
baked fish, 2% milk, white bread, ice cream and pop.

To ;nvestigate further the use of acceptability as a
predictor of frequency of consumption, an appropriate
measure of association; Kendall's tau, was calculated
between these two variables for all ?5 foods. The overall
value of tau between these two measures was +0:43,
representing a moderately stror3j measure of association.
Kendall's tau values between food use frequency and all con-
structs were also calculated to d?termine if any other con-
struct was a better predictor of consumption than accept-
ability. The measure of association ‘between the construct
"not popular/popular in the family" was +0.51, suggesting
that this construct was the best predictor of consumption of

all constructs in the study.



VIl. DISCUSSION

of the respondents showed that in most households, a female

made the majority of decisions about food, suppéfting the
well-accepted assumption that the wife/mother of the house-
hold is the decision-maker or "gate-keeper"” regarding foods
available in the home (Anderson et al., 1977, Canada,

1979a) . ’

amily incomes in this study were relatively high, an

T

observation that might be explained by the high proportion
of households with both the respondent and the spouse in the
labour force. Although respondents came from different
regions of Canada, their numbers from the different regions
were not large enough to make comparisons on this basis. The
‘study of the influence of region or ethnic background on
food habits would require either a much larger.sample or a
different type of sampling design. However, a sufficient
number of respondents reported that food intake was
restricted because of someone in their househol¥, citing
health or weight control as the most common reasons, that
comparisons could be made on this basis.

‘The socio-demographic variables enabled the character-
istics of the research sample to be compared with other |
éemagrspb{c data for Edmonton residents. The distribution of

several variables was compared with statistics from the most

73
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recent census for Edmonton (Statistics Canada, 1978). When
the three categories of the fgiily structure variable which
contain couples were combined (see Table 6, p. 51), couples
. represented 67.3% of the respondents. This was almost
identicgl to the 1976 census data for Bdmonton, which
indicated that 67.4% of households were families (the
definition of families corresponding to the definition of
"couple” in this study). The mean household size in this
study vas also in agreement with the census data. According
to Statistics Canada, 51.9% of females over 15 yegrs'af age

were in the labour force, 54% of respondents in this study

=

emales) were in the labour force (see Table 8, p.

(mostly
52). An examination of characteristics related to
sséiqeeancmic level showed that the distributiagaaf
resgéndgnts in this study was skewved toward higher
educational levels, when compared to the census data.

The research sample was also compared with other
statistics about the population in Edmentaﬁ. This was
conducted by the Forecasts and Hethéds Department of
Edmonton Telephones, based on the actual distribution of
telephone exchgﬂgeé for each area of the city, and using
statistics kept by Edmonton Telephones.' The distribution of
ages of this group éf respondents was skewved toward the
younger age groups, indicating that this vas a relatively
young sample of respondents.

' ‘The author wishes to express appreciation to Mr. A.
Crawford for his assistance in this analysis.



‘strongly associated vith acceptability, measured by the meaf

In terms of family structure, household size, and
percentage of females in the labour force, the study sample
vas quite representative of Edmonton households. The major
differences between the study sample and census data were
the age and educational level of the respondents. It was

concluded that generalizations can be made from these data

in age and education level between the research sample and
other demographic data available, and the following
limitations of the sampling procedure:

1. the omission of one section of the city;

2. the fact that not all households in Edmonton are listed
in the sampling frame; and,

3. the fact that there is no way of determining whether the
socio-demographic characteristics of the non-respondents
were significantly different from those of the respondents.

of Overall Acceptability

This research study had five objectives, the first .of

tﬁes wvas to determine which of the constructs studied vere

score on the construct “"would not/would likely eat”.

The following nine characteristics gggmed to be
necessary attributes gf a food for it to Ei judged highly
acceptable by thefrespéndentsg'

1. suitable for serving to guests .

2. popular in the family
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3. has a good flavour

4. nutritious

5. safe to eat

6. desirable in the diet for health . ‘ \
7. natural

8. looks good to eat

9. generally eaten in the home

76

The factor most strongly correlated with acceptability

-
was suitability for guests (r=0.57). This confirmed the

observation by McFadyen et al. (1973) in a consumer study
meats. This factor has not been revealed by "direct”
studies, indicating that respondents are less consci?usly
avare of this influence on their acceptance of foeds; This
factor has been described by other authors as "hospitality
" and as "prestige” (see Appendix A). Results of this study
confirmed that opinions of other people are an important
influence on food acceptance and selection.

Almost as poverful a predictor of acceptability of a
food was popularity with the family (r=0.56). This factor
has been shown to be important by researchers using both
direct and indirect approaches to studying factors
influencing food selection. This aspect of acceptability
would probably be of particular concern to the réspondents
in this study, because of their roles as decision-makers
regarding foods for the households. This supported the fac
that likes and dislikes of other family or household

members, especially husbands (Cosper and Wakefield, 1975)

AN

of

t
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have been identified as important considerations in food
acceptance.

In addition, the flavour construct was qu{tg strongly

associated with acceptability (r=0.53). This has been found

to be an importan actor in food Sgiectian in many studies
using various approaches. The Eacé that respondents find
flavourful foods highly acceptable supports the obvious
assumption that people will not eat foods that they do not
find tasty, no matter how nutritious, available or low
priced. Hovever, the nutritious, safety and health aspects
of foods vere considered to be moderately good predictors of
acceptability (r=0.45, 0.43 and 0.42, respectively). The
aspects of nutritional value and heaithfulngss of foods have
been found by previeﬁs researchers to be important factors
_in food selection. This ;ugg2lt: that these factors are
pertinent to acceptance and selection of foods, and that
these aspects deserve the attention of nutrition educators,
so that they can provide :cnsune?s vith answers about
healthfulness and safety of foods.

Acceptability was carrélated (r=0.42) with the con-
struct "artificial/natural®. This suppprted the observation
by Martin (1976) that respondents belvaed that natural was
a positive eharacteristic of a food, whereas artificial was
a negative characteristic. Haturgl‘might'bé related to
healthfulness in the minds of some consumers. This
connotation of natural has been created by food faddists,

"health food" stores and popular magazines. The construct
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*artificial-natural™ was more strongly associated with the
nutritious and safety constructs than with the construct
"processed-unprocessed”, enphgsiziﬁg that the term "natural”
seemed to refer more to the vholesomeness or healthful

aspects of a food than to the amount processing or

-

refining involved.
The image profiles of the 25 foods also gave an insﬁght
into the way in vhich réspandents interpreted "natural”.
Respondents rated yogurt as more "natural” than ice cream,
wvhole wheat bread as more "natural® than white bread, and
boiled potatoes as more "natural” than french fried pﬂa'tagi
vhich, in turn, vere more "natural” than potato chips. The
same pattern of responses was also found for the "low food

ruct. Re

-

pondents in this study

value/nutritious® cons
perceived the "natural” attribute of a food as indicating
its safety and nutritive value, and "artificial™ as lack of
safety and lov food value. Such generalizations could cause
misconceptions in the minds of consumers, and nutrition
educators should address such issues, provide proper
definitions for terms like nutritious, and try to give
realistic prespectives to such terms.

The appearance construct "looks bad/looks good to eat”
wvas also moderately correlated with acceptability (r=0.41),
long been recognized as an impert;nt aspect of sensory
evaluation. Although flavour aspects of a food were more

highly correlated vwith acceptability than appearance, it is



obvious that foods must meet appropriate appearance criteria
in order to be gccepéed in the diet. Hence, foods that have
an unacceptable appearance are not likely to be chosen
because they are nutritious ‘

Scores on the constructs "a food generally eaten avay
from ﬁaielat home™ and "special occasion/basic, ordinary”
yielded sameih;t surprising results. The author expected
that the ch;:scteristi%: *eaten at home" and “"basic,
ordinary” would be "negative” or at least "less favourable”
aspects of food acceptance, but they were judged by the
respondents as being "positive” aspects of the foods. The
original assu@gtian by the author was based on the
expectation that "a food generally eaten avay from home ™,
and "special occasion food" vould be positive, because of
the association with prestigious aspects of going out to eat
}Gf entertainment or celebration. The more acceptable foods
-in this *Euéy vere the ordinary foods often consumed at
home, or, conversely, the ordinary foods often consumed at
home beéame the acceptable foods. These constructs may have
been measuring the idea of fam@§jiarity, a concept that vas
suggegtea by several authors as being an important factor in
food selection (see Appendix A).

