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  27 

Abstract 28 

This study uses the consumer affinity concept to examine the multiple motives that 29 

may shape consumers’ relationships with food. The concept was applied in a study on 30 

four broad product types in the Netherlands, which cover a wide range of the market 31 

and may each appeal to consumers with different affinities towards foods. These 32 

product types may be denoted as ‘conventional’, ‘efficient’, ‘gourmet’ and ‘pure’. A 33 

comparative analysis, based on Higgins’ Regulatory Focus Theory, was performed to 34 

examine whether food-related value motivations could explain different consumer 35 

affinities for these product types. The affinities of consumers were measured by 36 

means of a non-verbal, visual presentation of four samples of food products in a 37 

nationwide survey (n = 742) among consumers who were all involved in food 38 

purchasing and/or cooking. The affinities found could be predicted fairly well from a 39 

number of self-descriptions relating to food and eating, which expressed different 40 

combinations of type of value motivation and involvement with food. The analysis 41 

demonstrated the contrasting role of high and low involvement as well as the potential 42 

complementarity of promotion- and prevention-focused value motivation. It is 43 

suggested that knowledge of the relationships between product types, consumer 44 

affinities and value motivation can help improve the effectiveness of interventions 45 

that seek to promote healthy and sustainable diets in developed countries. 46 

 47 

Keywords 48 

Consumers; value; motivation; affinity; food products 49 
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Highlights 51 

A comparative analysis examined consumer affinities for particular types of foods. 52 

These may be denoted as conventional, efficient, gourmet and pure products. 53 

Differences in the affinities could be predicted by food-related value motivation. 54 

Key was consumers’ degree of care about the quality of their food-related judgments. 55 

Food affinities are a valuable concept for designing consumer interventions. 56 

57 
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Introduction 58 

Understanding the forces that can bring consumers and food products together is key 59 

to improving healthy eating and promoting “fair, culturally-appropriate, biodiversity-60 

based, sustainable diets” (Lairon, 2012; p. 35). The achievement of these objectives 61 

requires an ethical transformation of consumer behavior and a cultural transformation 62 

of products and markets (Holt, 2012; Lang, 2010; 2012). However, as Scholliers 63 

(2007, p. 337) notes, consumers do not just experience market influences: they co-64 

create them by their expectations, language and expenditures. Therefore, an important 65 

strategic question in this context is whether and how the transformations can be linked 66 

to consumers’ food-related value motivation, i.e. motivation to have desired results 67 

(Higgins, 2012). When dealing with this question, researchers should avoid being 68 

either too abstract in terms of values or too specific in terms of product likings. The 69 

present paper puts forward the view that the analysis of broad affinities may be a 70 

promising intermediate strategy. An affinity is a favorable and primarily affectively 71 

based attitude toward someone or something, such as food that has been produced in a 72 

special way or in a particular country, which can affect buying decisions directly and 73 

independent of product judgments (Oberecker, Riefler, & Diamantopoulos, 2008). 74 

The affinity construct may be one of the factors to explain the coincidence of pairs of 75 

items in a market basket (Russell & Petersen, 2000). In particular, a comparative 76 

analysis of different affinities can give highly relevant information on the forces that 77 

shape consumer choices. These forces may be understood metaphorically as a kind of 78 

reciprocal affinity (see Jost, Federico, & Napier, 2009), i.e. consumers can be said to 79 

choose particular types of products, but there is also a sense in which products 80 

‘choose’ consumers, for instance, via shops they visit and the displays they look at. In 81 

the present paper, we examined differences in affinities for four broad types of 82 

products, which cover a wide range of the market in the Netherlands and may be 83 

denoted as ‘conventional’, ‘efficient’, ‘gourmet’ and ‘pure’. The aim to compare 84 

affinities for these types of foods was suggested by an earlier study (de Boer, 85 

Hoogland, & Boersema, 2007), which identified four main ways of relating to food, 86 

based on combinations of different levels of involvement with food and the two types 87 

of value motivation (i.e. prevention and promotion) from Higgins’ Regulatory Focus 88 

Theory (RFT, see Higgins, 1997; 2012). The current paper describes a consumer 89 

survey that measured differences in affinities by means of non-verbal, visual 90 
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presentations of four samples of food products and tested whether the differences 91 

could be predicted by combinations of involvement and type of value motivation, 92 

after controlling for demographic variables. 93 

 94 

Cooking and eating are forms of goal-directed behavior with many complementary 95 

and competing motivational aspects, such as the need to strive for variation, to make 96 

balanced choices, to avoid ‘bad’ food, and to preserve favored combinations of use 97 

situations, meals, products and ingredients (e.g. Fischler, 1980; Rozin, 1976; 98 

Scholliers, 2007). These aspects can be translated in the language of short self-99 

descriptions, which may help consumers recognize how they relate to food (e.g. “I am 100 

curious about new tastes”). Although the self-descriptions can be analyzed in several 101 

ways, it is important to assess their consistency with some theoretical principle, as 102 

self-reports are themselves behaviors that require dynamic interpretation (Ryan & 103 

Deci, 2000). De Boer and colleagues (2007) developed a number of self-descriptions 104 

relating to food and eating in order to assess how they can be arranged in a structure 105 

of underlying complementary and competing motivations, which revolve around two 106 

axes: level of involvement with food and type of value motivation (i.e. promotion- or 107 

prevention-oriented). The concept of involvement refers to the differences between 108 

consumers in terms of how important food and eating are in an individual’s life 109 

(Marshall & Bell, 2004; Ohly et al., 2013; Verbeke & Vackier, 2004). Value 110 

motivation can be divided into ensuring better results from actions (with a promotion 111 

focus) and ensuring against worse results from actions (with a prevention focus) 112 

(Higgins, 1997; 2002; 2012). Promotion-focused motivation is basically concerned 113 

with obtaining nurturance (e.g. ‘good’ food); it underlies concerns with the 114 

pleasurable presence of positive outcomes, including accomplishments, aspirations 115 

and ideals. In contrast, prevention-focused motivation is concerned with obtaining 116 

security and avoiding negative outcomes (e.g. ‘bad’ food); it underlies concerns with 117 

safety and fulfillment of responsibilities. An individual’s momentary focus on 118 

promotion or prevention will depend on his or her personal history and circumstances 119 

induced by the situation at hand. Hence, the distinction between promotion and 120 

prevention gives a broader theoretical interpretation to the omnivore's paradox 121 

between novelty and tradition (Fischler, 1980; Rozin, 1976; Scholliers, 2007). 122 

