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Effect of Asian Food Neophobia Scale and Food Involvement Scale
on Food Choice Motives

Sun-Joo Kim and Kyung-Hee Lee'

Dept. of Food Service Management, Kyunghee University, Seoul 130-701, Korea

Abstract

Many factors influence food choices and many studies show personal traits that influence food choices, which can be called
food neophobia and food involvement. For example, an individual's food-related tastes are thought to certainly influence
personal food choices. This study aimed to determine food choice motives, the food neophobia scale (FNS) and food
involvement scale (FIS) of Asians staying in or leaving Korea, and the relationship of those personal traits and food choice
motives. Subjects (N=370) completed a questionnaire consisting of food choice motives (15 questions), FNS (10 questions),
FIS (12 questions) and socio-demographic conditions (10 questions). Items were analyzed to determine the differences accor-
ding to nationality using ANOVA. Factor analysis and reliability analysis were conducted to identify the indicators of food
choice motives. And correlation analysis was conducted to confirm the relationship between food choice motives and food
neophobia / food involvement. The result of analysis suggests that food neophobia and food involvement affect food choice
motives and that food choice motives are unique to ethnicity and culture.
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Table 1. The contents of questionnaire for food neophobia and food involvement

201

Food choice
motive

H1. Is good for health

H2. Is nutritious
Health

H3. Is organic food

H4. Is high in fiber and roughage

F1. Is what I usually eat
Familiarity F2. Is familiar

F3. Is like the food I ate when I was a child

El. Is the ethnic food

E2. Curiosity about food what I have never eaten before
Ethnic food

E3. Repulsion against food I have never eaten before

E4. Is the food that I have eaten abroad

S1. Is the food prepared in hygienic conditions

S2. Is the food made from fresh ingredients
Sanitation

S3. The cleanliness of tableware

S4. Check the expiration date

ENSV

I'm constantly sampling new and different foods.

I don't trust new foods.

If I don't know what is in a food, I don't try it.
I like foods from different countries.

Ethnic foods looks too weird to eat.

At dinner parties, I will try a new foods.

I am afraid to eat things I have never had before.
I am very particular about the foods I will eat.

I will eat almost anything.

I like to try new ethnic restaurants.

FIS?

I don't think much about food each day.
Cooking or barbecuing is not much fun.
Talking about what I ate or am going to eat is something I like to do.

Compared with other daily decisions, my food choices are not very important.

When 1 travel to some places, what I anticipate most is eating local foods there.

I do most or all of the clean up after eating.

I enjoy cooking for others and myself.

When 1 eat out, I don't think or talk much about how the food taste.
I do not like mix or chop food.

I do most or all of my own food shopping.

I do not wash dishes or clean the table.

I care whether or not a table is nicely set.

