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ABSTRACT 

The Theory of Reasoned Action served as the theoretical framework for 

this study. The theoretical concepts are schematically represented by the 

rational expectations model. An expanded version of the model developed by 

Fishbein and Ajzen was employed in this study to investigate beef steak 

consumption in the casual dining restaurant environment. The constructs of this 

model include behavior predicted by intention; intention predicted by attitude, 

subjective norm, and social acceptability; attitude predicted by behavioral beliefs; 

and subjective norm predicted by referent others. 

A homogenous sample of beef eating, married consumers aged 25-35 

who attend church in the southwestern metropolitan area was used. 

Researchers distributed self-administered questionnaires to participants (n=254) 

at church meetings duhng a two-week period in the spring of 1997. LISREL VIII 

was used to simultaneously analyze the measurement and structural model. 

Results indicated that all paths in the expanded rational expectations 

model were significant except for subjective norm to behavioral intention. 

Attitude to behavioral intention was the strongest path for males and females. 

Attitude was predicted by the beliefs construct which had significant indicators of 

taste, filling, safety/health, and price. These indicators are important to the beef 

and restaurant industry in that they ultimately predicted behavior for this 

particular sample. If the same results were found in a study with a 

representative sample of the population the beef industry could justify continued 

research in improving the sensory attributes of steak. The beef industry also 

could conduct additional research on increasing the safety and healthiness of 

steak. The restaurant industry could use these results to investigate price points 

to keep steak affordable and also could monitor portion size to ensure steak is 

filling. 

Additionally, results suggested the importance of the added social 

acceptability construct to females. Thus implying that female steak consumption 

viii 



decisions were susceptible to the generalized opinions of the larger society. If 

this sample was representative of the population, this result could be used by the 

beef and restaurant industry in marketing steak in casual dining restaurants. 

Marketers could focus on the socially acceptability of steak with females and the 

belief indicators for males. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

Lifestyle changes have had a major impact on the declining consumption 

of beef over the past two decades (Khan, Teas, & Uhlenhopp, 1995). The beef 

industry's response to this trend emphasizes a market-driven perspective and 

highlights the need for consumer market research to stimulate demand for beef 

products (Kay, 1995; National Live Stock and Meat Board [NLMB], 1995a; 

Huston, Courington, & Buege, 1990). Identification of attitudinal issues 

associated with the downturn in beef consumption must be studied (Khan, Teas, 

& Uhlenhopp, 1995). Social aspects of eating beef also need to be investigated 

since they may have a strong influence on food consumption (Crockett & Stuber, 

1992). Conducting market research that investigates the impact of consumer 

attitudes and social issues on consumer intention and behavior may identify 

opportunities to increase beef consumption and regain market share (NLMB, 

1995a). 

The foodservice industry is expected to exceed the $330 billion sales 

mark in 1997. The casual dining restaurant theme accounted for the second 

largest percentage of sales in the foodservice industry in 1996 and grew 4% in 

the first six months of 1996 (Puzo, 1997; Masur, 1997). These restaurants have 

matured into popular and profitable foodservice operations in the 1990's, offering 

consumers a reliable menu, generous portions, comfortable surroundings, table 

service, and value for the dollar (Ryan, 1996; Gindin, 1992). Currently, the 

casual dining restaurant format is the fastest growing foodservice operation in 

the United States (US)(Ryan, 1996). Economists predict the casual dining 

restaurant segment will continue to experience an accelerated growth rate into 

the next millennium due to the upswing in value conscious consumers and the 

trend in America toward dining out versus eating at home (Puzo, 1997; 

"Foodservice Industry 1996 Forecast," 1995; Rudnitsky, 1993). 
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Despite the decline in the overall consumption of beef, there seems to be 

little evidence of this trend in the food service industry, especially in restaurants. 

Beef steak consumption is increasing in casual dining restaurants (Gardner, 

1997). It accounts for four out of the six top menu sellers in restaurants 

nationwide and is the primary center-of-the-plate feature in most restaurants 

(Frei & Johnson, 1995). This is particularly important because one of the most 

noticeable trends in US consumers' food expenditure patterns in recent years is 

the growing proportion of income spent on food away from home (Kay, 1995). 

In order to better understand beef steak consumption in the restaurant, a 

consumer behavior model may be employed. The theory of reasoned action 

(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) has been used in past research to understand the 

influence of beliefs, attitude, opinions of referent others, and intention on food 

consumption behavior (Richardson, Shepherd, & Elliman, 1993; Sparks, 

Hedderley, & Shepherd, 1992; Towler & Shepherd, 1992; Brinberg & Durand, 

1983). Their theory is schematically represented by the rational expectations 

model. According to this framework, the best predictor of whether or not a 

person will perform a behavior Is a person's intention to perform the behavior. 

Behavioral intention can itself be predicted from two motivational factors that 

include the person's attitude toward performing the behavior and the person's 

subjective norm. The attitude construct is affected by modal salient behavioral 

beliefs, while the subjective norm is affected by modal salient normative beliefs 

(opinions of referent others) (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 

An expanded version of the Ajzen and Fishbein model, called the 

expanded rational expectations model, has been used in past studies to explore 

beef consumption (Sapp, 1991; Sapp & Harrod, 1989). This expanded model 

includes social acceptability affects on attitude, subjective norm, and behavioral 

intention. The social acceptability construct is an important measure when 

investigating steak consumption since research has Indicated that consumers' 

beef consumption decisions were affected by what they perceived as the opinion 

of their larger social system. By expanding the rational expectations model to 



include social acceptability, researchers gain insight into social aspects of 

consumer food choice (Sapp, 1991; Sapp & Harrod, 1989). 

Phenomena of Interest 

Currently, an important issue for the beef industry is finding ways to stop 

the decline in beef consumption and look for areas of expansion. The restaurant 

industry is a growth area for beef since the overall decline in beef has not 

affected consumption in the restaurant environment. Additionally, the amount of 

income spent on food prepared and consumed away from home is increasing, 

which means great potential exists for beef consumption to increase as well. 

Casual dining may offer the greatest opportunities for the beef industry in that it 

is the fastest growing restaurant concept in the foodservice industry. It is 

important for beef producers, marketers, and restaurant managers to identify 

consumer preferences for beef steak in the casual dining restaurant in order to 

effectively meet customers' needs. 

Statement of Need 

The beef industry has indicated the need for market research to better 

meet consumer demand. One method of meeting this need is employing a 

consumer behavior model to investigate the impact of consumer attitudes and 

social issues on consumer intention and beef steak consumption behavior. 

Axelson and Brinberg (1989) reported that numerous studies on food related 

behavior have been conducted using the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 1975), and Sapp (1991) reports investigating beef consumption using the 

expanded rational expectations model. Consumer behavior research has not 

investigated beef steak consumption specifically in the casual dining restaurant 

environment. What is needed is a study that focuses on consumer modal salient 

behavioral beliefs, attitude, social acceptability, modal salient normative beliefs, 

subjective norm, behavioral intention, and behavior in the casual dining 

restaurant. Results of such research will be useful for the beef industry in 



assisting restauranteurs with the development of marketing strategies for beef 

steak products that effectively meet changing consumer preferences. The major 

benefit for consumers will be the possible increase of the availability of beef 

steaks that consistently meet their expectations on casual dining restaurant 

menus. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of modal salient 

behavioral and normative beliefs, social acceptability, attitude, subjective norm, 

intention, and behavior within an expanded rational expectations model on beef 

steak consumption in the casual dining restaurant environment. The objectives 

of the study include to: 

1. Identify the relative impact that modal salient behavioral and 

normative beliefs, attitude, opinions of referent others, subjective 

norm, and social acceptability have on consumer intention and 

behavior in the casual dining restaurant environment. 

2. Determine if the emphasis on the social acceptability construct 

increases the strength of the theory of reasoned action in predicting 

beef steak consumption in the casual dining restaurant 

environment. 

3. Determine if there are gender differences between the social 

acceptability and attitudinal constructs in the expanded rational 

expectations model. 



Hvpotheses 

The hypotheses that have been developed for the objectives of this study 

include: 

1. The expanded rational expectations model will have a stronger 

goodness of fit measurement than the rational expectations model 

in predicting beef steak consumption behavior in the casual dining 

restaurant environment. 

2. Attitude will have a significant effect on the behavioral intention of 

consuming beef steak in a casual dining restaurant environment. 

3. Subjective norm will have an insignificant effect on the behavioral 

intention of consuming beef steak in the casual dining restaurant 

environment. 

4. Social acceptability will have a significant effect on attitude, 

subjective norm, and behavioral intention to consume beef steak in 

the casual dining restaurant environment. 

5. Social acceptability will have a significant effect on behavioral 

intention to eat beef steak in the casual dining restaurant 

environment for females but not for males. 

6. Males will place more weight than females on the attitudinal 

construct predicting behavioral intention to eat beef steak in the 

casual dining restaurant environment. 

Key Terms 

Antecedent Variable - (Independent variable) a construct within a theoretical 

model that has a causal effect on other variables in the model (Hatcher, 

1994). 

Attitude - a person's feeling of favorableness or unfavorableness toward the 

performance behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 



Behavioral Intention - a person's intention to perform a particular behavior (Ajzen 

& Fishbein, 1980). 

Belief - represents the information that a person has about an object (Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 1975). 

Casual Dining Restaurant - a restaurant concept that lies between the fast food 

and upscale dining market. This type of restaurant format is relatively 

inexpensive, requires no reservations, and provides tableservice 

(Rudnitsky, 1993). Check averages for food per person are $8.00 -

$21.00 (Gardner, 1997; Ryan, 1996). 

Consequent Variable - (dependent variable) a construct within a theoretical 

model that is affected by antecedent variables (independent variables) in 

the model (Hatcher, 1994). 

Endogenous Variable - a construct within a theoretical model whose variability is 

predicted to be causally affected by other variables within the model 

(Hatcher, 1994). 

Exogenous Variable - a construct in a theoretical model that is only influenced by 

variables that lie outside of the model (Hatcher, 1994). 

Indicator Variables - items that measure latent variables (Hatcher, 1994). 

Latent Variable - (also called a factor) a hypothetical construct that is not directly 

measured or observed (Hatcher, 1994). 

Manifest Variable - a variable that is directly measured or observed in the course 

of an investigation (Hatcher, 1994). 

Mediator Variable - a variable within a theoretical model that mediates, or 

conveys, the effect of an antecedent variable on a consequent variable in 

the model (Hatcher, 1994). 

Normative Beliefs- beliefs concerning what important others think about an 

individual performing a particular behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). 

Social Acceptability - term used to describe the societal-wide opinions related to 

consumption behaviors (Sapp & Harrod, 1989) 



steak - A retail cut of meat usually less than 1.5 inches thick that is the quality to 

be grilled or broiled. Specific cuts focused on in this study include New 

York strip, ribeye, sirioin, and tenderioin/filet minion (Ramsey, 1991). 

Subjective Norm - one's perception that one's important others are pressuring 

one to perform or not to perform the particular behavior in question (Ajzen 

& Fishbein, 1980). 

Assumptions 

There were several assumptions for this study. The first assumption was 

that subjects understood written instructions and answered items on the 

instrument based on specificity items of action, target, context, and time. 

Subjects also reported information honestly and accurately. The sampling 

process generated a homogenous sample for testing the constructs of the 

expanded rational expectations model. 

Limitations 

Several limitations to this research were identified. Subjects for the study 

were consumer panelists who attended church in Lubbock, Texas. The 

convenience sampling process eliminated the ability to generalize results. 

Additionally, due to specificity controls, results will only be applicable to beef 

steak in the casual dining restaurant format when conducting future research on 

the expanded rational expectations model. It would not be valid to apply the 

results of this study to future research on other types of beef or other restaurant 

formats. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Casual Dining Restaurants 

Casual dining restaurants are characterized as a restaurant concept that 

lies between the fast food and upscale dining market. This type of restaurant 

format is relatively inexpensive, requires no reservations, and provides 

tableservice (Ryan, 1996; Rudnitsky, 1993). Check averages for food per 

person are $8.00 - $21.00 (Gardner, 1997; Ryan, 1996). 

Casual dining restaurants are the strongest segment of the foodservice 

industry (Puzo, 1997). These restaurants have matured into popular and 

profitable foodservice operations in the 1990's offering consumers a reliable 

menu, generous portions, comfortable surroundings, table service, and value for 

the dollar (Ryan, 1996; Gindin, 1992). The casual dining restaurant theme is 

meeting the needs of less formal baby boomers who dine out frequently and 

want value for high quality food items (Sanson, 1992). Analysts have 

determined that fine dining customers will trade down and families will trade up 

to the casual dining restaurant concept (Ryan, 1996). Currently, the casual 

dining restaurant format is the fastest growing foodservice segment in the US 

(Ryan, 1996). Economists predict the foodservice industry will continue to 

experience an accelerated growth rate in casual dining restaurants into the next 

millennium due to the upswing In value conscious consumers and the trend in 

America toward dining out versus eating at home (Puzo, 1997; "Foodservice 

Industry 1996 Forecast", 1995; Rudnitsky, 1993). 

Beef Consumption 

Beef consumption declined 23% in the past 20 years. In 1976, per capita 

consumption totaled 88.9 pounds annually, which fell to 64.0 pounds in 1995 

(Economic Research Service/USDA, 1996). Much of this decline has been due 

to a change in the intensity of consumer preference for attributes such as 
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convenience and nutrition (Sloan, 1996). Consumers have indicated that beef is 

unhealthy and inconvenient (Eastwood, 1994; Menkhaus, Colin, Whipple, & 

Field, 1993). The change in consumption has had a significant influence on beef 

products that compete to fulfill consumer needs (Menkhaus et al., 1993; 

Anderson & Shugan, 1991). 

Despite the decline in the overall consumption of beef, there seems to be 

little evidence of this trend in the food service industry, especially restaurants 

(Belman, 1995). Beef usage by food service operators has increased over the 

past decade, with 84% of all commercial operations serving some form of beef 

(Conan, 1992). Several factors play a role in the increase of beef usage in 

restaurants. Attitudes about eating out, availability of quality beef, variability of 

menus, and socio-economic variables influence decisions to consume beef in 

the restaurant dining environment (Menkhaus et al., 1993). 

Beef steak has particulariy been successful in the commercial foodservice 

market. Steak consumption increased 27% in casual dining restaurants from 

1993 to 1995 (Gardner, 1997). Industry analysts note that Americans have 

shifted their preference for consuming steaks in the home, to consuming steaks 

in restaurants (Farkas, 1993). Stringent health and nutrition rules that might be 

followed at home are often put aside when eating out (Belman, 1995). 

Consequently, beef steak is still the primary center-of-the-plate feature in most 

restaurants and accounts for four out of the six top menu sellers in restaurants 

nationwide (Frei & Johnson, 1995). This is particularly important because one of 

the most noticeable trends in United States (US) consumers' food expenditure 

patterns in recent years is the growing, proportion of income spent on food away 

from home (Kay, 1995). 

Gender Differences in Beef Consumption 

There Is debate over gender differences in food consumption. Reports 

have indicated there are differences in food preferences between males and 

females (Logue & Smith, 1986; Wyant & Meiselman, 1984). Axelson and 



Brinberg (1989) propose the gender differences in food consumption patterns 

may be due to normative factors. They use the example of women eating more 

salads since peers and society generally perceive it as more feminine. Another 

theory is that women more than men will use food to be like peers (Dwyer & 

Mayer, 1970). 

Other research has indicated there are no differences between males and 

females in food consumption (Crandall, 1987). Sapp (1991) also found no 

gender differences specifically in beef consumption. However, industry statistics 

show there are differences between males and females in the consumption of 

different types of beef. Men seem to consume more hamburgers, prime rib, and 

steak; whereas females consume more salads, stir-frys, and pastas with beef as 

the main ingredient ("Relishing Red Meat," 1994). 

