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Abstract: Many aspects linked to personal characteristics, society and culture constitute some of
the motivators that drive food choice. The aim of this work was to determine in what extent the
eating behaviors of individuals are shaped by six different types of determinants, namely: health,
emotions, price and availability, society and culture, environment and politics, and marketing and
commercials. This is a descriptive cross-sectional study, involving a non-probabilistic sample of
11,960 participants from 16 countries. The objective of this work was to validate the questionnaire,
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so as to make it suitable for application in different contexts and different countries. For that, six scales
were considered for validation by confirmatory factor analysis with structural equation modelling.
The obtained results showed that the six individual scales evaluated presented good or very good
fitting indices, with saturation in goodness-of-fit index in all cases. The values of chi-square ratio were
6.921 (for health), 0.987 (environment), 0.610 (emotions) and 0.000 in the remaining cases (convenience,
society, marketing). Furthermore, the fit was perfect, with saturation for all indices, in three of the six
models (convenience, society and marketing). The results of this wok allowed the validation of the
six scales, and the assessing of different types of factors that can influence food choices and eating
behaviors, namely in the categories: health, emotions, price and availability, society and culture,
environment and politics, and marketing and commercials.

Keywords: eating determinants; healthy diet; emotions; feeding behavior; socio-cultural environment;
instrument validation

1. Introduction

Dietary patterns depend on everyday food choices, and include aspects like quantity, proportion,
variety and combinations or frequencies of consumption. Knowledge about food choices and which
factors may determine what people select to consume are important from the social, as well as the
health, point of view. The aspects linked to society and culture are some of the motivators that drive
food choice [1,2].

The food environment in western societies has been recognized as tending too much and too fast
to the unhealthy side of eating, being designated by some as “toxic” [3]. People are constantly exposed
to unhealthy food in supermarkets, food shops, restaurants (most especially fast food) or vending
machines. This constant appeal of unhealthy food is well known to contribute to unhealthy food choices,
which lead to epidemic burdens of obesity, diabetes, heart diseases and other chronic diseases [3–5].
In the opposite trend are the consumers who value their health and food as health-enhancing motors.
These individuals tend to make appropriate and careful food choices, opting for a more balanced diet
and favoring the consumption of functional foods. It is known that the market of functional foods and
nutraceuticals has experienced a very fast growing rate in the past few decades [5]. In this way, health
and disease can act as motivators to influence people’s food choices [3–8].

Emotions are fundamental in all aspects of life, and eating is not an exception. People tend to be
conditioned to some extent in their eating behaviors according to their emotional patterns, or even
to make variable food choices according to a momentary mood. Emotional eating corresponds to a
tendency to overeat as a response to negative emotions such as anxiety or irritability [9]. On the other
hand, sadness, loneliness or depression can impede many people from eating the foods necessary for
the correct functioning of their body [10]. Hence the role of emotions in determining food choices is
incredibly relevant [9,10].

Furthermore, economic factors have a very marked influence on eating habits, and in countries
with a low household income the differences are marked, as compared with the more industrialized,
more urbanized and more globalized societies, which undergo a nutritional transition. Besides income,
availability issues also contribute to shaping eating behaviors, most especially in today’s globalized
markets, with goods being traded between many different countries [1,11].

The role of consumption and consumer behavior is increasingly considered in the food supply
chain. Sustainable consumption or green consumer behavior corresponds to customers’ choices and
refusals to buy and consume products harmful to the environment, and as alternatives seek to purchase
products that have a minimal impact on the environment, or preferably, that are beneficial for the
global sustainability. Because sustainable consumption behaviors can significantly diminish the social
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and environmental impacts, more and more people are taking these aspects into account when making
their food choices [12–14].

The development of a valid and reliable instrument for assessing the factors taken into consideration
by consumers when making their food choices is not only a matter of purely academic interest, but it
also impacts many different aspects of society, namely health, economy, society, environment, just to
name a few. The use of a validated instrument allows for reliability in the data gathered, and guarantees
its applicability on a broader scale, particularly when that validation is carried out with data obtained
from different sources, like for example different countries [15–18].

Because the factors that may determine the eating behaviors of individuals can be of very
differentiated natures, and have variable degrees of influence on people’s food choices, this work
intended to test six different complementing scales for eating motivations, namely: health, emotions,
price and availability, society and culture, environment and politics, and marketing and commercials.
As such, the objective was to validate the questionnaire and its six scales, so as to make them suitable
for application in different contexts and different countries. The validation process followed was a
confirmatory factor analysis with structural equation modelling.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Questionnaire

The instrument used for this research was developed by Ferrão et al. [18] with the purpose
of addressing different groups of food motivations. The EATMOT project uses a questionnaire
that was developed to explore in what way some personal, psychological and social motivations
can influence food choices and eating practices. The questionnaire was prepared and previously
validated for a study carried out only in Portugal [18], and then it was translated into the
native languages of the 15 participating countries, following a back-translation methodology for
validation. For the translation process, all the issues related to the possible cultural influences in the
interpretation of the questions were verified. The questionnaire structure included different sections,
intended to collect information believed relevant for the study, specifically accounting for groups of
questions related to six different types of food motivations: Section 1—Health motivations, Section
2—Emotional motivations, Section 3—Economic and Availability motivations, Section 4—Social and
Cultural motivations, Section 5—Environmental and Political motivations, Section 6—Marketing and
Commercials motivations. All questions in these six sections of the questionnaire are presented in
detail in Appendix A.

The participants would express their level of agreement with each statement on the following
5 points hedonic scale: 1—strongly disagree, 2—disagree, 3—neither agree nor disagree, 4—agree
and 5—strongly agree. Because some of the questions were in the inverted mode (Q1.5, Q1.9, Q6.1,
and Q6.4), the corresponding scores were reversed. In this way, the higher the global scores, the
stronger the influence on the food choice and eating processes.

2.2. Data Collection

The questionnaire was applied to adult participants, over 18 years old, who answered it voluntarily,
anonymously, and after informed consent. All ethical procedures were strictly followed when designing
and applying the questionnaire, and it was ensured that the data provided was kept strictly confidential,
i.e., no individual responses could ever be associated with the respondent. The survey was approved
by the Ethical Committee of Polytechnic Institute of Viseu, with reference nº 04/2017, and follows
national and international protocols for research on humans. The sample was selected by convenience
and consisted of 11,960 individuals aged between 18 and 90 years, from which the majority were
female (71%). The participants were from 16 countries situated on three continents (Europe, America
and Africa), and were distributed as: Argentina (4%), Brazil (6%), Croatia (13%), Egypt (7%), Greece
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(4%), Hungary (4%), Italy (5%), Latvia (5%), Lithuania (4%), Netherlands (4%), Poland (5%), Portugal
(11%), Serbia (4%), Slovenia (9%), Romania (7%) and United States of America (7%).