Y FNS: Food neophobia scale, 2 FIS: Food involvement scale.
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Table 2. Sociodemographic characteristics of subjects
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Table 2. Continued
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. . Frequency . . Frequency
Section Variables %) Section Variables %)
Japan 38(38.2) Christianity 50(13.5)
China 54(50.0) Buddhism 113(30.5)
Male 181(48.9) .
Indonesia 61(59.2) . Catholicism 6( 1.6)
Religion
Philippines 27(47.4) Islam 37(10.0)
Gender
Japan 63(61.8) None 156(42.2)
China 54(50.0) Others 8(22)
Female 189(51.1)
Indonesia 42(40.8) Student 216(58.4)
Philippines 30(52.8) Technician 50(13.5)
Japan 21(20.6) Professional 14( 3.8)
Below  China 18(16.7) 40108) Occupation  pypic servant 18( 4.9)
19 Indonesia 1( 1.0) ’ Housewife 29( 7.8)
Philippines 0( 0.0) None 9( 2.4)
Japan 65(63.7) Others 34( 9.2)
China 90(83.3) ~ High school 122(33.0)
20~29 207(55.9)
Indonesia 36(35.0) Educational  In or graduate college 58(15.7)
Philippines 16(28.1) background [ of graduate university 150(40.5)
Japan 12(11.8) In or graduate school 40(10.8)
China 0( 0.0) Less than W 1,000,000 206(55.7)
Age(years 30~39 88(23.8
gelyears) Indonesia 47(45.6) 23.8) Monthly ¥ 1,000,000 ~2,000,000 126(34.1)
Philippines 29(50.9) mncome W 2,000,000~3,000,000 23( 6.2)
Japan 1( 1.0) over W 3,000,000 15( 4.0)
China 0( 0.0) Less than 1 month 11( 3.0)
40~49 28( 7.6) Length of ~
Tndonesia 16(15.5) ref;;ence 1~6 months 122(33.0)
Philippines 11(19.3) in Korea 6 months~1 year 55(14.9)
Japan 3( 3.0) Over an year 182(49.2)
Total 370
China 0( 0.0) o
50~59 7( 1.9)
Indonesia 3( 2.9) ) )
o F-= 1| Z0] 301%(81.4%), 71&°] 697H(18.6%)°1 1L, =
Philippi 1( 1.8
11PpInes (18) Ao FZ 108%(29.2%), SIEUIAlO} 103H(27.8%), LB
. Single 301(81.4) 1027(27.6%), DA 579(15.4%) w0llom, FuE Fu
Marital status
Married 69(18.6) 7} 156%(42.2%), =3 113%(30.5%), 71S1L 50%(13.5%),
Japan 102(27.6) ol &#l 37%(10.0%), AT 68(1.6%), 71E} 88(2.2%)°]
2l L skao ™ oo 2 71AF Welom yl&r
China 108(292) Ak A2 o] 216%(58.4%) P wskem, 71e7]
Nationality . 524(13.5%), 71EH9.2%), T5-(7.8%), &L (4.9%), &4
Indonesia 103(27.8) (3.8%), FA(2.4%) w013, L 4dA) tﬁa’ A8t =
Philippines 57(15.4) Z£(40.5%), 5w At i ZA(33.0%), AEhE} A
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Table 3. The average of FNS and FIS according to nationality

Nationality Average High group Low group

Mean£S.D Mean+S.D N (%) Mean+S.D N (%)
Japan 3.15+1.03 4.3740.61™ 31(30.4) 2.61+0.64° 71(69.6)
China 3.40+0.80" 4.15+0.39° 44(40.7) 2.89+0.56™ 64(59.3)
FNSV Indonesia 4.28+0.79" 4.50+0.62° 87(84.5) 3.01£0.41° 16(15.5)
Philippines 4.13+1.10° 4.64+0.71° 4273.7) 2.70+0.68 15(26.3)

F value 34.291" 5.504" 4.015"
Japan 4.9140.88° 5.36+0.55° 71(69.6) 3.88+0.55" 31(30.4)
China 4.54+0.58" 5.00+0.44° 53(49.1) 4.10+£0.27° 55(50.9)
FIS? Indonesia 4.10+£0.73° 5.01+0.58° 24(23.3) 3.80+0.45° 79(76.7)
Philippines 4.25+1.11° 5.44+0.69° 21(36.8) 3.55+0.57° 36(63.2)

F value 19.381" 6.207" 10.895"

D FNS : Food neophobia scale,
different at the p<0.05 level by Duncan's multiple range test,
™ p<0.01, used Likert 7 scale.