 123 
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In a nationwide survey among consumers in the Netherlands, de Boer and colleagues 124 

(2007) found four main ways of relating to food. The set of self-descriptions could be 125 

classified in terms of involvement with food and type of value motivation, and the 126 

underlying structure could be validated by showing that the self-descriptions were 127 

differentially correlated with the values of Schwartz’ value model (see Schwartz et al., 128 

2001). The latter approach was chosen, because there is no generally accepted 129 

standard measurement tool to assess all the aspects of regulatory focus (Haws, 130 

Dholakia, & Bearden, 2010). Importantly, the results were also in line with the 131 

literature on specific motivational aspects of food. The big picture is that valuing a 132 

varied and adventurous taste (e.g. Ullrich, Touger-Decker, O'Sullivan-Maillet, & 133 

Tepper, 2004; Wycherley, McCarthy, & Cowan, 2008) can be categorized as 134 

promotion-oriented and highly involved, whereas being easy about food (e.g. 135 

Buckley, Cowan, & McCarthy, 2007; Candel, 2001) can be termed as promotion-136 

oriented and lowly involved. Also, giving reflective attention to the wider implications 137 

of food choices in terms of health, naturalness of the food, weight control and ethical 138 

considerations (e.g. Pollard, Steptoe, & Wardle, 1998; Schifferstein & Oude 139 

Kamphuis, 1998; Torjusen, Lieblein, Wandel, & Francis, 2001) can be classified as 140 

prevention-oriented and highly involved, whereas preferences for a familiar meal (e.g. 141 

Kitsawad & Guinard, 2014; Pula, Parks, & Ross, 2014) can be labelled as prevention-142 

oriented and lowly involved. Hence, although these four ways of relating to food 143 

should not be seen as fixed, culturally invariant categories, they may be very suitable 144 

for a comparative analysis of affinities. 145 

 146 

The link between affinities and value motivation is based on the experiences that 147 

underlie an individual’s evaluative sensitivity to a particular type of products. 148 

Analysis of motivational differences in relation with consumption patterns has led to 149 

interesting insights into how consumers can learn to associate different products with 150 

either promotion or prevention (Higgins, 2002; Zhou & Pham, 2004). Higgins’ theory 151 

specifies that consumers get the experience of ‘feeling right’ about what they are 152 

doing if there is a psychological ‘fit’ between their goal orientation (promotion or 153 

prevention), their strategy to reach the goal (eager approach or vigilant avoidance), 154 

and goal-relevant attributes of the choice options (e.g. promotion-related or 155 

prevention-related product benefits). As consumers tend to be most attentive to 156 
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product information that is fitting with their predominant goal orientation, they may 157 

learn to prefer either products with a promotion benefit or the ones with a prevention 158 

benefit and apply their choice strategy over and over again, rather than reconsider it 159 

on every occasion (Zhou & Pham, 2004). This may result in an increased affinity for 160 

particular products. In terms of product properties, for example, luxury and 161 

technological innovation may appeal to promotion-oriented consumers, whereas 162 

safety and reliability may appeal to prevention-oriented ones (e.g. Chernev, 2004; 163 

Higgins, 2002).  164 

 165 

It should be noted, however, that the relationship between promotion and prevention 166 

is not a simple one; Higgins (2012; p. 412) suggests, for example, that good cooking 167 

may involve both promotion and prevention aspects working together. As the two 168 

aspects are conceived as distinct but not bipolar constructs, individuals and situations 169 

can be either relatively high in both promotion and prevention focus concerns or they 170 

can be relatively low in both. Another point is that the role of promotion and 171 

prevention focus depends on the individual’s level of involvement in the activity 172 

(Avnet, Laufer, & Higgins, 2013; Wang & Lee, 2006). The notion that promotion and 173 

prevention aspects may work together is relatively new (Bohns et al., 2013; Higgins, 174 

2012). The notion implies that it may be advantageous or even necessary for an 175 

individual to switch between regulatory strategies (approach or avoidance) and to 176 

focus on other aspects of an issue that require attention. There is growing evidence 177 

that such a switch is more likely under conditions of high involvement (Wang & Lee, 178 

2006; see also Avnet et al., 2013). In this way, promotion and prevention aspects may 179 

become complementary, which can make them both more accessible for highly 180 

involved individuals (Higgins, 2012). 181 

 182 

These complexities suggest that a comparative analysis of more than two product 183 

types is needed to assess their relative appeal to promotion- and prevention-focused 184 

individuals. Building on the work by de Boer and colleagues (2007), the present study 185 

examined how the set of self-descriptions can help to predict differences in consumer 186 

affinities evoked by four broad types of products, often sold by different outlets. 187 

Theoretically, it may be expected that consumers with an affinity for food items 188 

purchased in a gourmet specialty shop will have a promotion focus and a high level of 189 
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involvement (e.g. valuing a varied and adventurous taste). Those with an affinity for 190 

efficient foods, sold in convenience packaging, may also have a promotion focus but a 191 

low level of involvement (e.g. being easy about food). Consumers with an affinity for 192 

pure ingredients, sold at a natural food shop, may have a prevention focus and a high 193 

level of involvement (e.g. giving reflective attention to the wider implications of food 194 

choices). Those with an affinity for products from a conventional supermarket may 195 

also have a prevention focus but a low level of involvement (e.g. preferring a familiar 196 

meal). These affinities have been studied in previous work as separate market 197 

segments, such as segments with a preference for convenience foods (Brunner, van 198 

der Horst, & Siegrist, 2010; Buckley et al., 2007), specialty foods (Huddleston, 199 

