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Abstract: The concept of green consumption has become an environmental topic that draws world-
wide attention. In order to mitigate environmental damage, it is imperative to increase the recyclabil-
ity of the food system, and therefore, novel, sustainable, and produced foods need to be supplied to
the food system. Among such foods, precooked plant-based foods (PPBFs), which feature health,
convenience, and functionality, have become a new trend of the food culture. This study uses
the value–attitude–behavior (VAB) model as the theoretical framework and incorporates research
variables, such as “environmental concern”, “time pressure”, and “cooking habit”, so as to discuss
consumers’ behavioral intention toward PPBFs. The research results reveal the following: (1) con-
sumers’ health value and interest in PPBFs will significantly affect their behavioral intention; (2) there
is a significant relationship between environmental concern and behavioral intention; and (3) time
pressure and cooking habits indicate an insignificant relationship with behavioral intention.

Keywords: consumer behavior; food choice motivations; precooked plant-based foods (PPBFs);
novel and healthier products; green food

1. Introduction

Owing to rising health awareness worldwide, healthy dieting has drawn increased at-
tention [1,2]. According to the survey data of the Global Wellness Institute (GWI) (2018) [3],
the economic scale of the global health industry reached USD 4.5 trillion, with an annual
growth rate of 6.4% from 2015 to 2017. In the 2018 report of GWI on Food and Beverage
Trend, the market survey firm, Mintel, stated that plant-based food will become a trend
of the catering industry. According to the survey jointly conducted by the British market
survey firm YouGov and the American supermarket Whole Foods Market [4], 80% of mil-
lennial consumers prioritize health when selecting foods; they try to include plant-based
foods as part of their daily diet. The study conducted by Hanson and Yun [5] highlighted
that the change in consumers’ diet preference has led food producers to start producing
new healthy foods, such as PPBFs. The so-called PPBFs are made of 100% vegetarian
components; they can provide convenience, save cooking time, and replace traditional
food. Moreover, they contain relatively low contents of calorie, sodium, and processed
cereal; besides being convenient, they are also nutritious and beneficial to health [6]. For ex-
ample, frozen vegetables and fruits are produced by using cryopreservation technology to
preserve their nutrition, so that there is no additional requirement of cleaning them again
and can be directly consumed. These include food items such as Nature’s Touch frozen
avocado and Earthbound Farm’s organic frozen berry set with three varieties of berries
sold at Costco; bean products and canned vegetables labeled as salt-reduced or salt-free
can lower the intake of sodium (Cirio’s canned chickpeas and Carrefour’s canned peas
and carrots); and plant-based burgers or steak (Vveat’s frozen veggie burger steak sold
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at Costco). Considering that only a handful of existing studies have conducted research
on PPBFs-related consumer behaviors [6,7], the research motivation of this study is to fill
this gap.

The value–attitude–behavior (VAB) model has been widely used in the research of
social psychology to discuss consumers’ behavioral model [8]. This model consists of three
basic constructs: value, attitude, and behavior. The basic concept of value is the criteria that
guide people’s action; it is relatively subjective, and it is formed through consumers’ social
and psychological development. The formation of value can change dieting habits and
behaviors [9]. Attitude is the feeling of individuals when they engage in specific behaviors,
or their positive or negative opinions toward specific behaviors [10]; attitudes exert an
impact on individual behaviors [11]. Tudoran, Olsen, and Dopico [12] suggested that
value will influence consumer behaviors through attitude. Cheung and To [13] utilized the
VAB model to discuss consumer behaviors when selecting plant-based foods; their study
highlighted that information disclosure is a key factor for consumers when choosing to
purchase plant-based foods. Kim et al. [14] applied the VAB model to discuss consumer
behaviors to dine in vegetarian restaurants. Since no study has used the VAB model to
discuss the behavioral intention of consumers toward PPBFs, this study attempts to fill this
gap in the literature.