2.3. Analysis of the Data

The reliability studies to evaluate the internal consistency were made by means of the Pearson’s
linear correlation coefficient (r) and the Cronbach’s alpha. The values of alpha reported by Marôco [19]
were used as references: > 0.9 excellent; 0.8–0.9 very good; 0.7–0.8 good; 0.6–0.7 medium; 0.5–0.6
reasonable; < 0.5 bad. However, the same author admits that in the social sciences the adoption of alpha
values above 0.5 is plausible. A good definition of the factor implies that items with correlations to the
overall score lower than 0.2 when it contains this particular item should not be considered [20–22].

For each scale, the factorial solution that emerged through confirmatory factorial analysis (CFA)
was tested using the AMOS 24 software (Analysis of Moment Structures). The covariance matrix and
the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) algorithm for parameter estimation were considered [23].
The latent variables (exogenous and/or endogenous) are represented by larger circles and the indicators
(measures observed) by rectangles, while the errors are represented by small circles. The following
parameters were considered for evaluation: (i) factorial weights; (ii) variances and covariates of
the individual reliability of the indicators; (iii) variances and covariances of the factors; and (iv)
error correlations [24]. Model acceptance was decided according to: (i) the interpretability, (ii) the
modification indexes proposed by the AMOS, and (iii) the model adjustment indicators [24].

Regarding the interpretation of the parameters, the reference values considered were: correlation
between the factors (Φ)—the higher the coefficients, the better; regression coefficients (λ)—values
greater than 0.50; individual reliability of indicators (δ)—coefficients equal to or greater than 0.25;
statistical significance—p-value lower than 0.05 [19].

For the indicators of the quality of adjustment of the model, the following reference values were
adopted [25,26]:

(a) Values used for absolute fit: Ratio of chi-square and degrees of freedom (χ2/df)—if (χ2/df) is equal
to 1 the fit is perfect, for values lower than 2 it is good, for values lower than 5 it is acceptable
and for values greater than 5 is unacceptable. Root mean square residual (RMR)—the lower the
value of RMR the better is the fit, so RMR = 0 indicates a perfect fit. Standardized root mean
square residual (SRMR)—a value of zero indicates a perfect fit and values lower than 0.08 are
generally considered a good fit. Goodness of fit index (GFI)—values around 0.95 or higher are
recommended (with maximum value equal to 1), but values over 0.90 are considered a good fit.

(b) Values for relative fit: Comparative fit index (CFI), which is an additional comparative index of
the adjustment to the model—values lower than 0.90 indicate a poor fit, values between 0.90
and 0.95 indicate a good adjustment and above 0.95 a very good adjustment (maximum value of
1 corresponds to perfect fit). This index is independent of the sample size.

(c) Population discrepancy index: Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)—reference
values for the RMSEA, with a 90% confidence interval, between 0.05 and 0.08 mean the adjustment
is good, while it is considered very good when the index is lower than 0.05.

3. Results

3.1. Health Motivations

Structural Equation Modelling has been used by different researchers, such as Guiné et al. [17],
for the development of a scale to measure knowledge about dietary fiber, or by Sidali et al. [27],
to assess the acceptance of insect-based food coming from the Ecuadorian Amazon rainforest by
western students. SEM was also used by Lagerkvist et al. [28] to estimate a construct that could
explain consumer confidence in food safety practices along the food supply chain, and Lim et al. [29]
used SEM to assess the relationship between food safety knowledge, attitude and behavior among
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household food preparers. Ting et al. [30] used SEM to model tourists’ food consumption intentions at
their destination.

Table 1 shows the statistics (mean and standard deviation) and the correlations of each item with
the global value. Analyzing the average indices of the items and corresponding standard deviations,
it was found that they are well cantered, since all the items have observed average indices higher than
the central score.

Table 1. Statistics for the unidimensional model of the scale about health motivations.

Item
Internal Consistency of Items (Original)

Mean Score Standard Deviation r
(Item-Total) r2 α

Without Item

Q1.1 3.66 1.043 0.407 0.216 0.681
Q1.2 3.21 1.073 0.264 0.127 0.705
Q1.3 3.59 0.930 0.469 0.302 0.672
Q1.4 3.74 0.931 0.489 0.408 0.669
Q1.5 2.89 1.125 0.221 0.280 0.713
Q1.6 3.38 1.017 0.509 0.359 0.663
Q1.7 3.25 1.065 0.338 0.263 0.692
Q1.8 3.95 0.949 0.507 0.412 0.666
Q1.9 2.92 1.154 0.236 0.286 0.712
Q1.10 3.24 1.147 0.329 0.176 0.695

Global Cronbach’s alpha = 0.709

Fitting Indices of CFA Model 1 Initial 2 Final 3

χ2/df 228.0 6.921
GFI 0.883 1.000
CFI 0.668 0.999

RMSEA 0.138 0.022
RMSR 0.109 0.005
SRMR 0.090 0.054

1 χ2/df = Ratio of chi-square and degrees of freedom; GFI = Goodness of fit index; CFI = Comparative fit index;
RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation; RMSR = Root mean square residual; SRMR = Standardized
root mean square residual. 2 Without modification indices. 3 With modification indices and eliminated items.

Table 1 also shows that the item-total correlation coefficients (r) indicate that item Q1.5 is the
most problematic, with r = 0.221s and the maximum correlation is obtained in item Q1.6 (r = 0.509),
which accounts for about 36% of its variability. Regarding the values of Cronbach’s alpha, these are
classified as medium to good since they range from 0.663 in item Q1.6s to 0.713 in item Q1.5,
with a global alpha that is also good (α = 0.709). Confirmatory factorial analysis showed that the
coefficients of asymmetry and kurtosis presented normal values, oscillating for asymmetry in absolute
values between 0.146 and 0.735, and for kurtosis between 0.057 and 0.877, with a Mardia’s coefficient
of 0.283 for multivariate normality test. The critical ratios are significant, but from Figure 1a it can
be observed that items Q1.2, Q1.5 and Q1.9 have saturations lower than 0.40, which was the lower
limit considered as recommended by Marôco [26] for the original studies, and therefore they were
eliminated from the model. The same type of analysis led successively to the elimination of other
items that presented problems of multicollinearity, resulting in the final refined model represented in
Figure 1b. Table 1 also presents the global adjustment indices of the one-dimensional model for health
motivations. In the first model, all indices revealed poor or inadequate values, but after refinement the
indices presented very good values with saturated index for GFI.
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Figure 1. (a) Initial and (b) final models for the health motivations’ scale.