Whipple, Mattick, & Lee, 2009; Wycherley et al., 2008), or, in particular, organic 200 

foods (Baker, Thompson, & Engelken, 2004; Bezawada & Pauwels, 2013; Hughner, 201 

McDonagh, Prothero, Shultz, & Stanton, 2007; Padilla Bravo, Cordts, Schulze, & 202 

Spiller, 2013). These studies show that each of the segments may be described in 203 

terms of socio-demographic characteristics (i.e. age, gender, level of education, 204 

income, and household size) and particular motives that provide pragmatic (real-205 

world) descriptions of consumers (e.g. ‘the adventurous’). However, these studies are 206 

not based on a theoretical and comparative analysis of motivation that can give 207 

insights into the complementary or competing roles of motives for how consumers 208 

relate to their food. 209 

 210 

A challenge in predicting affinities for types of foods is to ensure that the descriptions 211 

of the product attributes do not overlap with the self-descriptions, as this would be a 212 

source of common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). One 213 

way to avoid this problem is to take advantage of the importance of visual cues for 214 

food selection (Sengupta & Zhou, 2007; Simmons, Martin, & Barsalou, 2005) by 215 

asking consumers to choose between pictures without descriptive text, showing 216 

samples of food items or food retail outlets. It is well known that pictures are attention 217 

getting devices and that they can lead to greater information processing than would 218 

occur otherwise (Finn, 1988). As the study was meant to highlight the impacts of 219 

motivational factors, it was decided to neutralize the potential role of economic 220 

factors by asking the participants about their affinity without referring to their 221 

willingness to pay. The questionnaire used was adapted to the situation in the 222 
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Netherlands and the pictures of food items and food retail outlets were meant to be 223 

easily recognizable by Dutch consumers. An additional advantage of the non-verbal 224 

approach is that it may reveal differences in affinity for types of foods between 225 

migrants and natives, which is relevant for the generalizability of the results. As noted 226 

by van Otterloo (2000), the Dutch have never succeeded in being proud of their 227 

cuisine. This means that their food choices, on average, tend to favor the status quo 228 

and not to overemphasize the importance of food. Another relevant characteristic is 229 

that food-related gender differences are much smaller in the Netherlands than in 230 

traditional societies (Schösler, de Boer, Boersema, & Aiking, 2015). 231 

 232 

In sum, this research went beyond existing work in several ways. Most importantly, it 233 

compared differences in consumer affinities evoked by four broad types of products 234 

whereas existing work focuses on specific types of food products or ideas. In recent 235 

years, RFT has increasingly been applied to study food-related messages and choices, 236 

such as the responses of students to messages promoting fruit and vegetable 237 

consumption (Spiegel, Grant-Pillow, & Higgins, 2004), the choice behavior of 238 

impulsive eaters (Sengupta & Zhou, 2007), consumers’ choices for responsible meat 239 

(de Boer et al., 2007) and intentions to adopt omega-3 enriched products (Tudoran, 240 

Scholderer, & Brunsø, 2012). However, several authors note that there is a basic lack 241 

of understanding of how regulatory focus relates to food choices (Pula et al., 2014). 242 

Revealing the relationships between food involvement, type of value motivation and 243 

broad affinities may be particularly helpful in this context. 244 

 245 

Our approach involved three complementary analyses. First, a multidimensional scale 246 

analysis was carried out to verify with new data how well the set of self-descriptions 247 

relating to food and eating represented the underlying conceptual structure. Second, 248 

the relationships were examined between the differences in consumer affinities for the 249 

types of foods and a set of preferences for food retail outlets, which were meant to 250 

cover a broad range of the market. Third, a multinomial logistic regression was used 251 

to identify the extent to which the self-descriptions predicted the differences in 252 

consumer affinities, controlling for the demographic variables age, gender, level of 253 

education, income, and household size. In order to explore how the self-descriptions 254 

might complement or counteract each other, they were treated as separate predictors. 255 

256 
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Method 257 

Sample, participants and procedure 258 

Embedded in a nationwide survey among consumers with Internet access (about 93% 259 

of the population in the Netherlands), two sets of photos were used to measure 260 

affinities for types of food products and preferences for food retail outlets, in addition 261 

to questions that covered various aspects of food consumption. In November 2010, a 262 

representative sample was drawn from a large panel of persons who are willing to 263 

participate in web-based research for a small reward, which they can keep for 264 

themselves or donate to charity (n= 1083, response rate in two weeks 68%). The 265 

questionnaire included modules with items on food purchasing and cooking, self-266 

descriptions relating to food and eating, meal preferences and the main demographics. 267 

The module on meal preferences referred to meat and meat alternatives and was 268 

described in a separate paper (Schösler, de Boer, & Boersema, 2012). Another, brief, 269 

communication focused on the consumption of snacks (de Boer, Schösler, & 270 

Boersema, 2013). For the present analysis of affinities for types of foods, only those 271 

participants were studied who were involved in food purchasing and/or cooking (n= 272 

742). Their main demographics are presented below. 273 

 274 

Measures and analyses 275 

Self-descriptions relating to food and eating 276 

The set of self-descriptions relating to food and eating (also called the Food 277 

Involvement and Focus Questionnaire, FIFQ) was developed by de Boer et al. (2007), 278 

drawing on an approach adapted from Schwartz et al. (2001). The items were written 279 

in terms of short, positively worded portraits of persons who show different degrees 280 

of involvement in food, both in promotion-oriented and prevention-oriented ways (see 281 

Table 2). The female version of a highly involved promotion-oriented item is: “She 282 

feels proud of her taste. She believes that her food choices are very attractive.” The 283 

lowly involved alternative is being easy about food. An example of a highly involved 284 

prevention-oriented item is: "She is very mindful of food. She wants to eat sensibly.” 285 

In this case, the lowly involved alternative is a preference for ordinary meals. 286 