With increasing environmental awareness, changes in consumption behaviors have
been generated, and individuals’ responsibility for environmental protection and consump-
tion behaviors of green products have drawn increased attention [15]. According to one
study, when consumers buy foods, they not only consider the nutritional content, the place
of origin, and the identification certification, but also the environmental information of
foods [16]. The environmental concern of consumers exerts a significant impact on the
consumption behaviors of plant-based diets [17]. Therefore, this study includes environ-
mental concern as one of the research variables. Modern lifestyle has led to increasingly
tight schedules, prompting individuals to adopt unhealthy life habits and dieting methods,
thereby causing malnutrition issues [5]. PPBFs have emerged to fulfill the requirements
of convenience and health [18]. Contini, Boncinelli, Gerini, Scozzafava, and Casini [19]
highlighted that time pressure on consumers exerts a significant impact on the purchase of
PPBFs. Therefore, this study also includes time pressure as one of the research variables.
For regular families, meal preparation is a time and energy-consuming process, from in-
gredient purchase to menu planning to cooking methods to dish washing at the end [20].
This drives many consumers to seek more convenient food choices [5]. Caraher, Dixon,
Lang, and Carr-Hill [21] highlighted that consumers who are less accustomed to cooking
are more likely to choose highly convenient foods, such as instant foods [22]. Therefore,
this study further includes cooking habits as one of the research variables.

Based on the above research background and motivation, this study centers on the
VAB model and incorporates three more research constructs (i.e., environmental concern,
time pressure, and cooking habits) to discuss consumers’ behavioral intention toward
PPBFs. It is hoped that the present research findings will help instant food businesses
identify key factors influencing consumers’ purchases of PPBFs, allowing them to develop
effective marketing strategies and expand their business opportunities.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. The Relationship between Health Value and Interest in PPBFs

Tudoran, Olsen, and Dopico [12] believe that health value refers to how individuals
view their health status, and the health value of consumers has a correlation with product
functions and purchase intention. Tromp et al. (2005) [23] highlighted that the higher the
health value of consumers, the more likely they are to make healthy choices. Jun, Kang,
and Arendt [24] argued that due to different health values, individuals conduct different
behaviors to improve health, but the values will positively affect healthy behaviors and
attitude toward healthy products, thereby generating interest [25]. Choe and Kim [26]
highlighted that the health value of consumers affects their attitude and behavioral inten-
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tion toward local foods. Shin et al. [17] highlighted that for consumers who dine in green
restaurants, their eco-friendly attitude will influence their choice of plant-based dieting.
Based on the above, this study puts forth Hypothesis 1:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). The health value will positively affect consumers’ interest in PPBFs.

2.2. The Relationship between Interest in PPBFs and Behavioral Intention

Behavioral intention is defined as a strong endogenous stimulation, and it is often
considered as the cause of behavior [27]. Blackwell, Miniard, and Engle [28] classified
consumers’ behavioral intention into six constructs, namely, purchase intention, repur-
chase intention, spend intention, search intention, and consumption intention. Anderson
and Srinivasan [29] held the view that when consumers have a high perceived value for
products or services, a positive behavioral intention will be generated, e.g., repurchase
intention, word-of-mouth promotion, and willingness to recommend to others.

Tudoran, Scholderer, and Brunsø [30] classified the measurement of behavioral in-
tention into three types: (1) intent to repurchase, that is whether the customer is will-
ing to purchase the product or service again in the future; (2) primary behavior, which
mainly measures customer loyalty, e.g., the most recent time of purchase, purchase fre-
quency, and purchase quantity; (3) secondary behavior, including recommendation, sup-
port, and word-of-mouth by customers. Kock, Josiassen, and Assaf [31] classified the
measurement of behavioral intentions into the following: (1) visit or revisit, referring
to whether the customer pays a visit on-site or revisits the site; (2) spend or repurchase
intention, referring to whether the customer purchases the product or purchases the prod-
uct again; (3) word-of-mouth recommendations, referring to whether the customer offers
positive or negative word-of-mouth recommendations for the product; and (4) feedback
to service, referring to whether the customer offers positive or negative feedback to the
service. This study will discuss consumers’ behavioral intention toward PPBFs. In terms
of the measurement constructs of behavioral intention, this study adopts the constructs
developed by Tudoran, Scholderer, and Brunsø [30], namely, intent to repurchase, primary
behavior, and secondary behavior, so as to understand consumers’ behavioral intention
when consuming PPBFs.