These two é@n:é&ggts might, in fact, be better
indicators of familiarity than the ccnstruzt j'm‘;&s\:/vez*y
familiar with". Tgfs construct was included in the pretest,
but was not used\én the study, because it had an

unsatisfaztafy éiigfibutian of scores. Although the
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characteristics of prestige, popularity, .aesthetics and
healthfulness of a food were found to be more important to
acceptability, these results showed that an acceptable food
N8 one vith which the respondents are familiar. This
supported the fact that food habits are difficult to change
and poses an additional challenge to nutrition educators.

The construct "processed-unprocessed” was not stongly
correlated with acceptability (r=0.32). It was not clear
from this study hov respondents interpreted this attribute
of a food. This construct was significantly associated with
"artificial-natural”, but the latter construct had an ¢
additional "wholesomeness” meaning as previously discussed.
Both the interviewer and the author received many questions
about this construct from respondents. It is possible that
its meaning for consumers has changed since 1976 when Martin
reported it in her Repertory Grid study.

The versatility aspect of a food was a relatively poor
predictor of acceptability (r=0.3). While respondents
considered versatility of preparation a positive Quality of |
to acceptability.

The construct "fattening/not fattening”™ (r=0.26) was
poorly correlated with aceeé;nbility; Respondents perceived
"fattening” as a negative attribute of a food, gcwevg:, many
other factors in this study had a much greater effect on
acceptability. This was surprising in view of the stated

emphasis on weight control for many of the households
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included in this study, and the current emphasis on weight
control in our society. Although many consumers stated that
they vanted to reduce weight, it appeared that other tactBrs

respondents in this study indicated by their responses that
they were more likely to eat foods that are popular with
family and friends, than foods that are not fattening. These

findings might be important in explaining difficulties with

programmes designed to achieve weight control by altering

fmﬂlﬂﬁgm

The original polarity of the construct "food for a

snack/main meal” was assigned by the author base
assumption that consumers think that snack Eaadsr,r
food value. This assumption was supported by the findings
that pop, potato chips and chocolate cake were judged by the
respondents as low in food value, and as being suitable for
a snack. Although this construct was not highly correlated
vith acceptability (r=0.24), respondents perceived snack
foods to be undesirable in the diet. Consumers might need to
be educated about snack foods, in particular, types and
preparation of nutritious snack foods. There is considerable
evidence in the literature that eating snack foods has
become an important aspect of our food habits (Canada,
19735; Lachgnce, iS?B); ihcreasing the need for consumer
information and education on snack foods.

Two constructs having very weak associations with

¢
acceptability were the. expense and time of preparation

C
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constructs (r=0.07 and 0.05, respectively). This was
surprising since these two aspects of foods are thought to ,
be very important to consumers. Not only was tﬁg time aspect
veskly correlated with acceptability, the polarities
originally assigned had to be reversed; it seemed that "a
short time required for preparation®, was not necessarily a
positive feature in a food. Perhaps food prices and time
required for preparation are issues that have become

vhile others (for example, prestigious value of foods) are
issues about ;hich consumers are less conscious. It is
possible that, similar to the concern for wveight control,
'cansume:s often state that they want to select foods of a.
lower pf@:gf however, other factors influence their actual
selection. It is also possible that the wordings of the con-
structs thehselves influenced responses, and that other con-
strﬁctg are needed to tap concern for food prices and for
food preparation time.

C. Underlying Factors Revesled

The second research question proposed in this :tédys to
determin? associations between factors found to influence
food seleétion, was achieved by the factor analysis of the
data (see Table 17, p. 68). Pactor anaé}:is indicated that

the 17 original factors were really measuring only five

with any one factor, that is, had a factor loading of >0.6,

-
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wvere assumed to be measuring the same concept. Therefore, if

further studies were undertaken, the number of vgfiables

A
attitudes.

could be reduced without s;srifiézng information about food

Factor 1 seemed to be megSufin"a general "good for
you" concept: not fat;:eniﬂgi nutritious, safe, and natural
wvere components of this :ﬁﬁﬂépti Although the versatility
construct was loaded higher on this factor than on any of
the others, it was below the assigned 0.6 cut-off point. It
would be difficult to sugggst_hav the versatility construct
could be thought of as part of a healthifactar, The !
components of the health,facta:; however, should be valuable
for the design of health and nutrition education prograsmes.

Factor 2 seemed to be measuring a concept that was
summarized as "I like it, and they like it". The two sensory
qualities of food, appea:inéé and flavcuf,vverg components™
of this factor, as were aspects of popularity %ﬁ th; famil?,
suitability for guests, and likelihood of eating the food..
Respondents in this study perceived that a food that thEy
would accept, should be tasty and attractive, and liked by
;ther people as well. ( i .

Factor 3 measured a “E;miliarity‘ chardcteristic of
foods. The importance of this characteristic has already
been discussed. PFactor ¢ vag’cleafly measuring a concept of
*"time required fér preparation®. The eanittuetﬁy‘praeilicdé
unprocessed” and "suitable far a snack-suitable for a main

meal” were more strongly associated with factor 4 than vith



any other factor. It is p?ssible that respondents attached a
"time of preparation” meaning to these constructs; for

example, “unpracesseé“ foods (such as, raw vegetables,

uncooked cereals, uncooked medts) may be \considered more
suitable for a main meal be;ausé they-re;lire a longer

cooking time. These results indicatad that respondents were

‘not attaching a meaning of heéalthfulness or safety to the 7 ~
term unprocessed; and vice versa. =~ .

Factor 5 measured the concept. af cost. This study

indicated that none of the athe;\ccnstructs studied were

clasely related to the cost ccneapt Arranging the 17

original constructs under five underlying concepts, as
. determined by ‘factor analysis, suggested ways in wﬁieh

reépﬁndgnts defined the factors that vere shown to 1nfluencg

food acceptance anﬂgselectlﬁn. TheSe definitions might be -
valuable to nufrltlon educatars ;y providing information

‘abaut consumers and the;f dec;slan making process for food

Eangumptlen_i

The third research question posed by this study was to,

determine whether or not acceptability of foods varied
between groups of respondents, for whom different
demographic characteristics had been 1dent1f1ed ‘

Age of respondents, foods and (or) nutrition courses
taken by respondents, Blishen Inégxlvalugs and restrictions

#
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on fééd intake because of veig%t control éid-net affeet the
acceptability of foods, according to the responses to
questions in this study. The findings regarding age ef
respondent did not support the majority of studies in the
literature which suggest that ageiinflugnces food-related
attitudes and practices. It is possible that the age
distribution of respondents In this‘study vas not great
enough to show differences reported by other workers.

The finding regarding the effect of foods and (or)

nutrition courses supported the work of Schwartz (ﬁ975;& who .
found that a high school Home Economics foods and-n&t:i;ie;
course did not influence nutrition knowledge, attitudes or
reported practicesN It is possible that such courses do not
have a long term impact in determining food preferences.
Eerhéps nutrition education is required at other stages in
life (such as, elementary school, prena allﬁlasses) to have
more effect. |

The finding that restrictions for weight controle had no
apparent effect on the acceptability of the 25 foods was
surprising, especially since many-of the foods were selected

: : |
~for. their high caloric content, as well as differences in

caloric content. As discussed earlier, it is possible that
the influence of weight control on the v&rigu;ifaoés
. selected is not apparent in this study because actual food
selection is guided by other factors.