Participants were asked to compare the portrait to themselves and to rate on a 7-point 287 

scale "how much like you" the person is. Following Schwartz et al. (2001), the 288 

answers were centered to correct for individual differences in average rating levels. 289 
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All the 11 items from the original set and one new item were used in the analysis. The 290 

new item (“She likes many different foods. She is also a great taster”) was meant to 291 

better represent the adventurous taster. 292 

 293 

Affinities for types of foods 294 

The participants were asked about their affinity using a set of four photos, each taken 295 

from a different set of real food products (Figure 1). The four photos were meant to 296 

represent a more-or-less complete range of the main product types, sold by different 297 

types of retailers. The choice of the products was informed by personal interviews by 298 

one of the authors with consumers from each supposed type, partly published in a 299 

separate paper (Schösler, de Boer, & Boersema, 2013). Notably, it was not necessary 300 

that the pictures perfectly mirrored particular market segments, but only that there 301 

was enough diversity to reveal different affinities. Also the pictures were not meant to 302 

emphasize differences in healthy or sustainable choices. Picture 1 stood for 303 

conventional food choices in the Netherlands. The items included potatoes, broccoli, 304 

leak and minced meat, as well as white bread and an instant meat sauce. Picture 2 305 

stood for the importance of quick and efficient meals. The items included 306 

convenience foods in convenience packaging, such as instant vegetables, instant meat 307 

replacers and crisps. Picture 3 was meant to reflect a gourmet orientation. It showed, 308 

for example, fresh fish, fresh vegetables, luxurious chocolate and coffee products and 309 

a baguette. Picture 4 stood for the assortment of natural food shops. It displayed pure 310 

ingredients, beans, rice wafers, nuts and pumpkin and brown bread. After showing the 311 

participants the set of four pictures, their food type affinity was measured by asking 312 

them to indicate which picture would fit best with them.  313 

 314 

FIGURE 1 315 

 316 

As a rough check on the differences between consumer affinities, the participants 317 

were also shown a number of photos of food retail outlets, again without verbal 318 

information (Figure 2). In this case they were asked to select up to two preferred 319 

outlets. The seven photos were meant to represent a more-or-less complete range of 320 

the main outlet types. Picture A showed a regular Dutch supermarket that may 321 

particularly appeal to convenience-oriented customers. Fresh products are often sold 322 
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packaged and ready to use. Picture B indicated a small natural foods shop that 323 

consumers may associate with organic and bio-dynamic products, as well as special 324 

gourmet items that are hard to find in regular supermarkets. Picture C was taken from 325 

an outdoor market that emphasizes fresh produce and unprocessed foods. Picture D 326 

exposed a typical ethnic market that again offers fresh produce as well as more exotic 327 

foods. These shops usually contain a meat counter that sells fresh meat cuts, 328 

especially suitable for ethnic cooking or for the gourmet who prefers to cook from 329 

scratch. Picture E depicted a typical discount supermarket that will give less aesthetic 330 

attention to food. There is usually an emphasis on conventional foods and bulk sales, 331 

fresh produce is displayed less frequently. Picture F showed a take-away (‘traiteur’) 332 

that will sell ready-made meals within a higher market segment. Thus, there is a focus 333 

on gourmet, but there is also an element of efficiency involved for the customers with 334 

an adventurous taste but little time or involvement to prepare food themselves. Picture 335 

G depicted a typical smaller neighborhood supermarket that will mainly cater to a 336 

more conventional as well as a more convenience seeking customer. 337 

 338 

FIGURE 2 339 

 340 

Background variables 341 

The main background variables were gender, age, level of education, household size 342 

and migration status. The distinction between natives and migrants was based on a 343 

question on country of birth. A question on household income produced a high 344 

number of missing values (27%) and was left out of the multivariate analyses.  345 

 346 

Analyses 347 

All analyses were conducted with SPSS 21 for Windows. The structure of relations 348 

among the self-descriptions was examined through multidimensional scaling using 349 

PROXSCAL. This method was applied with interval proximity transformations, 350 

Euclidian distance measures, and Z-score transformations of the ratings. Univariate 351 

and multinomial logistic regression analyses were used to test the differences between 352 

the chosen types of foods for the predictor variables. One-way ANOVAs with 353 

Bonferroni’s post-hoc test (p < .05) were used for interval data, chi square for 354 
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categorical data. For those variables having a significant univariate association, 355 

multinomial logistic regression was used to compare prediction models. 356 

357 
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Results 358 

The participants who were active in purchasing and/or cooking were more often 359 

women (66%) than men (34%). This can be attributed to different gender roles in the 360 

households, although gender differences in the Netherlands tend to be much smaller 361 

than those in traditional societies. As shown by Table 1, there were large differences 362 

in demographics between the active and the non-active women, but less so between 363 

active and non-active men. The small group of non-active women was relatively 364 

young and belonged to larger households. The non-active men also belonged to larger 365 

households and had more often a low level of education. That is, the food-related 366 

activities of women and men differed less from each other as their level of education 367 

increased. Hence, the differences between the active and non-active participants were 368 

an effect of prevailing gender roles and household size. 369 

 370 

TABLE 1 371 

 372 

The first analysis was carried out to verify how well the set of self-descriptions 373 

represented the underlying conceptual structure. The positions of the self-descriptions 374 

(FIFQ items) in the two dimensional structure of involvement and type of value 375 

motivation are described in Table 2 and visualized in Figure 3. Table 2 describes the 376 

mean ratings and standard deviations of the items and it presents the spatial 377 

coordinates of the MDS solution [model = interval, normalized raw Stress = .019 378 

(two-dimensional solution) versus .101 (one-dimensional)], plotted in Figure 2. For 379 

reasons of presentation, the coordinates were mirrored on both axes. The horizontal 380 

dimension discriminated the self-descriptions in terms of level of involvement. Low 381 

involvement meant that meals were not considered important; high involvement was, 382 

for instance, expressed by a preference to vary one’s meal. In addition, the vertical 383 

dimension separated the items into, on the one hand, promotion-oriented motivation, 384 

such as enjoying eating well (involvement high) or eating plenty of foods 385 

(involvement low), and, on the other hand, prevention-oriented motivation, such as 386 

showing respect for food (involvement high) or preferring ordinary meals 387 

(involvement low). In sum, the results successfully reproduced the four distinct 388 

regions of items that represent each of the four combinations of involvement and type 389 

of value motivation. 390 
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 391 