D FIS : Food involvement scale,

3 2 Means in a column by different superscripts are significantly
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Table 4. Factor analysis according to food choice motives

Indicator Factor Cronbach's @ Cronbach's
loading if item deleted a

H1 0.746 0.814
H2 0.815 0.782

Health 0.840
H3 0.798 0.797
H4 0.798 0.796
F1 0.782 0.455

Familiarity F2 0.587 0.386 0.620
F3 0.799 0.707
El 0.639 0.576
E2 0.716 0.594

Ethnic food 0.643
E3 0.755 0.510
E4 0.579 0.617
S1 0.789 0.786
S2 0.747 0.787

Sanitation 0.826
S3 0.780 0.779
S4 0.810 0.772

Table 5. Food choice motives according to nationality

Factor Japan China Indonesia  Philippines
Health 431° 5.09° 574 5.90°
Familiarity 4.03° 4.40® 4.64° 406>
Ethnic food 4.00 421 4.13 425
Sanitation 5.78° 6.11° 6.30° 6.04®

#7¢ Means in a row by different superscripts are significantly
different at the p<0.05 level by Duncan's multiple range test,
used Likert 7 scale.
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Table 6. Pearson's correlation coefficients between food choice motives and FNS/FIS

Health Familiarity Ethnic food Sanitation FNS FIS
FNS -0.073 0.145 -0.311™ 0.177 - -0.322™
Japan ok kk ok
FIS 0.334 0.048 0.131 0.276 -0.322 -
FNS -0.009 0.040 -0.092 -0.197" - —0.134
China . "
FIS —0.202 -0.012 0.034 0.260 -0.134 -
FNS 0.237" 0.063 0.372" 0.261" - 0.259"
Indonesia " -
FIS 0.238 0.126 0.142 0.193 0.259 -
FNS 0.344™ 0.446™ 0.516™ 0.501" - 0.648™
Philippines " v - " -
FIS 0.456 0.302 0.603 0.604 0.648 -
FNS 0.282" 0.194" 0.089 0.212" - —0.095
Total " .
FIS 0.052 0.042 0.169 0.221 -0.095 -
FNS : Food neophobia scale, FIS : Food involvement scale, = p<0.05, " p<0.01.
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14 aQlo] p<0.01¢] FFEAA FolARl F(-)e] FuaA
(=0.197)8, S #AA=} 17H(=0.202)2= F2 FHH
AE, $148(=0260) £213+= o] JHdAE Yt
Al Ly|Alole Fru| @ ¥EH|o}ke} o AY FE(=0.372), Y4
(r=0.261) Akelol] o241 B o] FHAAAE YL, &
2] ob A7H(=0.238) Aolel frel 29l o] A S
UrEM%OiE} g A FEUeX

FoA vl 7 22857 aQle] w2 Ao AHTAlE
UrEMOi omn, 1 F oll2=YFret oA ajlo] FrUvlex
H]o}(7=0.516, r=0.501)2} 2] Fd =(r=0.603, 1=0.604) A}o]

A e AAAE Yehisi

& ASIhn Al et ol =Y FE a9lo] FEy
Eiﬁlo} 255k 7V we JRBAT Y, ol F=
NeTrlobt e 4 AR JPoluz, vhe 1}
ghel £491 |z F= aolw 7bg 2HE BASL Q)

uf Fol2ta ALRE T Hwang & Lin(2010)8] A+ A3, F
Ty e ¥Hjobr}t Zheh AlghE 2 ofAlRlE 4o sk X<
8 8 g S, ok 2 el Assh QR

2 < gk B AP GRE AT A YR, 2

7 29e AwAlolst BeMelA, W44 89e Felw

IR frol 29l FRBAE LrehilT ol @ ANE F

sol Bl AFsk SHHYEY] QUAF 9 WA

% 5 Ygor], SAUelwst SAMAE o] JFL v
o

J

Amo} folgt AR AE YeER, 1547 o ayF
= 820 ARl YA 821 AxHrolE AlLjgt
Al Ura}ow 2B =} fo
E AR S E 7)o FE|
= A}OH BHRBAE Lol A7, FEv
248 57] 5 2700=0.282), $148(=0.212), X573 (r=0.194)
o Fog %ﬂ@ﬂ Xé«l 7 HTA 7t °‘21 , o2
AR =0.221), ol =~ %
HeRf 2t

g

e
1):
e
ﬁ,
)
il
v
Iu)
R
32
o

o)