Theory of Reasoned Action 

The beef industry has recognized the need for market research to gain 

insight into beef consumption behavior (NLMB, 1995a). Past research has used 

consumer behavior models to investigate beef consumption (Sapp, 1991). The 

theory of reasoned action developed by Martin Fishbein and leek Ajzen (1975), 

has been used quite extensively in past research studies in order to understand, 

predict, explain, and Influence consumer behavior (Sapp, Harrod, & Zhao, 1994; 

Towler & Shepherd, 1992; Fishbein & Stasson, 1990; Shepherd, 1988; 

Shepherd, Hartwlck, & Warshaw, 1988; Ajzen & Timko, 1986; Shepherd & 

Farieigh, 1986). 

The assumption of the theory of reasoned action is that people are usually 

rational and make systematic decisions based on the information available to 

them. Fishbein and Ajzen use the term theory of reasoned action because they 

believe human beings deliberate about the implications of their actions prior to 

engaging in a particular behavior. The theory disagrees with the belief that 

human social behavior is controlled by unconscious motives or overpowering 

desires. Fishbein and Ajzen argue that even people's most immediate 
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responses and actions have a basis in reasoned thought (Ajzen & Fishbein, 

1980). 

The theory of reasoned action is schematically represented by the rational 

expectations model. This is a nomothetic model that attempts to develop 

generalizeable rules of behavior that apply across individuals (Figure 1). 

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) hypothesized that an individual's intention to perform 

some behavior is the best predictor of that behavior. According to the theory, 

behavioral intention is a function of an individual's attitude toward performing the 

behavior plus the effect that referent others have on the individual's performance 

of the behavior. Attitude can be predicted by measuring a person's modal 

salient behavioral beliefs and their feelings toward those beliefs (known as the 

evaluative component of good/bad). The subjective norm construct is a function 

of the modal normative beliefs (opinions of referent others) and the motivation to 

comply with those beliefs (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). 

Figure 1. Fishbein and Ajzen's Rational Expectations Model. 
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Expanded Rational Expectations Model of Beef Consumption 

An expanded version of the Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) rational 

expectations model has been used to investigate beef consumption (Sapp, 1991; 

Sapp & Harrod, 1989)(Figure 2). The expanded model, referred to as the 

expanded rational expectations model, includes a social acceptability construct. 

This added construct is derived from Shibutani's theory of the generalized 

reference group (1955), which represents opinions of the larger society. Based 

on Shibutani's theory, social acceptability measures the extent to which 

consumer food choices are driven by societal-wide opinions in a manner similar 

to choices of other consumer products (Crockett & Stuber, 1992; Sapp & Harrod, 

1989). By expanding the theory of reasoned action to include social 

acceptability, researchers can gain insight into social aspects of consumer food 

related behaviors that affect beef steak consumption (Sparks, Hedderiey, & 

Shepherd, 1992; Sapp, 1991; Sapp & Harrod, 1989). 

The rational expectations model (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) offers an 

appropriate context for testing the impact of social acceptability in that it already 

contains constructs measuring modal salient behavioral beliefs, attitude, and 

influences of referent others on behavioral intention. Thus, the normative 

(opinions of referent others) as well as the generalized notions of reference 

group (societal-wide opinions) can be compared within a well-documented model 

of behavioral intention (Sapp & Harrod, 1989). 

Correspondence 

The constructs in the expanded rational expectations model will be related 

only if they correspond In their level of specificity (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, Ajzen 

& Fishbein, 1980). The constructs of modal salient behavioral and normative 

beliefs, social acceptability, attitude, subjective norm, behavioral intention, and 

behavior in the model should correspond with respect to action, target, context, 

and time. Action refers to the type of behavior to be performed. For this study, 

the behavior of interest is consuming beef steaks. The second type of specificity 
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is target, which refers to the object at which the behavior is directed. The target 

in this study will be beef steaks. The next level of specificity is context, which 

refers to a particular location in which the behavior will occur. The context for 

this research will be the casual dining restaurant environment. The last type of 

specificity is time which refers to when the behavior will be performed. This 

study will focus on the behavior of consuming beef steaks within a three month 

period. With corresponding specificity, the constructs of the model should serve 

as valid predictors of behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 

Figure 2. Expanded Rational Expectations Model. 

Expanded Rational Expectations Model Constructs 

Beliefs 

There are a plethora of beliefs affecting food related behavior. These 

beliefs can be categorized as consistent quality, convenience, health, price, 
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safety, sensory attributes, and versatility (Livingston, Van Luling, & Mata, 1995; 

NLMB, 1995b; Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). Consistent quality is considered 

critical to beef steak consumption (Livingston, Van Luling, & Mata, 1995). In past 

research, consumers perceived beef to have consistent quality (NLMB, 1995b); 

however, industry analysts report that consumers believe that consistent quality 

beef steaks are only available in restaurants (Ryan, 1993). 

Convenience, the next category, is defined as being easy to purchase, 

store, prepare, serve, and consume (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). In a time 

deficient society, convenience is important to consumers. Time has become a 

valuable commodity in the US, and ways to save time have influenced eating 

patterns of consumers (Sloan, 1996; Richardson, Shepherd, & Elliman, 1993). 

Consequently, a lack of time to cook at home motivates consumers to dine out 

as a necessity rather than a luxury (Menkhaus et al., 1993). Consumer belief 

related to convenience is one of the factors that seems to lead to eating beef 

steak in a restaurant rather than at home (Sloan, 1996; Livingston, Van Luling, & 

Mata, 1995). 

The next belief category is health with a focus on nutrition. In the 1990's 

the number of health-oriented consumers has been estimated at more than half 

of the US population (Sloan, 1996). This has led consumers to develop a 

heightened level of concern about the nutritional aspects of the food they eat. 

Beef Is perceived to be unhealthy by a majority of consumers; therefore, beliefs 

related to health concerns (e.g., fear of chronic disease) should be studied since 

they have caused reduced beef consumption levels (Finke, Tweeten, & Chern, 

1996; Khan, etal., 1995; NLMB. 1995b-Keith, 1995; Sparks etal., 1992). 

Factors such as fat, cholesterol, and calories have caused many people to avoid 

red meat (Sloan, 1996; Menkhaus et al., 1993; Sapp, 1991). Even though 

consumers have negative perceptions about beef related to health issues, 

research has shown that consumers who have stringent health and nutrition 

rules at home seem to put those aside when dining in restaurants (Belman, 

1995). There seems to be new dietary wisdom of moderate eating and overall 
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balance that allows consumers to treat themselves to food they perceive as 

being unhealthy. For many consumers steak is the most popular treat (Ryan, 

1993). 

Price is another significant belief issue that affects beef steak 

consumption. Research has indicated that consumers perceive beef as being too 

expensive (NLMB, 1995b). These findings support the idea that changes in the 

relative price of beef have played a role in declining beef consumption 

(Eastwood, 1994). 

The leading food safety belief issues are bacteria, food additives, 

hormones, and antibiotics. Consumers have indicated a concern about the use 

of chemicals in beef production and additives in food processing (Jeremiah, 

Tong, Jones, & McDonell, 1993; McNutt, 1991). The advent of new technology 

has increased detection of safety hazards. Additionally, widespread media 

attention has led to increased consumer awareness of food safety hazards. 

Research has shown that consumer beliefs toward beef safety influence beef 

consumption behaviors (Khan, Teas, & Uhlenhopp, 1995; Jeremiah et al., 1993; 

Vosen, Mikel, Mulvaney, & Jones, 1992). 

The fourth category is sensory attributes which relates to the palatability of 

food. Consumers are demanding foods that maximize sensory appeal (Sloan, 

1996; Sparks et al., 1992). The major sensory attributes of beef steak about 

which consumers form beliefs include tenderness, flavor, and juiciness. 

Consumers expect tender, flavorful, juicy steaks when eating in the restaurant 

(NLMB, 1995a; Chambers & Bowers, 1993). In order to take advantage of 

opportunities to satisfy consumers, research should investigate consumer 

expectations of beef sensory attributes in restaurants (Kauffman, 1993). 

Versatility is another component of beef steak characteristics around 

which consumers form beliefs. Consumers want various ways to order and 

consume beefsteak (Sloan, 1996; Livingston, Van Luling, & Mata, 1995). 

According to past research, consumers considered beef to be a versatile food 

product (NLMB, 1995b). 
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In addition to belief categories related to beef, there are specific types of 

beliefs used in consumer behavior model research. These types of beliefs 

include salient, modal, behavioral, and normative. 

Salient Beliefs 

Within the Fishbein/Ajzen model (1975), beliefs underiie a person's 

attitude and subjective norm and ultimately determine behavioral intention and 

consumption behavior. A person may hold a large number of beliefs about any 

given object or referents; however, theory supports the idea that the person can 

attend to only a relatively small number of beliefs (5 - 9) at any given moment. 

These beliefs are called salient beliefs and are the immediate determinants of 

the person's attitude toward the behavior or the person's subjective norm 

(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 

Modal Beliefs 

According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), there are two ways of measuring 

salient beliefs. One method asks an individual to elicit their own personal salient 

beliefs toward an object. This method produces sets of salient beliefs that differ 

from person to person in terms of content and number. This makes it difficult to 

compare salient beliefs of different individuals using quantitative analysis. In 

order to overcome difficulties associated with individual measurements, 

researchers can identify a set of beliefs that are salient in a given population. 

These beliefs Identified are called modal salient beliefs (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; 

Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 

There are two types of modal salient beliefs associated with the Fishbein 

and Ajzen (1975) model, behavioral beliefs and normative beliefs. A modal 

salient behavioral belief is a component that predicts attitude toward the 

behavior. A modal salient normative belief is a component that predicts a 

person's subjective norm. 
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Behavioral Beliefs 

Consumers usually believe that performing a given behavior will lead to 

both positive and negative consequences. Therefore, the Fishbein and Ajzen 

(1975) model uses two measurements in forming the modal salient behavioral 

belief construct in the model, the evaluation of each of the behavior's positive or 

negative consequences and the strength of the modal salient behavioral belief 

that performing the behavior will lead to that consequence. These two 

measurements are multiplied together to form an overall score of modal salient 

behavioral beliefs that is then used to predict attitude. 

Normative Beliefs 

According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), a person's normative beliefs are 

based on whether a salient referent other thinks they should or should not 

perform a particular behavior. These beliefs are similar to subjective norm, 

except that they Involve specific individuals rather than a generalized referent 

other. Identifying a person's salient normative beliefs is not sufficient to predict 

their subjective norm. In order to predict subjective norm, modal salient 

normative beliefs are multiplied by motivations to comply with the salient referent 

opinion. This procedure is conducted in order to ensure that important salient 

referents are given proportionately more weight in the prediction of the subjective 

norm (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). Referent others used to 

measure normative beliefs about beef consumption behavior in past studies 

include friends, children, parents, or a spouse (Sapp, 1991; Sapp & Harrod, 

1989). 

Importance of Beliefs In the Theory of Reasoned Action 

Past research has indicated a significant causal relationship between 

attitude and behavioral intention. This finding implies the importance of attitudes 

in predicting intentions and ultimately behavior (Sapp, 1991; Sapp & Harrod, 

1989). The first step in understanding attitude requires measurement of salient 
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behavioral beliefs. These beliefs provide the basis for attitudes which in turn 

predict intention. Therefore, in theory, the beliefs construct is considered to be 

the most important in the theory of reasoned action in predicting and influencing 

behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 

Social Acceptability 

The social acceptability construct is an important measure when 

investigating steak consumption since research has shown that consumers' beef 

consumption decisions may have been affected by what they perceived as being 

the opinion of their larger social system (Sapp, 1991; Sapp & Harrod, 1989). In 

the expanded rational expectations model, the social acceptability construct is 

theorized to measure the effect a person's perceptions of the opinions of their 

larger social system has on their behavior. The construct of social acceptability 

is added to Fishbein and Ajzen's rational expectations model to measure its 

effects on attitude, subjective norm, and behavioral intention. The social 

acceptability construct differs from subjective norm in that it represents the 

values and norms of the broad social system instead of referent others. Past 

research has shown that social acceptability had significant effects on attitude, 

subjective norm, and behavioral intention to consume beef (Sapp, 1991; Sapp & 

Harrod, 1989). 

Attitude 

The attitudinal component of the Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) model refers 

to the person's attitude toward performing the behavior under consideration. 

This definition of attitude focuses on a person's judgment that performing the 

behavior is good or bad, or that they are in favor of or against performing the 

behavior. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) theorized that the more favorable a 

person's attitude is toward a behavior, the more they should intend to perform 

that behavior. It Is Important to note that attitude refers specifically to the 

person's own performance of the behavior rather than to its performance in 
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general. This distinction is critical in ensuring proper correspondence between 

constructs of the person's attitude and their behavioral intention to perform the 

behavior under consideration (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 

Subiective Norm 

The subjective norm is the second normative component in the Fishbein 

and Ajzen model (1975). This element refers to a person's perception that most 

people who are important to him think that he should or should not perform the 

behavior under consideration. According to the Fishbein and Ajzen theory, the 

more a person perceives that others who are important to her think that she 

should perform a behavior, the more she will intend to do so. Essentially, other 

things held constant, people are viewed as intending to perform those behaviors 

they believe important others think they should perform. 

Industry analysts report that opinions of referent others do influence 

consumption decisions, especially for restaurants. Thus, it is important for 

restauranteurs to have positive word of mouth advertising from consumers 

(Walker, 1995). Past research disagrees with industry analyst reports. 

According to past food related research using the Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) 

model (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989), the opinion of referent others does not 

consistently influence food consumption decisions. 

Behavioral Intention 

Behavioral intention is a measure of the likelihood that a person will 

engage in a given behavior. This construct is conceptualized as the immediate 

cause of behavior, mediating the effect of attitude, subjective norm, and social 

acceptability (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Sapp, 1991). 

There has been criticism of the Fishbein and Ajzen model regarding 

external variables such as habit, ability, and knowledge, that may influence the 

intention-behavior relationship (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). Several researchers 

(Towler & Shepherd, 1992; Triandls, 1977) have found that habitual behavior 
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may affect the relationship between intention and behavior. Additionally, ability 

and knowledge, which refer to an individual's skills to perform a behavior and the 

availability of adequate resources, have been found to influence intention 

(Triandis, 1977). Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) disagree with critics, contending 

that the effect of external variables (e.g., time, habit, additional information, 

ability, and knowledge) on behavior will be mediated through intention. This 

means that the person will modify their intention given changes in the external 

variables, and this modified intention will be sufficient to predict behavior. 

Liska (1984) also questioned the validity of the Fishbein and Ajzen 

intention-behavior relationship. He reasoned that attitude may have a direct 

effect on behavior without the intervening latent variable of intention. However, 

past research has indicated that Fishbein and Ajzen's model (1975) is able to 

predict a variety of food related behaviors using intention as a mediating variable 

between attitude and behavior (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). 

According to Liska (1984), three conditions should be met in order to 

justify the intention causal relationship with behavior. The first contingent 

condition is in agreement with Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) and refers to the extent 

to which behavioral intention and behavior correspond in action, target, context, 

and time. The second contingent condition is stability of intention (Liska, 1984). 

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) agree with Liska and relay that intention is not always 

stable, and present intention is not always a good predictor of future behavior. 

To maximize behavior prediction, researchers should minimize the time interval 

between the measurement of intention and behavior (Liska, 1984, Ajzen & 

Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). 

The third contingency condition is volitional behavior. The Ajzen and 

Fishbein model Is criticized by some because It only predicts behaviors under 

volitional control, defined as behavior that does not require skills or abilities 

(Liska, 1984). Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) justify using their model to measure 

the intention-behavior causal relationship in that most behaviors of interest to 

social scientists are under volitional control. 
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Although the empirical evidence concerning the sufficiency of intention as 

a predictor of behavior is unresolved, research has indicated that the Fishbein 

and Ajzen model is able to predict a variety of food related behaviors (Axelson & 

Brinberg, 1989). Additionally, the Fishbein and Ajzen model has been used 

specifically in beef consumption behavior research investigating the social 

acceptability of beef consumption (Sapp, 1991; Sapp & Harrod, 1989). 