The demographic variables, educatianal.ievel, household
income, work status of respondent, and Stage in Family Life

N
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Cy:le'inflqenced acceptability of Enly a small number of
foods (ﬁaximum of thrég foods per variable). While these
influences might be interesting if only one food or f&md
type vss‘being studied, it cannot’ be concluded from this
study that these variables had an important overall
influence on thé aééeptgbility of a variety_éf foods. It is
paésible that either the small sample size or some other ,
éhgfa:tEf}stic of the sample caused these vaé{gbles not to
have an apparent influence on food acéeptancei , i
The vafiabl; exerting more irifluence than any other on
acceptance of foods was restrictions for health reasons.
Thi’iéat shown to influence the atceptabilitj of 9 foods in )

this study. Some of the foods that were lesk acceptable to

those who restrict foods fcg health reasons might be

chocolate cake might be restricted bgégﬁsg\af their caloric
or fat content. White bread and caﬁnedicarn might be
restricted be:guée of concern for the éégrée of processing
of these foods. Héﬁé#éfi wvhy shredded ihegt@'béied fish and
turkey were reported as being less acceptable to respondents
who restrict fagé intake for health reasons could not be |
éetermined from this study and might warrent investigation.
1A#1gfgg numbg: of demographic vgriables was included in
this study because there was no indication in thg literature
of their relative préftance to food éfefefeﬁch,4Thi5 study

indicated that the only demographic variable that could be
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shown to have a significant influence on food aécggﬁability

" was restriction on food intake for health reasons. .

i

#

/{

‘The "ourth objective established for th;s study was to

determine whetHer the measufé of acceptability predicted the
ffeéueney of c:¥sumptian of a food. In general, accept-
ability did predict food use f;equensy (see Table 18, p.
72),ii; vhich it may be!segn tﬁat the more acceptable fécés
had the higher food frequency scores. E::ept;ans“p this
"could be explalned to some extent by.examining the
characteristics assigned to the foods (see image profiles,
Appendix B). Examining first, the ten foods-with the highest ~

acceptability scores (Table 18, p. 72), six. of these foods

F
wvere consumed at least once per week. Roast beef was
consumed slightly less often than once per week. There were.

two outstanding negatjve features of roast beef, it is
expensive, and it requires a lorfy time~to prepare. These

ﬂggaéive outstanding featyres might explain why roast beef

did naggfch’eve as high a food consumption freqpen:f as
mighﬁ be ‘\expected from its aecepta&ility score,
Fresh corn was consumed lgss than once a month, this
could be explained by its seasopal availability. Turkey was
also consumed less than once a month, yet iﬁs only -
outstanding negative feature vés the length of time

necessary for its preparation. However, the consumption of
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turkey has tfgéitignally been associated with,specific

seasons and festive occasions, and this probably continues

to acéaun; for its low use freguency, despite its good

acceptability. Baked fish also achieved a pgar frequency_ of

use score egmpareg to its écceptabilityf5§§re, Howvever, this
. ) ¢

result could be explained by the low score on the construct

"not papulaf/pepulaf in the household". %his*might'alse be
Canadian prairie areas, an Qbéévatiaﬁ made in several L
'Statlstics Canada repefts and by McFadyen (1973). There was .,
no real 1nd1catlaﬁ why respendents in this study g;ted Elgig
_as not popular. It r;éeivedirelgtively high scores on other
important constructs such as taste, appearance- and.
nutfitienéi value, Thesé data emphasized the imp&:ﬁancg of
the family pfeféfEﬁces in food aéégpﬁance andisansumptian.l

In gt:mt;rast the data in Table 18 (p. 72) showed that

of the ten. madgfately acceptable foods, and th five least

acceptable ﬁgcds, 2% milk, ice cream, white bread, bologna,

pop and pﬁtgté chi ;achlevgd higher use frequencies than

might be égﬁeé¥gé; » only positive outstanding feature for
vhite bread}.h@iggna, pop apé potato chips that could

. explain theiffrelativgly high use frequency was their
conveniepce, all requiring a short time to prepare. It is
also possible that although respondents use these foods,
they believe that these items "should not be" acceptable on
the basis of nutritional value, and that thié’beligf biased

their responses on the scale "likely to eat"™. Ice cream and
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2% milk have several important positive gutsténding features
(flavﬂizi appearance and séitability for guests) which could.
explain their relatively higﬁ use frequency.
Alﬁa\ugh éccept‘gbility vas ;havn to be ?‘mcder;tely .
good predictor of frequency of use (tau = O.Eﬁ), popularit
in the household was an even better predictor (tau = 0.
This finding Eufthe:‘iﬁdicated the “importance of othe: -
famiiy member s in the food selection process. The dat |

shoved that the food preferences of other members of

R . : ) , )
household exerted a greater influence on foods cons © * a-
the respondents. own Q;EEgEEﬁces. This might mean t . .

_emphasis, in terms of nutrition education, would ha
limitations if it was focused on the "gate-keeper"; e

‘gate-keeper might become convinced that skim milk s~ .4 he
" served more often in thé& household, only to find that 8ther
; -
members will not accept it. Nutrition educators might have
A 4 F

to ‘find ways of influencing all memb¢rs of the family, not

only the gate-keeper, of the value of various changes in
¢ - '
food related behaviour. / {

F. Meanings Associated with Selected Foods

. The final objective of this stuéy vag to"determine

meanings that respondents attadched to the selected foods.
, 7 Vs ‘
Meanings of foods have¢been expressed in the forim of "food

image profiles” which wgre,p:caucgé from the mean scores of
all 17 constructs for each food. The image profiles are
shown in Appendix B. Image prcfilgg can be used to determine

L
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consumer perceptions of specific foods. With th{s knowledge,
educators could, design programmes EQ correct Aiscaﬁéeptigns,
and to :haﬁge perceptions to achieve greater acceptance of a
specigic food. Some examples, based on current nutrition
education concerns and the comparisons of image ﬁ%cfiles
obtained in this study, will be considered. Constructs in
‘these image profiles have beeﬁﬂreagranged so that easy
referencg to the five énéerlying factors identified by the

%

- . 7 7 7
factor analysis could be more.readily observed and
discussed.

e =

,,-sf‘é{ . R . - < F =
“Because both turkey and baked fish had high accept-

nd

ability scores, it should be pessible_&a promote either of

L3

these as low fat alternatives to a meat such as roast beef.
Althéugh turkey was rated slightiy less popular than roast
beef (see Figure 3), probably its major difference from
r;ast!beef wvas its use for speciel occasions. Greater use of
tgrkey would require promotion and marketing of‘this meat as

a "basic, ordinary food". In contrast, baked fish differed

[

from roast beef in its "I 1like it - they like it"
characteristics (see Pigure 4), inéieating that fg£ more
basic concepts of baked fish must be changed in order to
in;feagé its acceptability and hence i;é consumption. Baked 2
beans would be even more difficult to promote as a
replacement for meat, because their acceptability score was
very much lower, gﬁd.thgf received low ratings on several
important constructs: appearance, healthfulness, suitability

for guests anélgapulgfity in the family.
' s
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Comparisons between pes:ibli subdstitute foods: 1ce

cream and yoqurt (Pigure 5) and skim milk and 2% milk

, (Pigure 6) yielded interesting information about these

foods. Based on the scores on the cgnétruct "not
1iEeiy/likely to eat™, yogurt might be considered a

realistic substitute for jce cream, Although the "healthfu

:image of yogurt is much better than that of ice cream, the

"I 1like it - they like it" characteristics were quite
markedly in favour of accepting ice cream It méy therefor
be 1nt rpreted that replacement of ice cream in the diet b

ycgurt might not be readily achieved. S;m;lafly, it would
difficult to promote skim milk as‘gn‘alt rnat;le for ?Sf
milk, Hﬁtritiaﬂ eéuﬁatars should be cagnizant ef!such
d1ffergnces in consumer attitudes to foods when attemptlng
valuntary or required changés in food a:ceptange.

The d fferences in consumer: percept1an5 of white and

whole wheat breads are shown in Figure 7. There are few, i

any, characteristics of whole wheat bread measured in.this

i

study, that would/make it unacceptable to consumers. In

contrast, white bread was ranked as an inferior food

product, for both its "healthfulness" and "I like it - the

n\
L ]
It
<
[ ]
Qs

like it* charactistics, and in addition, it was perc
being highly processed,

"Processing” was not a clearly understood canc?pt to
respondents, ‘'yet there was a marked difference in mean
scores far this construct for the two ggpes of bread

included in the study. Similarly, for cereals (Figure 8),

1-

e
Yy
be

f
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the sweetened cereal vas ranked- less acceptable than

shredded wheat, and fa% the processing construct, sSveetened
cereal was perceived as being more "processed” than shredded
vheat. Other foods that allowed the "processing”™ construct
to be studied were the three corn products (Figures 9 and
10). Although the frozen and canned corn were not ranked as
highly prgéessaé foods, their megé scores on the prszssing
construct were markedly less than the score for freg; corn.