3.2. Emotional Motivations

The statistics (mean and standard deviation) and the correlations of each item with the global value
are presented in the Table 2. An analysis of the average scores and standard deviations of the items
indicates that some items are in the threshold of the central position, which may turn out problematic
for the consistency of the scale, since the trend of responses is focused more on the neutral position.
The correlation coefficient’s (r) item-total shows that item Q2.2 (r = 0.108) should be excluded because it
is lower than the reference value (0.20). The maximum correlation is obtained for item Q2.8 (r = 0.669),
which explains about 59% of its variability. The values of Cronbach’s alpha can be classified as medium
to good, as they range from 0.689 in item Q2.8, to 0.774 in item Q2.2, with a value for the overall alpha
(α = 0.772) that is considered good. When the unifactorial model was submitted to confirmatory
factorial analysis, it was shown that the coefficients of skewness and kurtosis presented absolute
values corresponding to normality, ranging from 0.044 to 0.657 for skewness and between 0.241 and
1.158 for kurtosis, with a multivariate Mardia’s coefficient of 0.257. The critical ratios are significant,
which could lead to the maintenance of all items. However, as indicated in Figure 2a, items Q2.2,
Q2.3, Q2.4 and Q2.5 have factorial weights below 0.40, which is the lowest limit recommended by
Marôco [26] for original studies, and therefore they have been eliminated, thus giving the final model
illustrated in Figure 2b. This final model resulted from the elimination of the aforementioned items
plus the refinement through the modification indices proposed by AMOS. It can be observed that in
the final model all items have saturations greater than 0.50, and the goodness of fit indices for the
overall adjustment can be classified as very good according to Table 2, with GFI and CFI values of 1,
which corresponds to perfect fit, and a value of RMSEA of zero, also indicative of a perfect fit.
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Table 2. Statistics for the unidimensional model of the scale about emotional motivations.

Item
Internal Consistency of Items (Original)

Mean Score Standard Deviation r
(Item-Total) r2 α

Without Item

Q2.1 2.98 1.123 0.569 0.359 0.708
Q2.2 3.15 1.075 0.108 0.066 0.774
Q2.3 2.82 1.282 0.290 0.103 0.754
Q2.4 3.14 1.152 0.216 0.085 0.762
Q2.5 3.49 1.100 0.332 0.219 0.744
Q2.6 2.57 1.190 0.663 0.565 0.690
Q2.7 2.98 1.250 0.553 0.415 0.708
Q2.8 2.57 1.182 0.669 0.586 0.689
Q2.9 2.94 1.265 0.507 0.400 0.716

Global Cronbach’s alpha = 0.772

Fitting Indices of CFA Model 1 Initial 2 Final 3

χ2/df 105.0 0.610
GFI 0.951 1.000
CFI 0.901 1.000

RMSEA 0.093 0.000
RMSR 0.078 0.003
SRMR 0.058 0.017

1 χ2/df = Ratio of chi-square and degrees of freedom; GFI = Goodness of fit index; CFI = Comparative fit index;
RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation; RMSR = Root mean square residual; SRMR = Standardized
root mean square residual. 2 Without modification indices. 3 With modification indices and eliminated items.
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3.3. Economic and Availability Motivations

By analysis of the mean scores and standard deviations of the items in the scale for economic and
availability motivations (Table 3), it is pointed out that only item Q3.7 is below the central threshold,
being the most problematic item. Regarding the corrected item-total coefficients, it is observed that
items Q3.1, Q3.4 and Q3.7 present correlations lower than 0.20, and therefore, in a more incisive
analysis, they should be eliminated. The maximum correlation is obtained for item Q3.6 (r = 0.411),
which accounts for 22.6% of its variability. Cronbach’s alpha values range from bad to reasonable,
varying from 0.383 in item Q3.2 to 0.582 in item Q3.4, also with an acceptable overall alpha of (α = 0.500).
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Again, the unifactorial structure was submitted to confirmatory factorial analysis. Analyzing the
statistics regarding the normality of the items, it was observed that they all presented absolute values
for both asymmetry and kurtosis within the reference values, which were respectively lower than 3.0
and 7.0 for skewness and kurtosis. The multivariate coefficient of Márdia is 0.257, and the critical ratios
resulting from the trajectories of the items to the factor are statistically significant. Figure 3a illustrates
the initial model, allowing us to verify that items Q3.1, Q3.4, Q3.5 and Q3.6 present saturations lower
than 0.40, leading to their elimination. Further, the goodness of fit indices of global adjustment for
this model are inadequate (Table 3). By eliminating the items and refining the model, only 3 items
remain in the final model because they present saturations higher than the minimum recommended
(Figure 3b). For this final model, the goodness of fit indices of global adjustment are all saturated: CFI
and GFI are equal to 1, and the remaining values are all equal to zero (Table 3).

Table 3. Statistics for the unidimensional model of the scale about economic and availability motivations.

Item
Internal Consistency of Items (Original)

Mean Score Standard Deviation r
(Item-Total) r2 α

Without Item

Q3.1 3.62 1.010 0.121 0.246 0.508
Q3.2 2.65 1.134 0.404 0.374 0.383
Q3.3 3.04 1.123 0.372 0.309 0.399
Q3.4 3.87 1.057 -0.072 0.166 0.582
Q3.5 3.17 1.091 0.327 0.155 0.422
Q3.6 2.78 1.079 0.411 0.226 0.384
Q3.7 2.41 1.188 0.164 0.342 0.497

Global Cronbach’s alpha = 0.500

Fitting Indices of CFA Model 1 Initial 2 Final 3

χ2/df 404.1 0.000
GFI 0.867 1.000
CFI 0.606 1.000

RMSEA 0.184 0.000
RMSR 0.141 0.000
SRMR 0.124 0.000

1 χ2/df = Ratio of chi-square and degrees of freedom; GFI = Goodness of fit index; CFI = Comparative fit index;
RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation; RMSR = Root mean square residual; SRMR = Standardized
root mean square residual. 2 Without modification indices. 3 With modification indices and eliminated items.
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3.4. Social and Cultural Motivations

Regarding items of the social and cultural motivations’ scale, as it can be observed in Table 4,
the corrected correlation coefficient’s item-total shows that items Q4.1, Q4.5 and Q4.8 present correlations
lower than 0.20, leading to the recommendation of the elimination of such items. The maximum
correlation is obtained for item Q4.4 (r = 0.359), which accounts for 42.6% of its variability. Cronbach’s
alpha values oscillate between the inadequate and reasonable, ranging from 0.426 in item Q4.4 to 0.548
in item Q4.5, with the global alpha being acceptable (α = 0.504).

Table 4. Statistics for the unidimensional model of the scale about social and cultural motivations.

