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Healthy eating

Exercise 1 – using the data file ex1smr.sav see if you can create the syntax to generate the following #s, regressing the DV, healthy eating intentions (mean_bi) on the planned behaviour model variables – attitudes (mean_att), subjective norm (mean_sn) and perceived control (mean_pc), plus the manipulated condition variable.  Fill in the blanks [] below.
BTW, with such a simple model and only 1 DV, I would normally omit Table 2 and report the results only in the text.

Results

Overview
Preliminary analyses examined the zero-order relationships among the variables.  Uncentered means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations are presented in Table 1.  As predicted, attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived control were correlated positively with intentions.  Contrary to the planned behaviour model, the independent variables showed high inter-correlations.  As the variables may be distinguished on theoretical grounds, they were retained as separate independent variables in the analysis below, as in past research (e.g., Louis et al., 2007).

A standard multiple regression was then conducted to test whether the criterion variable (Time 1 intentions to eat healthily) could be predicted by the planned behaviour model: attitudes, subjective norm, and perceived control, and by the experimental manipulation of mortality salience, which was coded threat condition (1) vs low threat ([]).  Table 2 summarises the results.  [] multivariate outliers were observed (with standardized residuals > 3 SD), but since the results did not change substantively when the outliers were deleted, the results for the full data set are reported here.
--------------------------------

Insert Tables 1 and 2 about here

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

Intentions
 
The model explained a significant amount of the variance in intentions to eat healthily, F ( [], 1[]3) = 30.21, p < .001, R2 = . []8 (see Table 2).  All three planned behaviour variables emerged as independent predictors of intentions, as predicted.  Specifically, people who intended to eat healthily had more favourable attitudes to healthy eating (β = . []2, p < .001), perceived support from important people in their lives (β = . []3, p = .001), and perceived that they had control over their eating (β = .35, p []).  However, controlling for these variables, the threat manipulation did not significantly impact on intentions (β = . []2, p = .763). 

Table 1.

Uncentered means, standard deviations (SD), and intercorrelations.

	
	Means
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4

	1. Condition
	0
	1.00
	--
	
	
	

	2. Attitude (-3 to +3)
	[]
	0.83
	.20*
	--
	
	

	3. Perceived Control (-3 to +3)
	1.44
	[]
	-.01
	.55***
	[]
	

	4. Subjective Norm (-3 to +3)
	.73
	1.29
	.20*
	[]
	.13
	--

	5. Intentions (-3 to +3)
	1.26
	1.25
	.13
	.59***
	.56***
	.39***


Note.  * p < .05 ** p < .001

Table 2.

Theory of Planned Behaviour variables and manipulated mortality threat predict healthy eating.

	
	Intentions

	Attitudes
	.[]2***

	Subjective norm
	.[]3**

	Perceived Control
	.35[]

	Manipulated Threat
	.[]2

	
	

	Model R2
	.[]8***


Note. Coefficients for the predictors are βs.  * p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001.






