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Are religious orientations effective on eating motivation?*

Merve Uckan Cakir*, Senol Cavug

ABSTRACT
Keywords: The phenomenon of food consumption has evolved over time, influenced by social
Gastronomy, interactions, leading to diverse nutritional practices based on beliefs, politics, culture, and

economic foundations. This research aims to determine eating motivations and reveal the
effects of religious orientations on these motivations. The convenience sampling method, a
non-probability sampling method among quantitative research sampling methods, was used
in the study. Van province was chosen as the population of the research, and individuals
living in the central districts of Van province (Ipekyolu and Tusba), where the population
density is high, were selected as the sample. Since the eating motivations scale was applied
for the first time in the Van population, exploratory factor analysis was performed. In this
context, a 3-dimensional religious orientations scale and a newly structured 10-dimensional
eating motivations scale were reached. As a result of the research, it is seen that individuals'
religious orientations explain their eating motivations at a rate of 10.5%. The most affected
sub-dimension of eating motivation is taste and habits, with 14.2%; The second dimension is
health and naturalness, with 11.8%; The third dimension is convenience, with 7.9%. It was
concluded that the dimension that least explains the regression model is the price dimension
with 1.7%. Analysis results showed that there was a significant relationship between
individuals' religious orientations and eating motivations. The research analysis supported
and accepted all hypotheses established in the research model.
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i Trrecne S come from cooking with the invention of fire and

industrialized food production with  developing
technologies (Fernandez-Armesto, 2002; Geertz, 1973,
Conner, 2008; Cardello, 1996). It is known as an
ethnographic fact that people value food and drink and try

Food, which has been given different meanings throughout
history, has been an essential phenomenon in the social life
of human beings. The need for nutrition is considered the

most basic need of human beings. Among all human
activities, food is one of the elements essential to breathing
and affects social life the most (Mintz & Du Bois 2002).
Food, the primary source of energy and vitality for living
things, is a common need for all living things. Naturally,
beyond their biological and physiological needs, food
transportation and war direct individuals to a social,
economic, and cultural environment (Unsal, 2020).

With globalization, a crucial sociological basis has been
formed in human life, and human life has begun to be
questioned on various issues such as migration,
multiculturalism, politics, economy, and media. Eating and
drinking as a physical need directly affect individuals'
social understanding. Individuals enable the formation of
food culture with the identities they construct with cultural
and religious codes. Food research has become essential at
this point, where humankind's primitive nutrition styles

to preserve their traditional diets.

On the other hand, archeology and history show that
traditional diets change repeatedly as new foods or
preparation methods emerge or as economic and
demographic contexts change (Harris & Ross, 1987). The
preservation of conventional diets by societies and the
emergence of new ones are contradictory phenomena that
need to be resolved by sociological and ethnographic
research in recent years (O'Dea, 1991; Simopoulos, 2004).
An individual's nutritional system consists of actual
behaviors resulting from the individual's conscious and
unconscious decisions (Robinson et al., 2013). For this
reason, the explanation of the history of eating behavior is
meaningful in terms of individuals' attitudes and actions.

When the studies on individuals' food choices are
examined, it is seen that there are many different models in
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which food choices are discussed. While in the first of
these models, foods are classified according to their
physical and chemical properties, individual factors, and
social-emotional factors (Shepherd, 1985), it is seen that
there are studies in which cultural factors are at the
forefront (Sobal & Bisogni, 2009). At the same time,
individuals' food choices have been investigated using
neuroscience applications, magnetic resonance imaging
techniques, and neurotechnological developments
(Berridge, 2004; McClure et al., 2004). When the studies
are examined, it is seen that the most essential factor
affecting food choices is the characteristics of the food.
Foods look like (Beaver et al., 2006), taste (Holm &
Kildevang, 1996; Land, 1998; Grankvist & Biel, 2001;
Torjusen et al., 2001), smell (Shepherd & Farleigh 1989),
naturalness (Wandel & Bugge, 1997), and freshness
characteristics (Land, 1998; Torjusen et al., 2001) are
essential factors in food choices. At the same time, studies
draw attention to the fact that sensory elements are among
the critical factors in food selection. Food choice is
classified as food-related factors, individual-related
factors, and environmental-related factors (Bell &
Meiselman, 1995; Rozin & Tuorila, 1993; Eertmans et al.,
2001).