Behavior 

Behavior is a manifest construct in the Fishbein/Ajzen model. One type of 

behavior is food related behavior which is consumer's actions toward food. This 

simple definition aggregates a wide variety of actions toward food. Food 

behavior can be categorized into four general categories in order to better define 

the concept. These categories include choice, purchase, consumption, and 

nutrient intake (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). 

The four categories of behavior may be viewed as a set of sequential 

steps that consumers perform to maintain their well-being. First, consumers 

make a choice among food products, then make a purchase. Next they 

consume the food, which results in nutrient intake. Each step is connected to, 

but not determined solely by, the previous step. Except in unusual 

circumstances nutrient intake cannot occur without consumption. Consumption 

is connected to, but not determined solely by purchase because of extraneous 

factors such as another person purchasing the food for the consumer. Purchase 

is connected to, but not determined solely by, choice because of factors like 

availability (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). 

The four categories of food related behavior need to be differentiated for 

two reasons. First, If these behaviors are caused by unique, independent factors 

that are the necessary and sufficient determinants, then these behaviors are 

themselves unique. Two unique, necessary, and sufficient causes cannot lead 

to the same behavior (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). This reason relates to 

correspondence In predicting behavior in the Fishbein and Ajzen theory (1975). 
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The second reason is that each food related behavior category takes on different 

meaning to researchers (e.g., epidemiologists - nutrient intake; marketers -

purchase/consumption). 

Choice Behavior 

Choice behavior reflects an individual's decision to purchase or consume 

a food. This behavior is the individual's intention to perform the behavior. 

Choice differs from purchase and consumption behavior in that a person's 

decision about a food does not necessarily determine purchase or consumption 

behavior. Making a choice about a food does not include an action step of 

actually purchasing or consuming the food (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). 

Purchase Behavior 

Purchase behavior is the acquisition of food by the exchange of money. 

Several factors other than choice can influence purchase behavior. The 

situation (context) in which the purchase behavior occurs and product pricing, 

placement, and packaging may affect whether purchases are made. Purchase 

behavior generally is differentiated from consumption since food purchased is 

not necessarily consumed. However, when food is purchased in a restaurant, 

consumption and purchasing behavior become less differentiated and 

correspond (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). 

Consumption Behavior 

Consumption is the actual intake of food. Usually, consumption and 

nutrient Intake closely correspond. The major distinction between food 

consumption and nutrient intake is that food consumption is the behavior and 

nutrient intake is the outcome. Marketing researchers have used measures of 

food consumption to investigate segments of the population that are potential 

markets for food products (I.e., make predictions on who will consume certain 

types of food) (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). 
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Nutrient Intake 

This category refers to the ingestion of nutrients that are available for 

absorption by the body. Nutrient intake is primarily used by doctors and 

dietitians. This behavior is often used as a proxy for nutritional status and is 

used to assess potential health risks (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). 

Behavior Measurement 

Food related behavior can be measured by a variety of methods. These 

methods can be classified into three classes of measures which include self-

report, trace measures, and observational measures. 

Self-report. The primary characteristics of the self-report measure are 

that the respondent is the source of the information and is aware that this 

information is being recorded. There may be some disadvantages to self-report 

behavior. Subjects could bias their reporting to make them appear in a positive 

light (e.g., only reporting healthy foods eaten) or could change their behavior 

since they know their actions are being evaluated. There also are advantages to 

using the self-report method which explains its extensive use. Three factors that 

account for its use include ease of data collection, relatively low cost, and the 

advantage of the respondent's awareness of his or her behavior (Axelson & 

Brinberg, 1989). Additionally, self-reports can be obtained free of the specific 

correspondence items action, targets, contexts, or time. This assists 

researchers in corresponding behavioral measures with other measures of 

behavioral intention, social acceptability, attitude, subjective norm, influence of 

referent others and modal salient behavioral beliefs (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; 

Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 

Trace measures. This method of measurement involves respondents 

being unaware that their behavior is being evaluated. Two examples of trace 

measures are examining garbage or investigating electronic scanner data. One 

disadvantage of the trace measures method is It is very susceptible to sampling 

bias. Researchers must be extremely cautious in sampling with the trace 
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measures method. The advantage to using trace measures is it eliminates the 

weakness in self-report method of subjects changing their behavior when being 

observed (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). 

Direct Observation. The attributes of direct observation are the observer 

is the source of the information, and the respondent may or may not be aware 

that he or she is providing information. The level of awareness would depend on 

whether the observer is visible to or hidden from the respondent. The major 

disadvantages of direct observation include large resource allocation (time and 

labor) for coding scheme development, sampling of behaviors, data collection, 

and data analysis. The advantage of using direct observation is the opportunity 

for researchers to collect data that are not susceptible to the same biases as 

those for self-report and trace measures (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Research Design 

Location 

A city of over 200,000 residents in the southwest US was selected as the 

retail market from which the consumers were drawn. The foodservice industry is 

a major economic force in the city. Restaurant sales in the city were projected to 

be $286 million in 1996, up 6.2% from 1995. The average resident spends 

$1,084 a year on dining out, which is 19% higher than statewide averages. The 

major restaurant market segments in the city are fast food and casual dining 

restaurants. Approximately 33% of the restaurants are fast food, 64% casual 

dining, and 3% miscellaneous (Texas Restaurant Association, 1996). 

Sample 

A convenience sample of 254 married, beef-eating consumers aged 25 -

35, who attend church in the city were targeted to measure the constructs of the 

expanded rational expectations model. This sample generated homogeneity of 

subjects in order to measure the constructs of the model. Convenience samples 

have been used in past research studies that focused on consumer behavior 

models and the development of constructs and latent variables. A convenience 

sample was appropriate for this study in that the objectives were to investigate 

the constructs of the model, not to generalize findings to a larger population 

(Lacher & MIzerskI, 1994; Sapp, 1991). 

The age level of 25-35 was selected based on the consumer expenditure 

survey (US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1995) that 

categorized consumers into this age group. This age group was reported to be a 

new market for the beef and restaurant industry. Consumers aged 25-35 

increased their steak orders in casual dining restaurants from 1993 to 1995 

(Gardner, 1997). 
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Instrumentation 

Questionnaire Development 

A panel consisting of experts in consumer behavior models, restaurant 

management, and retailing was used to develop a valid questionnaire based on 

the theoretical model (Sapp, 1991; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). Frequency of beef 

consumption, behavioral intention to eat beefsteak, attitude, subjective norm, 

modal salient behavioral beliefs, modal salient normative beliefs (opinions of 

referent others), and social acceptability were the constructs included in the 

questionnaire (Table 1). Scales used to measure the constructs in this study 

were suggested by Ajzen and Fishbein (1980), Sapp (1991), and Sapp and 

Harrod (1989). 

Behavior 

The behavior manifest construct was directly measured by an open 

ended frequency question. The question asked subjects about their beef steak 

consumption during the past three months in a casual dining restaurant. 

Measuring past behavior provided a historical context for interpreting future 

behavior (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). 

Behavioral Intention 

The behavioral Intention latent construct was indirectly measured by 

responses to two 7-polnt LIkert scale questions and one open ended question. 

These questions were based on the intention to consume beef steaks in a casual 

dining restaurant environment within the next three months. Measuring future 

intentions allowed prediction of behavior (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). This form 

of behavioral intention questioning was suggested by Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) 

and has been used in past research measuring behavioral intention to consume 

beef (Sapp, 1991). 
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Table 1. Scales used to measure variables in the expanded rational 
expectations model. 

Instrument 

Frequency of 
consumption 

Intention to eat beef 
Intention 
Willing 
Percentage 

Attitude 
Good/Bad 
FoolishAA/ise 
Harmful/Beneficial 
Pleasant/Unpleasant 

Subjective norm 

Belief Strength & 
Evaluation 

Consistent Quality 
Filling 
Health 
Price 
Safety 
Taste 
Versatility 

Referent Others & 
Motivation to Comply 

Co-worker 
Father 
Friends 
Health Care Professional 
Mother 
Spouse 

Social Acceptability 
Classic menu item 
Impress 
Most persons eat 
Special occasions 

Type 

Open 
ended 

Likert & 
open 
ended 

semantic 
differential 

Likert 

Likert & 
semantic 

differential 

Likert 

Likert 

Items 

Number 

1 

3 

4 

1 

7 

6 

4 

Score 
range 

1 to 5 

1 to 7 

0 to 100 

-3 to +3 

-3 to +3 

-9 to +9 

-9 to +9 

-3 to +3 

Comments 

Higher score means greater 
consumption of beef steak 

Higher score means greater 
intention to eat beef steak 

Higher score means more 
favorable attitude toward 
eating beef steak 

Higher score means more 
support for eating beef steak 

Higher score means 
prediction of positive 
attitude about eating 
beef steak. 

Higher score means more 
support for eating beef 

Higher score means more 
support for eating beef 
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Attitude 

The third construct was the attitude latent construct. Attitude was 

measured on a 7-point semantic differential scale (Osgood, Suci, & 

Tannenbaum, 1957) with the adjectives of foolish/wise, good/bad, 

harmful/beneficial, and pleasant/unpleasant. Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) 

suggested these attitude measures using the evaluative semantic differential 

scale. 

Subjective Norm 

According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), the subjective norm manifest 

construct should be measured on a 7-point Likert scale measuring the influence 

of referent others in general. This construct also was predicted by two major 

latent constructs that included referent others and social acceptability. 

Identification of Salient Beliefs 

The salient belief components of the latent constructs belief and referent 

others were derived from results of exploratory questionnaires administered to a 

representative sample (n=30) of the population. Fishbein and Ajzen developed 

specific questions that were used in the exploratory phases of identifying modal 

salient behavioral and normative beliefs. Content analysis was conducted on the 

qualitative data and seven modal salient behavioral beliefs and six modal salient 

normative beliefs were selected for inclusion in the questionnaire. This 

exploratory method was a necessary step in constructing the questionnaire in 

order to measure components of the belief and referent other latent constructs of 

the expanded rational expectations model (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen & 

Fishbein, 1980). 

Beliefs 

Within the Fishbein and Ajzen model framewori<, the belief latent 

construct had seven modal salient behavioral beliefs multiplied by the 
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corresponding outcome evaluations. The sum of these products served as a 

belief-based estimate of the attitude latent construct. Modal salient behavioral 

beliefs were measured on a 7-point Likert scale and evaluations of those beliefs 

were measured on a 7-point semantic differential scale of good/bad. 

Referent Others 

The referent others latent construct had six modal salient normative 

beliefs multiplied by the corresponding motivation to comply with the perceived 

opinion of the salient referent other. The sum of these products served as the 

referent other based estimate of subjective norm. Modal salient normative 

beliefs and motivations to comply were measured on 7-point Likert scales. This 

type of scale measurement was suggested by Ajzen and Fishbein (1980). 

Social Acceptability 

The next latent construct, social acceptability, was measured by four 

questions on a 7-point Likert scale measuring the influence of society on beef 

steak consumption (Sapp, 1991; Sapp & Harrod, 1989). Industry analysts have 

identified special occasions as events when consumers eat beef steak (Belman, 

1995). Therefore, one indicator variable for social acceptability involved 

determining if special occasions were cases when consumers eat beef steak in a 

casual dining restaurant. The second indicator variable was determining if the 

consumer perceived most persons as eating beef steak in a casual dining 

restaurant. The third indicator variable used to predict social acceptability 

focused on steak as a classic menu item in casual dining restaurants. This 

variable was used because of reported correspondence between this variable 

and beef steak consumption (LaMalle, 1994; Jeremiah et al., 1993). The last 

indicator variable focused on impressing consumers in society by ordering beef 

steak in a casual dining restaurant. This indicator variable has been used in past 

research to measure the social acceptability of an innovative meat product within 

the expanded rational expectations model (Adams, Hoover, & Gustafson, 1997). 
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Open-Ended and Demographic Questions 

As recommended by Chambers and Bowers (1993), open-ended 

questions about beef consumption were included in the questionnaire. This 

qualitative method gave in-depth information about consumer desires for beef 

steak when the consumer psyche was probed. The information gained through 

the open-ended questions allowed insight into consumer responses and better 

understanding of results (Chambers & Bowers, 1993). Demographic questions 

also were included in the questionnaire in order to provide a profile of the 

subjects used in the study. 

Pilot Test 1 

The expert panel yielded a Pilot 1 instrument with 51 questions; 38 

questions represented the 7 constructs of the expanded rational expectations 

model and the remaining 13 questions represented 2 qualitative and 11 

demographic questions. Appendix A contains the Pilot 1 instrument and a table 

that explains the constructs and questions. The Pilot 1 instrument was 

administered to a sample of 130 undergraduate student subjects to measure the 

internal consistency of scales using a diagnostic Cronbach's alpha as the 

reliability coefficient (Cronbach, 1951). Students were told about the project and 

that they were voluntarily participating in a pilot study. They were instructed to 

carefully read the instrument instructions before proceeding and were allowed all 

the time they needed to complete the instrument. A time record indicated that all 

students were able to complete the Instrument in less than 15 minutes. After all 

the questionnaires were completed, the students were thanked for their time and 

assistance. 

The data were analyzed using the item-total correlation test to determine 

the questionnaire items that should be dropped or modified based on poor 

reliability. This test showed how the Cronbach alpha of a scale improved if an 

item was deleted (Hatcher, 1994). As a rule of thumb, any scale with reliability 

coefficient above 0.70 was considered acceptable (Nunnally, 1978). Results 
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from the item-total correlation test indicated changes were needed. Based on 

statistical results and feedback from the expert panel, a total of 12 questions 

were eliminated, and 19 new questions were added (if a single word in the 

question changed, the question was considered to be new). Additional questions 

improved the measurement of latent construct variables. Modification of 

questions focused on making the questions more specific and improving their 

consistency with other questions. Changes were made to questions in order to 

improve the correspondence of questions in action, target, context, and time. 

Pilot Test 2 

The expert panel developed a Pilot 2 instrument based on results from 

Pilot 1. The Pilot 2 instrument consisted of 60 questions; 40 questions 

represented the 7 constructs of the expanded rational expectations model and 

remaining 20 questions represented 2 qualitative and 18 demographic questions. 

Appendix B contains the Pilot 2 instrument and a table that explains the 

constructs and questions. The second pilot test was conducted with 100 

different undergraduate student subjects using the same procedures as the first 

pilot. Application of the same statistical procedures used in Pilot 1 resulted in 

elimination of 1 questionnaire item from a scale associated with the expanded 

rational expectations model. After the item was dropped, all questionnaire 

scales had Cronbach alpha values above 0.70. No changes were made to 

demographic questionnaire items. 

Final Instrument 

The final instrument had a total of 59 questions; 39 questions represented 

the 7 constructs of the expanded rational expectations model and remaining 20 

questions represented 2 qualitative and 18 demographic questions. Appendix C 

contains the final instrument and a table that explains the constructs and 

questions. 

31 



Data Collection 

Data collection took place in a two week period to ensure measurement of 

time specification questions. The self administered questionnaires were 

distributed to participants at church meetings. Participants were instructed to 

carefully read the instructions on the front page of the survey before proceeding. 

If participants had questions about the survey, they were told to refer back to the 

instructions for clarification. Participants were given as much time as necessary 

to complete the 59 question instrument. Each consumer completing the 

questionnaire was given a coupon for a local restaurant. Data collection lasted 

two weeks. 

Data Coding and Entn/ 

Data for both pilot tests and the study were handled in the same manner. 

A coding sheet was developed to ensure the consistency of data entry. 

Responses to each question were coded based on the numbering scale for the 

construct. Table 1 illustrates the data coding specifications suggested by Ajzen 

and Fishbein (1980). Frequency of beef consumption was measured by an open 

ended question that was categorized into five groups for analysis (1 = Seldom 

and 5 = Always) based on beef consumption categories used by the Beef 

Industry Council (1993). 