- The mean scores for fresh corn (on all conftructs except °
"fattening") indicated greater acceptance of this food than
its processed caunterparts.ggpe factor analysis did not
-associate processing with “éialthfulﬁess' characterigtics of -
foods, but it certa1nly appeared that fcf foods where
d;ffe:gnt levels of prae2331ng could be studied, the.
healthful and acceptance scores vere lower with greater
actual and perceived degrees of processing.

Consumer concern for cholesterol was not indicated by
the acceptability score for eggs, however, a profound
concern was expressed for a meat product such as bciagna,
with an extremely low mean acceptability score, as well as
low scores on several other constructs. The image profiles
of pop, potato chips and sweetened cereals indicated that it
should be easy to discourage the the use of these foods
‘through appropriate nutrition education programmes.
Similarly, it shaulé be easy to promote boiled potatoes as a
substitute for french fried potatoes (Figure 11), However,

s,

these abservatibﬂs might also illustrate a 11m1tatlan of
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Figure 11. Comparison of image profiles for boiled and
french fried potatoes,
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this type of study, in that respondents might Eeel that
_these foods should not be cceptable, and might have‘given
biased responses”for them in this study.‘Assuming this to be
;he case, however, means that consumers were awvare of the
nutritional deficiencies of these fooé;j and might simply
require appropriate substitutes or added motivation to
reduce their use frequency.. ' .

- The meanings of foods as displayed by the image
profiles raised many questions about the vays igﬁvhich
consumers perceive foods. Further study of these perceptions
would be justified for a better understanding of many foods

and nutrition issues.



VIII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Current knowledge of food related behaviour is
generally insufficient for designing educatioﬁ programmes
that can be-expected tb bring about behaviour changes.. More
information about consumer needs, wants and perceptions are
required, especially f}dm the consumer standpoint, and this
study was designed to cbntributute'tovard this infbrmation
need. The Food Behaviour System model proposed by Anderson
et al. (1977) was used as the theoretical framework for the
study, and the overall objective vas to determine factors
‘influencing food p;eferences for a selected group of foods,
ana to explore interrelationships that exist between these
factors.

The data from this study contributed to the
ﬁnderstanding of the Mmodel (refer to Figure 1, p. 4). The .
external.variableq,/ftiendsand family (measured in this
study by the suitability for guests and popularity in the
family constructs, respectively), were found to be the most |
‘poverful predictors of acceptability. Acceptability
correlated quite highly with reported food consumption (a
food related behaviour) and it was assumed to be a measure
bf potential consumption. _ .

One of the internal variables in the model, sensory
perception, was also found to be quite highly correlated
vith acceptability. Sensory perception was measured by ’

consumer responses to the flavour and appearance constructs.

Certain knowledge ‘held about foods, specifically

‘

103
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desirability in the diet for health, its safety, nutritional
value and the éegree to which it vas judged to be "natural”
were also good predictogs of g::ep;abiiitig

One other coristruct, generally eaten at home, was also
an impﬂft;nt predictor of acceptability. This construct
could be measuring an internal variable such as
socio-cultural or psychological need, or it could be a
measure of availability, an g:terﬂsl variable. More research
is required to clarify the meaning of this construct to
consumers..
' At least two external variables from the model,
economics (cost) and educational programmes, were found to
have little influence on acceptability. The cnl} demographic
variable found to influence acceptability in this study wgs
restrictions on food intake for health reasons. This is an
internal variable that represents individual values or
beliefs 352;2 foods. More research isineedeé to study wvays
in which consumers who restricted food intake for health
reasons differed from those who did not. Sevéral other
beliefs about foods, for example, whether they were basic,

‘ordinary foods or whether they were suited to special

occasions, moye suitable for a main meal or a snack, time

required to prepare a food, and its versatility were found

to be 7’§

7 correlated with acceptability.
Factor analysis of the data showed that the original 17
constructs were really only measuring five underlying

concepts. The components of these five new factors suggested



- 105

how the respondents in this"study vere procéssing

(inte{preting) the varioug internal and external variables,

and therefore contributes additional information to the food
behaviour model. The}first of these five new factors, "good

for YOu', explained almost 40 percent of the variability in

_ the data, indicating that this concept (made up of the
constructs: desirable in the diet for heaith, not fattenlng,
nutritious, safe and‘natural) vas an important concept used ‘
by consumers in evaluating foods and deciding their &"///
~acceptability.

The results of this study have practical application to
educators and food marketers who are attempting to promote
specific foods, For a food to be highly acceptable, it
should possess the components of acceptability, namely:
suitability for guests, popular in/;aniQy, have a good
flavour, be nutritious, safe and desirable in the diet for
health, be natural, lodk good to eat, and be generally eaten.'
in the homé (as opposed to“being eaten awvay from home). The
cost 6f the food and its convenience (in terms of cooking
time) were not found to be important components of
acceﬁig ility. .

Food-image profiles were drawn as visual
fepresentations of the apparent meanings of the specific
foods to the respondents, and also to provide practical
information for those wishing to promote such food;\\By
comparing image profiles, it was possible to predict the

likelihood of a consumer selecting one food in preference to
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8nother, especially where the foods represented liKely or
potential substitutes for one another. Furthermore, the
image profiles indicated consumer perceptions that n;sﬁ be
changed to achieve desired subStitutiéns, for example, in a
nutrition programme.

The construct correlating most strongly with accept-
ability was suitability for ée:ving to guests, a factor tﬁat
wvas discovered originally, only by an indirect approach to
determining motives for food selection. This reinforces the
need for indirect methods in studies of this nature.

Data collection could be reduced in future studies by
taking into account the résults of the factor analysis
carried out in this study. Theoretically, only one or two
constructs from the underlying factors need to be used in
further studies cgveriﬁg these aspects of fced:gcceptancg,
However, further research is needed to obtain a fuller
Lnégrstanéing of the cample:ities of food related behaviour.
Future studies should use a model, such as Anderson's Fgcdx
_ Behaviour Systems model (1977), as a theoretical framework,’
8o that information gathered about food behaviour can be
integrated and arganized‘cn 2 meaningful basis:. An on-going

challenge for research of this nature will be the prcbleﬁ of

questions reflect, more assuredly, the respondent's attit-
udes and not those that the respondent feels the researcher
vants to hear, or that they consider to be "correct” or

"right" in response to the questions in the survey.
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X. APPENDIX A

Factors Influencing Food Selection

Terms and Constructs Used to Express Factors

This appendix contains fourteen topic categories and
vithin each category are two types of factors, those
expressed as bipolar constructs, and those expressed as
single adjectives or phrases. Of the sixteen studies
referenced belov *, four were clearly designed to elicit
factors from consumers as opposed to presenting factors to
consumers for evaluation; these include: McFadyen et al.,
1973; Green, 1975; Martin, 1976; and, Rhee ané Stubbs, 1976,
In cases where more than one author expressed factors with
very similar meanini, only one of the factors has been

reported.

I. Satiety (4,6). This was also expressed as "satisfies
“hunger™ (7).

a. unsatisfying/satisfying (4,6)
b. light/heavy (4).