Although the basic instincts of human beings for life
include the need for nutrition and shelter to protect
themselves from external factors, there is also a need for
spiritual support that can protect their soul. Individuals'
belief in a being higher and more significant than
themselves stems from the instinct of self-preservation, and
throughout history, it has not been possible for individuals
to live without and away from the feeling of religion.
Therefore, human beings are religious and need
communication between their soul and body to live. He
needs the power to resist his desires and desires by
accepting a being more significant than himself. Scientific
research, archaeological excavations, and holy books in the
history of humanity have not reported that any civilization
lived without religion (Kahraman, 2018; Duran, 2018;
Belzen & Seyhan, 2012). Naturally, religion is one of the
influential factors in forming individuals' nutrition styles.
Religion, which is influential in forming socio-cultural
structures of societies and the design of society, also
directly affects the socialization process (Besirli, 2017).

Individuals' nutritional diets are primarily shaped by their
culture, socioeconomic status, geography, and beliefs.
Lévi-Strauss (1958), one of the structural sociologists,
states that instinctively fed animals turn to what is
accessible in their feeding processes. However, he
emphasizes that individuals choose edible foods and turn
to foods that comply with social habits. Therefore, it is
argued that boiled meat is a feature of democratic societies
and fried meat is an extravagance and reflects the
aristocracy's lifestyle (Kizilgelik, 1994). On the other hand,
Bourdieu associates taste with social status; It emphasizes
that the palates of working-class individuals are
accustomed to experiencing bad and heavy tastes.
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The sociology of religion deals with all manifestations of
individuals that are reflected in society through their
beliefs. Turkey's traditional history creates difficulties in
religious studies because it requires sensitivity and causes
researchers to become blocked (Subasi, 2015). In this
context, there is a limitation in the literature due to the
limited number of studies examining the relationship
between food and belief. This study is essential in terms of
contributing to the field. This study, designed to determine
the effects of religious orientations on eating motivations
without restricting individuals' fundamental rights and
freedoms, was planned within the framework of ethical
concerns and carried out for this purpose.

Individual lifestyle changes vary for social, economic, and
cultural reasons. Many factors such as geographical,
cultural, socio-economic, belief, and health cause
differences in eating behaviors. In this context, "Do the
religious orientations of individuals living in Van affect the
factors affecting eating motivation?" was determined as the
research problem. In this context, "Do the religious
orientations of individuals living in Van affect the factors
affecting eating motivation?" was determined as the
research problem. The research examined the effects of the
belief factor on eating behavior, eating motivation, and the
differentiation resulting from this choice. This research
explores the impact of belief, which significantly affects
individuals' lifestyles, on motivations consisting of
sociological, physical, and emotional inputs that affect
food choices.

2. Conceptual Framework

Food Choices Motivations

The food choices of individuals are not actions taken with
conscious decisions. Food choices usually consist of many
dimensions depending on the past's cultural characteristics,
traditions, and emotional meanings (Janas et al., 1993; Falk
et al., 1996). The choices of individuals affect the lives of
individuals economically and sociologically by expressing
the identity and cultural meanings of that person. When
examined in terms of the food sector, food choices
constitute the basis of the product range created depending
on consumer demand (Sobal, 1998). In this context,
individuals' food choices are formed by changes in people's
life flow, including social structure, economic conditions,
historical periods, and physical environment (Devine,
2005).

Nutritional preferences are mostly made with individual
motivations. Therefore, personal preferences are shown as
an essential variable in food selection (Rangel, 2013). It
has been shown that the most common factors among
individuals' food choice motives and motivations are taste,
cost, convenience, health, social relations, nutrition, and
comfort (Glanz et al., 1998). Individuals organize their
eating situations according to these values, prioritize
certain conditions, and balance their eating patterns.
Numerous scientific studies point out that the perception of
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flavor and taste occurs along several dimensions that are
not limited to the chemistry of food. These dimensions are
shaped by individuals' motivations, identities, and beliefs
(Asp, 1999; Birch, 1999; Bellisle, 2005).