Intention to eat beef was measured by an open ended question and on a 

Likert scale coded 1 to 7. Social acceptability was measured on a 7-point Likert 

scale and coded -3 to +3. Attitude was measured on a 7-point semantic 

differential scale and also was coded -3 to +3. Beliefs were coded -9 to +9 

through the multiplication of the two components of this construct (strength of the 

modal salient behavioral belief coded -3 to +3 and evaluation of that belief coded 

0 to 3). The subjective norm measurement used a 7-point Likert scale coded -3 

to +3. Opinions of significant others were coded -9 to +9 through multiplication 

of the two components of this construct (strength of modal salient normative 

beliefs coded -3 to +3 and motivations to comply coded 0 to 3). 

32 



The questionnaires were checked for errors by reviewing the numerical 

codes. Errors were corrected, and data were entered into the Excel computer 

program. The questionnaires were randomly checked by comparing coded 

information on the questionnaire to a printout of the entered data. Errors were 

corrected and checked again. Data analysis proceeded at the completion of 

data correction. 

Data Analysis 

Qualitative 

Qualitative data analysis procedures were consistent with Creswell 

(1994). Answers to open-ended questions were analyzed for content. Individual 

responses were tallied for evaluation. Similar responses were clustered together 

to form categories for analysis. Additionally, responses were categorized by 

gender for possible identification of differences in answers between males and 

females. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics such as ranges, distributions, frequencies, 

skewness, and kurtosis were computed to ensure that the data was normally 

distributed (a requirement of structural equation modeling) and that no outliers 

were present that would bias the results of the data analysis. Additionally, the 

final instrument was evaluated for internal consistency using the Cronbach alpha 

as the reliability coefficient. 

Structural Equation Modeling 

Structural equation modeling was employed in this study for the purpose 

of attributing direct effects between exogenous and endogenous variables due to 

the exogenous factors being studied and indirect effects due to intervening 

relationships. Structural equation modeling was appropriate for this research for 

the following reasons (Bagozzi & Yi, 1989): 
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1. Structural equation models allow for a more complete modeling of theoretical 

relations compared to traditional analyses which are limited to associations 

among measures. Structural equation modeling allows testing the whole 

model and thus is more appropriate for investigating the research model 

(Figure 2). 

2. Structural equation modeling procedures do not involve the restrictive 

assumption of homogeneity of variances and covariances of the dependent 

variables across groups. Thus, the procedures can handle the cases in 

which homogeneity assumptions are violated. 

3. Structural equation modeling is useful when there are several theoretical 

constructs underiying dependent variables. The conceptual model (Figure 2) 

includes four exogenous or independent variables and three endogenous or 

dependent variables. 

4. Structural equation modeling is useful when basic measurements tend to be 

unreliable. It provides a natural way to correct for measurement error in the 

measures of variables and thus reduces the chances of making Type II 

errors. 

Two-Step Approach to Structural Equation Modeling 

The structural equation model can be evaluated simultaneously for the 

qualities of the measures (indicator variables) and the ability of the structural 

model to capture the causal relations of the unobserved constructs. The 

expected measurement and structural relationships of the expanded rational 

expectations model are summarized in Figure 3. Anderson and Gerbing (1988) 

recommended the two-step approach as the most appropriate method for 

evaluating the model. The first step involved evaluating the measurement 

model. Using this approach, the measures were analyzed simultaneously, but 

separately from the structural model, to determine the quality of measures in 

terms of their validity and reliability. Validity was based on the discriminant 
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validity of latent constructs and reliability was based on the Cronbach alpha of 

the scales used to measure indicator variables of latent constructs The second 

step involved evaluating the complete structural model. The LISREL VIII 

(Joreskog and Sorbom, 1993) program was employed to carry out the structural 

equation modeling data analysis. 

CONyiyiLNT 
QUALIPr' 

FILLING 
GOOD WISE PLEASANT BENEFIT 

HEALTH 

PRICE 

SAFETY 

TASTE 

VERSATILITY 

CO-WORKER 

FATHER 

FRIENDS 

HtAL I HCAKt 
PROFESSIONAL 

MOTHER 

SPOUSE 

CLASSIC 

IMPRESS 

MOST 

SPECIAL 

UKELY PERCEN" WILLING 

CONSUMPTION 

• Phi (i))) matrix indicates zero-order correlations 
among constructs. 

• Gamma (y) matrix indicates causal relationships 
between independent constructs and the 
intervening and dependent constructs. 

• Beta (p) matrix indicates causal relationships 
among the intervening and dependent constructs. 

Figure 3. Expected Measurement and Structural Relationships of the 
Expanded Rational Expectations Model for Beef Steak 
Consumption in a Casual Dining Restaurant. 

Measurement Model Testing 

Confirmatory factor analysis procedure in LISREL VIII program was used 

to test the measurement model (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993). The objective of 
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the confirmatory factor analysis was to arrive at a group of indicators for each 

latent construct whose: (a) factor loadings were significant, (b) variance was 

largely composed of the common variance between the items of the construct 

intended, and (c) variance was not commonly shared by multiple items designed 

to measure some other construct. Following this objective, items were 

candidates for deletion from the model if they did not meet the three objectives 

of the measurement model. At each stage, it was necessary to bear in mind that 

the most defensible decision was based not only on statistical indicators, but on 

content considerations an t̂he underiying theory of the model as well (Joreskog & 

Sorbom, 1990). 

The confirmatory factor analysis also resulted in five measures of model 

fit, a chi-square value, a goodness of fit (GFI) indicator, comparative fit indicator 

(CFI), normed fit index (NFI), and a root mean-square error of approximation 

(RMSEA). If the chi-square had a 2 to 1 ratio or better between the chi square 

value and degrees of freedom, GFI, CFI and NFI indices > .9, and RMSEA of < 

.05, then the model fit the data. If the expanded rational expectations model 

resulted in a relatively poor fit to the data, additional results from the confirmatory 

factor analysis were used to modify the model and improve its fit (Hatcher, 

1994). After the measurement model was specified, the structural equation 

modeling analysis was conducted. 

Viability of Social Acceptability Construct 

Structural equation modeling using LISREL VIII was used to test the 

viability of the expanded model (Hypothesis 1)( Joreskog and Sorbom, 1993). 

This procedure is consistent with previous research (Sapp, 1991; Sapp & 

Harrod, 1989) in examining interdependencies within the Fishbein/Ajzen model 

(1975). 

As in past research (Sapp & Harrod, 1989), the expanded construct of 

social acceptability was directly linked with behavioral intention, and also linked 

with attitude, and subjective norm to control for the mediating effects of these 
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variables on behavioral intention (Figure 3). The impact of the expanded 

construct of social acceptability on predicting beef consumption was measured in 

two ways. First, the difference in the chi-square value between the original 

(Figure 1) and expanded (Figure 2) models provided a statistically sound 

procedure for testing the addition of the social acceptability construct (Bentler & 

Bonett, 1980). Second, the LISREL VIII structural equation modeling procedure 

provided a t-value for the path between social acceptability and behavioral 

intention (P25) for a test of this effect. If the path estimate indicated a significant 

relationship, the social acceptability construct would seem to be justified. 

In order to use chi-square, differing degrees of constraint were needed in 

order to provide a basis for comparing the statistical significance of social 

acceptability causal paths implied in the expanded model. The first constraint 

was paths P25 = Y25 = Y35 = 0. Next, paths 725 and 735 were added to the model 

to see if there was a significant improvement to the model. This tested the 

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) theory that states additional exogenous constructs 

were mediated by attitude and subjective norm. 

The expanded model was then examined to determine the viability of 

including social acceptability as a distinct exogenous construct. This test 

involved comparing the improvement in fit to the expanded model with the 

addition of the path P25. The results of this analysis indicated whether or not 

path p25 provided a statistically better fit to the expanded model, and thus 

determined if social acceptability improved the prediction of behavioral intention 

within the theory of reasoned action. Additionally, the significance of path P25 

was examined to determine the importance of the social acceptability construct. 

Expanded Rational Expectations Model Causal Relationships 

Structural equation modeling also was used in this study to simultaneously 

examine the causal relationships stated in the expanded model. This analysis 

allowed for testing hypotheses two through four by conducting significance tests 

for specific causal paths (Joreskog & Sorebom, 1993). 
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Figure 3 illustrates the path estimates and t-values that were calculated 

for each independent, mediating, and dependent construct. The Phi symbols (<^) 

indicated correlations between independent constructs. The modal salient 

behavioral belief and modal salient normative beliefs (referent others) correlation 

were represented by ^^2, modal salient behavioral beliefs and social acceptability 

(t)i3, and referent others and social acceptability (j)23. The Gamma symbols (y) 

represented the relationships between the independent and the intervening and 

dependent constructs. The relationship between modal salient behavioral beliefs 

and attitude was 731, modal salient normative beliefs and subjective norm 742, 

social acceptability and attitude 735, and social acceptability and subjective norm 

745. The Beta symbols (P) represented relationships between the intervening 

constructs behavior. The relationship between social acceptability and 

behavioral intention was measured by P25, attitude and behavioral intention with 

p23, subjective norm with behavioral intention P24, and behavioral intention with 

behavior P12. 

Comparison Model for Females and Males 

Hypotheses five and six were measured with two expanded rational 

expectation models, one for males and one for females. Procedures for 

conducting this analysis were the same as in the previous discussion of 

expanded rational expectations model causal paths (Joreskog & Sorebom, 

1993). The path estimates for attitude P23, subjective norm P24, and social 

acceptability P25 were evaluated in predicting behavioral intention for each 

gender. Significance tests and beta values were then used to determine the 

outcomes of hypotheses five and six. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Demographic and Beef Consumption Characteristics of the Sample 

Table 2 illustrates the demographic and beef consumption characteristics 

of the consumer sample (n = 254). The sample had a balanced distribution of 

females (49.6%) and males (50.4%). The ages of consumers in the sample 

were distributed from 25 to 35 years with an average age of 30.1 years. 

Caucasian was the primary ethnic background of the sample (98.0%) and the 

education level that characterized the majority (52.4%) of the sample was a 

bachelor's degree. The income level of the sample had a wide distribution; 

however, the majority (53.5%) of the consumers had income levels ranging from 

$35,000 to $74,999. 

In addition to demographic traits, the consumer sample was divided into 

three beef consumption categories which included light beef eaters (less than 

five times in a two-week period), moderate beef eaters (about five times in a two 

week period), and heavy beef eaters (greater than five times in a two week 

period). These categories were developed by the Beef Industry Council (1993) 

to identify consumer market segments. The sample was comprised of 44.4% 

light beef eaters, 31.0% moderate beef eaters, and 24.6% heavy beef eaters. 

Qualitative Results 

Qualitative data were collected on consumers' experiences with steak in a 

casual dining restaurant environment. Tally sheets with overall and gender 

specific responses are in Appendix D. Taste, flavor, and tenderness were items 

listed the most frequently as positive characteristics of steak. Juiciness and 

cooked to specifications were other common positive comments. These findings 

are consistent with past research that identified sensory attributes as one of the 

major issues in the decision to consume food products (Sloan, 1996). Males and 

females did not differ in their frequency of positive item listings. 
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Table 2. Demographic and beef consumption characteristics of participants in 
the expanded rational expectations model research study. 

Trait 

Gender 
Female 
Male 

Age 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

Ethnicity 
African American 
American Indian 
Caucasian 
Hispanic 
Other 

Education 
Completed high school 
Associates degree/Some college 
Bachelor's degree 
Graduate degree 

Income Level 
< $5,000 
$ 5,000-$ 9,999 
$10,000-$14,999 
$15,000-$24,999 
$25,000 - $34,999 
$35,000 - $49,999 
$50,000 - $74,999 
$75,000 - $99,999 
> $99,999 

Beef Consumption 
Light beef eater 
Moderate beef eater 
Heavy beef eater 

< 5 times/2 weeks 
= 5 times/2 weeks 
> 5 times/2 weeks 

Number 

125 
127 

22 
14 
21 
29 
37 
28 
12 
16 
14 
27 
32 

1 
2 

247 
2 
2 

18 
56 

130 
44 

2 
9 
5 

29 
39 
62 
69 
21 

9 

112 
78 
62 

Percentage 

49.6 
50.4 

8.7 
5.6 
8.3 

11.5 
14.7 
11.1 
4.8 
6.3 
5.6 

10.7 
12.7 

0.2 
0.6 

98.0 
0.6 
0.6 

7.3 
22.6 
52.4 
17.7 

0.8 
3.7 
2.0 

11.8 
15.9 
25.3 
28.2 

8.6 
3.7 

44.4 
31.0 
24.6 
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The most frequently listed negative comments regarding steak included 

not being prepared to specifications, toughness, too expensive, and fat content. 

Gristle, dryness, and unreliable quality were other negative comments frequently 

listed. These results are consistent with past consumer research where fat 

content, toughness, and expense were identified by consumers as negative 

characteristics of beef (Sloan, 1996; Khan, Teas, & Uhlenhopp, 1995; NLMB, 

1995b). There were no gender differences in the negative comments listed. 

Data Description and Instrument Reliability Results 

Table 3 includes the Cronbach reliability coefficients for the scales used in 

the instrument. All scales had a reliability coefficient greater than the 0.70 cutoff 

point suggested by Nunnally (1978). The scale that had the highest Cronbach 

alpha was referent others at 0.89. The attitude scale had an alpha value of 0.81, 

beliefs scale 0.73, and social acceptability 0.78. Behavior and subjective norm 

constructs did not have reliability coefficients since they were one-item scales. 

Additionally, intention did not have a reliability coefficient since only two items 

being measured on the same scale (percentage was an open-ended question). 

Based on Hatcher's (1994) suggestion it was not valid to run a reliability on a 

two-item scale. The intention questions have proven reliable in past research on 

meat consumption (Adams, Hoover, & Gustafson, 1997). 

The means and standard deviations for model variables appear in Table 

4. Behavior and subjective norms were measured as single item constructs, 

while beliefs, referent others, social acceptability, attitudes, and behavioral 

intentions were measured as latent constnjcts. The mean for the behavior 

category was 2.78 on a 5-point scale and the averages for intend and willing 

variables were 5.14 and 6.13 on a 7-point scale, respectively. Additionally, the 

average percentage chance of participants consuming steak in a casual dining 

restaurant in the three month period subsequent to data collection was 57%. 
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Table 3. Scales used to measure variables in the expanded rational 
expectations model including Cronbach reliability for each scale. 

Instrument 

Frequency of 
consumption 

Intention to eat beef 
Intention 
Percentage 
Willing 

Attitude 
Good/Bad 
Foolish/Wise 
Harmful/Beneficial 
Pleasant/Unpleasant 

Subjective norm 

Belief Strength & 
Evaluation 

Consistent Quality 
Filling 
Health 
Price 
Safety 
Taste 
Versatility 

Referent Others & 
Motivation to Comply 

Co-worker 
Father 
Friends 
Health Care Professional 
Mother 
Spouse 

Social Acceptability 
Classic menu item 
Impress 
Most persons eat 
Special occasions 

Type 

open-
ended 

Likert & 
open-
ended 

semantic 
differential 

Likert 

Likert & 
semantic 

differential 

Likert 

Likert 

Items 

Number 

1 

3 

4 

1 

7 

6 

4 

Score 
range 

1 to 5 

1 to 7 

0 to 100 

-3 to +3 

-3 to +3 

-9 to +9 

-9 to +9 

-3 to +3 

Coefficient 
of Internal 
Consistency Comments 

a = 8 1 

a = .73 

a = .89 

a = 77 

Higher score 
means greater 
consumption of 
beef steak 

Higher score 
means greater 
intention to eat beef 
steak 

Higher score 
means more 
favorable attitude 
toward eating 
beef steak 

Higher score 
means more 
support for eating 
beef steak 

Higher score 
means prediction of 
positive attitude 
about eating beef 
steak. 

Higher score 
means more 
support for eating 
beef 

Higher score 

means more 
support for eating 
beef 
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Table 4. Construct and variable means and standard errors used in the 
expanded rational expectations model research. 