The study by Zandstra, De Graaf, and Van Staveren [32] highlighted that consumers’
interest in healthy foods will affect their intention to purchase vegetables and fruits, indicat-
ing that consumers will pay attention to their own health [33]. Roininen [34] demonstrated
that consumers believe that healthy foods are beneficial to their health, and therefore,
they feel less guilty when eating healthy foods compared to regular foods, thereby increas-
ing their interest in healthy foods. Tudoran, Scholderer, and Brunsø [30] suggested that the
more the consumers value health, the more likely they will choose healthy foods. Based on
the above, this study develops Hypothesis 2:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Consumers’ interest in PPBFs will positively affect their behavioral intention.

2.3. The Relationship between Environmental Concern and Behavioral Intention

With the changes in consumers’ attitude toward environmental issues, environmental
concern has become one of the determinants for predicting consumers’ environment-
friendly behaviors [17]. De Groot and Steg [35] highlighted that consumers’ environmental
concern will exert an impact on their intention to purchase green products, and it is an
important reference factor for evaluating food quality [36]. Hansla, Gamble, Juliusson,
and Gärling [37] stated that the measurement constructs of environmental concern can be
classified into: (1) environmental concern for oneself (ECself), which indicates the value
generated by considering environmental changes from the perspective of consumers them-
selves; (2) environmental concern for others (EChum), which means the value generated
by considering environmental changes from the perspective of others; (3) environmental
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concern for the biosphere (ECbio), which refers to the value generated by considering
environmental changes from the perspective of nonhuman subjects.

Helm, Pollitt, Barnett, Curran, and Craig [38] classified the measurement constructs of
environmental concern into the following: (1) the egoistic type, which is the concern for
our own health, life, and well-being; (2) the social-altruistic type, which is the concern for
the future generations, communities, and others; and (3) the biospheric type, which is the
concern for the natural environment or specific plants and animals. The study conducted
by Skogen et al. [39] highlighted the measurement constructs of environmental concern
into the following: (1) ecocentrism, meaning to use an ecosystem-centered approach in
discussing environmental issues; (2) anthropocentrism, meaning to use a human-centered
approach in discussing environmental issues; (3) dominance, meaning to use a dominant
class-centered approach in discussing environmental issues; (4) altruism, meaning to use
another people-centered approach in discussing environmental issues.

Tran, Yamamoto, and Sato [40] classified the measurement constructs of environmen-
tal concern into the following: (1) personal norms, referring to the individual behaviors
that are subject to the causal effect of moral obligations; and (2) altruistic behavior, referring
to the perception of the impact of individual behaviors on others. Freire, Quevedo-Silva,
Frederico, Vils, and Braga Junior [41] highlighted that the measurement constructs of envi-
ronmental concern can be classified into the following: (1) concern or interest, which refers
to the value consisting of concern or interest toward environmental topics; (2) behavioral
intention, which consists of behaviors in the past, present, and in the future; and (3) under-
stand the impact, the degree of understanding of the effect of one’s own behavior on the
environment.

Based on the research findings, this study will refer to the study of Hansla, Gamble,
Juliusson, and Gärling [37] and utilize the three constructs, ECself, EChum, and ECbio,
for environmental concern, to understand whether consumers can consider the perspectives
of themselves, others, and nonhuman subjects to study the impact on environment when it
comes to the consumption of PPBFs.

The study conducted by Lee, Hwang, Kim, and Cho [42] highlighted that con-
sumers’ environmental concern will affect their purchase intention for 3D-printed foods.
Nilsson et al. [43] believed that consumer behaviors are affected by environmental con-
cern. D’Amico et al. [44] manifested that the purpose of purchasing plant-based food by
consumers is affected by environmental concern. The study by Arısal and Atalar [45]
showed that environmental concern will affect individual purchase intention. Pienaar,
Lew, and Wallmo [46] also demonstrated that environmental concern is an indicator for
predicting green purchase behaviors. Based on the above, it can be found that environ-
mental concern is correlated with behavioral intention. Therefore, this study puts forth
Hypothesis 3:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Consumers’ environmental concern for PPBFs will positively affect their
behavioral intention.