TABLE 2 392 

 393 

FIGURE 3 394 

 395 

The second set of analyses examined the relationships between the affinities for types 396 

of food and the preferences for food retail outlets. The participants had different 397 

affinities for the types of food products. A large number (50%) chose the conventional 398 

type (picture 1). Picture 3 (gourmet) was chosen by 33%, picture 2 (efficient) by 10% 399 

and picture 4 (pure) by 7%. The participants could choose one or two preferred 400 

outlets. The results showed that 49% chose picture A (regular supermarket), ), 32% C 401 

(outdoor market), 32% E (discount supermarket), 30% D (ethnic market), 15% G 402 

(neighborhood supermarket), 13% B (natural foods shop), and 12% F (take-away 403 

‘traiteur’). The preferences for the regular supermarket (A) and the outdoor market 404 

(C) were not significantly related to the food type affinities (chi square, p-values > 405 

.05). There was a tendency (p < .10) that those who chose the neighborhood 406 

supermarket (G) had more affinity for conventional foods (59%). Four other 407 

associations were significant (p-values < .05). Those who preferred the discount 408 

supermarket (E) had more affinity for conventional foods (71%) but less affinity for 409 

gourmet (17%) or pure foods (3%); those who preferred the natural shop (B) had 410 

more affinity for gourmet (41%) or pure (26%) foods but less affinity for 411 

conventional foods (24%); and those who preferred the take-away ‘traiteur’ (F) or the 412 

ethnic market (D) had more affinity for gourmet foods (49% and 40%, respectively). 413 

Affinity for efficient foods (on average 10%) was not related to a preference for one 414 

of the outlets. The variance in the food type affinities accounted for by the four 415 

predictors was satisfactory (Nagelkerke pseudo R2 = .164). Hence, the affinities for 416 

types of food were largely consistent with preferences for outlets, although there was 417 

no simple one-to-one relationship. 418 

 419 

The relationship between the affinities and the self-descriptions was examined by 420 

univariate and multivariate analyses. The univariate analyses showed that each of the 421 

self-descriptions was significantly (all p-values < .05) associated with the food type 422 

affinities. Additionally, the multivariate analysis indicated that the number of self-423 
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descriptions as predictors of the affinities could be reduced from twelve to five 424 

without a substantial loss of explained variance (Nagelkerke pseudo R2 changed from 425 

.293 to .269). The results of the latter regression analysis, in which the conventional 426 

group was used as the reference category, are summarized in Table 3. Descriptive 427 

information on how the standardized predictor variables (M = 0, SD = 1) differed 428 

between the food type affinities is presented in Table 4. The results show that the 429 

conventional group had relatively low scores on the items, except for “prefers 430 

ordinary meal” (M = .44, see the first column of Table 4), which suggests prevention-431 

oriented motivation with a low level of involvement. The most distinguishing features 432 

of the efficient group, compared to the conventional group in the regression, were 433 

their higher scores on “easy about cooking” and, to a lesser extent, on “mindful of 434 

food” (see the first column of Table 3). The mean of “easy about cooking” was .67 in 435 

this group, which was the highest of all groups (second column of Table 4) and 436 

suggests promotion-oriented motivation with a low level of involvement. The most 437 

distinguishing features of the gourmet group, compared to the conventional group, 438 

were their higher scores on “likes to vary”, “prefers natural products” and a low score 439 

on “prefers ordinary meal” (second column of Table 3). The mean of “likes to vary” 440 

was .40, which was relatively high (third column of Table 4), suggesting promotion-441 

oriented motivation with a high level of involvement. The most distinguishing 442 

features of the pure foods group, compared to the conventional group, were higher 443 

scores on “prefers natural products” and “mindful of food”, and a very low score on 444 

“prefers ordinary meal”. The means of “prefers natural products” and “mindful of 445 

food” were 1.0 in this group (fourth column of Table 4), suggesting prevention-446 

oriented motivation with a high level of involvement. In sum, the four affinities were 447 

significantly and meaningfully associated with one or more self-descriptions from 448 

each of the four quadrants in Figure 3. 449 

 450 

TABLE 3 451 

 452 

TABLE 4 453 

 454 

The relationship between the affinities and the background variables was also 455 

examined by univariate and multivariate analyses. The univariate analyses showed 456 
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that age, level of education, income category, household size and migration status, but 457 

not gender, were significantly (all p-values < .05) associated with the food type 458 

affinities. The association with income category was not very strong (Chi square = 459 

17.7, n= 538, df = 6, p < .01); a higher income was related to a lower affinity for the 460 

conventional type and higher affinities for the three other types. The information on 461 

the associations with age, level of education, household size and migration status is 462 

presented in Table 3 (regression) and Table 4 (standardized means). The means in the 463 

conventional group did not differ much from the general means of the variables. The 464 

results of the regression showed that young participants had relatively more affinity 465 

for efficient foods. Those with a higher level of education had relatively more affinity 466 

for efficient, gourmet or pure foods. Participants with larger households had relatively 467 

less affinity for gourmet foods. Migrants had relatively more affinity for pure foods 468 

and gourmet foods. The four background variables produced a Nagelkerke pseudo R2 469 

of .177. Table 3 reports the variance in the food type affinities accounted for by the 470 

self-descriptions without (model 1) and with the background variables (model 2). 471 

Controlling for the background variables did not change the odds ratios of the self-472 

descriptions in any significant way; Nagelkerke pseudo R2  increased from .269 to 473 