I1. Physiological Tolerance. This was expressed as
"physiological reaction™ (13) and "tolerance® (6).

a. never tolerate/tolerate at all times (6)

* (1) Bremer and Weatherholz, 1975; (2) Brown, 1976; (3)
Cosper and Wakefield, 1975; (4) Fewster ot al., 1973; (5)
"Green, 1975; (6) Krondl and Lau, 1978: (7) Lachance, 1978;
(8) Lamb, 1969; (9) Lowenberg, 1970; (10) Martin, 1976; (11)
Martinsen and McCullough, 1977; (12) McFadyen et al., 1973;
(13) Niehoff, 1969; (14) Rhee and Stubbs, 1976; (15)
Schafer, 1978; (16) Schafer and Yetley, 1975)
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III. Aesthetic-Sensory‘H). This was also expressed as
"taste” (6,15), "flavor" (4,11), "smell®™ (10), “aroma" (4),
and "appearance" (4,10,15).

tastes very bad/tastes very good (6)
unappetizing/appetizing (4,10)

no smell/has a smell (10)
inferior/superior (4)

anoe
« & e o

and the following single ideas:

nice to look at (5)
texture (15)

tastes good (1,3) ,
taste and enjoyment (2)
odour (15)

"oODD

_ IV. Familiarity (6,8). This was also expressed as
“communication® (4).
(:? never ate/ate it often as a child (6)
less/more familiar with (10)
have never/have tasted (10)
rarely think/often think about this food (4)
rarely talk/frequently talk about this food (4)
do not like/ like to read or hear about this food

"~ Qaooe

(4)
'g. would not like/ would like to know more sbout this
food (4)

and the following single ideas:

a. mass media (15,16)

b. habit (2,15)

c. religion (9, 15) _

d. education programs (15, 16)
e. consumer information (15)

V. Health and Safety (10,14,15,16). This was also
expressed as "health belief" (6), "health of the family"
(15), "perceived health apprehensions” (4), and "perceived
health needs™ (4).

a. extremely unhealthy/essential to health (6)

b. not needed/needed for general health (4)

C. eat because necessary in diet/eat for enjoyment or
variation (10) ,

d. not essential/essential in diet (10)

e. unimportant/important (4) - ,

f. causes/does not cause allergy (4)
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K4

g. contributes/does not contribute to heart disease
(4) : )

h. contributes/does not contribute to high blood
pressure (4)

i. not safe to eat/safe to eat (10)

and the following single ideas:

. additives (5)
. good for you (3)
to keep you from starving (2)
specific illness (14)
,,,,, (5)

L O = "R I«

Iy
Q
o]
o7
Lal
w
Te]
o
=
[+1]
rt
e
0‘
=
n

. VI. Quality Characteristics (5).

a. not much variety/good variety available in this
product (10)
b. quality varies from week to wveek/always good

quality (10)

c. not satisfactorily/satisfactorily packaged in
supermarket (12)

d. less tender/very tender (12)

e. little/much of this food is wasted (12)

and the following single ideas:

‘a. labelling (5) | ,
b. Canadian products (5) -
‘c. freshness (11)

VII. Symbolism (4),.

a. food for a main meal/a snack (10)

b. only part of a meal/a complete meal in itself (10)
C. generally eat at home/eat out (10)

d. ?gre suitable for lunch or breakfast/ a main meal
(12
" e, seasonal/year round food (4)

f. common food (not from a particular ethnic
group)/ethnic food (10) '

g. better for children than for adults/better for
adults than for children (4) , :

h. not good/good for a baby (10)

i. basic everyday food/special season food (10)

and the following single ideas:

a. anxiety relief (7,9)



(

b. security (4,9)

c. power (16) :

d. tradition (4,13)

e. reward (4,7)

f. punishment (4,7)

g. creativity (9)

h, novelty (15)

i. strengthen feelings of group belonging (9)

%. initiates, maintains interpersonal relationships
7)

k. influences behaviour of others (7)

VIII. Suitability for Guests. This was expressed as
"entertaining™ (10), "hospitality" (9), "prestige” (6,8,13),
and "status group differences” (4,9).

a. would not/would serve to guests (12)
b. everyday family food/food for entertaining guests
(10)

1X. Price (5,6,10,12).
This was also expressed as "specials" (10), "cost"™
(10,13,15), and "economic perceptions™ (4).
14
a. expensive/inexpensive (10, 12)
b. low food value/high food value for the money (4,10)
c. should not/should be offered as a specialV (10) :

X. Preparation-Related (10). This was also expressed as
"food-storage"” (10), "difficulty in purchase" (10),
"convenience” (4,6,15).

a. requires longy.tooking or ptepafation time/can be
quickly prepared (12)

b. requires time and effort tc buy/easy to buy (10)
c. not many/many ways to prepare (10)

d. don't like/like to prepare (10)

e. hard/easy to prepare (10)

f. doesn't store well/stores well (10)

g. leftovers can be used for another meal/serve.only
once (10)

h, does not freeze well/can be frozen and kept on hand
(10)

XI. Nutritional Value (10,12). This was also expressed
as "nutrition knowledge" (6), "provides nutrients"” (7),
"good nutrition and energy” (2), "food value" (4),

"nutrition™ (1,5,15,16).

kY
a. low food value/nutritious (12)
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fattening/not fattening (10)
low/high energy (4)

lov/high protein content (10) ,
low/high carbohydrate content (10)
low/high in vitamins (10)

low/high in minerals (10)

high/low in sugar (10)

fatty/lean (10,12)
artificial/natural (10)

highly processed/less processed (10)

b L e T T B s TR o T o

and the following single idea:

a. dietary restrictions (2)

XI1. Personal and Family Preference (3,15), This was
also expressed as "family dislike” (S), "like" (16),"
"taboos” (9), and "edible by man® (9). ‘

. don't like/like (4,10,15) o B
. only some/most people like this food (10)
. unpopular/popular in my family (10) *

0o

a. seldom gvgilable/alﬁsyi available (10)

+ XIV. Overall acceptability-(10,16). This wvas also
expressed as "food use frequency”" (6). :

b. would not/would likely buy (12)

c. eat seldom/eat often (10) .
d. never buy/often buy (10)

e. never use/often use this food (4)

‘ _
and the following freguency of use scale: .

use this food (6):
less than once a month
once a month ’
a few times ‘a,month
a few times & 'week
daily



XI. APPENDIX B

Image ‘Profiles based on responses to questions about
consumer attitudes to selected foods.

The image profiles on the following pages are based on
the mean scores for each construct for each food, collected
as a result of 113 surveys of households in Edmonton, The
poles of the Image Profiles refer to the constructs listed
in Table 1 _of the text.
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NOT DESIAARBLE
FATTENING

LOKN FOOD VALUE
LESS SArFE
ARTIFICIAL

BAD FLAVOUR
NOT SUITABLE
LOOKS BAD

NOf LIKELY

NOT POPULAR

EATEN RKAY FROM

SPECIARL OCCASION

LONG TINE
EXPENSIVE

PROCESSED

FOOD FOR A SNARCK

‘NOT MRRY

Image Profile 3. Diagrammatic re

| — |

/
Inpge profilees Sveetened ocerecle

attitudes to Sweetened Cereal.

_
| DESIARBLE FOR HEALTH
[ NOT FATTENING

| NUTRITIOUS

sénrz 10 ERT

. NATUAAL

_ GOOD FLAYOUR

GUESTS

. SUITABLE FOA
| LOOKS 00D TO EAT

| LIKELY TO EAT

| POPULAR WITH FANILY
| EATEN AT HOME

| BASIC, GRDINARY
| NOT EXPENSIVE

| UNPROCESSED

L. FOOD FOR A MAIN MEAL

|- NRNY HAYS TO PREPRAE

presentation of respondent

* represents the mean response score for each construct

*



Ssoras

NOT OESIARABLE
FATTENING

LON FOOD VALUE
LESS 3AFE
ARTIFICIAL
GﬂD‘FLﬂYGUH
LOOKS BAD

NOT LIKELY

NOT POPULAA
EﬁTEN ANARY FRAON
SPECIAL OCCASION
LONG TINME
EXPENSIVE
PROCESSED

FOOD FOA A 3NACK

NOT MANY

Image Profile 4. Diagrammatic re
attitudes to Shredded Wheat Cerea

l»; 2 b |

Incape profilae: Shredded vheot

[~ :
. DOESIRABLE FOA HERLTH

FHET FATTENING

_ NUTRITIOUS

_ SAFE TO ERT

| NATURAL

. 6000 FLAVOUA

[ LOOKS GOOD TO EAT

L LIKELY TO EAT

|_ POPULAR WITH FAMILY
| ERTEN AT HOME

| BASIC, ORDINARY

| SHOAT TIME TO PREPARE

L. NOT EXPENSIVE

L. FOOD FOR A MAIN MEAL

_ MANT HAYS TO0 PREPARE

presentation of respondent

¢ represents the mean response score for each construct



Soore

NOT DESIARBLE
FATTENING

LON FOOD VALUE
LESS SAFE
ARTIFICIAL

BAD FLAYOUA

NOT SUITABLE
LOGKS BAD

NOT LIKELY

NOT POPULAR
EATEN AWAY FROM
SPECIAL OCCASION
LONG TIME
EXPENSIVE
PROCESSED

FOGD FOR A SNACK

NOT MANY

Image Profile 5. Dia
attitudes to Ice Ctea

Inage profilees

1oe oreanm
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- DESIRABLE FOR HEALTH
- NOT FRTTENING '
. NUTRITIOUY
ESRFE TO EATY
L. NATURAL
.
- 600D FLAVOUR
- SUITABLE FOR GUESTS
PLOOKS_GOZD T0 EAT
- LIKELY TO EATY
- POPULAR WITH FAMILY
. ERTEN AT HOME
|- BRSIC. ORODINARY
. SHOAT TINE TO PREPARE
. NOT EXPENS]IVE
.. UNPROCESSED
- FOOD FOR A MAIN MNEAL

- MANY WAYS TO PREPARE

grammatic representation of respondent <i//\i\\<
m.