2.4. The Relationship between Time Pressure and Behavioral Intention

Time pressure refers to how people solve problems or make the best decision amidst
tight schedules [47]. Time pressure is a subjective feeling. When decision makers feel that
they do not have enough time to complete their work, and when they believe the available
time is more limited than the time to be spent on carrying out a task, they will develop
such a feeling [48]. Under time pressure, decision making will increase the psychological
burden [49] as well as anxiety and negative emotion of the decision maker, leading to a
risk-aversion tendency [50].

Kaplan, Wanshula, and Zanna [51] highlighted that under the limitation of time
pressure, consumers will simplify information collection. For example, when under time
pressure, consumers prefer to choose (1) high-quality brands; (2) high-priced brands;
and (3) characteristic products. Dhar and Nowlis [52] highlighted that when faced with
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time pressure, the response measures of consumers can be classified into three types:
(1) accelerate, which means that consumers will speed up the search and processing of
information under time pressure; (2) filter, which means that consumers will focus on
relatively important considerations, as well as pay extra attention to negative information;
and (3) alter, which means that consumers will change their means of collecting information
and adopt a simpler evaluation approach.

Based on the above, this study refers to the study of Dhar and Nowlis [52] and adopts
the three measurement constructs, namely, accelerate, filter, and alter, to measure time
pressure and to understand whether consumers think that using PPBFs makes their life
more convenient and comfortable and reduces their time pressure for meal preparation.

Dhar and Nowlis [52] suggested that consumers’ purchase tendency is related to
different degrees of time pressure when making the decision. Consumers will define the
economic value of time based on time allocation method; moreover, the value of time will be
affected by the perceived time pressure [53]. Etkin, Evangelidis, and Aaker [54] highlighted
that when time is pressed, consumers are prone to economic cost decision making, which
is to pay extra economic costs to purchase time-consuming products. When time pressure
increases, consumers will consider their own time to be more valuable, thereby leading
them to purchase instant foods [55]. Therefore, based on the above literature, this study
develops the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Consumers’ time pressure related to PPBFs will positively affect their behav-
ioral intention.

2.5. The Relationship between Cooking Habit and Behavioral Intention

Pettinger et al. [56] highlighted that cooking habit will vary because of cultural differ-
ences, climate conditions, and growth environments [57]. Caraher, Dixon, Lang, and Carr-
Hill [21] demonstrated that cooking habit affects the direction of food choices made by
people, and cooking daily meals and following healthy diet are two of the factors affecting
people to make sensible decisions that benefit their health. Lang [58] classified cooking
habit into five measurement constructs: (1) cooking time; (2) the relaxed emotion cooking
brings to people; (3) the happy emotion cooking brings to people; (4) the creativity cooking
brings to people; and (5) having a positive attitude toward cooking activities. Sheth, New-
man, and Gross [59] classified cooking habit into five constructs, namely, functional value,
emotional value, comprehension value, scenario value, and social value. This study adopts
the constructs developed by Lang [58] to understand whether consumers think that PPBFs
make their life more convenient and comfortable, and behaviors that facilitate the cooking
activities of consumers.

The study conducted by Jo, Lee, and Choe [60] revealed that individuals and families
who are less accustomed to cooking can purchase takeaway foods so as to reduce time
and workload in the process of meal preparation at home. Contini et al. [6] held that the
cooking habit of individuals and families will affect purchase intention toward instant food,
and suggested that individuals and families who are less accustomed to cooking will seek
more convenient dieting choices (Contini et al., 2018) [19]. Based on the above, this study
puts forth Hypothesis 5:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Consumers’ cooking habit related to PPBFs will negatively affect their
behavioral intention.