.350. Hence, the background variables explained 8% additional variance in the food 474 

type affinities. 475 

476 
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Discussion 477 

This study has shown that there are interesting and strategically relevant connections 478 

between types of products (often linked to preferred retail outlets) and consumer 479 

affinities. These connections are based on multiple motivational forces, which means 480 

that the affinities should not be understood as fixed categories. The analysis identified 481 

a set of promotion- and prevention-oriented self-descriptions at high and low levels of 482 

food involvement that helped to explain why certain consumers, after they had been 483 

exposed to a more-or-less complete range of product types, chose a certain type by 484 

preference over others. Each of the affinities was related to at least one of the self-485 

descriptions in the corresponding quadrant of food involvement and type of value 486 

motivation, after controlling for a number of demographic variables. This result 487 

agrees well with our expectations. Interestingly, moreover, the links between the four 488 

affinities and the four motivational quadrants were not one-to-one, mutually exclusive 489 

correspondences. As food has many aspects, more than one motivational strategy is 490 

required. Affinities for gourmet and efficient foods were related to self-descriptions 491 

that reflected not only a promotion focus but also to a certain extent a prevention 492 

focus. This finding underlines that promotion and prevention are not bipolar. In 493 

contrast, high and low involvement can be understood as each other's opposites; i.e. 494 

the affinities for gourmet and pure foods were related to negative responses to a low 495 

involvement item. Hence, this study adds new knowledge to the existing literature on 496 

product types, consumer affinities and value motivation. 497 

 498 

The comparative analysis demonstrated the contrasting role of high and low 499 

involvement as well as the potential complementarity of promotion and prevention. A 500 

high level of involvement makes individuals care more about their judgments (e.g. 501 

Avnet et al., 2013). This may contribute to the development of an affinity for gourmet 502 

foods or pure foods as both can give consumers the experience of ‘feeling right’ about 503 

the quality of their choices. In addition, promotion and prevention may provide 504 

complementary frames. For instance, our results indicate that naturalness and 505 

freshness were important qualities for consumers with an affinity for gourmet foods or 506 

pure foods. Underlying this finding may be the importance of different framings of 507 

the natural freshness of pure foods. The attribute of freshness can be framed in terms 508 

of luxury and delight (promotion of a gain) or a health-related necessity (prevention 509 
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of a loss), which means that it can facilitate the pursuit of both promotion and 510 

prevention goals. 511 

 512 

Consumers with a low level of involvement will be less focused on the quality of their 513 

judgments and their choices, but more on how they experience the outcomes (Avnet et 514 

al., 2013). A low level of involvement in combination with a promotion focus was 515 

associated with an affinity for efficient products. A possible explanation for this link 516 

is that efficient products tend to be more technologically advanced and easy to use 517 

(‘time saving’) than conventional products, which may be attractive for individuals 518 

with a promotion-focus (Higgins, 2002; Westjohn, Arnold, Magnusson, Zdravkovic, 519 

& Zhou, 2009). An affinity for conventional products was connected with the 520 

combination of low involvement and a prevention focus. The latter is not surprising, 521 

as individuals with a prevention focus are more committed to maintaining and 522 

preserving the status quo (Chernev, 2004). 523 

 524 

The fact that the conventional products were chosen by half of the participants cannot 525 

be attributed to value motivation only. The results indicate that income and factors 526 

directly related to income, such as a higher level of education and a small household 527 

size, also played a role in the answers. As the latter variables are characteristics of 528 

specialty food buyers (Huddleston et al., 2009; Wycherley et al., 2008), a plausible 529 

explanation of this income-related effect is that the participants took the estimated 530 

price of the products into account when they chose for the conventional type. Their 531 

price sensitivity may also have played a role; the purchase behavior of households is 532 

affected by stable differences in their sensitivity to marketing mix variables (price and 533 

display) across multiple product categories (Ainslie & Rossi, 1998). Other cultural 534 

factors related to education and migration status had an effect too: higher educated 535 

participants and migrants did not appreciate the conventional type of foods very 536 

much, which may be seen as being ‘typically Dutch’. In sociological terms, this 537 

difference in appreciation may be interpreted as resulting from both status-oriented 538 

consumption and personal taste experiences (Bourdieu, 1984). A final point to be 539 

noted is that gender did not make a difference here; although there are gender 540 

differences in food-related motivation (Schösler, de Boer, & Boersema, 2014), the 541 
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lack of difference may be due to the fact that all the participants were involved in food 542 

purchasing and/or cooking. 543 

 544 

Although the results merit further validation, we believe that our analysis has strategic 545 

implications for the two main types of intervention that seek to promote healthy and 546 

sustainable diets in developed countries (Holt, 2012; Lang, 2010). The first type 547 

comprises strategies that aim to achieve an ethical transformation of consumer 548 

behavior. These strategies presuppose that consumers care about the quality of their 549 

judgments, as this can make them sensitive to the issues raised in an ethical appeal 550 

(e.g. in the form of labels or more personal recommendations). A sufficiently high 551 

level of involvement can motivate consumers for a change and keep them motivated 552 

while they are coping with demotivating tensions and contradictions. The participants 553 

with affinities for gourmet foods and pure foods may fit into this category. Moreover, 554 

these consumers may feel that a proposed change is right for an individual with their 555 

identity when they recognize its promotion- or prevention benefits. Although some 556 

studies suggest that it may be easier and more convincing to market sustainable 557 

products with prevention-framed appeals (Bullard & Manchanda, 2013), the potential 558 

contribution that promotion motivation can make should not be neglected. The 559 

relationship between affinities and value motivation can help to understand the full 560 

range of the potential promotion- or prevention benefits of products (or diets), for 561 

instance, in terms of ideals to be achieved or responsibilities to be met. The relatively 562 

small group who had an affinity for pure foods demonstrated that consumers may 563 

seek solutions to food quality concerns through a return to a more ‘physical’, more 564 

‘natural past’ in a prevention-focused manner (e.g. de Boer, 2010). The gourmet 565 

group may focus on the promotion benefits of luxury, technological advancement, and 566 

the cultural status associated with this type of food. Current trends among gourmets 567 

seem to highlight authentic qualities as geographic specificity, ‘simplicity’, personal 568 

connections or historicism (Johnston & Baumann, 2007), which might be combined 569 

meaningfully with ethical improvements (e.g. eating less but higher quality meat). 570 

 571 

As a relatively large group of consumers did not show high levels of care about the 572 

quality of their food choices, attempts to increase consumer awareness of health and 573 

sustainability issues will not be sufficient to change consumer patterns fast enough. 574 
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Such a change requires the second type of interventions, aimed at a cultural 575 

transformation of products and markets to move unsustainable markets toward more 576 

sustainable consumption (Holt, 2012; Lang, 2012). There are two features that 577 

especially characterize this type of intervention. First, the role of culture as a broad 578 

organizing factor is emphasized. Second, the attention shifts from the focus on one 579 

particular (healthy or sustainable) product to a broader focus on types of products. 580 