Item
Internal Consistency of Items (Original)

Mean Score Standard Deviation r
(Item-Total) r2 α

Without Item

Q4.1 3.74 1.034 0.178 0.219 0.487
Q4.2 3.06 1.107 0.338 0.179 0.433
Q4.3 2.65 1.072 0.273 0.133 0.457
Q4.4 2.44 1.090 0.359 0.194 0.426
Q4.5 2.61 1.131 -0.004 0.164 0.548
Q4.6 3.28 1.108 0.208 0.176 0.478
Q4.7 2.62 1.199 0.260 0.167 0.459
Q4.8 3.47 1.155 0.118 0.170 0.509
Q4.9 2.38 1.080 0.281 0.235 0.454

Global Cronbach’s alpha = 0.504

Fitting Indices of CFA Model 1 Initial 2 Final 3

χ2/df 321.7 0.000
GFI 0.854 1.000
CFI 0.348 1.000

RMSEA 0.164 0.000
RMSR 0.164 0.000
SRMR 0.132 0.000

1 χ2/df = Ratio of chi-square and degrees of freedom; GFI = Goodness of fit index; CFI = Comparative fit index;
RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation; RMSR = Root mean square residual; SRMR = Standardized
root mean square residual. 2 Without modification indices. 3 With modification indices and eliminated items.

The confirmatory factor analysis of the hypothesized unifactorial structure revealed that all the
items present a normal distribution, with asymmetry and kurtosis values within the reference values,
respectively, lower than 3.0 and 7.0. The multivariate coefficient of Márdia is 0.231. The critical ratios
resulting from the trajectories of the items to the factor are statistically significant, which lead to their
maintenance. Figure 4a presents the initial model, which excluded item Q4.6 due to multicollinearity
problems, and indicates that items Q4.3, Q4.4, Q4.5, Q4.7 and Q4.9 show saturation below 0.40, leading
to their elimination. The goodness of fit indices for the global adjustment are inadequate for this initial
model (Table 4). When refining the model and eliminating the unsuitable items, only three items
remain in the unifactorial structure (Figure 4b). Although one of the items revealed a saturation of 0.38
(under 0.4 but in the limit of acceptance), it was decided to maintain it due to its importance to the
structure of the factor. Table 4 also presents the global adjustment indices for this one-dimensional
model, and, while in the initial model all indexes were inadequate, in the final model, after refinement,
the indexes are excellent, all being saturated.
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3.5. Environmental and Political Motivations

Regarding the environmental and political motivations, an analysis of the mean scores and
standard deviations of the items (Table 5) shows that they are well centered, being above the central
score. The correlation coefficient’s item-total presents values above 0.20, which leads to the maintenance
of all items. Cronbach’s alpha values are good for all items, between 0.753 in item Q5.4 and 0.789 in item
Q5.2, while the overall alpha is on the threshold of very good (α = 0.799). The confirmatory factorial
analysis of the proposed unifactorial structure revealed that all items present a normal distribution,
with values of asymmetry and kurtosis within the reference values, oscillating in absolute values for
skewness between 0.031 and 0.773, and for kurtosis between 0.054 and 0.599. The multivariate coefficient
of Márdia is 0.205. The critical ratios are statistically significant, which leads to the maintenance of all
items. Figure 5a represents the initial model, from which it can be observed that all items saturate
above 0.40, leading to their maintenance. The indices for evaluation of the goodness of global fit in
this first model are adequate, with the exception of the χ2/df, which is too high (Table 5). In Figure 5b,
the final model is presented after the refinement of the modification indexes proposed by AMOS. It is
important to note that, due to multicollinearity problems, items Q5.6 and Q5.77 have been eliminated
when defining the final model. The goodness of fit indices for the global adjustment in the final model
are very good. While only the chi-square ratio was inadequate for the initial one-dimensional model,
in the final model, after refinement, the indexes are excellent, being saturated for GFI, CFI and RMSEA
(Table 5).

3.6. Marketing and Commercials Motivations

The mean scores and corresponding standard deviations of the six items in the marketing and
commercials’ scale presented in Table 6 show that, in general, they are well cantered, the most
problematic item being Q6.2, whose observed value is lower than average. The correlation coefficient’s
item-total reveals very weak and negative correlations in items Q6.1 and Q6.4, which leads to
the rejection of these items in a more refined analysis. Cronbach’s alpha values are inadmissible,
with an overall alpha value of 0.399. However, it was still decided to perform a confirmatory factor
analysis in order to determine the possible performances of the items. The confirmatory factorial
analysis carried out on the unifactorial structure revealed that all items present a normal distribution,
with values of skewness and kurtosis within the reference values. The multivariate coefficient of
Márdia is 0.179. Critical ratios are statistically significant, which leads to the maintenance of all
items. Figure 6a corresponds to the initial model, which excluded item Q6.7 due to multicollinearity
problems, and shows that items Q6.1, Q6.4 and Q6.6 saturate below 0.40, leading to their elimination.
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The goodness of fit indices for the global adjustment in this initial model are only suitable for the GFI
and SRMR, being poor for CFI and RMSEA and unsuitable for the chi-square ratio (Table 6). Figure 6b
represents the final refined model without the eliminated items. It is observed that all items have
saturations greater than 0.60, and individual reliability greater than 0.40. The goodness of fit indices
for the overall adjustment are very good. As the results in Table 6 show, for the initial one-dimensional
model only the chi-square ratio was inadequate, but in the final model, after refinement, the indices
are excellent, saturated for all indices.

Table 5. Statistics for the unidimensional model of the scale about environmental and
political motivations.

Item
Internal Consistency of Items (Original)

Mean Score Standard Deviation r
(Item-Total) r2 α

Without Item

Q5.1 3.48 0.996 0.554 0.326 0.769
Q5.2 3.77 1.013 0.442 0.224 0.789
Q5.3 3.30 1.089 0.459 0.218 0.787
Q5.4 3.43 1.093 0.633 0.429 0.753
Q5.5 3.06 1.045 0.542 0.357 0.771
Q5.6 2.81 0.987 0.519 0.301 0.775
Q5.7 3.20 1.021 0.565 0.338 0.767

Global Cronbach’s alpha = 0.799

Fitting Indices of CFA Model 1 Initial 2 Final 3

χ2/df 93.44 0.987
GFI 0.969 1.000
CFI 0.937 1.000

RMSEA 0.088 0.000
RMSR 0.042 0.032
SRMR 0.039 0.026

1 χ2/df = Ratio of chi-square and degrees of freedom; GFI = Goodness of fit index; CFI = Comparative fit index;
RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation; RMSR = Root mean square residual; SRMR = Standardized
root mean square residual. 2 Without modification indices. 3 With modification indices and eliminated items.
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Table 6. Statistics for the unidimensional model of the scale about marketing and
commercials motivations.

