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Results


Preliminary analyses examined the zero-order relationships among the variables.  Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations are presented in Table 1.  The structure of the planned behaviour model was supported in that attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived control were correlated with both intentions and the Time 2 measures of behaviour.  Intentions, in turn were correlated with the Time 2 measures.  Four hierarchical multiple regressions were then conducted to test whether the criterion variables (Time 1 intentions, and Time 2 global self-evaluated behaviour, healthy food choices, and candy consumption) could be predicted by planned behaviour variables (in Block 1) and referent group variables (in Block 2).  One multivariate outlier was deleted from the analyses.  Table 2 summarises the results.
--------------------------------

Insert Tables 1 and 2 about here

--------------------------------

Intentions

Attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived control explained a significant amount of the variance in intentions to eat healthily, F (3, 133) = 44.60, p < .001, R2 = .50 (see Table 2).  All three variables emerged as independent predictors of intentions, consistent with the theory of planned behaviour.  Specifically, people who intended to eat healthily had more favourable attitudes to healthy eating (β = .32, p < .001), perceived support from important people in their lives (β = .23, p = .001), and perceived that they could eat healthily if they attempted to (β = .38, p < .001).  Even after control of the theory of planned behaviour model, referent group norms, group identity, and the interaction of identity and norms explained a significant increase in the variance in intentions, F (3, 130) = 6.64, p < .001, R2 ch = .07.  The more respondents identified as students, the less they intended to eat healthily (β = -.13, p = .040).  A positive effect of healthy norms was observed (β = .16, p = .008), and the effect of student identification on healthy eating (β = -.13, p = .040) was qualified by a positive interaction with group norms, β = .15, p = .012.
--------------------------------

Insert Figure 1 about here

--------------------------------

Simple slopes were examined for respondents who identified relatively strongly (+1 SD) or weakly (-1SD) with the referent group.  As is shown in Figure 1, respondents who identified weakly were unresponsive to referent group norms for healthy eating (β = .00, p = .960), whereas those who identified strongly showed higher intentions to eat well when group norms were healthy (β = .32, p < .001).
Time 2 Self-Evaluation

Respondents’ global evaluation at Time 2 of how healthily they had eaten in the previous two weeks was regressed on the theory of planned behaviour variables, F (4, 112) = 46.93, p < .001, R2 = .63.  As seen in Table 2, those who had intended at Time 1 to eat healthily were more likely to evaluate themselves two weeks later as having eaten healthily (β = .69, p < .001).  The other variables in the planned behaviour model did not predict self-evaluations of eating behaviour, nor (in Block 2) did the referent group norms and identity, F (3, 109) = 0.59, p = .624, R2 change = .01.2
Healthy Food Choices

Analyses of how frequently respondents reported having eaten healthy versus unhealthy foods yielded similar results.  The theory of planned behaviour variables predicted strongly in the first block, F (4, 112) = 14.17, p < .001, R2 = .34, whereas the referent group identity and norms did not explain additional variance, F (3, 109) = 0.30, p = .828, R2 change = .01.  Time 1 intentions predicted frequent healthy food choices (β = .28, p = .014), without referent effects or residual effects of subjective norm and perceived control.  However, inconsistent with the planned behaviour model, positive Time 1 attitudes to healthy eating were associated with Time 2 healthy food choices even when intentions were controlled (β = .24, p = .023).
Candy Consumption

Respondents’ candy consumption at Time 2 was subjected to the same regression analysis, with candy consumption at Time 1 included as a control variable in Block 1.  As predicted, the model fit at Block 1 was significant, F (1, 114) = 92.25, p < .001, R2 change = .45.  Time 1 candy consumption was associated positively with Time 2 candy consumption (β = .67, p < .001.  The theory of planned behaviour variables did not explain additional variance, F (4, 110) = 1.64, p = .169, R2 change = .03, nor did the referent group identity and norms, F (3, 107) = 0.22, p = .883, R2 change = .00.3  When the coefficients are inspected in the final model, however, a trend is noted such that even after Time 1 candy was controlled those who intended to eat healthily at Time 1 were likely to take fewer pieces of candy at Time 2, β = -.18, p = .096.
Footnotes