Construct/Variable 

Behavior 

Intention to eat beef 
Intention 
Percentage 
Willing 

Attitude 
Good/Bad 
Foolish/Wise 
Harmful/Beneficial 
Pleasant/Unpleasant 

Subjective norm 

Belief Strength & Evaluation 
Consistent Quality 
Filling 
Health 
Price 
Safety 
Taste 
Versatility 

Referent Others & Motivation to Comply 
Co-worker 
Father 
Friends 
Health Care Professional 
Mother 
Spouse 

Social Acceptability 
Classic menu item 
Impress 
Most persons eat 
Special occasions 

Mean 

2.78 

5.14 
56.97 
6.13 

1.71 
.65 
.81 

1.84 
0.10 

-0.52 
5.60 
2.23 
0.32 
4.21 
6.47 
5.02 

0.38 
0.62 
0.42 

-0.66 
0.43 
1.00 

1.42 
-0.29 
0.93 
1.26 

Standard Error 

0.15 

0.11 
2.36 
0.08 

0.08 
0.07 
0.08 
0.08 
0.09 

0.26 
0.16 
0.23 
0.22 
0.20 
0.17 
0.23 

0.11 
0.20 
0.13 
0.18 
0.18 
0.24 

0.09 
0.11 
0.09 
0.10 
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The consistent quality belief variable had the lowest average (-.052). This 

finding may imply that consumers believe steak is of inconsistent quality, which 

disagrees with past research (NLMB, 1995b). Taste had the highest mean (6.47) 

for a belief variable which supports Sloan's (1996) suggestion that sensory 

appeal is a major factor in food choice. 

Spouse was the referent other with the highest average (1.0). This 

disagrees with Sapp's (1991) research that identified spouse as referent other 

with little influence on beef consumption. Health care professional was the 

referent other variable with the lowest mean (-0.66). This may indicate that 

consumers do not refer to their health care professional on steak consumption 

choices. Steak as a classic menu item had the highest average for the social 

acceptability construct and steak impressing dining companions had the lowest 

(-0.29). 

Normally distributed data is a requirement for the structural equation 

modeling analysis. Descriptive data analysis resulted in skewness and kurtosis 

values for the data that indicated several variables were not normally distributed. 

Additionally, several different scales (Table 1) were used in measuring the 

indicator variables for latent constructs. Therefore, the data were transformed 

into standardized estimates for structural equation modeling data analysis as 

recommended by Cryer and Miller (1994) and Anderson and Gerbing (1988). 

The correlation matrix used to conduct confirmatory factor and structural 

equation modeling analysis in LISREL VIII appears in Table 5. Variables with 

high correlations (greater than 0.70) included mom and dad (0.86), subjective 

norm and mom (0.77), subjective norm and dad (0.71), and percentage and 

intend (0.73). Mom and dad were highly correlated based on their parental 

relationship to the consumer. It seems that consumers' perceptions of moms' 

and dads' opinion on steak consumption were similar. Additionally, mom and 

dad were highly correlated with subjective norm. This could be due to 

consumers considering parents as the people important to them; therefore, the 

items would correlate. 
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Table 5. Pearson correlation coefficients for expanded rational expectations 
model variables. 

TST 

SFTY 

HLTH 

CO 

PRO 

FLG 

VST 

CW 

SPS 

FRD 

DAD 

MOM 

HP 

SPCL 

MOST 

MPRS 

CLSC 

GOOD 

BNFT 

WISE 

PLSNT 

SJ 

INTO 

PER 

WILL 

BHV 

TST 

1.00 

0.35 

0.30 

0.19 

0.24 

0.45 

0.26 

0.08 

0.22 

0.16 

0.18 

0.24 

0.17 

0.32 

0.23 

0.16 

0.24 

0.49 

0.29 

0.24 

0.47 

0.22 

0.38 

0.31 

0.28 

0.27 

SFTY 

1.00 

0.52 

0.25 

0.23 

0.32 

0.33 

0.04 

0.09 

0.09 

0.13 

0.12 

0.14 

0.20 

0.20 

0.08 

0.18 

0.27 

0.39 

0.36 

0.27 

0.18 

0.26 

0.18 

0.18 

.016 

HLTH 

1.00 

0.25 

0.34 

0.19 

0.40 

0.14 

0.09 

0.13 

0.16 

0.14 

0.28 

0.21 

0.21 

0.19 

0.13 

0.28 

0.42 

0.35 

0.25 

.023 

0.24 

0.16 

0.14 

0.14 

CQ 

1.00 

0.40 

0.14 

0.05 

0.23 

0.14 

0.23 

0.21 

0.18 

0.27 

0.14 

0.14 

0.23 

0.09 

0.17 

0.16 

0.21 

0.10 

0.23 

0.19 

0.13 

0.13 

0.12 

PRO 

1.00 

0.21 

0.20 

0.12 

0.26 

0.21 

0.23 

0.23 

0.25 

0.16 

0.14 

0.17 

0.15 

0.28 

0.24 

0.31 

0.27 

0.27 

0.30 

0.33 

0.27 

0.27 

FLG 

1.00 

0.33 

0.14 

0.15 

0.11 

0.17 

0.17 

0.09 

0.26 

0.28 

0.10 

0.22 

0.32 

0.30 

0.30 

0.31 

0.17 

0.18 

0.15 

0.20 

0.13 

VST 

1.00 

0.08 

0.08 

0.10 

0.12 

0.11 

0.19 

0.14 

0.12 

-0.03 

0.27 

0.24 

0.35 

0.29 

0.31 

0.12 

0.21 

0.18 

0.14 

0.18 

CW 

1.00 

0.41 

0.65 

0.41 

0.46 

0.53 

0.32 

0.38 

0.42 

0.23 

0.25 

0.23 

0.17 

0.17 

0.51 

0.19 

0.18 

0.17 

0.17 

SPS 

1.00 

0.65 

0.67 

0.70 

0.45 

0.39 

0.35 

0.32 

0.28 

0.40 

0.25 

0.28 

0.29 

0.68 

0.36 

0.34 

0.30 

0.25 
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Table 5. Continued. 

FRD 

DAD 

MOM 

HP 

SPCL 

MOST 

MPRS 

CLSC 

GOOD 

BNFT 

WISE 

PLSNT 

SJ 

INTD 

PER 

WILL 

BHV 

GOOD 

BNFT 

WISE 

PLSNT 

SJ 

INTD 

PER 

WILL 

BHV 

FRD 

1.00 

0.66 

0.70 

0.58 

0.38 

0.42 

0.39 

0.26 

0.36 

0.23 

0.23 

0.28 

0.65 

0.31 

0.26 

0.26 

0.24 

GOOD 

1.00 

0.54 

0.52 

0.69 

0.40 

0.57 

0.50 

0.52 

0.40 

DAD 

1.00 

0.86 

0.48 

0.36 

0.45 

0.31 

0.27 

0.37 

0.33 

0.35 

0.31 

0.71 

0.35 

0.27 

0.33 

0.17 

BNFT 

1.00 

0.59 

0.44 

0.27 

0.29 

0.26 

0.30 

0.19 

MOM 

1.00 

0.50 

0.40 

0.46 

0.36 

0.28 

0.39 

0.34 

0.35 

0.35 

0.77 

0.32 

0.26 

0.27 

0.22 

WISE 

1.00 

0.39 

0.32 

0.40 

0.37 

0.34 

0.30 

HP 

1.00 

0.30 

0.41 

0.33 

0.27 

0.33 

0.26 

0.16 

0.22 

0.63 

0.24 

0.15 

0.22 

0.14 

PLSNT 

1.00 

0.32 

0.57 

0.50 

0.51 

0.39 

SPCL 

1.00 

0.65 

0.46 

0.45 

0.35 

0.23 

0.27 

0.41 

0.49 

0.45 

0.30 

0.27 

0.33 

SJ 

1.00 

0.33 

0.26 

0.22 

0.24 

MOST 

1.00 

0.42 

0.49 

0.31 

0.28 

0.22 

0.30 

0.52 

0.28 

0.19 

0.25 

0.21 

INTD 

1.00 

0.73 

0.65 

0.60 

MPRS 

1.00 

0.34 

0.22 

0.18 

0.13 

0.24 

0.42 

0.18 

0.11 

0.09 

0.14 

PER 

1.00 

0.56 

0.67 

CLSC 

1.00 

0.32 

0.27 

0.20 

0.38 

0.34 

0.38 

0.21 

0.21 

0.19 

WILL 

1.00 

0.41 
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The percentage and intend variables also were highly correlated. The 

logic behind this correlation is that both variables are directly measuring 

consumer intention to consume steak in a casual dining restaurant. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Measurement Model 

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted in eight cycles to obtain a 

measurement model that fit the data (Table 6). In each cycle a problematic 

indicant was identified and dropped from the measurement model. Model fit 

indices indicated a good fit to the data when the x has a ratio between 1 and 2 

with degrees of freedom, GFI, CFI, and NFI indices > 0.90, and RMSEA < 0.05. 

The initial measurement model included 26 items across 7 constructs. The 

resulting model fit was x̂ 280) = 689.60. Additionally, the GFI = 0.82, CFI=0.88, 

NFI=0.81, and the RMSEA=0.076 suggesting an ill fitting measurement model. 

The lack of fit in the initial specification was traced to the problematic 

indicant co-worker. This indicant was loading on other constructs in addition to 

referent others. This could be attributed to the large portion of missing data 

(30%) for this Indicant in the data set. Since there were large portions of missing 

data, the additional loadings could not be considered valid. Hence the item was 

deleted. 

The second measurement model Included 25 items across 7 constructs. 

The resulting model fit was x̂ 256) = 593.94, GFI=0.84, CFI=0.89, NFI=0.83, and 

RMSEA=0.072. Again, these indices indicate ill fit. Therefore, indicants were 

investigated a second time. Health care professional was identified as second 

the problematic indicant. This indicant loaded on beliefs and subjective norm in 

addition to referent others. This can be explained in three ways. 

First, the normative beliefs relating to a health care professional seemed 

to coincide with behavioral beliefs of steak being a healthy menu item. In other 

words, the influence of health care professional seemed to be measured by an 
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individual's behavioral belief of health. Therefore, measuring health care 

professional as a referent other was redundant. 

Second, health care professional may not be considered a referent other 

to consumers. The additional referent others were family members or friends 

(co-worker has already been identified as a poor indicant). Consumers may not 

refer to their health care professional on a frequent enough basis to be 

considered a referent other. 

Table 6. Summary of expanded rational expectations measurement model 
respecification process. 

Changes made from previous 
test 

Indicant Measures 

No changes 

Delete co-worker 

Delete health care professional 

Delete percentage 

Delete consistent quality 

Tie (mom and dad) 
Tie (safety and health) 

Delete foolish/wise 

Delete versatile 

Full Measurement Model 

None 

GFI 

0.82 

0.84 

0.85 

0.85 

0.86 

0.88 

0.90 

0.91 

0.91 

CFI 

0.88 

0.89 

0.91 

0.91 

0.92 

0.93 

0.94 

0.96 

0.95 

NFI 

0.81 

0.83 

0.85 

0.85 

0.86 

0.87 

0.89 

0.90 

0.90 

RMSEA 

0.076 

0.072 

0.068 

0.069 

0.068 

0.063 

0.058 

0.054 

0.054 

2 
X 

689.60 

593.94 

503.75 

465.94 

415.35 

375.81 

312.68 

259.73 

273.41 

df 

280 

256 

223 

211 

190 

188 

168 

149 

159 

Note: 

GFI = Goodness of Fit Index for the model 
CFI = Comparative Fit Index for the model 
NFI = Normed Fit Index for the model 
RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 
x' =Chi-Square 

df = Degrees of freedom for chi-square 
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Third, consumers may not know who to believe when it comes to advice 

on food. There are mixed reports of something being unhealthy according to 

one source and healthy according to another. Consumers may be cautious in 

believing what they hear, and more importantly may not let advice of a health 

care professional influence their food consumption decisions. Based on these 

reasons health care professional was deleted. 

The third measurement model included 24 items across 7 constructs. 

The resulting model fit was x̂ 223) = 503.75, GFI=0.85, CFI=0.91, NFI=0.85, and 

RMSEA=0.068. The indices were improving toward better fit; however, the 

model still did not fit the data. Percentage was the problematic indicant identified 

in association with the third model. The indicant was loaded on intentions and 

behavior. This could be explained by the correlation in behavioral intention and 

behavior (0.69). Additionally, the wording of the percentage question was open 

ended, whereas the other two indicators of intention were on a 7-point Likert 

scale. Following this rationale the percentage indicant was dropped. 

The fourth measurement model included 23 items across 7 constructs. 

The resulting model fit was x^2ii) = 465.94, GFI=0.85, CFI=0.91, NFI=0.85, and 

RMSEA=0.069. Most of the indices stayed the same while chi-square improved. 

Once again the indices implied ill fit, and another problematic indicant was 

identified. Consistent quality had a low loading on beliefs which indicated it was 

a poor indicator of consumer belief about steak in a restaurant. Consumers 

seem to rely more on the other indicators when determining their overall belief 

about steak in a casual dining restaurant. Consequently, consistent quality was 

dropped. 

The fifth measurement model included 22 items across 7 constructs. The 

resulting model fit was x î90) = 415.35, GFI=0.86, CFI=0.92, NFI=0.86, and 

RMSEA=0.068. All indices improved but the chi square ratio was slightly above 

2 and the GFI and NFI indices were still below 0.90 which indicate ill fit. The 

indicants mother and father were highly correlated (0.86) and seemed to be 

close to the same indicant. Therefore, their error terms were allowed to be tied 
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together. This can be explained by individual's viewing the opinions of their 

parents the same as the opinions of an individual mother or father. Additionally, 

confirmatory factor analysis modifications suggested indicants health and safety 

should have the error terms tied together. Consumers seem to perceive safe 

and healthy food items similariy when forming their overall belief of steak. 

The sixth measurement model included 22 items across 7 constructs with 

error tied together on two sets of indicants. The resulting model fit was 

X̂ 188) = 375.51, GF1=0.88, CFI=.93, NFI=.87, and RMSEA=0.063. Once more 

the indices indicated ill fit, and an problematic indicant was identified. The 

indicant wise was considered a weak indicator of attitude due to question 

wording. The negative version of wise was foolish which is personally 

derogatory. It also seems to be different from the other three measures of 

attitude (good/bad, pleasant/unpleasant, beneficial/harmful). Based on this 

reasoning, the indicant wise was dropped. 

The seventh measurement model included 21 items across 7 constructs. 

The resulting model fit was x îes) = 312.65, GFI=0.90, CFN0.94, NFI=0.89, and 

RMSEA=0.058. The chi square statistic ratio was between 1 and 2 (1.86), the 

GFI = 0.90, CFI=0.94, and NFI=0.89. Most of the model fit indices show good fit; 

however, the normed fit index is still below 0.90. The indicant versatile was 

targeted for deletion due to suggestions from the modification indices in LISREL 

VIII and relatively low loading on the belief construct. 

The eighth measurement model included 20 items across 7 constructs. 

The resulting model fit was x î49) = 259.73, GFI=0.91, CFI=0.96, NF1=0.90, and 

RMSEA=0.054. The chi square statistic ratio was between 1 and 2 (1.74) and 

the other measurement indices indicated good model fit. Additionally, the 

modification Indices in LISREL VIII did not suggest further model adjustments. 

At this point results implied the measurement model was specified. 
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Full Model 

Once the measurement model was specified, structural equation modeling 

was used to determine model fit when the causal paths were designated. The 

confirmatory factor analysis focused on measurement variables or indicants, 

whereas the full model combined the measurement variables with causal paths 

to determine model fit. The resulting fit of the full model was x î59) = 273.41, 

GF1=0.91, CFI=0.95, NFI=0.90, and RMSEA=0.054. These indices indicate 

good fit for the expanded rational expectations model. Therefore, further 

structural equation modeling analysis on causal path estimates could proceed. 