Item
Internal Consistency of Items (Original)

Mean Score Standard Deviation r
(Item-Total) r2 α

Without Item

Q6.1 3.18 1.113 −0.049 0.121 0.498
Q6.2 2.30 1.013 0.352 0.301 0.257
Q6.3 2.67 1.130 0.274 0.290 0.299
Q6.4 3.69 1.067 −0.039 0.118 0.487
Q6.5 2.71 1.118 0.329 0.314 0.261
Q6.6 3.04 1.089 0.338 0.117 0.257
Q6.7 3.00 1.071 0.324 0.105 0.310

Global Cronbach’s alpha = 0.399

Fitting Indices of CFA Model 1 Initial 2 Final 3

χ2/df 163.8 0.000
GFI 0.958 1.000
CFI 0.854 1.000

RMSEA 0.117 0.000
RMSR 0.084 0.000
SRMR 0.071 0.000

1 χ2/df = Ratio of chi-square and degrees of freedom; GFI = Goodness of fit index; CFI = Comparative fit index;
RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation; RMSR = Root mean square residual; SRMR = Standardized
root mean square residual. 2 Without modification indices. 3 With modification indices and eliminated items.
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4. Discussion

The six dimensions of the EATMOT scale were all validated, thus confirming the adequacy of the
selected types of reasons that could influence eating patterns and food choices: health and disease,
emotional status, convenience and easiness of access, societal and cultural influences or religious
beliefs, environmental concerns or political frameworks, and finally all issues related with marketing,
advertising or promotional campaigns.

Regarding the health motivations scale, from the 10 initial questions considered, only 3 were
validated, which reflects the fragility of the aspects considered. However, if we look in more detail
to the questions validated (Q1.1: “I am very concerned about the hygiene and safety of the food I
eat”, Q1.4: “It is important for me that my daily diet contains a lot of vitamins and minerals”, Q1.8:
“It is important for me to eat food that keeps me healthy”), we see that they all focus on health as
a general concern, indicating that the participants look upon health more as a general concept than
as individual contributions or pathologies. This is expected, since a great deal of scientific evidence
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has been collected about the close relations between food intake and health status [31–35]. Another
factor that may contribute to the importance attributed to some health issues is associated with gender
differences. The sample under study was composed of far more women than men, and it has been
reported that women tend to be generally more reflective about food and health issues [36,37].

In the original group of nine questions about emotional motivations, there were four items that
remained after validation, and they are in fact those questions more directly related with anxiety and
negative emotional mood, like stress and depression, which are in fact very strong emotions (Q2.1:
“Food helps me cope with stress”, Q2.6: “When I feel lonely, I console myself by eating”, Q2.8: “For me,
food serves as an emotional consolation, Q9.9: “I have more cravings for sweets when I am depressed”).
Emotional eating is extremely powerful, and has been associated with the growing epidemic of obesity
and related pathologies, owing to the propensity to balance negative emotions through food intake,
particularly with unhealthy products such as those rich in sugar or fat [38]. Emotional eating is present
among all age groups, although with a higher expression in younger individuals, and could even be
considered a pathology that should be handled by mental health practitioners [39].

From the seven questions initially considered concerning convenience aspects that could influence
food choices, three were retained, focusing on easiness of access to food, both in terms of facility to
acquire and low price, and easiness of preparation (Q3.2: “The main reason for choosing a food is its low
price”, Q3.3: “I choose the food I consume, because it is convenient to purchase”, Q3.7: “I prefer to buy
food that is ready to eat or pre-cooked”). In today’s society, with “fast” life styles, where people seem
to hardly find the time to do everything they wish to, the demand for convenience foods has grown,
along with the distance between those who produce food and their consumers [37]. Many factors
can justify this growing trend to seek convenience foods, like for example changes in the household
structure, intensification of female employment, response of the food industry, marketing campaigns
and advertisements, availability of kitchen technology compatible with cooked or pre-cooked meals,
individualism, lack of time, or poor cooking skills [40–44].

The social and cultural motivations scale was initially composed of nine items, from which three
were validated for the EATMOT scale (Q4.1: “Meals are a time of fellowship and pleasure”, Q4.2: “I eat
more than usual when I have company”, Q4.8: “I like to try new foods to which I am not accustomed”).
These focus on eating as a social act and the interaction between people while eating, as well as on the
importance given to new foods and gastronomic experiences. According to Nakata [45], food tastes
better and people tend to eat higher quantities when they are accompanied than when they are alone.
Possible explanations can be assumed to justify this social facilitation of eating, some relying on the
positive influence that company has on people by establishing social bounds, and others based on the
assumption that people tend to imitate others, and therefore they eat because they see others eating.
On the other hand, not only does company influence eating, but the type of social relationships is also
considered an important factor for eating facilitation, so that when people are with friends or family
they tend to ingest higher quantities of food than when they are in the presence of strangers [46–48].

Regarding environmental concerns and political motivations, from the initial seven items, the
majority, four, were retained in the validated scale, which reflects the importance of aspects such as
sustainability or human and animals’ rights when making food choices (Q5.1: “It is important to me
that the food I eat is prepared/packed in an environmental friendly way”, Q5.3: “It is important to me
that the food I eat comes from my own country”, Q5.4: “I prefer to eat food that has been produced in
a way that animals’ rights have been respected”, Q5.5: “I choose foods that have been produced in
countries where human rights are not violated”). Food is one of the three consumption domains with
greater environmental impact, and therefore food consumption is a central aspect for a sustainable
food supply [49,50]. Consumer inclination towards sustainable food purchase can help minimize food
waste and residues, as well as packaging materials, and can also minimize the environmental impacts
along the production chain, from the farm to the fork. Similarly, informed food choices can have a
large impact on the well-being of farm animals [37]. Consumers may also benefit the local economy
with their socially responsible choices [51]. However, we must bear in mind that sustainability should
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not jeopardize food choices in terms of nutritional values. One example is the ‘nutritional transition’ of
dietary patterns, and the consumption of foods with higher content in animal protein, acknowledging
that meat is considered as the food product with the greatest environmental impact throughout the
food chain [52]. Grunert et al. [53] revealed in their research that sustainability labels still do not play a
major role in consumers’ food choices. Finally, one of the latest studies on environmental modeling in
the food chain revealed the following food related research perspectives: the environmental impacts
of novel food processing technologies; innovative food packaging and changes in diets; and food
consumption in connection with climate and environmental changes [54].

