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Measuring the Effects of Food Neophobia, Nausea, and Learned
Food Aversion on Food Rejection and Appetite
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Dept. of Cooking Science, Sunchon National University, *Dept. of Hotel Culinary Arts & Wine - Coffee, Daegu Health College

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to measure the effects of food neophobia, nausea, and leamed food aversion on food rejection
and appetite. A total of 250 questionnaires were completed. Path analytic model was used to measure the relationships between
variables. Results of the study demonstrated that the path analysis result for the data also indicated excellent model fit. The effects
of food neophobia on nausea and food rejection were statistically significant. The effect of food neophobia on learned food
aversion and appetite was not statistically significant. As expected, nausea had a significant effects on leamed food aversion and
appetite. Moreover, nausea played a perfect mediating role in the relationship between food neophobia and appetite. Nausea
played a perfect mediating role in the relationship between food neophobia and learned food aversion. Learned food aversion
played a partial mediating role in the relationship between nausea and appetite. Leamed food aversion did not play a mediating
role in the relationship between food neophobia and appetite. In conclusion, based on path analyses, a model was proposed of
interrelations between variables. It should be noted that the original model was modified and should, preferably, be validated in

future research.
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<Figure 1> Path analytic mode!
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<Table 1> Respondent’s general characteristics

Characteristic n(%)

Gender Male 122(48.8)
Female 128(51.2)

Age 20-29 yrs 88(35.2)
30-39 yrs 57(22.8)

40-49 yrs 54(21.6)

50 yrs or more 49(19.6)

Married Married 129(51.6)
status Single 121(48.4)
2,000,000 or less 142(56.8)
2,000,000-3,000,000 66(26.4)

Income ¥3,000,000-4,000,000 29(11.6)
(monthly) 4,000,000-5,000,000 8(3.2)
5,000,000 or more 5(2.0)

<Table 2> Appetite, nausea, learned food aversion, food
rejection by gender

Gender Total
Male Female
n(%) n(%)

Appetite Extremely poor 1(100.0)  0(0.0) 1
Poor 6(545) 5455 11
Neither poor/good 28(459) 33541 61
Good 57(46.3) 66(53.7) 123
Extremely good 30056.6) 24444 54
Nausea 1 time/year or less often  66(49.3) 68(50.7) 134
1 time/month 37(47.4) 41(526) 78
1 time/week 17(48.6) 18(51.4) 35
1 time/day 20667) 1333 3
Leamed food Yes 64(50.8) 62(49.2) 126
aversion No 58(46.8) 66(53.2) 124
Food Yes 63(55.3) 51(44.7) 114
rejection No 59(43.4) 77(56.6) 136
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0.14)7 74 W7 ehda, 3 thgo] 94 A A& Aold Ao Hested WeEe] WAS setatt e
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3. ZREMDYel Motz 2 w43kt
AREARYY AU BHAAREL (Table 4014
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2 oKl et 242
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7rolA| = 9] 7o) 19.0700]9 L, f+9gHEo] 7% (p>0.05) st B E JfdE 78] A2 E0NA stk Ade] & A
Heot 37 vebgy] g2 2T Ao Agtekict A dof| mjx= 92 FAYLE ot ojdst dat
EAPET 2AHEAHES AR Al WA ZYE stolAlE + Pelchat & Rozin(1982)2] ¥+¢} Nordin 5(2004)
o] go] 217970123, S0/ 5] 712(0.05) Kt 27 of Ao} 2e Augict,
<Table 3> Correlation coefficients between variables
Mean+SD Food . Nausea Ieameq food I.:OO.d
neophobia aversion rejection

Food neophobia 2.715+0.73
Nausea 1.628+0.77 25%
Learned food aversion 0.496+0.50 .14* 21%%
Food rejection 0.54410.50 14 .08 11
Appetite 3.872+0.81 -19** BN ) b - 25% =17

Notes: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ** p<0.001

Food neophobia: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=uncertain, 4=agree, S=strongly agree. Appetite: 1=exremely poor, 2=poor, 3=neither
poor/good, 4=good, S=extremely good. Nausea: 1=1 time/year or less often, 2=1 time/month, 3=1 time/week, 4=1 time/day. Learned food
aversion and food rejection: 1=Yes, 2=No.
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<Table 4> Fit measures for path analytié mode!

Fit
Multipl lysi i
measure ultiple group analysis Entire group
1st model 2nd model 3rd model 4th model
9.298/6(p=0.157) 19.070/13(p=0.121) 21.797/18(p=0.241) 6.660/3(p=0.084)
$2 9.772/7(p=0.202)" 12.499/12(p=0.406)"
GFI 0.986 0.971 0.967 0.990
AGFI 0.928 0.934 0.944 0.948
RMR 0.020 0.031 0.039 0.017
RMSEA 0.047 0.043 0.029 0.070
PCLOSE 0.466 0.561 0.787 0.252

Notes: 1st model: Unrestriced model, 2nd model: path coefficients were constrained, 3rd model: path coefficients and error variances were
constrained, 4th model: relations between variables were the same for women and men. © Nested model comparison.
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(-0.259)2 A7 §-25}HTtHp0.001). °] Azt <Figure 2> Path coefficients of path analytic model
oJstm AN W vl Az e e AFdThE Aol 1
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0.117)0] p<0.10914d EAACR Qolstd ot p0.05 &) u]A= sh&E 24 AR g 21 AL ]
ol EAMOR Qol5la] Qoy] W] ¢ BIAZLL & L 9 B o] AR 95ty Yol s
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7] g 9] Ba7re o4 AgEZ0] s &4 AR o a3 21 AR njAE ¢ B FankE 7
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<Table 5> Standardized total effects

Tn Y21 Ya B Bar B Y
Covariate 0.246 0.135 -0.191 0.211 -0.310 -0.249 0.135
Total 0.246 0.135 -0.191 0.189 -0.280 -0.183 0.135
Direct 0.246 0.088 -0.106 0.189 -0.245 -0.183 0.135
Indirect 0 0.047 -0.085 0 -0.035 0 0
Spurious 0 0 0 0.022 -0.030 -0.066 0
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