2.  The interaction of perceived behavioural control and intentions may also been considered in the prediction of behaviour, hypothesizing that intentions predict more strongly at higher levels of perceived control (Ajzen, 1985, 1991).  However, the inclusion of the interaction term contributed no variance to any of the three dependent measures, Fs < 1, R2 change < .01, nor were any of the interaction coefficients significant (βs < .09, ps > .29).
3.  Nor did the coefficient for past behaviour decrease to signal mediation by the planned behaviour model or referent informational influence, although this might have been expected; the coefficient for Time 1 candy was stable, being .70 in Block 1; β = .68 (p < .001) in Block 2; and (as seen in Table 2) β = .68 (p < .001), in Block 3.

Table 1.

Uncentered means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations.

	
	Means
	StD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11

	1.  Attitude (-3 to +3)
	1.47
	0.85
	--
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Subjective norm (-3 to +3)
	0.71
	1.30
	.36
	--
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Perceived control (-3 to +3)
	1.40
	1.03
	.56
	.12
	--
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Intentions (-3 to +3)
	1.24
	1.29
	.59
	.44
	.58
	--
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Student identity  (ID, -3 to +3)
	0.62
	0.82
	.22
	.07
	.16
	-.01
	--
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Perceived group norm (0 to 100)
	44.53
	17.06
	.15
	.25
	.09
	.29
	.14
	--
	
	
	
	
	

	7. ID x perceived group norm
	--
	15.54
	.08
	.19
	.04
	.32
	-.21
	.48
	--
	
	
	
	

	8. T1 candy consumption (0 to 5)
	1.76
	1.75
	-.14
	-.02
	.01
	-.05
	-.18
	-.07
	-.01
	--
	
	
	

	9. Global self-evaluation  (-3 to +3)
	0.97
	1.26
	.51
	.42
	.48
	.78
	.02
	.19
	.25
	-.02
	--
	
	

	10. Checklist food choices  (0 to 7)
	4.46
	0.63
	.49
	.21
	.45
	.51
	.07
	.14
	.18
	-.07
	.53
	--
	

	11. T2 candy consumption (0 to 5)
	1.72
	1.98
	-.14
	-.12
	.01
	-.17
	-.06
	-.14
	-.07
	.66
	-.16
	-.08
	--


Note.  p < .05 for r >= .19.  p < .10 for r >= .16.

Table 2.

Theory of Planned Behaviour and Referent Informational Influence variables predict healthy eating.
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	Intentions (T1)
	Global self-report (T2)
	Checklist (T2)
	Candy (T2)

	
	R2 ch.
	β
	R2 ch.     
	β
	R2 ch.
	β
	R2 ch.
	β

	Planned Behaviour Model
	.50***
	
	.63***
	
	.34***
	
	.03
	

	Attitudes
	
	.32***
	
	.04
	
	.25*
	
	-.01

	Subjective norm
	
	.23**
	
	.10
	
	-.02
	
	-.03

	Perceived Control
	
	.38***
	
	.05
	
	.18
	
	.12

	Intentions
	
	--
	
	.71***
	
	.25*
	
	-.18†

	Referent Group Model
	.07***
	
	.01
	
	.01
	
	.00
	

	Student identity
	
	-.13*
	
	-.09
	
	-.04
	
	.05

	Perceived student norm
	
	.16**
	
	.03
	
	.02
	
	-.05

	Identity x Norm interaction
	
	.15*
	
	.05
	
	.09
	
	.03

	Final Model R2
	.57***
	
	.63***
	
	.34***
	
	.48***
	


Note. Coefficients for the predictors are βs in the final model.  For Time 2 candy, Time 1 consumption has been controlled in Block 1
Figure Captions

Figure 1.  Conformity to healthy eating norm as a function of identification.
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