Finally, the last scale, concerning marketing issues, was initially composed of seven items,
from which three were validated to be included in the EATMOT scale (Q6.2: “I eat what I eat, because I
recognize it from advertisements or have seen it on TV”, Q6.3: “I usually buy food that spontaneously
appeals to me”, Q6.5: “Food advertising campaigns increase my desire to eat certain foods”), and they
confirm the important role of publicity and marketing as influencers on food choice. Food marketing
has been identified as such an important determinant for obesity, that in many countries, restrictions
have been imposed when advertising foods or beverages for children or adolescents. Further, the role
of companies that sponsor many sports is believed to be influential in food consumption [55]. Care
must be taken when it comes to advertisements. Although food marketing can be used to incentivize
the consumption of healthy foods and beverages, the reality is sometimes different, and marketing is
used to promote foods with a high energy density and low nutritional value. This is particularly true
when it comes to young people, the demographic for whom food is one the most heavily marketed
product categories. On the other hand, promotional campaigns can be an ally in eliciting the purchase
of better quality foods at lower prices [56].

5. Conclusions

The results of this work allowed the assessing of six different types of factors that can influence
food choices and eating behaviors, in the specific categories: health, emotions, price and availability,
society and culture, environment and politics, and marketing and commercials. The results obtained
for a wide sample from 16 countries indicated that all the individual scales measured presented good
or very good fitting indices, with saturation in GFI in all cases, and values of chi-square ratio of 6.921
(for health), 0.987 (environment), 0.610 (emotions), and 0.000 in the remaining unifactorial models
(convenience, society, marketing). Furthermore, the fit was perfect, with saturation for all indices,
in three of the six models (convenience, society and marketing).

The scales validated include dimensions that are complementary and help in assessing food choice
determinants, which can be very helpful in designing strategies that lead people to adopt better eating
habits (those more oriented towards the maintenance of health, rather than having adverse effects).
Furthermore, sustainability is a top priority in today’s society, and the food supply chain contributes a
high impact on the biosystems, increasing water, soil and atmosphere pollution, which will in the end
also impact people’s health. To understand people’s decision processes, and which factors drive them
to make some choices instead of others, is pivotal in changing eating behaviors. These results produced
six independent scales for assessing eating motivations, which can be applied in future situations with
a high degree of confidence, bearing in mind that they were validated for a considerably vast sample,
across different countries and with participants from different cultural backgrounds.

Some limitations of this study include the possible biases due to the unequal number of participants,
like for example there being more female than male participants, or more participants from countries like
Croatia or Portugal, factors that are associated with the use of convenience samples in different countries.
These limitations are to some extent counterbalanced by the high number of participants overall.
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Appendix A

The questions included in the questionnaire were distributed across six different sections as follows:

Section 1—Health motivations:
Q1.1. I am very concerned about the hygiene and safety of the food I eat;
Q1.2. It is important for me that my diet is low in fat;
Q1.3. Usually I follow a healthy and balanced diet;
Q1.4. It is important for me that my daily diet contains a lot of vitamins and minerals;
Q1.5. There are some foods that I consume regularly, even if they may raise my cholesterol;
Q1.6. I try to eat foods that do not contain additives;
Q1.7. I avoid eating processed foods, because of their lower nutritional quality;
Q1.8. It is important for me to eat food that keeps me healthy;
Q1.9. There are some foods that I consume regularly, even if they may raise my blood glycaemia;
Q1.10. I avoid foods with genetically modified organisms;

Section 2—Emotional motivations:
Q2.1. Food helps me cope with stress;
Q2.2. I usually eat food that helps me control my weight;
Q2.3. I often consume foods that keep me awake and alert (such as coffee, coke, energy drinks);
Q2.4. I often consume foods that help me relax (such as some teas, red wine);
Q2.5. Food makes me feel good;
Q2.6. When I feel lonely, I console myself by eating;
Q2.7. I eat more when I have nothing to do;
Q2.8. For me, food serves as an emotional consolation;
Q2.9. I have more cravings for sweets when I am depressed;

Section 3—Economic and Availability motivations:
Q3.1. I usually choose food that has a good quality/price ratio;
Q3.2. The main reason for choosing a food is its low price;
Q3.3. I choose the food I consume, because it is convenient to purchase;
Q3.4. I buy fresh vegetables to cook myself more often than frozen;
Q3.5. I usually buy food that is easy to prepare;
Q3.6. I usually buy food that it is on sale;
Q3.7. I prefer to buy food that is ready to eat or pre-cooked;



Foods 2020, 9, 888 16 of 18

Section 4—Social and Cultural motivations:
Q4.1. Meals are a time of fellowship and pleasure;
Q4.2. I eat more than usual when I have company;
Q4.3. It is important to me that the food I eat is similar to the food I ate when I was a child;
Q4.4. I eat certain foods because other people (my colleagues, friends, family) also eat it;
Q4.5. I prefer to eat alone;
Q4.6. I choose the foods I eat, because it fits the season;
Q4.7. I eat certain foods because I am expected to eat them;
Q4.8. I like to try new foods to which I am not accustomed;
Q4.9. I usually eat food that is trendy;

Section 5—Environmental & Political motivations:
Q5.1. It is important to me that the food I eat is prepared/packed in an environmentally friendly way;
Q5.2. When I cook I have in mind the quantities to avoid food waste;
Q5.3. It is important to me that the food I eat comes from my own country;
Q5.4. I prefer to eat food that has been produced in a way that animals’ rights have been respected;
Q5.5. I choose foods that have been produced in countries where human rights are not violated;
Q5.6. I avoid going to restaurants that do not have a recovery policy of food surplus;
Q5.7. I prefer to buy foods that comply with policies of minimal usage of packaging;

Section 6—Marketing and Commercials motivations:
Q6.1. When I buy food I usually do not care about the marketing campaigns happening in the shop;
Q6.2. I eat what I eat, because I recognize it from advertisements or have seen it on TV;
Q6.3. I usually buy food that spontaneously appeals to me (e.g., situated at eye level, appealing colors,
pleasant packaging);
Q6.4. When I go shopping I prefer to read food labels instead of believing in advertising campaigns;
Q6.5. Food advertising campaigns increase my desire to eat certain foods;
Q6.6. Brands are important to me when making food choices;
Q6.7. I try to schedule my shopping for when I know there are promotions or discounts.