When the motivations affecting food choice are examined,
it is seen that social, cultural, and economic variables are
influential. It has been observed that many factors, such as
the increase in healthy food consumption, ideological
factors, sensory characteristics of food, and body image,
are practical (Steptoe et al., 1995; Rozin, 2007; Ergoniil,
2013). The attitudes of individuals toward food choices
should be evaluated from a holistic perspective, using
sociological and psychological phenomena (Armitage &
Conner, 2004). Conscious behavior towards a particular
food in individuals' food choices and intended
consumption behavior against the possible effects of that
food is likely to their attitudes, routines, and habits. At the
same time, the desires and wishes of individuals are also
practical in food choices (Rogers & Blundell, 1990; Teff &
Engelman, 1996; Rozin, 2006). A study investigating the
factors affecting individuals' food choices determined that
factors such as liking, habits, need, hunger, and health were
the variables that most influenced their eating behaviors.
Added to these factors, such as social image, social norms,
and emotional state, motives that rarely affect food choice
are among the factors that influence food choice (Steptoe
et al., 1995). Another study determined that pleasure,
sociability, and social norms were practical (Jackson et al.,
2003). The eating motivations scale is applied by many
researchers today and is among the scales still being
developed (Sun, 2008; Honkanen & Frewer, 2009; Renner
et al., 2012; Sproesser et al., 2019). In this context, a
research problem has emerged about the eating motivations
of the Turkish people.

Religious approaches of individuals and food
relationship

Individuals' belief systems have the power to affect daily
life and have many different meanings and applications.
Belief systems, following certain rituals, visiting religious
centers, and reading sacred texts can be seen as integrating
one's beliefs into life (Nye, 2008). In this context, spiritual
identity, which affects individuals' attitudes, behaviors, and
ways of thinking, is thought to arise from the person's need
to belong to a community.

Allport (1950) argues that individuals' religious tendencies
are affected by their religious experiences. In this context,
the concepts of internal religiosity and extrinsic religiosity
emerged in line with the internal orientation of individuals
(Allport & Ross, 1967). These concepts, which are used to
express the influence of religion in the lives of individuals,
are used to express the internal and external orientations of
religion. These orientations are another way of saying how
well individuals comply with the rules in the belief systems
they belong to, avoid prohibitions, and adopt rituals and
orders (Korkmaz & Dal, 2019). In this context, the degree
of adoption and disapproval of people is expressed by
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religious orientation (Onay, 2002). Religion, like cultural
identity, impacts food choices, lifestyle, and consumption
patterns in a community (Heiman et al., 2001).

The phenomenon of food, together with its sociological
meanings, has a mediating role in expressing the spiritual
transformation of individuals (Méndez-Montoya, 2012).
While individuals show a series of food avoidance
behaviors due to their beliefs, they accept the necessity of
their beliefs and religious authority. By adopting the food
rules prescribed by their beliefs, individuals strengthen the
sense of belonging to a community and build a social
identity (Fieldhouse, 2017). The behaviors of individuals
to avoid food culturally or because of their beliefs are
called food taboos. These taboos are the rules that
determine edible foods and their consumption periods
(Samuel & Makhani, 2016). In this respect, it has the same
characteristics as the food rules and restrictions in belief
systems. Fasting and feast tables reveal the effects of
beliefs on the food-purchasing behavior of individuals
(Bailey & Sood, 1993).

Millions of people worldwide have a religious identity that
shapes their thinking and behavior. The number of
religions worldwide also varies depending on what is
defined as religion. There are often multiple religions
worldwide with a specific population and a significant
number of followers. These are Bahaism, Buddhism,
Christianity, Confucianism, Hinduism, Islam, Jainism,
Judaism, Shinto, Sikhism, Taoism, and Arianism
(Fieldhouse, 2017). Each religion has different rituals and
different dimensions. Each dimension may gain more or
less relative importance depending on individuals' beliefs.
Religion has a very high impact on individuals' behavior.
Through empirical rules, religion regulates individuals'
lives and behaviors (Argyle, 2006). In this context, religion
is seen as an important phenomenon that has the power to
affect human life (Allport, 1950; Petersen & Roy, 1985;
Smarth, 2002).