3. Methods
3.1. Conceptual Model

This study keeps the theoretical framework of the VAB model, and incorporates
environmental concern, time pressure, and cooking habit into the measurement, so as to
further discuss consumers’ behavioral intention toward PPBFs. The research framework is
illustrated in Figure 1.
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3.2. Measurement Instrument and Data Collection

The questionnaire contains seven parts. The first three parts are scales for value, atti-
tude, and behavior. The health value refers to the study by Lee, Hwang, Kim, and Cho [42]
and includes three items. The interest in PPBFs refers to the study by Lee, Hwang, Kim,
and Cho [42] and includes three items. The behavioral intention refers to the study by
Tudoran, Scholderer, and Brunsø [30] and includes nine items. The fourth part of the
study is the environmental concern scale with nine items, and it refers to the study by
Hansla, Gamble, Juliusson, and Gärling [37]. The fifth part is the time pressure scale with
nine items, and it refers to the study by Dhar and Nowlis [52]. The sixth part is cooking
habit scale with six items, and it refers to the study of Lang (2020) [58]. In this study,
the Cronbach’s α values of all constructs reach above 0.70, indicating that the measurement
tools of this study are reasonable. The above-mentioned six parts adopt the seven-point
Likert scale, asking the respondents to select from “strongly disagree (1)” to “strongly agree
(7).” The seventh part contains the basic information of respondents, including gender, age,
education level, and average monthly income.

Before issuing the formal questionnaires, this study conducted an online pretest
questionnaire, hoping to improve the reliability of the scales with the answers of online
respondents. A total of 50 valid samples were recovered for the pretest. This study used a
reliability measurement to examine whether the test results were stable and consistent.

In this study, purposive sampling was used to investigate the local residents who live
in Taichung city, Taiwan. The study is based on the following criteria: (1) customers who
have visited to consume one or more PPBF from any Hypermarket, and (2) addressing
customers at Costco and PX Mart. A one-on-one interview method was adopted to clarify
any ambiguities in the questionnaire and help respondents fill out the questionnaire
seamlessly online (SurveyCake Forms), and they were given approximately 10 min to
fill it out. If potential interviewees had not tried PPBF, the interview was discontinued.
The investigation period was from July 2021 to August 2021. This study distributed a total



Sustainability 2021, 13, 12288 7 of 14

of 450 copies of formal questionnaires. After filtering out the unanswered and incomplete
responses, the study acquired 391 copies of valid questionnaires, with a valid recovery rate
of 87.1%.

With regards to the statistical results of respondents’ socioeconomic characteristics,
in terms of gender, males account for 44.9% and females account for 55.1%. In terms of age,
the age group of 51–60 years old constitutes the highest proportion (accounting for 24.5%),
followed by the age group of 41–50 years old (accounting for 21.8%). In terms of education
level, the group of junior college and college has the highest proportion (accounting for
52.9%), followed by high (vocational) school (accounting for 22.8%). In terms of personal
monthly income, the group with an average monthly income of NTD 40,001–60,000(USD
1440–2160/EUR 1236–1854) has the highest proportion (accounting for 42.9%), followed
by the group with an average monthly income of NTD 20,001–40,000(USD 720–1440/EUR
618–1236).

3.3. Statistical Analysis

The theoretical framework was analyzed using Statistical Package for Social Science
(SPSS) and Analysis of Moment Structure (AMOS) version 20. Two structural equation
modeling (SEM) study models were investigated in a study. The two models, namely a
measurement model and a structural model, were used to test for validity and reliability,
and to test for model fit and hypothesis, respectively.

4. Results
4.1. Measurement Model: Reliability and Validity

The reliability and validity analysis results of the constructs are listed in Table 1.
In terms of convergent validity, if the factor loading value of construct is above 0.5, then it
indicates that the item has convergent validity [61]. Jöreskog and Sörbom [62] suggested
that the construct reliability (CR) should fulfill the threshold requirement of 0.6 or above.
In this study, the factor loading values of all constructs are above the standard of 0.5, and all
CR values fall between 0.62 and 0.92, significantly higher than the minimum threshold of
0.6. This indicates internal consistency among all variables. In terms of the average variance
extracted (AVE), although the cooking habit (with an AVE value of 0.45) fails to meet the
threshold of 0.5 or above, all AVE values of the remaining constructs of this study are above
0.5, indicating that except for the cooking habit construct, all constructs of this study have
convergent validity. Overall, with regard to the internal quality of the measurement model,
the health value, interest in PPBFs, environmental concern, and behavioral intention meet
the ideal quality level. Means, standard deviations, and correlations among the constructs
are presented in Table 2.