References

1. Cabral, D.; Cunha, L.M.; Vaz de Almeida, M.D. Food choice and food consumption frequency of Cape Verde
inhabitants. Appetite 2019, 139, 26–34. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. McGuire, S. Scientific Report of the 2015 Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee. Washington, DC: US
Departments of Agriculture and Health and Human Services, 2015. Adv. Nutr. 2016, 7, 202–204. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

3. Keegan, E.; Kemps, E.; Prichard, I.; Polivy, J.; Herman, C.P.; Tiggemann, M. The effect of the spatial positioning
of a healthy food cue on food choice from a pictorial-style menu. Eat. Behav. 2019, 34, 101313. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

4. Hu, X.F.; Kenny, T.-A.; Chan, H.M. Inuit Country Food Diet Pattern Is Associated with Lower Risk of
Coronary Heart Disease. J. Acad. Nutr. Diet. 2018, 118, 1237.e1–1248.e1. [CrossRef]

5. Iwatani, S.; Yamamoto, N. Functional food products in Japan: A review. Food Sci. Hum. Wellness 2019, 8,
96–101. [CrossRef]

6. Novak Nicole, L.; Brownell Kelly, D. Role of Policy and Government in the Obesity Epidemic. Circulation
2012, 126, 2345–2352. [CrossRef]

7. Novak, N.L.; Brownell, K.D. Obesity: A public health approach. Psychiatr. Clin. N. Am. 2011, 34, 895–909.
[CrossRef]

8. Sares-Jäske, L.; Knekt, P.; Lundqvist, A.; Heliövaara, M.; Männistö, S. Dieting attempts modify the association
between quality of diet and obesity. Nutr. Res. 2017, 45, 63–72. [CrossRef]

9. Deroost, N.; Cserjési, R. Attentional avoidance of emotional information in emotional eating. Psychiatr. Res.
2018, 269, 172–177. [CrossRef]

10. Van den Tol, A.J.M.; Ward, M.R.; Fong, H. The role of coping in emotional eating and the use of music for
discharge when feeling stressed. Arts Psychother. 2019, 64, 95–103. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2019.04.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30974180
http://dx.doi.org/10.3945/an.115.011684
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26773024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eatbeh.2019.101313
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31330478
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jand.2018.02.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fshw.2019.03.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.111.037929
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psc.2011.08.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nutres.2017.08.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2018.08.053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aip.2019.02.004


Foods 2020, 9, 888 17 of 18

11. Bartolini, F. Food Trade and Global Value Chain. In Encyclopedia of Food Security and Sustainability; Ferranti, P.,
Berry, E.M., Anderson, J.R., Eds.; Elsevier: Oxford, UK, 2019; pp. 82–87. ISBN 978-0-12-812688-2.

12. Asian, S.; Hafezalkotob, A.; John, J.J. Sharing economy in organic food supply chains: A pathway to
sustainable development. Int. J. Prod. Econ. 2019, 218, 322–338. [CrossRef]

13. Steg, L.; Vlek, C. Encouraging pro-environmental behaviour: An integrative review and research agenda.
J. Environ. Psychol. 2009, 29, 309–317. [CrossRef]

14. Taghikhah, F.; Voinov, A.; Shukla, N. Extending the supply chain to address sustainability. J. Clean. Prod.
2019, 229, 652–666. [CrossRef]

15. Wann, D.L. Preliminary Validation of the Sport Fan Motivation Scale. J. Sport Soc. Issues 2016. [CrossRef]
16. Kim, Y.G.; Eves, A. Construction and validation of a scale to measure tourist motivation to consume local

food. Tour. Manag. 2012, 33, 1458–1467. [CrossRef]
17. Guiné, R.; Duarte, J.; Ferreira, M.; Correia, P.; Leal, M.; Rumbak, I.; Baric, I.; Komes, D.; Satalic, Z.; Saric, M.;

et al. Knowledge about dietary fibres (KADF): Development and validation of an evaluation instrument
through structural equation modelling (SEM). Public Health 2016, 138, 108–118. [CrossRef]

18. Ferrão, A.C.; Guine, R.P.F.; Correia, P.M.R.; Ferreira, M.; Duarte, J.; Lima, J. Development of A Questionnaire
To Assess People’s Food Choices Determinants. Curr. Nutr. Food Sci. 2019, 15, 281–295. [CrossRef]

19. Marôco, J. Análise Estatística com o SPSS Statistics, 7th ed.; ReportNumber: Lisbon, Portugal, 2018.
20. Broen, M.P.G.; Moonen, A.J.H.; Kuijf, M.L.; Dujardin, K.; Marsh, L.; Richard, I.H.; Starkstein, S.E.;

Martinez–Martin, P.; Leentjens, A.F.G. Factor analysis of the Hamilton Depression Rating Scale in Parkinson’s
disease. Parkinsonism Relat. Disord. 2015, 21, 142–146. [CrossRef]

21. Costa, M.G.F.A.; Neves, M.M.J.C.; Duarte, J.C.; Pereira, A.M.S. Conhecimento dos pais sobre alimentação:
Construção e validação de um questionário de alimentação infantil. Rev. Enferm. Ref. 2012, 6, 55–68.
[CrossRef]

22. Tanaka, K.; Akechi, T.; Okuyama, T.; Nishiwaki, Y.; Uchitomi, Y. Development and validation of the Cancer
Dyspnoea Scale: A multidimensional, brief, self-rating scale. Br. J. Cancer 2000, 82, 800–805. [CrossRef]

23. Harrington, D. Confirmatory Factor Analysis; Oxford University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2009.
24. Brown, T.A. Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Applied Research, 2nd ed.; Guilford Press: New York, NY,

USA, 2015.
25. Hair, J.F.; Black, W.C.; Babin, B.J.; Anderson, R.E. Multivariate Data Analysis, 7 ed.; Prentice Hall: Upper Saddle

River, NJ, USA, 2009; ISBN 978-0-13-813263-7.
26. Marôco, J. Análise de Equações Estruturais. Fundamentos teóricos, Software e Aplicações; ReportNumber: Lisboa,

Portugal, 2014.
27. Sidali, K.L.; Pizzo, S.; Garrido-Pérez, E.I.; Schamel, G. Between food delicacies and food taboos: A structural

equation model to assess Western students’ acceptance of Amazonian insect food. Food Res. Int. 2019, 115,
83–89. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

28. Lagerkvist, C.J.; Amuakwa-Mensah, F.; Tei Mensah, J. How consumer confidence in food safety practices
along the food supply chain determines food handling practices: Evidence from Ghana. Food Control 2018,
93, 265–273. [CrossRef]

29. Lim, T.-P.; Chye, F.-Y.; Sulaiman, M.R.; Suki, N.M.; Lee, J.-S. A Structural Modeling on Food Safety Knowledge,
Attitude, and Behaviour Among Bum Bum Island community of Semporna, Sabah. Food Control 2015.
[CrossRef]

30. Ting, H.; Fam, K.-S.; Jun Hwa, J.C.; Richard, J.E.; Xing, N. Ethnic food consumption intention at the touring
destination: The national and regional perspectives using multi-group analysis. Tourism Manag. 2019, 71,
518–529. [CrossRef]

31. Schäfer, F.; Jeanne, J.-F. Evaluating the effects of food on health in a world of evolving operational challenges.
Contemp. Clin. Trials Commun. 2018, 12, 51–54. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

32. Adewumi, G.A. Health-Promoting Fermented Foods. In Encyclopedia of Food Chemistry; Melton, L., Shahidi, F.,
Varelis, P., Eds.; Academic Press: Oxford, UK, 2019; pp. 399–418. ISBN 978-0-12-814045-1.