TS

=
f
=
to
e
T
[
o
SN2
o
>
rJ
£
ki
N
b
rr
oo
1>
rx
= K =
il
N
o
ol

~
rr
)
o
9,
offy
rlo
o
i
N
>
o
oo
1>
i)
>
gsi
)
Al
lo,

it ot xS dm ot
M
ol
oo
1
ol
lo
fru
oot
(T
m?{_cl
4>
%0,
o
=
dlo
b
H,
£
1l
)

rE f oo & 2 o ox o

=

o
nﬁ [‘-{O H jast
2, Ho 1%
o
s o
1o
o=
i)
o 4
offt
rO
fo
Hl
l-'O
i
o,
i)
=°.1£
g
i
o,

O
=

qe %*é(48.9%)ﬂr 04*3(51.1%)«1 H1g01 vA}o}aiz ,
H2 207} 55.9%=2 7Y B, 38 F(29.2%),
TUIAoH27.8%), L(27.6%), D2 A(15.4%) -2 A=A
th 29 AY(58.4%)°] 7Hd Bokar, gt distw A g}

_$L
i
mﬂ
:i
fr
%
4:
\1
§
;1
BN
L

; & d
ox 4
O N T
w
o 3 O
oL
. 1o
e,
rE
U

(/o A i



206 A A F ol

= £9(40.5%), 15 F9(33.0%), AFHet A =
Z£21(15.7%), e At = £2(10.8%) w=0].em,
4L 1005+ ¢ migko] 557%= 7 e H]&S A
1= | =71 W&ozt AlsEh &
5] 2219 A%, %A, d2YFe, 94 5 4719
o % g &, Fou o ¥u|ole} 243

& 29l frol4

[

Fol7} viebuter, FEv @ EHjoke] A% Aol B

L FH, AR 2o B Uegion], $4BdEE o
2, 25, 299, Aol £ ¥ ek 44
9%7] 3 074 2e "elw, ARUAlol, 53, ¥ Fo
2, 144 9918 Aol 33, B, AR o
230 A2ska 9o, T 29 BE F7h 119 feld
Q1 Aol & Uehhgleh. A 2GFE 891e B, 7, 9
SuAlo}, A o2 hehort 1§ kel fel=Q Aol
© ehiA gigkon, 94 sole JmEdAlel F%, o)
B, AR o2 dehgor], 18 1] fo8el o]} v}
e}, Qo] A9 Feu emulol oj2d F= a9lv,
SHBIEE A3 W44 8N felHom o
BWAE RGY FHE Fulemulolst 94 83 &
Huelwsh 47, 914 8917} JUBAE Y A=

3l
]
gAe] A5, Frd|QxHo}
Al 2d857] 8flo] =&
T2 Edlo] ZA ] wg} Fru e xH|ole} ST e}
t2A vepg ¢ dom, F Afe 52
of JES nHE RS & F UdTE A
o2 YrEFoMe 5F F7te] 9Felo] wol WHEshe

A%, 250 Faspl AZehe SANEENE 127

S
R
tu 2
1
|
2 &
2
=
N
-~

© WS ARESte] £ o B2 o=Rlo] o] &ate HlaEY
o2 WA § & Aotk B3 AAA e s FEH R
Hlo} Agako] A3t of=jlo] wo] e HlaERe] 4, 1
vhete] 543 vsgk Geje 54s Algele] Js/dE =0l
=5 2 g odon, AR = =2 a7le] =il
Aoy 1A 4 2 A TF 085k, e
ol&ES Y F 2 Aolrh mebA ofrloRgle] Frul e
Frjole} S ool g 52 F4E A9 wol=
1G] w3E S oS Ao dFFHug B Aqe] 4

Ho
ok

ol8H4], <k (1992) &M% B wlolAY Ak A2

HIEAL A& p 43.