Table 1. Results of the factor loading, reliability, and validity.

Construct Standard Factor Loading t-Value Reliability of
Specific Items-R2 CR AVE

Health value 0.90 0.76
Health value 1 0.91 11.19 *** 0.83
Health value 2 0.81 13.72 *** 0.66
Health value 3 0.89 12.34 *** 0.79

Interest in PPBFs 0.88 0.72
Interest in PPBFs 1 0.89 11.99 *** 0.78
Interest in PPBFs 2 0.78 13.92 *** 0.60
Interest in PPBFs 3 0.87 13.54 *** 0.76
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Table 1. Cont.

Construct Standard Factor Loading t-Value Reliability of
Specific Items-R2 CR AVE

Environmental
concern 0.87 0.69

ECself 0.89 10.80 *** 0.80
EChum 0.92 9.85 *** 0.84
ECbio 0.65 13.46 *** 0.42

Time pressure 0.86 0.70
Accelerate 0.88 10.81 *** 0.77

Filter 0.90 10.31 *** 0.80
Alter 0.65 14.13 *** 0.43

Cooking habit 0.62 0.45
Time 0.57 13.09 *** 0.33

Creativity 0.76 9.45 *** 0.59

Behavioral
intention 0.92 0.79

Intent to
repurchase 0.88 9.83 *** 0.77

Primary behavior 0.87 10.58 *** 0.76
Secondary
behavior 0.92 7.70 *** 0.85

Note: *** p < 0.001.

Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and correlations of constructs.

Construct Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Health value 4.87 1.24 1.00
2. Interest in PPBFs 4.87 1.23 0.98 ** 1.00

3. Environmental concern 4.98 1.16 0.82 ** 0.80 ** 1.00
4. Time pressure 4.98 1.16 0.80 ** 0.80 ** 0.99 ** 1.00
5. Cooking habit 5.03 1.05 0.69 ** 0.68 ** 0.88 ** 0.88 ** 1.00

6. Behavioral intention 4.68 1.27 0.76 ** 0.76 ** 0.71 ** 0.70 ** 0.61 ** 1.00

Note: ** p < 0.05.

4.2. Structural Model: Goodness-of-Fit Statistics and Hypothesis Testing

The analysis started with a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using AMOS 20.0. After
an initial CFA analysis, the revised model shows an appropriate level of model fit as seen in
Table 3 (χ2/df = 1.304, RMSEA = 0.030, GFI = 0.942, NFI = 0.960, AGFI = 0.918, CFI = 0.990,
PNFI = 0.643, RMR = 0.047). All values for composite reliability, which ranged from 0.792 to
0.916, clearly exceeded the minimum threshold of 0.60. This result supported internal
consistency among the items for each construct. In addition, all AVE values in the present
study were greater than 0.50, thus supporting convergent validity. Finally, the degree of
discriminant validity was acceptable and the AVE value for each study variable clearly
exceeded the squared value for its correlations with other study variables [63].

Table 3. Result of the fit indicators of the evaluation model.

Fit Index Ideal Value Result Conclusion

χ2/df <3 1.304 Acceptable
GFI >0.9 (good fit) 0.942 Acceptable

AGFI >0.9 (good fit) 0.918 Acceptable
NFI >0.9 0.960 Acceptable
CFI >0.9 0.990 Acceptable

PNFI >0.5 0.643 Acceptable
RMR <0.05 0.047 Acceptable
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Table 3. Cont.

RMSEA

≤0.05 (close fit)

0.030 Fair fit
0.05–0.08 (fair fit)

0.08–0.10 (mediocre fit)
>0.10 (poor fit)

Note: GFI: goodness-of-fit index; AGFI: adjusted goodness-of-fit index; NFI: normalized fit index; PNFI: parsimo-
nious normed fit index; CFI: comparative fit index; RMR: root mean square residual; RMSEA: root mean square
error of approximation.