’

* represents the mean response score for each construct



Soore

NOT DESIMABLE
FRTTENING

LON FOOD VALYE
LESS SAFE
RATIFICIAL

BAD FLAYOUA

NOT SUITABLE
LOOKS BAD

NOT LIKELY

NOT POPULAR
ERTEN AWRY FRON
SPECIRL OCCASION
LONG TINE
EXPENSIVE
PAOCESSED

FOOD FOR R SNACK

 NOT MANY

Image Profile 6. Dia

-

Image profiless TYogurt

attitudes to Yoqurt.
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-

- DESIARBLE FOR HEALTH
| NOT FATTENING

| NUTRITIOUS

| SAFE To EAT

_ NATURAL

| GOOD FLAYOUR

| SUITABLE FOR GUESTS

. LOGKS G0OD TO EAT

| LIKELY TO EAY

| POPULAR MITH FANILY

L EATEN AT HONE

. BASIC, OADINARY

- SHOAT TINE TO PREPARE
| NOT EXPENSIVE

| UNPROCESSED

_ FOOD FOR R NAIN NEAL

|- MANY NAYS TO PREPARE

=

grammatic representation of respondent

* represents the mean response score for each construct



Soore

NOT DESIRABLE
FRATTENING

LOM FOOD VALUE
LESS SAFE
ARTIFICIAL

BAD FLAVOUR

NOT SUITABLE
LOOKS BAD

NOT LIKELY

NOT POPULAR
EATEN ANAY FAON
SPECIAL OCCASION
LONG TINE
EXPENSIVE
PROCESSED

FOOD FOR A SNACX

NOT MANY

Image Profile 7. Dia

Image profiles:

attitudes to Fresh Corn.

Fresh sorn

-
| DESTAABLE FOR HEALTH

L NOT FATTERING
.. SAFE TO ERT

L. NATURAL

- |- G000 FLAYOUR

| SUITABLE FOR GUESTS
| LOOKS 6000 TO EAT

| LIKELY TO ERY

| POPULAR MITH FANILY
| EATEN AT HOME

| BASIC, ORDINARY

L SHOAT TINE TO PREPARE

L NOT EXPENSIVE
|_FOOD FOR R HNRIN MERL

| MANY HATS TO PAEPARE

!

grammatic representation of respondent

* represents the mean response score for each construct



Soors

NOT DESIMABLE
-FATTENING

LON FOOD VALUE
Lzsilgnrs
ARTIFICIAL

BAD FLAYOUR

NOT SUITABLE
LOOKS BAD

NOT LIKELY

EATEN ANAY FRON
SPECIAL OCCASION
LONG TINE
EXPENSIVE

* PROCESSED

FOOD FOR A SNACK

NOT MNANY

Imoge profilee: Frozen ocern

-

£
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EDESIHHBLE Fan HéﬁLTH
- NOT FATTENING
_HUTHITZDﬁS

- SAFE TO EAT

L. NARTURAL

. 6000 FLAVOUA

- SUITRBLE FOR GUESTS

- LOOKS G00D 70 EAT

L LIKELY TO EAT

[ POPULAR WITH FANILY

| EATEN AT HONE

| 8AsIC, OMOINAAY

[ SHORT TINE TO PAEPANE
| NOT EXPENSIVE

| unPnocESSED |

| FOOD FOM A NAIN NEAL

- MANY HAYS TO PREPARE

Image Profile 8. Diagrammatic representation of respondent
attitudes to Frozen Corn. ‘

* represents the mean response score for each construct



Soere

NOT DESIARBLE
FATTENING

LOW FOOO VALUE
LESS SAFE
ARTIFICIAL

BAD FLAYOYR
NOT SUITABLE
LOOKS BAD

NOT LIKELY

NOT POPULAR
ERTEN ANAY FRON
SPECIAL BCCASION
LONG TIME
EXPENSIVE
~ PROCESSED
FOOD FOR A SNACK

NOT NANY

Image Profile 9. Diagrammatic
attitudes.to Canned Corn.

}

Image profiles: Connned eorn
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-

| DESIAABLE FOM HEALTH
_ NOT FATTENING

| NUTAITIOUS

| SAFE TO EAT

| NATURAL

| G000 FLAYOUA

| SUITRBLE FOR GUESTS
| LOOKS G000 TO ERT

| LIKELY T0 EAT

| POPULAR HITH FANILY
| EATEN AT HOME

| BASIC, ORDIRARY

| SHORT TINE TO PREPAAE
| NOT EXPENSIVE

| unPROCESSED

| FOOD FOR A NAIN MERAL

. MANY WAYS TO PREPARE

representation of respondent

¢ represents the mean response score for each construct



‘Sgiré

NOY DESIAABLE
“ERTTENING

LON FOOD YRLUE
LESS SAFE
ARTIFICIAL

BAD FLAVOUR

LOOKS BAD
MOT-LIKELY

NOT POPULRAR
ERTEN RMAY FAON
SPECIAL OCCR3IOM
LONG TINE
EXPENS]IVE
FROCESSED

FOOD FOR A SNACK

NOT MANY

Isage prefilee:s

—

Image Profile 10. Dia

‘attitudes to Orange Juice.
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-

¢ |- OESIRABLE FOR HERLTH

- MOT FATTENING

L MUTRITIOUS

L SAFE TO0 ERT

L. NATURAL

.. GOUD FLAYOUR N\
- SUITARBLE FOA EUES%S
- LOOKS 6000 TO EAY

| LIKELY TO EAY
rFB.HJLHH HITH FRARILY
L EATEN AT HONE

- BRSIC, ORDINARY

. SHOAT TINE T0 PREPARE
L MOT EXPENS3IVE

e

lE',NF‘HEIZ

| FOOD FOR A NAIN NEAL

L MANT HAYS TO PREPARE

Oronge Jutee

grammatic representation of respondent

* represents the mean response score for each construct



NOT DESIRABLE
FATTENING

LON FOOD VALUE
LESS IAFE
ARTIFICIAL

BRD FLAVOUR

NOT SUITABLE
LOOKS BRD

NOT LIKELY

NOT POPULAA
EATEN ANAY FAON'
SPECIAL OCCRSION
LONG TINE
EXPENSIVE
PROCESSED

FOOD FOR A SNACK

NOT MANY

Image Profile 11, Diagrammatic re
attitudes to "Pop” - ca

Imoge profiles:

rbonated

Pop (bevsrage)
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-
. DESIRABLE FOR HEALTH
L -NOT FATTENING
_NUTAITIOUS

| SAFE TO EAT

| NATURAL

L 6000 FLAVOUM

L. SUITABLE FOR GUESTS

| LOOKS 600D TO EAT

" . LIKELY 70 EAT

. POPULAR. WITH FANILY
| EATEN AT MOWE

[ BASIC, ORDINARY

| SHOAT TINE TO PREPARE
| NOT EXPENSIVE

_ UNPROCESSED

_ FOOD FOR A NAIN NEAL

L. MANT WATS TO PAEPARE

b

presentation of resgpondent
soft drink.