Table 7 depicts the standardized path estimates and T-values for the final 

full measurement model. The T-values for all indicator variables were 

statistically significant at a level of p < 0.01 and beyond. Taste was the strongest 

indicator of the belief construct at 0.71. This finding is supported by Sloan 

(1996) indicating the importance of sensory traits in food consumption decisions. 

All indicators of the referent others construct were strong. Mother and 

father seemed to be slightly stronger than spouse and friends, but only by a 

small margin. This disagrees with past research where spouse was considered 

a weak indicator of the referent other construct (Sapp, 1991). Special occasions 

and most persons eat steak were the strongest indicators of the social 

acceptability construct. This finding is consistent with Sapp's (1991) research 

where special occasion was a strong indicator of social acceptability. 

Viability of the Social Acceptability Construct 

Differing degrees of constraint were used on the final expanded rational 

expectations model to determine the viability of the social acceptability construct. 

The results of constraining social acceptability paths are shown in Table 8. The 

first constraint was paths P25 = Y25 = Y35 = 0. The resulting model fit was 

X̂ (162) = 294.02, GFI=0.90, CFN0.95, NFI=0.89, and RMSEA=0.057. Next, paths 

Y25 and 735 were added to the model to see if there was a significant 
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improvement to the model. The resulting model fit was x (160) = 276.98, 

GFI=0.91, CFI=0.95, NFI=0.90, and RMSEA=0.054. According to model fit 

indices, there was not significant improvement in adding paths 725 and 735. The 

final step was to add path P25 to the model and test fit. The resulting model fit 

was x^i59) = 273.41, GFI=0.91, CFI=0.95, NFN0.90, and RMSEA=0.053. 

Table 7. Standardized estimates with standard errors and t-values for 
measurement variables in the final measurement model of the 
expanded rational expectations model. 

Construct/Variable 

Behavior 

Intention to eat beef 
Intention 
Willing 

Attitude 
Good/Bad 
Harmful/Beneficial 
Pleasant/Unpleasant 

Subjective norm 

Belief Strength & Evaluation 
Filling 
Health 
Price 
Safety 
Taste 

Referent Others & Motivation to Comply 
Father 
Friends 
Mother 
Spouse 

Social Acceptability 
Classic menu item 
Impress 
Most persons eat 
Special occasions 

Estimate 

1.00 

.91 

.71 

.86 

.59 

.81 

1.00 

.55 

.46 

.43 

.49 

.71 

.84 

.79 

.90 

.80 

.59 

.56 

.79 

.81 

Standard 
Error 

0.00 

0.00 
0.07 

0.00 
0.07 
0.07 

0.00 

0.11 
0.11 
0.10 
0.11 
0.00 

0.07 
0.07 
0.07 
0.00 

0.08 
0.08 
0.08 
0.00 

T-value 

0.00 

0.00 -
11.94** 

0.00 
9.56** 

14.05** 

0.00 

7.16** 
6.03** 
5.77** 
6.45** 
0.00 

14.47** 
13.66** 
15.92** 
0.00 

9.13** 
8.55** 

12.30** 
0.00 

* * , <.01 
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Table 8. Rational Expectations and Expanded Rational Expectations model 
comparisons. 

Model GFI CFI NFI RMSEA -/ df 

P25 = 725 = 735 = 0 0-90 0.95 0.89 0.057 294.02 162 

P25 = 0 0.91 0.95 0.90 0.054 276.98 160 

Complete model 0.91 0.95 0.90 0.053 273.41 159 

Note: 

GFI = Goodness of Fit Index for the model 
CFI = Comparative Fit Index for the model 
NFI = Normed Fit Index for the model 
RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 
X - Chi-Square 
df = Degrees of freedom for chi-square 

The model fit indices calculated in confirmatory factor analysis indicate 

that the social acceptability construct was not a viable addition to Fishbein and 

Ajzen's rational expectations model. This finding does not support hypothesis 

one based on statistical results. However, fit indices alone could not logically 

determine the viability of the social acceptability construct, an additional step was 

necessary. 

The additional step in examining the expanded model involved 

determining the viability of including social acceptability as a distinct exogenous 

construct. This test involved determining the significance of the causal path P25. 

The results of this analysis indicated path P25 was a significant causal path in 

predicting behavioral intention. Therefore, the two general steps in determining 

the viability of the social acceptability constmct seem to be in disagreement. 

Additional investigations of the model were needed to determine the viability of 

the added constmct. 

One possible reason the model showed insignificant improvement with the 

addition of the social acceptability constmct paths may be due to the significant 

correlations between exogenous constmcts (Table 9). Research has indicated 
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that correlations between constructs were acceptable as long as indicator 

variables representing each construct loaded as specified (Sapp & Harrod, 

1989). According to the final measurement model, the expanded rational 

expectations model did have indicants that loaded significantly on respective 

constructs and did not crossload on other constructs. Therefore, correlations 

were justified. 

Table 9. Path estimates and t-values for structural relationships in the expanded 
rational expectations model. 

Path 

(t)l2 

(t)l3 

(t)23 

731 

733 

742 

743 

Pl2 

P23 

P24 

P25 

Estimate 

0.42 

0.51 

0.62 

0.67 

0.21 

0.74 

0.18 

0.64 

0.66 

-0.03 

0.17 

Standard Error 

0.09 

0.06 

0.06 

0.13 

0.08 

0.08 

0.07 

0.07 

0.08 

0.06 

0.10 

T-value 

4.80** 

5.24** 

6.78** 

6.43** 

2.57** 

11.53** 

3.16** 

10.60** 

8.51** 

-0.46 

1.92* 

*p < .05 **p< .01 

If the exogenous constructs were correlated and the causal paths 

between social acceptability and endogenous constmcts were insignificant then 

the addition of the social acceptability construct would not be viable. However, 

all causal paths between social acceptability and the endogenous constmcts 

attitude, subjective norm, and behavioral intention were significant (Table 9) 
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which gives sound justification for adding the social acceptability construct to the 

rational expectations model (Sapp & Harrod, 1989). Based on results of the 

structural equation modeling, the social acceptability construct is viable. The 

particular wording of hypothesis one causes it to be disproved (model fit indices 

did not improve with the addition of the social acceptability construct); however, 

other results indicate the logical importance of the social acceptability construct. 

Expanded Rational Expectations Model Causal Relationships 

All causal paths in the expanded rational expectations model were 

significant except for P24 (subjective norm to behavioral intention). Table 9 

reports the causal path estimates and T-values for the model and Figure 4 

illustrates the causal relationships. The Phi (^) symbols indicated the 

correlations between independent constructs. The modal salient behavioral 

belief construct and modal salient normative beliefs (referent others) construct 

correlation was represented by (t)i2 with a significant (p < 0.01) value of 0.42. 

This finding disagrees with previous research that indicated an insignificant 

correlation between belief and referent other constructs (Sapp, 1991; Sapp & 

Harrod, 1989). Modal salient behavioral beliefs and social acceptability (^^z) had 

a significant (p < 0.01) correlation of 0.51, and referent others and social 

acceptability ((1)23) significant (p < 0.01) correlation was 0.62. Significant 

correlations between (t)i3 and ^23 also were observed in past beef consumption 

model research (Sapp, 1991; Sapp & Harrod, 1989). 

The Gamma (7) symbols represented the relationships between the 

independent and the intervening and dependent constructs. The relationship 

between modal salient behavioral beliefs and attitude was 731, with a significant 

(p < 0.01) path estimate of 0.67. Modal salient normative beliefs and subjective 

norm (742) had significant (p < 0.01) path estimate of 0.74. All the paths 

associated with the social acceptability constmct were significant. The two social 
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acceptability gamma paths (733 & 743) had significant (p < 0.01) path estimates of 

0.21 and 0.17, respectively. Additionally, the beta path (P25) between social 

acceptability and behavioral intention had a significant (p < 0.05) causal path 

estimate of 0.17. These findings seem to prove hypothesis four, since social 

acceptability had a significant effect on attitude, subjective norm, and behavioral 

intention. 

0.67 

CONSUMPTION 

Figure 4. Expanded Rational Expectations Model Causal Path Estimates. 

Betas also were used in measuring attitude and subjective norm effects 

on behavioral intention. The relationship between attitude and behavioral 

intention (P23) was significant (p < 0.01) with a path estimate of 0.66. This finding 

seems to prove hypothesis two that stated attitude would have a significant 
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influence on behavioral intention. This result is supported by Sapp (1991) and 

Sapp and Harrod (1989). 

The relationship between subjective norm and behavioral intention (P24) 

was had an insignificant (p > 0.05) path estimate of -0.03 which upholds 

hypothesis three that stated subjective norm would have an insignificant effect 

on behavioral intention. This finding is consistent with past research that reported 

the subjective norm component was less important than attitude in consumers' 

food choice (Tuorila, 1987; Shepherd, 1989; Towler & Shepherd, 1991). 

Each endogenous construct also had an R̂  which indicated the amount of 

the construct's variance that was explained by exogenous or intervening 

constructs. Attitude had an R̂  of 0.63 which reports that 63% of the variance 

associated with the attitude construct was explained by beliefs and social 

acceptability. Seventy-five percent of the subjective norm's construct was 

explained by referent others and social acceptability. Behavioral intention had 

an R̂  of 0.57 which indicates that 57% of its variance was explained by attitude, 

subjective norm, and social acceptability. Behavior had an R̂  of 0.41 which 

reveals that 41% of the variance in behavior was explained by behavioral 

intention. 

Comparisons of Females and Males 

The comparison between females and males focused on path estimates 

for social acceptability to behavioral intention (P25) and attitude to behavioral 

intention (P23). Hypothesis five stated that social acceptability would have 

significant effect on behavioral intention for females and not for males. Results 

indicate that the path estimate P25 was significant (p < .10) for females and not 

for males (p > 0.10) which seems to support hypothesis five. This finding 

indicates that females placed more weight on the social acceptability of eating 

steak in a casual dining restaurant than males. Past research on gender 

differences In food consumption supports this finding that females place more 

emphasis on normative factors than males (Axelson & Brinberg, 1989). 
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Hypothesis six stated that males will place more weight on the attitudinal 

construct predicting behavioral intention to eat steak than females. Results 

indicate that in both males and females P23 is a significant causal path and 

neither gender differs in the amount of weight placed on P23. This finding does 

not support hypothesis six. Past beef research conducted by Sapp (1991) also 

did not detect gender differences in the attitudinal construct predicting behavioral 

intention. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The beef industry is looking for ways to expand the consumption of beef 

in order to successfully compete for market share. Consumers are spending a 

larger portion of their income in commercial foodservice establishments which 

offers the beef industry opportunities for growth, especially in casual dining 

restaurants. Consumer behavior model research has been conducted for beef in 

general; however, there has not been beef research focusing on steak in casual 

dining restaurants. This study used a consumer behavior model to investigate 

steak consumption in the casual dining restaurant environment. 

Major Findings of the Study 

Hypothesis one tested the viability of expanding Fishbein and Ajzen's 

rational expectations model with the addition of the social acceptability construct. 

Mixed results were achieved in this study. According to chi-square values, the 

addition of social acceptability was not viable; however, each social acceptability 

path estimate was significant indicating importance of the added construct. This 

implies that social acceptability may not have significantly improved model fit, but 

did have a significant effect on other constructs, specifically behavioral intention. 

Hypotheses two and three dealt with the relationships between attitude 

and subjective norm on behavioral intention. Attitude had a significant effect on 

behavioral Intention while subjective norm an insignificant effect. Both of these 

findings seem to prove the two hypotheses. Results imply that consumers place 

more weight on attitudes and the exogenous constmct beliefs when making 

steak consumption choices. 

Hypothesis four dealt with the effect of social acceptability on attitude, 

subjective norm, and behavioral intention. Each of these causal paths were 

significant, indicating the influence of social acceptability on casual dining 

restaurant steak consumption. This finding implies that generalized societal 
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opinions about steak in a casual dining restaurant may have influenced this 

sample of consumers' steak consumption. 

Hypotheses five and six targeted gender differences in attitude to 

behavioral intention and social acceptability to behavioral intention causal path 

affects. Results suggested that males and females did not differ on the 

significance of attitude on behavioral intention; however, females considered the 

social acceptability of consuming steak to be significantly important, whereas 

males did not. This could have implications for marketing strategies for steak. 

Marketing efforts of steak could be focused on the social acceptability of steak 

for females and other types of enticing messages for males. 

Impact of Study 

The beef Industry indicated a need for consumer market research in order 

to more successfully compete for market share. This study employed one 

method for investigating consumer behavior related to steak in a casual dining 

restaurant. The expanded rational expectations model identified indicators that 

significantly influenced consumer behavior related to steak consumption. The 

most Important Indicants in predicting and influencing behavior were those that 

measured the beliefs construct. This construct influenced attitude, behavioral 

intention, and ultimately behavior of consuming steak in a casual dining 

restaurant. The specific indicants identified by this sample of consumers were 

(in order of loading strength) taste, filling, safety/health, and price. The beef 

industry and restauranteurs could use these indicants as areas to focus their 

efforts in trying to meet consumer preferences for steak in a casual dining 

restaurant. Additionally, the indicants could be used to change consumer beliefs 

about steak in the casual dining restaurant. 

If similar results were obtained using the expanded rational expectations 

model on a national level the beef industry could justify continued research on 

optimizing sensory traits and safety/health of steak. The restaurant Industry 

could Investigate price points to allow steak to continue to be considered value 
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for the dollar. Serving size could also be monitored to keep a balance between 

steak being satisfying (filling) and being too heavy (over-filling). 

If the beef industry could understand the causes of casual dining 

restaurant steak consumption, it could better meet consumer needs. 

Additionally, the beef industry could work more effectively with casual dining 

restaurants to provide steaks that consumers prefer. Providing a product that 

meets consumer preferences could lead to increased market share for the beef 

industry and increased profits for casual dining restaurants. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Extended Analysis 

This study focused on analysis of qualitative, model, and gender influence 

components of the questionnaire. Additional opinion leadership and beef 

consumption orientation questions will be further evaluated to measure possible 

differences in beef consumption based on consumer traits. The opinion 

leadership questions will allow for the Identification of steak consumption opinion 

leaders. The beef consumption orientation question will identify consumers who 

are light, moderate, or heavy beef eaters. This is of interest to the beef industry 

since it is focusing efforts on moderate to heavy beef eaters. Researchers will 

further assess the performance of the expanded rational expectations model 

based on opinion leadership and beef consumption orientation traits in a similar 

manner as gender evaluation in the current study. 

Additional analyses with this data set will include extended examination of 

social acceptability. The results of the current study indicated that the social 

acceptability construct significantly influenced attitude, subjective norm, and 

intention. Further analysis will Investigate the relationship between social 

acceptability and behavior. 
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Future Research 

This study employed a homogenous, convenience sample to test the 

expanded rational expectations model. Future research should be targeted at 

using a heterogeneous, random sample on a national level to test the expanded 

rational expectations model's ability to accurately predict consumption of steak in 

the casual dining restaurant. Consistent quality, health, and safety were deleted 

or modified in this study; however, the national study should include these 

indicants as they are important to both the beef industry and consumers. With a 

heterogeneous sample, researchers could look for differences based on age, 

ethnicity, gender, income, and other demographic characteristics. 

Consumers consider price, value, and quality when making consumption 

decisions. This study focused solely on price. A more in-depth investigation of 

the price-value-quality relationship of beef steak consumption in the casual 

dining restaurant is needed. 

Predictions indicate consumers will continue to increase the amount of 

food they purchase that is prepared away from home. Research should be 

conducted to explore ways to predict consumption behavior by understanding 

consumer preferences. Steak is one product of many which has been 

investigated, other beef products also need to be evaluated (e.g., sandwiches, 

strip beef Items). Additionally, other foodservice formats for consuming beef 

prepared away from home should be studied (e.g., home meal replacement). 

Along with other beef products and foodservice formats, additional 

statistical procedures could be used to target indicants of beliefs and ultimately 

behavior. Conducting a typology based on beef consumption orientation (light, 

moderate, heavy) could identify factors involved In beef consumption decisions. 