Interesting examples of these notions are attempts to create a new regional (Nordic) 581 

diet in accordance with dietary recommendations, e.g. more calories from plant foods 582 

and fewer from meat, more foods from the sea and the wild countryside (Mithril et al., 583 

2012; van Dooren, Marinussen, Blonk, Aiking, & Vellinga, 2014). The Nordic diet 584 

was meant for the general population, but its acceptance was seriously limited by 585 

social and cultural barriers, in particular by a lack of affinity for its practical aspects 586 

(e.g. Micheelsen, Havn, Poulsen, Larsen, & Holm, 2014). Hence, it is important to 587 

develop a strategic perspective informed by insights into the links between affinity 588 

and motivation. A useful strategy is to redevelop and improve each type of products 589 

(conventional, efficient, gourmet and pure) so that they become more healthy and 590 

sustainable. A crucial advantage of this strategy is that it gives more structure to the 591 

problem to be solved allowing for specific measurable goals. In addition, consumers 592 

will be able to change the impacts of their food consumption without having to 593 

change their affinity. Recently, such an approach has been applied to reformulate 594 

‘junk food’ ready-meals into nutritionally balanced pizzas without requiring change in 595 

eating habits (Combet, Jarlot, Aidoo, & Lean, 2014). Generally, the notion of a 596 

reciprocal affinity between types of consumers and types of products evokes the 597 

responsibility of food manufacturers, producers and retailers to develop sensitive 598 

strategies to create healthier and more sustainable food options for all kinds of 599 

consumers. 600 

 601 

As food products and food concepts seem to be changing continually (Scholliers, 602 

2007), knowledge of the relationships between broad types of products, consumer 603 

affinities and value motivation is of great importance. The hypothesized reciprocal 604 

influences between product types and consumer affinities offer promising 605 

opportunities for further research. One of the limitations of the current study is that 606 

the four types of food were not exhaustive. The picture of efficient foods, for instance, 607 
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was meant to stand for the consumption of quick and efficient meals, but it did not 608 

contain any reference to the more specific categories of ‘fast food’, ‘take-away food’ 609 

or ‘ready-to-heat meals’. The literature suggests that these various combinations of 610 

food, convenience and time-saving tend to appeal to consumers who have some 611 

characteristics in common, such as being young, but who are influenced by different 612 

motives and values (Botonaki & Mattas, 2010; Olsen, Menichelli, Sørheim, & Næs, 613 

2012; van der Horst, Brunner, & Siegrist, 2011). Similar complexities have been 614 

observed with respect to gourmet foods, which can more specifically be characterized 615 

as ‘authentic’ or ‘exotic’ (Johnston & Baumann, 2007). Our picture of pure foods 616 

showed natural products, a category that is more difficult to define and to identify 617 

than eco-labelled products (Amos, Pentina, Hawkins, & Davis, 2014). It should also 618 

be noted that the pictures of gourmet foods and pure foods displayed some items that 619 

were unpackaged. This may have had a special meaning for consumers, as the 620 

absence of packaging may provide a more ‘authentic’ or ‘pure’ image. The role of 621 

packaging, however, is currently confusing and consumers may believe it is more 622 

hygienic to buy their food packaged. This type of beliefs on product attributes may 623 

need further attention. The self-descriptions relating to food and eating (FIFQ items) 624 

also offer promising opportunities for further research. This includes the format of the 625 

items, which was adapted from the Portrait Value Questionnaire (PVQ), developed by 626 

Schwartz et al. (2001). Each portrait was based on two sentences, but it might be 627 

better to use a single sentence, as Schwartz et al. (2012) have done in the new version 628 

of the PVQ. This approach may also help in creating varied self-descriptions to learn 629 

more about each of the four quadrants of involvement and value motivation.  630 

 631 

More generally, it is vital to consider whether and how consumers with different value 632 

motivations are able to adapt their choices to the constraints of day-to-day living. That 633 

is, how they bridge the gap in abstraction between their notion of food and concrete 634 

and detailed features of a meal, such as its size and composition at a particular time of 635 

the day. For example, some preliminary work we have done indicates that individuals 636 

who are promotion-oriented and highly involved (‘gourmets’) may develop skills in 637 

using leftovers to cut preparation time. Such research can be properly informed by in-638 

depth interviews to analyze the value motivations, beliefs and food practices of 639 

particular individuals in the light of cultural transitions, such as the rise of the organic 640 
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movement (see for a recent example Schösler et al. (2013)). The connection with 641 

cultural transitions may be crucial to see consumers in their role of co-creators of the 642 

market (Scholliers, 2007). Future research may examine each of the different ways of 643 

relating to food and consider how they can be linked to significant transitions towards 644 

more healthy and more sustainable diets. 645 

 646 

In conclusion, the comparative analysis of broad affinities can give important 647 

information on differences in value motivation underlying the food preferences of a 648 

large population. This can help to understand the differential effectiveness of 649 

interventions and the potential promotion- or prevention benefits of products or diets. 650 

Strategies that aim to achieve an ethical transformation of consumer behavior 651 

presuppose that consumers care about the quality of their judgments. This applies to 652 

consumers with affinities for gourmet foods and pure foods who may be sensitive to 653 

the issues raised in an ethical appeal, particularly, when they recognize its promotion- 654 

or prevention benefits. The relatively large group of consumers who did not show 655 

high levels of care about the quality of their food choices, has to be approached in 656 

other ways. A useful intervention strategy is to redevelop and improve each type of 657 

products (conventional, efficient, gourmet and pure) so that they become more 658 

healthy and more sustainable. Interventions that neglect consumer affinities will be 659 

hampered by social and cultural barriers. 660 

661 
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Table 1 858 

Demographics of the women and men who were active in purchasing and/or cooking. 859 

 Women Men 

 Active 

(n = 488) 

% 

Non-active

(n = 53) 

% 

Active 

(n = 254) 

% 

Non-active 

(n = 288) 