* represents the mean response score for each construct



Soore

NOT DESIAABLE
FRTTENING

LOW FOOD VALUE
LESS SAFE
ARTIFICIAL

BAC FLAVOUR
 NOT SUITABLE
LOOKS BAD

NOT LIKELY

NOT POPULAR
EATEN ANAY FAOM
SPECIAL, OCCASION
LONG TINE
EXPENSIVE
PROCESSED

FOOD FOR R SNACK

NOT NANY

Image Profile 12, Diagrammatic re
attitudes to Boiled Potatoes.
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i |

L. DESIRABLE FOR HEALTH
L. NOT FATTENING

| SAFE TO EAY
| NATURAL

| 600D FLAYOUR o

| SUITABLE FOR GUESTS
| LOOKS GOOD TO EAT

L LIKELY TO EAT

L POPULAR WITH FANILY
| EATEN AT HONE

L BASIC, OMOINARY

| NOT EXPENSIVE

| UNPROCESSED

| FOOD FOR A NAIN MEAL

L. HANT HATS TO PAEFARE

L

presentation of respondent

* represents the mean response score for each construct



Seore

NOT DESIRABLE
FATTENING

LON FOOD VALUE
LESS SAFE
ARTIFICIAL

8AD FLAYOUA

NOT SUITABLE
LooKS 8D

NOT LIKELY

NOT POPULAR
EATEN AMAY FRON
SPECIAL OCCASION
LONG TIME
EXPENSIVE
PROCESSED

FOOD FOR R SNACK

NOT MANY

Image Profile 13. Diagrammatic re
attitudes to French Fried Potatoes
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s

-

| DESIAASLE FOR MEALTM

| NOT FATTENING

L. NUTRITIOUS

| SRFE TO EAT

| NRTURAL

L G000 FLAYOUA

|  SUITABLE FOR GUESTS

[ LOOKS 600D TO EAT

| LIKELY T0 ERT

| POPULAR NITH FANILY
TEN AT NONE

| BASIY. ORDINARY

| SHOAT TINE TO PAEPARE

| NOT EXPENSIVE

ﬂfinrnoc:ssen

L_FOOD FOR R MAIN MEAL

- MANY WAYS TO PHEP!:%

e

Image profiLles Frenoch fried potaotose

presentation of respondent

* represents the mean response score for each construct
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Soore 1 r ] S L | L

NOT OESIARBLE _

FRTTENING | NOT FATTENING

LOW FOOD VALUE L NUTRITIOUS

LESS SAFE _ SAFE TO EAT

ARTIFICIAL _ MATURAL

8RO FLAVOUR _ GOOD FLAVOUA

NOT SUITABLE  _ | SUITABLE FOR GUESTS

LOGKS BRO | LOOKS GOOD T0 ERT

NOT LIKELY | LIKELY TO EAT

NOT POPULAR _ POPULAR HITH FAMILY

EATEN ANAY FAON | EATEN AT HONE
SPECIAL OCCASION | | BASIC, OMDINARY
LONG TINE ] | SHOAT T4ME TO PAEPARE
EXPENSIVE ] | NOT EXPENSIVE
PROCESSED | UNPROCESSED

FOOD FOR A SNACK  _ _FOOD FOR A MRIN NEAL

NOT MANY L MANY WAYS TO PREPARE

- e

A
Incge profilees Turkey

Image Profile 14. Diagrammatic rer artRtinn of roernnde s
attitudes to Turkey. 9 epresentation of respondent

* represents the mean response score for each construct



Saora

FATTENING

LOW FOOD VALUE
LESS SAFE
ARTIFICIAL
BAD FLAYOUM
WJNOT SUITABLE
LOOKS BAD

* NOT LIKELY

NOT POPULAR
EATEN ANAY FAON
SPECIAL OCCASION
LONG TIME
EXPENSIVE
PHOCESSED

FO0D Fon'a SNACK

MOT MANTY

Imoge profuleer Baked fLah
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| DESIAABLE FOR HEALTM
_NOT FATTENING

| NUTRITIOUS

' SAFE TO EAT

| NATURAL

_ 6000 FLAYOUR

| SUITABLE FOR GUESTS
| LOOKS 600D 1O EAT

_ LIKELY T0 EAT

| POPULAR WITH FANILY
_EATEN AT HONME

.. BASIC,. ORDINAARY

"L SHORT TINE TO PREPARE

L. NOT EXPENSIVE
- UNFROCESSED
- FOOD FOR A HAIN MEAL

- MANT WATYS TO PREPARE

&
b

Image Profile 15. Diagrammatic representation of respondent
attitudes to Baked Fish,

* represents the{@ean response score for each construct



Soere | 2 3 s -
T B

MOT DESIMABLE

.. OESTARBLE FOR MEALTH

FATTENING  _ L NOT FATTENING
LOK FOOD VALUE _ | NUTAITIOUS

LESS SAFE | SAFE TO EAT
ARTIFICIAL ] L NATURAL

8D FLAVOUR  _ | G000 FLAVOUA

NOT SUITABLE | SUITABLE FOR GUESTS
LOOKS 8AD | . LOOXS 600D TO EAT
NOT LIKELY [ LixeLy o ear

NGT POPULAR _ POPULAR NITH FANILY

EATEN ANAY FRAOM L EATEN AT HONME

SPECIAL OCCASION | _ BASIC, OMDINARY

LONG TINE = [ SHORT TINE TO PAEPARE -

EXFPENSIVE | NOT EXPENSIVE

PROCESSED | | UNPROCESSED

FOOD FOR A SNACK ] wj- FOPO FOR A MAIN NMEML

NOT NANY  _ - HMANY WATS TO PREPARE

Image profiles Roast beef

Image Profile 16 Diagrammatic representatic f respond
- € - Diagran representation of po
attitudes to Roast Beef. P ot responcent

o

* represents the mean response score for each construct



Soore

NOT DESIRABLE
FATTENING

LOW FOOD VALUE
LESS SAFE
ARTIFICIAL

B8R0 FLAYOUA

NOT SUITABLE
LOOKS BAD

NOT LIKELY

NOT POPULAA
EATEN ANRY FAON
SPECIAL OCCRSION
LONG TINME
EXPENSIVE

PROCESSED

FOOD FOR A SNACK

NOT MANY

Inage profiles Poteto ohipe
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Enzsmnm FOR HEALTH
L NOT FATTENING

| NUTRITIOUS

| SAFE TO EAY

. NATURAL

- GOOO FLAVOUA

. SUITABLE FOR GUESTS
. LOOKS GOOD TO EAT

| LIKELY TO EATY

. POPULAR WITH FANMILY
[ EATEN AT HOME

. BASIC, ORDINARY

. SHORT TIME TO PAEPARE
| NOT EXPENSIVE

. UNPROCESSED

L FOOD FOR A MAIN NEAL

- NANY WATS TO PREPARE

Image Profile 17. Diagrammatic representation of respondent
attitudes to Potato Chips.

L4

“' N
* represents the mean response score for each construct



Scere

NOT DESIAABLE
FATTENING

LOW FOOD VALUE
LESS SAFE
ARTIFICIAL

BAD FLAVOUR

NOT SUITRBLE
LOOKS BAD

NOT LIKELY

NOT POPULAR
ERTEN AAY FAON
SPECIAL OCCASION
LONG TINE
EXPENSIVE

PROCESSED

FOOD FOR A SNACK.

NOT MANY

Inage profiles Chooolote oake ’
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| DESIAABLE FOR HEALTH
| NOT FATTENING

| NUTAITIOUS

| SAFE TO ERT

| NATURAL

. 6000 FLAVOUA

| SUITABLE FOR GUESTS

| Looxs 6000 To ERT

| LIKELY TO ERT

| POPULAR NITH FAMILY

| ERTEN AT HOME

| BRSIC. OROINARY

| SHORT TINE TO PAEPAAE
| NOT EXPENSIVE

| unPROCESSED

| FOOD FOR A MAIN MEAL

|_ MANY NAYS TO PAEPARE

L.

Image Profile 18. Diagrammatic rcprcscntatxon of rospondcnt
attitudes to Chocolate Cake.