5. Discussion

The proposed model was evaluated by running SEM with the maximum likelihood
estimation method. The findings indicated that our proposed model has a satisfactory
predictive ability in outcome variables. The path analysis results and verification of the
hypotheses are shown in Figure 2 and Table 4.
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Table 4. Summary of test results of research hypotheses.

Research Hypothesis Parameter Estimation t-Value Test Result

H1: The health value will positively affect consumers’ interest in PPBFs 0.979 *** 100.42 Valid
H2: Consumers’ interest in PPBFs will positively affect their

behavioral intention 0.568 *** 10.37 Valid

H3: Consumers’ environmental concern for PPBFs will positively affect their
behavioral intention 0.622 ** 2.90 Valid

H4: Consumers’ time pressure related to PPBFs will positively affect their
behavioral intention −0.347 −1.60 Invalid

H5: Consumers’ cooking habit related to PPBFs will negatively affect their
behavioral intention 0.025 0.299 Invalid

Note: *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.05.

The empirical results are in line with H1 of this study “H1: The health value will
positively affect consumers’ interest in PPBFs (β = 0.979, p < 0.001)”; therefore, this study
holds that this hypothesis is valid. According to the results, consumers pay attention to
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their own health, and will generate interest in nutritious PPBFs based on their own health
value. According to the empirical study by Jun, Kang, and Arendt [24], health value will
positively affect consumers’ healthy behaviors and attitude toward healthy products; thus,
H1 stands.

The empirical results are in line with H2 of this study “H2: Consumers’ interest in PPBFs
will positively affect their behavioral intention (β = 0.568, p < 0.001)”; therefore, this study holds
that this hypothesis is valid. The research results indicate that the higher the consumers’
interest in PPBFs, the more likely they will choose to buy PPBFs. According to the empirical
study by Tudoran, Scholderer, and Brunsø [30], the more the consumers value health,
the more likely they will choose healthy foods; thus, H2 stands.

The empirical results are in line with H3 of this study “H3: Consumers’ environmental
concern for PPBFs will positively affect their behavioral intention (β = 0.622, p < 0.01)”; therefore,
this study holds that this hypothesis is valid. In other words, the more the consumers
value environmental concern, the deeper the impact on their green purchase behaviors.
This finding is in line with the study by Pienaar, Lew, and Wallmo [46], which believes
that consumers’ environmental concern will influence their purchase behaviors; thus,
H3 stands.

The empirical results are not in line with H4 of this study “H4: Consumers’ time
pressure related to PPBFs will positively affect their behavioral intention (β = −0.347, p > 0.01)”;
therefore, this study holds that this hypothesis is invalid. According to the research results,
consumers’ own time pressure is not the main factor influencing their purchase of PPBFs,
which is inconsistent with the study by DeVoe and Pfeffer [55], which suggests with the
increase in time pressure, consumers will believe their own time is more valuable and
choose to buy instant foods; thus, H4 does not stand.

The empirical results are not in line with H5 of this study “H5: Consumers’ cooking habit
related to PPBFs will negatively affect their behavioral intention (β = 0.025, p > 0.01)”; therefore,
this study holds that this hypothesis is invalid. The results indicate that the cooking habits
of individuals and families will not impact consumers’ purchase intention of PPBFs, which
is inconsistent with the study findings of Contini et al. [19], which suggests individuals
and families that are less likely to cook will seek more convenient dieting method; thus,
H5 does not stand.

This study conducts empirical research on the causal relationship between constructs
and research hypotheses, and it finds that H1, H2, and H3 are valid, whereas H4 and
H5 are not. The research results indicate that consumers’ health value will positively
affect their interest in PPBFs, verifying the study by Jun, Kang, and Arendt [24], which
holds that health value will positively affect consumers’ healthy behaviors and attitude
toward healthy products, thereby supporting H1. The higher the consumers’ interest
in PPBFs, the more likely they will purchase PPBFs, verifying the study by Tudoran,
Scholderer, and Brunsø [30], which holds that the more consumers value health, the more
likely they will choose healthy foods, thereby supporting H2. Moreover, the greater
environmental concern consumers hold, the deeper the impact on their green purchasing
behaviors. This is in line with the study by Pienaar, Lew, and Wallmo [46], which suggests
that consumers’ environmental concern will influence their product purchase behaviors,
thereby supporting H3.