% 

Age     

18-34 21a 70c 11b 18a,b 

35-54 45a 8c 42a,b 35b 

55-74 30a,b,c 19b 39c 38a,c 

75 and over 4a 4a 7a 8a 

 (100) (101) (99) (99) 

Education     

Primary and lower 

secondary 

35a,b 32a,b 30b 42a 

Upper secondary 33a 23a 31a 26a 

Tertiary  32a 45a 39a 32a 

 (100) (100) (100) (100) 

Household size     

One person 6a 2a,b 9a 0b 

Two persons 44a 28a 46a 45a 

Three persons 15a 15a 15a 13a 

Four persons 25a,b 30a,b 19b 30a 

Five or more persons 10a 25b 11a,b 12a,b 

 (100) (100) (100) (100) 
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Migration status     

Natives 89a 92a 90a 93a 

Migrants 11a 8a 10a 7a 

 (100) (100) (100) (100) 

 860 

Note: Percentages with the same subscript letter within rows do not differ 861 

significantly from each other (z-test with Bonferroni correction, p > .05). 862 

863 
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Table 2 864 

Self-descriptions relating to food and eating (FIFQ items), female version: mean 865 

rating, SD, common space coordinates (mirrored on both axes) 866 

 Common space coordinates

Items M SD Dimension 1 Dimension 2

She is very mindful of food. She wants to eat 

sensibly. 

4.25 1.27  .61  -.44 

She feels proud of her taste. She believes 

that her food choices are very attractive.

4.55 1.23  .60  .14 

She likes to vary her meal. She is curious 

about new tastes. 

5.02 1.40  .56  .34 

She prefers natural products. She would 

really like her food fresh from the garden.

4.57 1.44  .47  -.30 

She likes many different foods. She is also a 

great taster. 

5.30 1.31  .41  .27 

She is grateful for her meal. In her view 

everything that is edible deserves respect. 

4.32 1.34  .29  -.62 

She enjoys eating well. In her view every 

meal should be festive. 

4.19 1.35  .26  .53 

She is a big eater. She loves to have plenty 

of palatable foods. 

3.55 1.66  -.34  .54 

She prefers an ordinary meal. She is happy 

with meat and two vegetables. 

4.26 1.86  -.54  -.41 

She is easy about cooking. She uses a lot of 

ready-made products in her meals. 

3.17 1.76  -.73  .14 

Food does not bother her. She has no special 

demands on it. 

3.27 1.83  -.78  -.08 

She eats because she has to. Meals are not 

important to her. 

2.75 1.72  -.79  -.10 

Notes: n = 742. All items have been centered (rating scale: 1= not like me at all, 7= 867 

very much like me). The common space coordinates have been mirrored on both axes. 868 

Normalized Raw Stress .019 869 
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Table 3 871 

Results of multinomial logistic regression models predicting the food type affinities. 872 

   Odds Ratio   

 

Predictor 

Picture 2

(efficient)

(10%)

Picture 3

(gourmet)

(33%)

 Picture 4

(pure)

(7%)

Model 1      

Likes to vary (promotion, highly 

involved) 

1.05  1.31**  .96 

Mindful of food (prevention, 

highly involved) 

1.39*  1.17  1.96***

Prefers natural products 

(prevention, highly involved) 

.89  1.31**  2.27***

Easy about cooking (promotion, 

lowly involved) 

1.62**  1.03  .91 

Prefers ordinary meal (prevention, 

lowly involved) 

.76  .51***  .33***

Model 2      

Likes to vary (promotion, highly 

involved) 

.99  1.29*  .95 

Mindful of food (prevention, 

highly involved) 

1.44*  1.11  1.89** 

Prefers natural products 

(prevention, highly involved) 

.97  1.27*  2.24***

Easy about cooking (promotion, 

lowly involved) 

1.48*  .98  .89 

Prefers ordinary meal (prevention, .89  .56***  .38***
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lowly involved) 

Age .53***  1.07  1.16 

Level of education 1.50**  1.55***  1.74** 

Household size 1.07  .79*  .98 

Migrants 1.10  1.37**  1.54** 

Notes: n = 742. The reference category is affinity for Picture 1; all predictors have 873 

been standardized; Nagelkerke R2 = .269 (model 1), .350 (model 2).  874 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 875 

876 
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Table 4 877 

Differences between the food type affinities for the predictor variables. 878 

 Picture 1 

(conventional) 

Picture 2 

(efficient) 

Picture 3 

(gourmet) 

Picture 4 

(pure) 

Likes to vary 

(promotion, highly 

involved) 

-.10a .06a .40b .60b 

Mindful of food 

(prevention, highly 

involved) 

-.09a .20ab .25b 1.01c 

Prefers natural products 

(prevention, highly 

involved) 

-.08a -.18a .32b 1.06c 

Easy about cooking 

(promotion, lowly 

involved) 

.19a .67b -.03c -.33d 

Prefers ordinary meal 

(prevention, lowly 

involved) 

.44a .33a -.26b -.59c 

Age .15a -.43b .20a .43a 

Level of education -.17a .51b .35b .73b 

Household size .15ab .60a -.04b .24ab 

Migrants -.09a .09ab .34bc .78c 

 879 

Notes: n = 742. All predictors have been standardized (M = 0, SD = 1); means with 880 

different subscript letter differ significantly (p < .05) in one-way ANOVAs with 881 

Bonferroni’s post-hoc test. 882 
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Figure 1 883 

Photos of the four types of foods (presented without text), from top left clockwise 884 

picture 1 (conventional), 2 (efficient), 3 (gourmet) and 4 (pure). 885 

 886 

 887 

888 



 

 

42

Figure 2 889 

Photos of the seven outlets (presented without text), from top left clockwise picture A 890 

(regular supermarket), B (natural foods shop), C (outdoor market), D (ethnic market), 891 

E (discount supermarket), F (take-away ‘traiteur’) and G (neighbourhood 892 

supermarket). 893 

 894 

 895 

 896 

897 
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Figure 3 898 

Positions of the self-descriptions (FIFQ items) in the two dimensional framework of 899 

involvement and type of value motivation (results of multidimensional scaling, n = 900 

742, model = interval, normalized raw stress = .019, the items were mirrored on both 901 

axes). 902 
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