Another statistical procedure, conjoint analysis, would allow for discrimination 

between individual indicants which would be practitioner friendly in applying the 

findings to casual dining restaurants. 
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Conclusion 

Consumers have many choices when deciding how to spend their food 

dollar. They want quality products which meet their expectations and fit into their 

lifestyle. Current research and industry reports indicate that consumers are 

increasing their away from home expenditures for food, particularly in the casual 

dining restaurant environment. Food suppliers must understand consumer 

preferences in order to meet consumer expectations. The implications of this 

study are noteworthy to the beef and casual dining restaurant industry in that 

causal relationships were developed for steak consumption. Results indicated 

the importance of several indicants on beliefs which ultimately affected behavior. 

Additionally, results seemed to imply the importance of the social acceptability of 

steak in consumption behavior. Females considered social acceptability in their 

consumption decisions, but males did not. The identification of causes of steak 

consumption such as significant beliefs and the importance of social 

acceptability could ultimately assist in the product development and marketing of 

steak in the casual dining restaurant. By understanding what causes steak 

consumption, the beef and restaurant industry could better meet consumer 

preferences and increase market share and profits. 
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Survey of Steak Consumption in Casual Dining 
Restaurants 

Texas Tech University 

Please read the following before filling out the questionnaire. 

The purpose of this research is to Identify what consumers 
prefer when eating steaks in casual dining restaurants. Your 
participation is important to the success of this study. 
Participation is voluntary. Your responses will be kept 
confidential and will be used for statistical analysis as part of 
this dissertation research project. 

The following questionnaire is in relation to your eating beef 
steak in a casual dining restaurant. 

When you see the term casual dining restaurant, it refers 
to a restaurant that has a per person check average of $8 - $21 
and provides an informal setting. Examples of casual dining 
restaurants in Lubbock include: Applebee's, Cattle Baron, 
Chili's, County Line, Crawdaddies, 50^ Street Caboose, 50-Yard 
Line, Gardski's, Harrlgan's, Hub City Brewery, Levi's, Outback, 
and Steak & Ale. 

When you see the term steak, it refers to a cut of beef that may 
be grilled or broiled. Examples of steak Include New York strip, 
ribeye, sirloin, T-bone, or tenderloin/filet minion (does NOT 
include chicken fried steak). 
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Directions: For questions 1-19, mark an "X" in the box which best indicates your answer. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

Strongly 
Agree 

18. 

1. Steak has a pleasant taste 

2. Steak is a safe food to eat 

3. Steak is a healthy food to eat 

4. A cut of steak always has the same quality 

5. Steak is affordable 

6. Steak is filling 

7. Steak can be prepared in many different ways 

8. My co-workers think I should eat steak in a casual 
dining restaurant. (Leave this question blank if you 
do not have co-workers). 

My spouse thinks I should eat steak in a casual 
dining restaurant 

My friends think I should eat steak in a casual 
dining restaurant 

My father thinks I should eat steak in a casual 
dining restaurant 

My mother thinks I should eat steak in a casual 
dining restaurant 

My health care professional thinks I should eat 
steak in a casual dining restaurant 

People important to me think I should eat steak in a 
casual dining restaurant 

On special occasions, I eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant 

Most people think eating steak is a good thing to do. 

Steak is a traditional menu item offered in a casual 
dining restaurant 

Extremely 
Improbable 

I intend to eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant within the next three months 
'^>i•^P^::^^^P5? 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Extremely 
Probable 

(GO ON TO NEXT PAGE -») 
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Very Very 
Unlikely Likely 

19. In the next three months, I intend to eat 
steak in a casual dining restaurant 

Directions: Place your answer in the blank that best completes each of the following statements. 

20. In the past three months I have eaten steak times in a casual dining 

21. 

In the past three months I have eaten steak 
restaurant. 

There is a % chance that I will eat steak in a casual dining restaurant within 
the next three months. 

, /.••• ("-•- ''^'\< 
>''niiiMr lilfc m, ^ . >*, lllllliiil.i.L •••</•• iM.*jiWllltb.? Ill '* f* 

j&=-̂  -'i'i'i 

Directions: Mark an "X" in the box which best indicates your answer to each of the following 
statements. 

Good Bad 
22. Affordable foods are: 

23. Foods with a pleasant taste are: 

24. Healthy foods are: 

25. Safe foods are: 

26. Filling foods are: 

27. Foods that always have the same quality are: 

28. Foods that can be prepared in many 
different ways are: 

Directions: Mark an "X" in the box that best indicates your answer for each item listed. 

For me, eating steak in a casual dining restaurant is: 

29. Good ! i I i ! J I I Bad 

30. 

31. 

32. 

Harmful 

Foolish 

Pleasant 

Beneficial 

Wise 

Unpleasant 
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Directions: Mark an "X" in the box that best indicates your answer to each of the following 
statements related to your behavior in general. 

Strongly 
Agree 

33. I do what my friends think I should do 

34. I do what my co-workers think I should do. 
(Leave this question blank if you do not 
have co-workers) 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

I do what my father thinks I should do. . 

I do what my mother thinks I should do. 

I do what my spouse thinks I should do. 

I do what my health care professional thinks 
I should do 

Directions: Mark an "X" in the blank that best indicates your answer to the following. 

1. How often do you eat beef (not just steak) in a two week period? 

(1) less than 5 times 
(2) about 5 times 
(3) more than 5 times 

2. Check the following casual dining restaurants where you have dined within the past three 
months. 

( 1) Applebee's 
( 2) Cattle Baron 
( 3) Chili's 
( 4) County Line 
( 5) Crawdaddies 
( 6) 50* Street Caboose 
( 7) 50-Yard Line 
( 8) Gardski's 
( 9) Harrlgan's 
(10) Hub City Brewery 
(11) Levi's 
(12) Outback 
(13) Steak & Ale 

3. Rank order the following factors that influence your consumption of steak in a casual dining 
restaurant. (1 = most important; 7=least important) 

price 
meal time 
image of restaurant 
quality of waitstaff 
approval of dining companions 
picture of the menu item 
.name and description of the item on menu 

(GO ON TO NEXT PAGE -*) 
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Directions: Answer the following questions in the space provided. 

1. What do you like about steak that you have consumed in a casual dining restaurant? 

2. What do you dislike about steak that you have consumed in a casual dining restaurant? 

(GO ON TO NEXT PAGE ->) 
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Directions: Mark an "X" in the box that best indicates your answer to each of the following 
statements. 

Strongly Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

1. My friends and neighbors often ask my 
advice about steak j 

2. I sometimes influence the types of steak 
my friends eat 

My friends come to me more often than I go 
to them for information about steak 

I feel that I am generally regarded by my friends 
and neighbors as a good source of advice about 
steak 

I can think of at least two people whom I have told 
about some type of steak in the past three 
months 

\ ^^^^ 

Directions: Provide the information requested by filling in the blanks with your answer or by 
placing an "X" in the appropriate blank. Any information you provide will remain 
confidential. 

1. Gender: 

2. Age: 

_(1) female 
_(2) male 

_years 

3. Ethnicity: 
_(1) African-American 
_(2) American Indian or Alaskan Native 
_(3) Asian or Pacific Islander 

(4) Hispanic 
'_{5) White 
.(6) Other, specify 

Highest education level attained: 
(1) completed high school 
(2) associate degree/ some college 

Total annual household income in 1996: 
(1) less than $5000 
(2) $5000 to $9,999 
(3) $10,000 to 14,999 
(4) $15,000 to $24,999 
(5) $25,000 to $34,999 

.(3) bachelor's degree 

.(4) graduate degree 

(6) $35,000 to $49,999 
(7) $50,000 to $74,999 
.(8) $75,000 to $99,999 
.(9) more than $99,999 

»S^3^®^^^ ! ^ 

YOU ARE FINISHED! 
Your contribution to this effort is greatly appreciated! 

Please return the completed questionnaire to the research assistant. 
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Table 10. Instrument scale items used in Pilot Test#1. 

Construct 

Behavior 

Intention 

Attitude 
Subjective 
Norm 

Beliefs 

Referent 
Others 

Social 
Acceptability 

Question 

times in a casual 20 In the past three months I have eaten steak _ 
dining restaurant. 

18 I intend to eat steak in a casual dining restaurant within the next three 
months. 

19 In the next three months, I intend to eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant 

21 There is a % chance I will eat steak in a casual dining restaurant 
in the next three months. 

29 - 32 good/bad, harmful/beneficial, foolish/wise, pleasant/unpleasant 

14 People important to me think I should eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant. 

1 X 23 Steak has a pleasant taste. X Foods with a pleasant taste are: 
2 X 25 Steak is a safe food to eat. X Safe foods are: 
3 X 24 Steak is a healthy food to eat. X Healthy foods are: 
4 X 27 A cut of steak always has the same quality X Foods that always have 

the same quality are: 
5 X 22 Steak is affordable. X Affordable foods are: 
6 X 26 Steak is filling X Filling foods are: 
7 X 28 Steak can be prepared in many different ways. X Foods that can be 

prepared in many different ways are: 
8 X 34 My co-workers think I should eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. X 

I do what my co-workers think I should do. 
9 X 37 My spouse thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. X 

I do what my spouse thinks I should do. 
10 X 33 My friends think I should eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. X 

I do what my friends think I should do. 
11 X 35 My father thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. X 

I do what my father thinks I should do. 
12 X 36 My mother thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. X 

I do what my mother thinks I should do. 
13 X 38 My health care professional thinks I should eat steak in a casual 

dining restaurant. X I do what my health care professional thinks I 
should do. 

15 On special occasions, I eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. 
16 Most people think eating steak in a casual dining restaurant is a good 

thing to do. 
17 Steak is a traditional menu item in a casual dining restaurant. 
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APPENDIX B 

PILOT 2 INSTRUMENT AND TABLE 

79 



Survey of Steak Consumption in Casual Dining 
Restaurants 

Texas Tech University 

Please read the following before filling out the questionnaire. 

The purpose of this research is to Identify what 
consumers prefer when eating steaks In casual dining 
restaurants. Your participation is important to the 
success of this study. Participation Is voluntary. Your 
responses will be kept confidential and will be used for 
statistical analysis as part of this dissertation research 
project. 

The following questionnaire Is in relation to vour eating 
beef steak in a casual dining restaurant. 

When you see the term steals, it refers to a cut of beef 
that may be grilled or broiled. Examples of steak include 
New York strip, ribeye, sirloin, T-bone, or tenderloin/filet 
minion (does NOT include chicken fried steak). 

Casual dining is a type of restaurant that has a per 
person check average of $8 - $21 and provides an 
informal setting. Examples of casual dining restaurants 
in Lubbock Include: Applebee's, Cattle Baron, Chili's, 
County Line, Crawdaddies, 50^ Street Caboose, 50-Yard 
Line, Gardski's, Harrlgan's, Hub City Brewery, Levi's, 
Outback, and Steak & Ale. 
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Directions: For questions 1-20, mark an "X" in the box which best indicates your answer. 
strongly 

Agree 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

Steak has a pleasant taste 

Steak is a safe food to eat 

Steak is a healthy food to eat 

Steak has consistent quality 

Steak is affordable 

Steak is filling 

Steak can be prepared in many different ways 

My co-workers think I should eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant. (Leave this question blank if you do not have 
co-workers) 

My spouse thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant 

My friends think I should eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant 
My father thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant 

My mother thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant 

My health care professional thinks I should eat steak in a 
casual dining restaurant 

Most people think that eating steak in a casual dining 
restaurant is a good thing to do 

Ordering steak at a casual dining restaurant would impress 
the people with whom 1 am dining 

Steak is a classic menu item in casual dining restaurants.... 

Steak is real food 

In the next three months, I intend to eat steak in a casual 
dining restaurant 

strongly 
Disagree 

Directions: Place your answer in the blank that best completes each of the following statements. 

21. In the past three months I have eaten steak times in a casual dining restaurant. 
22. There is a % chance that I will eat steak in a casual dining restaurant within the next 

three months. 

(GO ON TO NEXT PAGE -*) 
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Directions: Mark an "X" in the box which best indicates your answer to each of the following 
statements. 

Good Bad 
23. Affordable foods are: i 

24. Foods with a pleasant taste are: 

25. Healthy foods are: 

26. Safe foods are: 

27. Filling foods are: 

28. Foods that have consistent quality are: 

29. Foods that can be prepared in many different ways are: 

Directions: Mark an "X" in the box that best indicates your answer for each item listed. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

For me, eating steak in a casual dining restaurant is: 

Good I i j I j I i i Bad 

Harmful j i ! ! I i = i Beneficial 

Foolish 

Pleasant 

Wise 

Unpleasant 

'/.^ ' ' ' / ' - * '?>; V 'vi, 'v'1 'X'-*;/ '"'•>' i[''' r.̂ '̂  >* 

Directions: Mark an "X" in the box that best indicates your answer to each of the following 
statements related to wour behavior in general. 

strongly Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

do what my friends think I should do i 34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

I do what my co-workers think I should do. (Leave this 
question blank if you do not have co-workers) 

I do what my father thinks I should do 

I do what my mother thinks I should do 

I do what my spouse thinks I should do 

I do what my health care professional thinks I should do...[ 

(GO ON TO NEXT PAGE -*) 
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Directions: Mark an "X" in the box that best indicates your answer to each of the following 
statements. 

strongly Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

40. I would be willing to eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant within the next three months \ 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

My friends and neighbors often ask my advice about food. 

I sometimes influence the type of food my friends eat 

My friends come to me more often than I go to them for 
information about food 

I feel that I am generally regarded by my friends and 
neighbors as a good source of advice about food 

I can think of at least two people whom I have 
told about some type of food in the past three months. 

My friends and neighbors often ask my advice about 
casual dining restaurants 

I sometimes influence the type of casual dining restaurant 
my friends select 

My friends come to me more often than I go to them for 
information about casual dining restaurant 

I feel that I am generally regarded by my friends and 
neighbors as a good source of advice about casual dining 
restaurant 

I can think of at least two people whom I have told about 
some type of casual dining restaurant in the past three 
months 

Directions: Answer the following questions in the space provided. 

51. What do you like about steak that you have consumed in a casual dining restaurant? 

(GO ON TO NEXT PAGE ^ ) 
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52. What do you dislike about steak that you have consumed in a casual dining restaurant? 

Directions: Mark an "X" in the blank that best indicates your answer to the following. 

53. How often do you eat beef (not just steak) in a two week period? 

(1)zero 
(2) less than 5 times 
(3) about 5 times 
(4) more than 5 times 

54. Check the following casual dining restaurants where you have dined within the past three 
months. 

1) Applebee's 
2) Cattle Baron 
3) Chili's 
4) County Line 
5) Crawdaddies 
6) 50**" Street Caboose 
7) 50-Yard Line 
8) Gardski's 
9) Harrlgan's 

10) Hub City Brewery 
11) Levi's 
12) Outback 
13) Steak & Ale 

55. Rank order the following factors that influence your consumption of steak in a casual dining 
restaurant. (1= most important; 7=least important) 

price 
meal time 
image of restaurant 
quality of waitstaff 
approval of dining companions 
picture of the menu item 
name and description of the item on menu 

(GO ON TO NEXT PAGE -») 
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Directions: Provide the information requested by filling in the blanks with your answer or by 
placing an "X" in the appropriate blank. Any information you provide will remain 
confidential. 

56. Gender: 

59. 

57. Age: 

.(1) female 

.(2) male 

.years 

58. Ethnicity: 
.(1) African-American 
.(2) American Indian or Alaskan Native 
.(3) Asian or Pacific Islander 

(4) Hispanic 
_(5) White 
_(6) Other, specify 

Highest education level attained: 
(1) completed high school 
(2) associate degree/ some college 

.(3) bachelor's degree 

.(4) graduate degree 

60. Total annual household income in 1996: 
(1) less than $5000 
(2) $5000 to $9,999 
(3) $10,000 to 14,999 
(4) $15,000 to $24,999 
(5) $25,000 to $34,999 

(6) $35,000 to $49,999 
(7) $50,000 to $74,999 

.(8) $75,000 to $99,999 

.(9) more than $99,999 

YOU ARE FINISHED! 
Your contribution to this effort is greatly appreciated! 