Relation between religious orientation and food choices

The relationship between religion and food considered an
integral part of human history, is a popular research topic
by anthropologists, psychologists, historians, and
sociologists (Harris, 1995; Rani, Reddy & Sreedevamma,
2003). It establishes a connection between food sources,
traditions, and needs, influenced by cultural preferences
and the social environment (Barth, 1994). Individuals' food
choices reflect social, economic, political, and cultural
influences, ethical codes, and personal preferences.
Influences on individuals' food choices are often shaped by
their beliefs and faith teachings. In religions, food is seen
as material, social, and sacred (Fieldhouse, 2017). At the
same time, food rules that impact individuals' food choices
are determined through holy stories, myths, and taboos
(Barth, 1994).

The roles mediated by religion across cultures affect all
stages of life at both individual and social levels in different
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world societies. The culture in which an individual lives is
strongly influenced by the dominant religious
characteristics of the society, and religion is an integral part
of cultural activities in all cultural contexts. It is considered
the spiritual framework of people's behaviors, ideas, and
beliefs they can relate to daily (Nye, 2008). The fact that
individuals have an intense aversion to certain foods and
eliminate them from their diet with the thought that their
purity is violated is often identified with their cultural
characteristics (Rozin, 2007). Although the sugary taste
found in breast milk shows that all individuals start life by
consuming the same taste, sugar consumption inherently
varies depending on the cultural characteristics of societies
(Mintz, 1982). Mintz's sugar study is one of the most
classic examples of differentiating individuals' tastes and
food preferences. However, food is not only a
physiological need but also a cultural need (Douglas,
2003).

Belief systems are a phenomenon that has the power to
regulate individuals' lives and behaviors through empirical
rules (Allport, 1950; Petersen & Roy, 1985; Smarth, 2002;
Argyle, 2006). Some features are characterized by
religious behaviors and experiences at every level of
society and culture (Turner, 2018). Individuals' social
approaches and perceptions of religion are research topics
that have psychological and sociological effects (Lenski,
1961; Anderson, 1970; Greeley, 1977). Faith is a part of
human life, the milestone of great moments, and it is in a
position mixed with past experiences in every modern
culture (Dugan, 1994). Many individuals seek to express
their beliefs through their diet. Every religion has dietary
rules and norms that are easy to accept. The dietary
restrictions of religions are readily accepted by believers
who want to communicate with the divine. These rules
specify what, how, and when to eat or which foods to avoid
(Sabate, 2004). In this regard, those belief systems
significantly impact food choices.

People's religious activities and beliefs often differ. While
some individuals have a more spiritual approach than
others, other individuals may not have this approach. The
richness of religious behaviors and experiences
characterizes every level of human culture and society
(Turner, 2018). There are also psychological and
sociological approaches regarding individuals' social
behaviors and perceptions of religion (Lenski 1961,
Anderson 1970; Greeley 1977). Allport (1950) argues that
spiritual  experiences affect individuals' religious
tendencies. In this context, intrinsic religiosity emerged in
line with individuals' internal orientation, and extrinsic
religiosity was in line with their external orientation
(Allport and Ross, 1967). These concepts, which are used
to express the influence of religion in the lives of
individuals, are used to express the internal and external
tendencies of religion. As a carrier of meanings embedded
in cultural symbols, food has a vital role in representing the
values and beliefs of a broader culture. In this context, food
serves to institutionalize the characteristics and beliefs of a
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culture with the meanings it symbolizes (Usha Rani et al.,
2003). Therefore, eating behaviors are influenced by both
socio-economic and socio-cultural factors. In addition to
religion, food is a physiological and cultural need (Harris,
1995).