74 3 feokAlo} 4otk ik

285, Fuelol A%, HEA (2011) AlAQ] ALt
w3} 99 &, M2 p 87

Alley TR, Burroughsa WJ (1991) Do men have stronger pre-
ferences for hot, unusual, and unfamiliar foods?. J Gen
Psychol 118: 201-214.

Arvola A, Lahteenmaki L, Tuorila H (1999) Predicting the
intent to purchase unfamiliar and familiar cheeses: The
effects of attitudes, expected liking and food neophobia.
Appetite 32: 113-126.

Bell R, Marchall DW (2003) The construct of food involve-
ment in behavioral research: Scale development and vali-
dation. Appetite 40: 235-244.

Chen MF (2007) Consumer attitudes and purchase intentions
in relation to organic foods in Taiwan: Moderating effects
of food-related personality traits. Food Quality and Prefe-
rence 18: 1008-1021.

Eertmans A, Victoir A, Vansant G, Van den Bergh O (2005)
Food-related personality traits, food choice motives and food
intake: Mediator and moderator relationships. Food Quality
and Preference 16: 714-726.

Flight Ingrid, Leppard Phillip, Cox David N (2003) Food neo-
phobia and associations with cultural diversity and socio-
economic status amongst rural and urban Australian ado-
lescents. Appitite 41: 51-59.

Furst T, Connors M, Bisogni CA, Sobal J, Falk LW (1996)
Food choice: A conceptual model of the process. Appetite
26: 247-265.

Hwang JH, Lin Ting-Ning (2010) Effects of food neophobia,
familiarity and nutrition information on consumer accep-
tance of Asian menu items. Journal of Hospitality Marke-
ting and Management 19: 171-187.

Kim SJ, Cho MH, Lee KH (2010) A study on food choice
motives focusing on foreigners living in Korea. Korean J
of Food Culture 25: 141-149.

Kim SJ, Park HJ, Lee KH (2011) The comparison of food
neophobia scale and food involvement scale between Ko-
rean and East-South Asian. Korean J Food Culture 26:
429-436.

Koivisto-Hursti UK, Sjoden PO (1997) Food and general neo-
phobia and their relationship with self-reported food choice:
Familial resemblance in Swedish families with children of
ages 7~17 years. Appetite 29: 8§9-103.

Lindeman M, Védndnen M (2000) Measurement of ethical
food choice motives. Appetite 34: 55-59.

Marshall DW, Bell R (2004) Relating the food involvement



22(2): 199~207 (2012)

scale to demographic variables, food choice and other cons-
tructs. Food Quality and Preference 15: 871-879.

Pliner P, Hobden K (1992) Development of a scale to mea-
sure the trait of food neophobia in humans. Appetite 19:
105-120.

Pliner P, Lahteenmaki L, Tuorila H (1998) Correlates of hu-
man food neophobia. Appetite 30: 97-115.

Raudenbush B, Frank, RA (1999) Assessing food neophobia:
The role of stimulus familiarity. Appetite 32: 261-271.
Ritchey PN, Frank RA, Hursti U, Tuorila H (2003) Validation
and croos-national comparison of the food neophobia scale
(FNS) using confirmatory factor analysis. Appetite 40:

163-173.

FIS, FNS9} 52418 Ato]o] 37 207

Steptoe A, Pollard TM, Wardle J (1995) Development of a
measure of the motives underlying the selection of food:
The food choice questionnaire. Appeitite 25: 267-284.

Tuorila H, Lahteenmaki L, Pohjalainen L, Lotti L (2001) Food
neophobia among the Finns and related responses to fami-
liar and unfamiliar foods. Food Quality and Preference 12:
29-37.

Yoon HR (2005) A study on recognition and preference of
Korean foods for foreigners in different nationality. Ko-
rean J Food Culture 20: 367-373.

s 20129 1€ 149
HZ4A: 20129 49 249
A 8201249 49 25Y

=