Please return the completed questionnaire to the research assistant. 
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Table 11. Instrument scale items used in Pilot Test #2. 

Construct Question 

Behavior 

Intention 

Attitude 
Subjective 
Norm 
Beliefs 

Referent 
Others 

Social 
Acceptability 

21 

20 

40 

22 

30-33 

14 
1 X24 
2 X 2 6 
3 X 2 4 
4 X 2 8 
5 X 2 3 
6 X 2 7 
7 X 2 9 

8 X 3 5 

9 X 3 8 

10X 
34 

11X 
36 

12X 
37 

13X 
39 
15 

16 

17 

18 
19 

times in a casual In the past three months I have eaten steak _ 
dining restaurant. 
In the next three months, I intend to eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant 
I would be willing to eat steak in a casual dining restaurant within the 
next three months. 
There is a % chance I will eat steak in a casual dining restaurant in 
the next three months. 
good/bad, harmful/beneficial, foolish/wise, pleasant/unpleasant 
People important to me think I should eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant. 
Steak has a pleasant taste. X Foods with a pleasant taste are: 
Steak is a safe food to eat. X Safe foods are: 
Steak is a healthy food to eat. X Healthy foods are: 
Steak has consistent quality X Foods that have consistent quality are: 
Steak is affordable. X Affordable foods are: 
Steak is filling X Filling foods are: 
Steak can be prepared in many different ways. X Foods that can be 
prepared in many different ways are: 
My co-workers think 1 should eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. X I 
do what my co-workers think I should do. 
My spouse thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. X 
I do what my spouse thinks I should do. 
My friends think I should eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. X 
I do what my friends think I should do. 

My father thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. X 
I do what my father thinks I should do. 
My mother thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. X 
I do what my mother thinks I should do. 
My health care professional thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant. X I do what my health care professional thinks I should do. 
When I eat out in a casual dining restaurant for a special occasion, it 
would be fashionable to order steak. 
Most people think eating steak in a casual dining restaurant is a good 
thing to do. 
Ordering steak in a casual dining restaurant would impress the people 
with whom I am dining. 
Steak is a classic menu item in casual dining restaurants. 
Steak is real food. 
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Survey of Steak Consumption in Casual Dining 
Restaurants 

Texas Tech University 

Please read the following before filling out the 
questionnaire. 

The purpose of this research is to identify what consumers 
prefer when eating steaks in casual dining restaurants. 
Your participation is important to the success of this study. 
Participation is voluntary. Your responses will be kept 
confidential and will be used for statistical analysis as part 
of this dissertation research project. 

The following questionnaire is In relation to vour eating 
beef steak in a casual dining restaurant. 

When you see the term casual dining restaurant it refers 
to a restaurant that has a per person check average of 
$8 - $21 and provides an informal setting. Examples of 
casual dining restaurants in Lubbock include: Applebee's, 
Cattle Baron, Chili's, County Line, Crawdaddies, 50^ Street 
Caboose, 50-Yard Line, Gardski's, Harrlgan's, Hub City 
Brewery, Levi's, Outback, and Steak & Ale. 

When you see the term steak. It refers to a cut of beef that 
may be grilled or broiled. Examples of steak include New 
York strip, ribeye, sirloin, T-bone, or tenderloin/filet minion 
(does NOT include chicken fried steak). 
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Directions: For questions 1-20, mark an "X" in the box which best indicates your answer. 
strongly Strongly 

Agree Disagree 
1. Steak has a pleasant taste [. 

10 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

18. 

19. 

2. Steak is a safe food to eat 

3. Steak is a healthy food to eat 

4. Steak has consistent quality 

5. Steak is affordable 

Steak is filling 

Steak can be prepared in many different ways. 

My co-workers think I should eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant. (Leave this question blank if you do not have 
co-workers) 

My spouse thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant 

My friends think I should eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant 

11. My father thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant 

My mother thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant 

My health care professional thinks I should eat steak in a 
casual dining restaurant 

People important to me think I should eat steak in a casual 
dining restaurant 

When I eat out in a casual dining restaurant to celebrate a 
special occasion, it would be fashionable to order steak 

Most people think that eating steak in a casual dining 
restaurant is a good thing to do 

17. Ordering steak at a casual dining restaurant would impress 
the people with whom I am dining 

Steak is a classic menu item in casual dining restaurants. 

In the next three months, I intend to eat steak in a casual 
dining restaurant 

•> i^ 5rc 

Dlrectlons: Place your answer in the blank that best completes each of the following statements. 

20. In the past three months I have eaten steak times in a casual dining 

21, 

In the past three months I have eaten steak 
restaurant. 
There is a % chance that I will eat steak in a casual dining restaurant within the 
next three months. 

(GO ON TO NEXT PAGE -») 
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Directions: Mark an "X" in the box which best indicates your answer to each of the following 
statements. 

Good Bad 

22. Affordable foods are: i | ; i | i | ; 

23. Foods with a pleasant taste are: I : i i j i I j 

24. Healthy foods are: \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ 

25. Safe foods are: 

26. Filling foods are: 

27. Foods that have consistent quality are: 

28. Foods that can be prepared in many different ways are:.... 

Directions: Mark an "X" in the box that best indicates your answer for each item listed. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

For me, eating steak in a casual dining restaurant is: 

Good j : i I I I j i Bad 

Harmful i i i i j i i i Beneficial 

Foolish 

Pleasant 

i Wise 

Unpleasant 

Directions: Mark an "X" in the box that best indicates your answer to each of the following 
statements related to vour behavior in general. 

strongly 
Agree 

I do what my friends think I should do i 33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

strongly 
Disagree 

I do what my co-workers think I should do. (Leave this 
question blank if you do not have co-workers) 

I do what my father thinks I should do 

I do what my mother thinks I should do 

I do what my spouse thinks I should do 

I do what my health care professional thinks I should do.. 

(GO ON TO NEXT PAGE -•) 
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Directions: Mark an "X" in the box that best indicates your answer to each of the following 
statements. 

strongly 
Agree 

39 I would be willing to eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant within the next three months \ 

strongly 
Disagree 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

My friends and neighbors often ask my advice about food. 

I sometimes influence the type of food my friends eat 

My friends come to me more often than I go to them for 
information about food 

I feel that I am generally regarded by my friends and 
neighbors as a good source of advice about food 

I can think of at least two people whom I have 
told about some type of food in the past three months. 

My friends and neighbors often ask my advice about 
casual dining restaurants 

I sometimes influence the type of casual dining restaurant 
my friends select 

My friends come to me more often than I go to them for 
information about casual dining restaurant 

I feel that I am generally regarded by my friends and 
neighbors as a good source of advice about casual dining 
restaurant 

I can think of at least two people whom I have told about 
some type of casual dining restaurant in the past three 
months 

Directions: Answer the following questions in the space provided. 

50. What do you like about steak that you have consumed in a casual dining restaurant? 

(GO ON TO NEXT PAGE -*) 
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51. What do you dislike about steak that you have consumed in a casual dining restaurant? 

Directions: Mark an "X" in the blank that best indicates your answer to the following. 

52. How often do you eat beef (not just steak) in a two week period? 

(1)zero 
(2) less than 5 times 
(3) about 5 times 
(4) more than 5 times 

53. Check the following casual dining restaurants where you have dined within the past three 
months. 

( 1) Applebee's 
( 2) Cattle Baron 
( 3) Chili's 
( 4) County Line 
( 5) Crawdaddies 
( 6) 50* Street Caboose 
( 7) 50-Yard Line 
( 8) Gardski's 
( 9) Harrlgan's 
(10) Hub City Brewery 
(11) Levi's 
(12) Outback 
(13) Steak & Ale 

54. Rank order the following factors that influence your consumption of steak in a casual dining 
restaurant. (1= most important; 7=least important) 

price 
meal time 
image of restaurant 
quality of waitstaff 
approval of dining companions 
picture of the menu item 
name and description of the item on menu 

(GO ON TO NEXT PAGE -*) 
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Directions: Provide the information requested by filling in the blanks with your answer or by 
placing an "X" in the appropriate blank. Any information you provide will remain 
confidential. 

55. Gender: 

56. Age: 

_(1) female 
_(2) male 

_years 

57. Ethnicity: 
(1) African-American 
.(2) American Indian or Alaskan Native 
.(3) Asian or Pacific Islander 

(4) Hispanic 
(̂5) White 

.(6) Other, specify 

.(3) bachelor's degree 

.(4) graduate degree 

58. Highest education level attained: 
(1) completed high school 
(2) associate degree/ some college 

59. Total annual household income in 1996: 
(1) less than $5000 
(2) $5000 to $9,999 
(3) $10,000 to 14,999 
(4) $15,000 to $24,999 
(5) $25,000 to $34,999 

YOU ARE FINISHED! 
Your contribution to this effort is greatly appreciated! 

Please accept the attached coupon to Skyview's restaurant in return for your participation 
and 

return the completed questionnaire to the research assistant. 

(6) $35,000 to $49,999 
(7) $50,000 to $74,999 
.(8) $75,000 to $99,999 
.(9) more than $99,999 
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Table 12. Scale items used in the Final Instrument. 

Construct Question 

Behavior 

Intention 

20 

19 

39 

21 

Attitude 
Subjective 
Norm 
Beliefs 

Referent 
Others 

Social 
Acceptability 

29-32 

14 
1 X23 
2 X 2 5 
3 X 2 4 
4 X 2 7 
5 X 2 2 
6 X 2 6 
7 X 2 8 

8 X 3 4 

9 X 3 7 

10X 
33 

11 X 
35 

12X 
36 

13X 
38 
15 

16 

17 

18 

In the past three months I have eaten steak times in a casual 
dining restaurant. 
In the next three months, I intend to eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant 
I would be willing to eat steak in a casual dining restaurant within the 
next three months. 
There is a % chance I will eat steak in a casual dining restaurant in 
the next three months. 
good/bad, harmful/beneficial, foolish/wise, pleasant/unpleasant 
People important to me think I should eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant. 
Steak has a pleasant taste. X Foods with a pleasant taste are: 
Steak is a safe food to eat. X Safe foods are: 
Steak is a healthy food to eat. X Healthy foods are: 
Steak has consistent quality X Foods that have consistent quality are: 
Steak is affordable. X Affordable foods are: 
Steak is filling X Filling foods are: 
Steak can be prepared in many different ways. X Foods that can be 
prepared in many different ways are: 
My co-workers think I should eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. X I 
do what my co-workers think I should do. 
My spouse thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. X 
I do what my spouse thinks I should do. 
My friends think I should eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. X 
I do what my friends think I should do. 

My father thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. X 
I do what my father thinks I should do. 
My mother thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining restaurant. X 
I do what my mother thinks I should do. 
My health care professional thinks I should eat steak in a casual dining 
restaurant. X I do what my health care professional thinks I should do. 
When I eat out in a casual dining restaurant for a special occasion, it 
would be fashionable to order steak. 
Most people think eating steak in a casual dining restaurant is a good 
thing to do. 
Ordering steak in a casual dining restaurant would impress the people 
with whom I am dining. 
Steak is a classic menu item in casual dining restaurants. 
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APPENDIX D 

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS TALLY SHEETS 
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Table 13. Overall positive and negative qualitative responses to eating steak in 
a casual dining restaurant 

Positive Response 

Affordable 
Ambiance 
Appearance 
Aroma 
Best cuts 
Cooked properly 
Company 
Convenient 
Consistent 
Don't have to clean 
Don't have to cook 
Filling 
Flavor 
Grilled 
Healthy 
Juicy 
Lean 
Learn new ways to 
prepare 
Portion size 
Protein 
Quality 
Seasoning/marinade 
Special occasion 
Taste 
Tender 
Treat 
Versatile 

# of times listed 

16 
5 
1 
2 
3 

33 
2 
2 
1 
2 
9 

19 
69 

3 
1 

26 
5 

1 
7 
1 

10 
19 
2 

73 
61 

1 
1 

Negative Response 

Bad cut 
Bad taste 
Cholesterol 
Cook better myself 
Cooked improperly 
Dry 
Fat 
Filling 
Greasy 
Gristle 
Inconsistent Quality 
Marbling 
No flavor 
No taste 
Off flavor 
Poor quality 
Portion size 

Stringy 
Too expensive 
Tough 
Unhealthy 

# of times listed 

2 
3 
2 
3 

73 
16 
42 

3 
1 

19 
12 

1 
7 
2 
1 
6 
7 
1 

48 
65 

1 
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Table 14. Female and male positive responses to eating steak in a casual dining 
restaurant. 

Female Response 

Affordable 
Ambiance 
Appearance 
Aroma 
Best cuts 
Cooked properly 
Company 
Convenient 
Consistent 
Don't have to clean 
Don't have to cook 
Filling 
Flavor 
Grilled 
Healthy 
Juicy 
Lean 
Learn new ways to 
prepare 
Portion size 
Protein 
Quality 
Seasoning/marinade 
Special occasion 
Taste 
Tender 
Treat 
Versatile 

# of times listed 

10 
1 
1 
0 
2 

17 
1 
1 
1 
1 
9 

10 
39 

0 
0 

15 
2 

0 
2 
0 
3 
9 
1 

30 
34 

1 
0 

Male Response 

Affordable 
Ambiance 
Appearance 
Aroma 
Best cuts 
Cooked properly 
Company 
Convenient 
Consistent 
Don't have to clean 
Don't have to cook 
Filling 
Flavor 
Grilled 
Healthy 
Juicy 
Lean 
Learn new ways to 
prepare 
Portion size 
Protein 
Quality 
Seasoning/marinade 
Special occasion 
Taste 
Tender 
Treat 
Versatile 

# of times listed 

6 
4 
0 
2 
1 

16 
1 
1 
0 
1 
0 
9 

30 
1 
1 

11 
3 

1 
5 
1 
7 

10 
1 

43 
27 

0 
1 
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Table 15. Female and male negative responses to eating steak in a casual 
dining restaurant. 

Female Response 

Bad cut 
Bad taste 
Cholesterol 
Cook better myself 
Cooked improperly 
Dry 
Fat 
Filling 
Greasy 
Gristle 
Inconsistent Quality 
Marbling 
No flavor 
No taste 
Off flavor 
Poor quality 
Portion size 
Stringy 
Too expensive 
Tough 
Unhealthy 

# of times listed 

2 
0 
2 
0 

38 
8 

23 
3 
1 
9 
4 
0 
5 
2 
0 
4 
2 
1 

23 
33 

1 

Male Response 

Bad cut 
Bad taste 
Cholesterol 
Cook better myself 
Cooked improperly 
Dry 
Fat 
Filling 
Greasy 
Gristle 
Inconsistent Quality 
Marbling 
No flavor 
No taste 
Off flavor 
Poor quality 
Portion size 
Stringy 
Too expensive 
Tough 
Unhealthy 

# of times listed 

0 
3 
0 
3 

35 
8 

19 
0 
0 

10 
8 
1 
2 
0 
1 
2 
5 
0 

25 
28 

0 
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» TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
Office of Research Services 

203 Holden Hall 
Lubbock, Texas 79409-1035 
(806) 742-3884/FAX (806) 742-3892 

January 16, 1997 

Dr. William Gustafson 97-105-exm Restaurant Beef Steak 
Kathryn Crockett Consumption Measured by 
Human Sciences an Expanded Rational 
MS 1162 Expectation Model 

Dear Dr. Gustafson and Ms. Crockett: 

The Texas Tech University Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects has approved 
your proposal referenced above. The approval is effective from January 1,1997, through 
December 31,1997. You will be reminded of the pending expiration one month before your 
approval expires so that you may request an extension if you wish. 

The best of luck on your project. 

Sincerely, 

James L. Smith, Chairman 
Human Subjects Use Committee 
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