* represents the mean response score for each construct
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Soore

NOT DESIRABLE
FATTENING

LON FOOD VALUE
LESS SAFE
ARTIFICIAL

BAD FLAYOUR

NOT SUITRABLE
LoOKS 8AD

NOT LIKELY

NOT POPULAR
EATER ANAY FAON
SPECIAL OCCASION
LONG TINE
EXPENSIVE

PROCESSED

FOOD FOR A SNACK

NOT NANY

Image Profile 19. Diagrammatic r

Inoge profiles Cheddar chesese

attitudes to Cheddar Cheese.

141

L

- DESIAABLE FOR HEALTH
- NOT FATTENING -

- NUTAITIOUS

- SAFE TO ERAT

L MATUAAL

.. G000 FLAVOUR

| SUITABLE FOA GUESTS
. LOOKS GOOD TO EAT

| LIKELY T0 ERT

L POPULAR NITH FANMILY

| ERTEN AT HOME

L BASIC, ORDINARY
-SHORT TINE TO PREPARE
| NOT EXPENSIVE

. UNPROCESSED

. FOOD FOR R MAIN MEAL

- MANY WRAYS TO PREPARE

epresentation of respondent

¢ represents the mean fespcnsg score for each construct



Soare i 2 ) L -1

T [
NOT DESIAABLE  _ L. DESIRABLE FOR HEALTH

AF'RTTENING - - NOT FATTENING

LON FOOD VALUE  _ - NUTAITIOUS

LESS SAFE _ - SAFE TO EAT

ARTIFICIAL | NATURAL

‘BAD FLAVOUR  _ . GOOD FLAVOUR

NOT SUITABLE .- SUITRBLE FOR GUESTS

LOOKS BAD | LOOKS GOOD TO EAT

NOT LIKELY _ | LIKELY TO EAT
. A

NOT POPULAN | | POPULAR WITH FAMILY

ERTEN ANAY FRON . L. ERTEN AT HOME

SPECIAL OCCARSION  _ | BASIC, ORDINARY
LONG TIME _ L. SHORT TINE T0 PREPARE

EXPENSIVE L. NOT EXPENSIVE

PROCESSED - UNPROCESSED

. FOOD FOR A SNACK | .. FOOO FOR R NARIN MEAL .

NOT MANY  _ . MANY WAYS TO PREPARE

Image prefiles Epgge

Image Profile 20. Diagrammatic representation of respondent
attitudes to Eggs.

* represents the mean response score for each construct



3o0orse

NOT DESIMABLE
FATTENING

LOW FOOD VALUE
LESS SAFE
ARTIFICIAL

BAD FLAYOUR
NOT SUITRBLE
LOOKS BAD

NOT LIKELY

NOGT FOPULAA

EATEN ANAY FAON

SPECIAL OCCASION
LONG TINE
EXPENSIVE
PROCESSED

FOOD FOR A SNACK

NOT MANY

] | [
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- DESTRABLE FOR NEALTHM
- NOT FATTENING

.- NUTRITIOUS

_ SAFE TO EAT
. NATURAL

| 6000 FLAVOUR

| SUITABLE FOM GUESTS
 LOOKS 600D 10 EAT

| LIKELY TO EAT

| POPULAR NITH FANILY

_ EATEN AT HONE

| BASIC, ORDINARY

[ SHOAT TINE TO PREPARE
L NOT EXPENSIVE

-\UNPROCESSED

FOOD FOR A MAIN MEAL

HANY HAYS TO PREPARE

Inage profilesBoked beane

Image Profile 21, Diagrammatic representation of respondent
attitudes to Baked Beans.

% represents the mean response score for each construct



Soers

NOT DESIRABLE
FATTENING

LON FOOD VALUE
LESS 3AFE
ARTIFICIAL

BRD FLAYOUA
NOT SUITABLE
LOOKS BAD

HQT ;!KELT

NOT FQFULiR
EATEN RANAY FAROM
LONG TIHE
EXPENSIVE

FAOCESSED

FOOD FOR R 3NACK

NOT MANY

Image Profile 22. Dia

Imope profiles Bologne

attitudes to Bologna.
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[

_ DESIMABLE FOR MEALTH
| NOT FRTTENING

| NUTAITIOUS

_ SAFE TO EAT

| NATUAAL

| 600D FLAYOUA

| SUITABLE FOR GUESTS
| LOOKS GOOD TO EAT

L LIKELY TO ERT

| POPULAR WITH FANILY
| EATEN AT HOME

| BASIC, OMDINARY

| SHOAT TINE To PREPARE
- NOT EXPENSIVE

| unrnocessfo

_ FOOD FOM A NAIN NEAL

L NANT HRYS TO PREFRAE

-

grammatic representation of respondent

* represents the mean response score for each construct



Score

NOT DESIAABLE
FATTENING
“LON FOOB YaLUE
LESS SAFE
ARTIFICIAL
BAD FLAYOUR
NOT SUITRSLE
LOOKS BAD
NOT LIKELY
NOT POPULAR

ERTEN ANAY FRONM

SPECIAL OCCARSION

LONG TINE
EXPENSIVE

PROCESSED

FOOD FOA R SNACK

NOT MANY

Inege prefiles Tossed salad
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|- QESIRABLE FOR MEALTH
[ MOT FATTENING

- NUTRITIOUS

$|- SRFE T0 EAT

. NRTURAL

|- 600D FLAVOUR

|- SUITRBLE FOR GUESTS

- LOOKS 600D TO EAY

T.LIKELY TO EAT

- POPULAR WITH FAMILY
- EATEN AT HOME

- BASIC, ORMDINARY

- SHOAT TINE TO PREPAAE
- NOT EXPENSIVE

- UNPROCESSED

- FOCD FOR A NRIN BéﬁL

|- NANY WATS TO PREPARE

Image Profile 23. Diagrammatic representation of respondent
attitudes to Tossed Salad.

s represents the mean response score for each construct



Saers

NOT DESIAABLE
FﬂTTE!IIE
LOH‘FDGD YALUE
LESS 3AFE

RATIFICIAL

SAD FLAYOUR

NOT SUITABLE
LOOKS BAO

NOT LIKELY

NOT POPULAA
EATEN ANAY FAON
SPECIAL OCCRSION
LONG JTINE
EXPENSIVE
PROCESSED

FOOD FOR A SNACK

NOT NANY

I
N
w
\'

Image prefiles Whole vheot breed
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| OESIAABLE FOR NEALTHN
| NOT FATTENING

| NUTAITIOUS

| SRFE TO0 EAT

| NATURAL

| 6000 FLAVOUA

| LOOKS 6000 TO EAT

| LIKELY YO EAT

| POPULAR WITH FANILY
_ ERTEN AT HONE

| BASIC, OROIMARY

| SHOAT TINE TO PREPARE
| NOT EXPENSIVE

| UNPROCESSED

| FOOD FOR A WATN MEAL

| MANY NAYS TO-PREPARE

I

Image Profile 24, Diagrammatic re ‘
attitudes to Whole Wheat Bread. presentation of respenden;

¢ represents the mean response score for each construct



Soers

NOT DESIARBLE

. FATTENING
LON FOOD YALUE
LESS SArE
ARTIFICIAL

BAD FLAVOUR
NOT SUITABLE
LOOKS BAD

NOT LIKELY

NOT POPULAR

EATEN AMAT FAON

" SPECIRL OCCASION

LONG TINE
EXPENSIVE
PROCESSED
FOOD. FOR A SNACK

NOT RANY

lnage profiles Hhite bread
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[

. DESIRABLE FOA MEALTH
L MOT FATTENING

.. NUTAITIOUS

"L SAFE TO ERTY

L. NATURAL

. GOOD FLAVOUR

- SUITABLE FOR GUESTS
- LOOKS G000 TO EAT

- LIKELY T@ ERY

. POPULAR NITH FANILY:
L EATEN AT HOME

- BASIC, ORDINARY

. SHORT TINE TO PAEPARE
- NOT EXPENSIVE

- UNPROCESIED

L. FOOD FOR A MAIN MEAL

L. NANY WATS TO PREPARE

—]

Image Profile 25. Diagrammatic representation of regpondent
attitudes to White Bread.

¢ represents the mean response score for each construct