33. Shang, N.; Chaplot, S.; Wu, J. 12-Food proteins for health and nutrition. In Proteins in Food Processing,
2nd ed.; Yada, R.Y., Ed.; Woodhead Publishing Series in Food Science, Technology and Nutrition; Woodhead
Publishing: Cambridge, UK, 2018; pp. 301–336. ISBN 978-0-08-100722-8.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2019.06.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2008.10.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.05.051
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/019372395019004004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2012.01.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2016.03.031
http://dx.doi.org/10.2174/1573401313666171117150648
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.parkreldis.2014.11.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.12707/RIII1158
http://dx.doi.org/10.1054/bjoc.1999.1002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foodres.2018.07.027
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30599985
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2018.06.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2015.07.042
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2018.11.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.conctc.2018.09.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30259002


Foods 2020, 9, 888 18 of 18

34. Akinmoladun, A.C.; Farombi, T.H.; Farombi, E.O. Food for Brain Health: Flavonoids. In Encyclopedia of
Food Chemistry; Melton, L., Shahidi, F., Varelis, P., Eds.; Academic Press: Oxford, UK, 2019; pp. 370–386.
ISBN 978-0-12-814045-1.

35. Lucan, S.C. When food isn’t medicine—A challenge for physicians and health systems. Prev. Med. Rep. 2018,
10, 62–65. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Behrens, J.; Montes, N.; Silva, M. Effect of nutrition and health claims on the acceptability of soymilk
beverages. Int. J. Food Sci. Technol. 2007, 42, 50–56. [CrossRef]

37. Musto, M.; Cardinale, D.; Lucia, P.; Faraone, D. Creating Public Awareness of How Goats Are Reared and
Milk Produced May Affect Consumer Acceptability. J. Appl. Anim.Welf. Sci. 2016, 19, 217–233. [CrossRef]

38. Mantau, A.; Hattula, S.; Bornemann, T. Individual determinants of emotional eating: A simultaneous
investigation. Appetite 2018, 130, 93–103. [CrossRef]

39. Samuel, L.; Cohen, M. Expressive suppression and emotional eating in older and younger adults:
An exploratory study. Arch. Gerontol. Geriatr. 2018, 78, 127–131. [CrossRef]

40. Scholliers, P. Convenience foods. What, why, and when. Appetite 2015, 94, 2–6. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
41. Verriet, J. Ready meals and cultural values in the Netherlands, 1950–1970. Food Hist. 2013, 11, 123–153.

[CrossRef]
42. Sheely, M. Global adoption of convenience foods. Am. J. Agric. Econ. 2008, 90, 1356–1365. [CrossRef]
43. Brunner, T.A.; Horst, K.; Siegrist, M. Convenience food products. Drivers for consumption. Appetite 2010, 55,

498–506. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
44. Frez-Muñoz, L.; Steenbekkers, B.L.P.A.; Fogliano, V. The Choice of Canned Whole Peeled Tomatoes is Driven

by Different Key Quality Attributes Perceived by Consumers Having Different Familiarity with the Product.
J. Food Sci. 2016, 81, S2988–S2996. [CrossRef]

45. Nakata, R.; Kawai, N. The “social” facilitation of eating without the presence of others: Self-reflection on
eating makes food taste better and people eat more. Physiol. Behav. 2017, 179, 23–29. [CrossRef]

46. Baumeister, R.F.; Leary, M.R. The Need to Belong: Desire for Interpersonal Attachments as a Fundamental
Human Motivation. Psychol. Bull. 1995, 117, 497–529. [CrossRef]

47. Sommer, W.; Stürmer, B.; Shmuilovich, O.; Martin-Loeches, M.; Schacht, A. How about Lunch? Consequences
of the Meal Context on Cognition and Emotion. PLoS ONE 2013, 8, e70314. [CrossRef]

48. Salvy, S.J.; Howard, M.; Read, M.; Mele, E. The presence of friends increases food intake in youth. Am. J. Clin.
Nutr. 2009, 90, 282–287. [CrossRef]

49. Azzurra, A.; Massimiliano, A.; Angela, M. Measuring sustainable food consumption: A case study on organic
food. Sustain. Prod. Consum. 2019, 17, 95–107. [CrossRef]

50. Verain, M.C.D.; Sijtsema, S.J.; Antonides, G. Consumer segmentation based on food-category attribute
importance: The relation with healthiness and sustainability perceptions. Food Qual. Prefer. 2016, 48, 99–106.
[CrossRef]

51. Colliver, A. Sustainable Food Consumption: A Practice-Based ApproachElizabeth Sargant Wageningen
Academic Publishers, Netherlands, 2014, 174 pp., ISBN 9789086862634. Aust. J. Environ. Educ. 2015, 31,
282–283. [CrossRef]

52. Djekic, I.; Tomasevic, I. Environmental impacts of the meat chain – Current status and future perspectives.
Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2016, 54, 94–102. [CrossRef]

53. Grunert, K.G.; Hieke, S.; Wills, J. Sustainability labels on food products: Consumer motivation, understanding
and use. Food Policy 2014, 44, 177–189. [CrossRef]

54. Djekic, I.; Sanjuán, N.; Clemente, G.; Jambrak, A.R.; Djukić-Vuković, A.; Brodnjak, U.V.; Pop, E.;
Thomopoulos, R.; Tonda, A. Review on environmental models in the food chain—Current status and
future perspectives. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 176, 1012–1025. [CrossRef]

55. Bragg, M.A.; Roberto, C.A.; Harris, J.L.; Brownell, K.D.; Elbel, B. Marketing Food and Beverages to Youth
Through Sports. J. Adolesc. Health 2018, 62, 5–13. [CrossRef]

56. Cairns, G. Evolutions in food marketing, quantifying the impact, and policy implications. Appetite 2013, 62,
194–197. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pmedr.2018.02.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30023160
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2621.2006.01206.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10888705.2015.1129906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2018.07.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.archger.2018.06.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2015.02.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25683795
http://dx.doi.org/10.1484/J.FOOD.1.103558
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8276.2008.01231.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2010.08.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20832437
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1750-3841.13539
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2017.05.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0070314
http://dx.doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.2009.27658
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2018.09.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2015.08.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/aee.2015.41
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2016.06.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2013.12.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.11.241
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2017.06.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2012.07.016
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22858428
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Questionnaire 
	Data Collection 
	Analysis of the Data 

	Results 
	Health Motivations 
	Emotional Motivations 
	Economic and Availability Motivations 
	Social and Cultural Motivations 
	Environmental and Political Motivations 
	Marketing and Commercials Motivations 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	
	References