According to the research results, consumers’ own time pressure is not a main factor
influencing their purchase of PPBFs, and this finding is not in line with the study by DeVoe
and Pfeffer [55], which suggests that with the increase in time pressure, consumers will
consider their own time more valuable and choose to buy instant foods; thus, H4 is not
supported. The research results verify that the cooking habits of individuals and families
will not impact consumers’ purchase intention of PPBFs, which is inconsistent with the
study by Contini et al. [19], which suggests that individuals and families that are less likely
to cook will seek more convenient dieting methods; thus, H5 is not supported. In summary,
among the five research hypotheses developed in this study, H1, H2, and H3 are valid,
whereas H4 and H5 are not.
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The test results for cause–effect model parameter estimation and research hypotheses
are summarized in Table 4.

6. Conclusions
6.1. Managerial Implications

In light of the results, this study identifies the following conclusions:

1. The results show that consumers have established the concept regarding environmen-
tal friendliness brought by PPBFs, thus confirming that plant-based foods capable of
providing convenience combined with healthy qualities can highlight that consumers’
environmental concern will encourage them to purchase green products, and it is an
important reference factor for evaluating food quality [36].

2. The time pressure does not influence their final behavioral intention. In fact, it is
contrary to what we had hypothesized. The results show that consumers will not
consider time pressure when consuming food; rather, they will feel time pressure
when using food [6].

3. The cooking habits of individuals or families do not influence their final behavioral
intention. The results indicate that consumers choose to consume PPBF irrelevant
to the cooking habits of individuals or families of the local residents who lived in
Taichung city, Taiwan. This finding is coherent with the literature; cooking habit will
vary owing to cultural differences, climate conditions, and growth environments [57].

6.2. Limitations of the Study and Scope for Future Research

This study strives for correction in implementation and design, but it still has the
following limitations.

6.2.1. With Regards to the Research Tool

This study adopted the investigation research method, used a self-developed “Ques-
tionnaire on Behavioral Intention toward PPBFs” as the research tool, and the data collected
were mainly the data obtained from questionnaire survey. It was believed that respon-
dents would fill out the questionnaire in an objective way and the questionnaire would
serve as the basis for data analysis. However, the questionnaires used in this study are a
self-descriptive research tool. As variable measurement is completed through respondents’
cognitive responses, data collected via questionnaire survey may be subject to the impact
of respondents’ subjective judgment and frankness in answering the questions.

6.2.2. With Regards to Research Samples

This study uses consumers who have consumed PPBFs as respondents, making it
impossible to conduct a comprehensive exploration of the thoughts of other Taiwanese
consumers who have not consumed PPBFs. This is a limitation of sampling.

6.2.3. With Regards to Research Methodology

Considering that there were only a handful of previous studies on this topic, this study
mainly adopted the empirical research method, seeking to have an integrated understand-
ing from a broad perspective. It can also be regarded as an exploratory and introductory
examination, aimed to inspire more in-depth research on related topics. This kind of large-
scale data collection has empirical advantages; however, it may not be able to conduct an
in-depth research on related topics. On this account, it is believed that subsequent studies
can fill this gap. Furthermore, this study is a cross-sectional study, so the data collected
cannot verify the long-term effect of this research model.

Topics related to environmental ecology and sustainable development are valued by
today’s consumers. However, PPBFs are not widely accepted by consumers, despite the fact
that newspapers and magazines have coverage about PPBFs, and that PPBFs are relatively
friendly to environmental ecology and sustainable development just like organic foods
and green products. Therefore, this study suggests that future research should take into
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account the cultural factors and individual psycho-social characteristics of the respondents
(e.g., religious practice such as Buddhism), and examine their perception and opinion
about PPBFs. Furthermore, this study also suggests that other variables (e.g., novel foods,
health awareness) are to be included and examined to determine whether they are factors
influencing the purchase intention of consumers, so as to make the research framework
more complete.
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