Food uniquely impacts self-perception and social groups
due to its symbolic meanings (Pilcher, 2012). Socially
integrated and collectively produced food has historically
formed the foundations of the culture of many communities
(Anderson, 1970). Food is cohesive in social groups by
providing a sense of togetherness. While stuffed turkey is
a unique accompaniment to holidays in many societies,
breaking bread together, that is, sharing it, represents the
transfer of togetherness through the metaphor of food.
Equality and unity are essential social motivations for all
religions (Caplan et al., 1998; Feeley-Harnik, 1995).
Bailey and Sood (1993: 328) emphasize the effects of
religious beliefs and practices and the connections between
religion and consumer behavior: "Food purchasing patterns
are prominent examples of the importance of fasting and
feasting for belief in taboos.™ In this context, the roles that
religion affects individuals' food choices can be
summarized as nutritional restrictions, identity expression,
dietary control, eating habits, togetherness and social
belonging, mood, health, and food taboos (Geertz, 1973;
Sabate, 2004; Albala & Eden, 2011; Blix, 2001;
Fieldhouse, 2017). Therefore, the following hypotheses
have been developed to examine the effects of religious
orientations on food choices;

H1: Individuals' religious orientations have a statistically
significant effect on motivation to eat.

H1la: Individuals' religious orientations statistically affect the
pleasure dimension from their eating motivation.

H1b: Individuals' religious orientations statistically affect the
social image dimension, one of their eating motivations.

H1lc: Individuals' religious orientations have a statistically
significant effect on the sociability dimension, one of their
eating motivations.

H1d: Individuals' religious orientations have a statistically
significant effect on the dimension of health and naturalness
anxiety, which is one of their eating motivations.

H1le: Individuals' religious orientations statistically affect the
convenience dimension, one of their eating motivations.

H1f: Individuals' religious orientation has a statistically
significant effect on the emotional state dimension, one of
their eating motivations.

H1g: Individuals' religious orientation has a statistically
significant effect on the price dimension, one of their eating
motivations.

H1h: Individuals' religious orientations have a statistically
significant effect on the weight control dimension, one of their
eating motivations.

H1i: Individuals' religious orientations have a statistically
significant effect on the dimensions of eating motivations,
liking, and habits.
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H1j: Individuals' religious orientations have a statistically
significant effect on the dimension of visual attraction, one of
their eating motivations.

3. Data and Method

Instrument

A questionnaire technique was used to collect data in the
study. In the first part, there are eight questions to
determine the demographic characteristics of the
participants. In the second part, 16 statements with the
scale of religious orientations, and in the third part, there
are 78 statements to determine the eating motivations that
the participants attach importance to in choosing food.
Religious Orientations Questionnaire: The original scale
was developed by Allport and Ross (1967). Korkmaz and
Dal's (2019) study titled "The Purchase of Domestic and
Foreign Products of Nationalism, Religiosity, and
Materialism" was adapted into Turkish, and its validity and
reliability tests were conducted. The statements in the scale
consist of 16 statements and three dimensions following
the 5-point Likert scale (5: | completely agree, 4: | agree,
3: | somewhat agree, 2: | do not agree, 1: | strongly
disagree). The Eating Motivation Scale (TEMS), which
was used to measure the eating motivation of the
participants in the study, was created based on the study of
Steptoe et al., (1995), developed by Renner et al., (2012),
and translated into Turkish by the researcher. The
translation was double-sided by three experts, and its
suitability was checked. The scale consists of 15
dimensions covering 78 expressions. Each statement (1:
Never true, 2: Very rarely true, 3: Rarely true, 4:
Occasionally true, 5: Often true, 6: Usually true, 7: Always
true) on a 7-point Likert-type scale rate. The compliance of
the measurement tool with ethical standards was approved
by the Sakarya University of Applied Sciences Rectorate
Ethics Committee with the board decision dated
24/03/2021 and numbered 100/8112.

Sampling and data collection

A quantitative research method was adopted in this study,
which aims to measure the effects of religious orientations
on the eating motivations of individuals living in VVan. The
research used the deductive approach (Cooper & Schindler,
2013). The population of this research consists of adult
individuals living in the province of Van. According to
TUIK data, As of 31 December 2020, the population of
Van province is 1,149,342 (TUIK, 2021). Since Van is one
of the provinces with the highest population in the Eastern
Anatolia Region, it was chosen as the research universe.
The population of Ipekyolu district is 334,470, and the
population of Tusba district is 162.153 in 2020. A total of
496,623 people live in the Ipekyolu and Tusba districts, the
central districts of Van province (TUIK, 2021). In this
study, when the size of the universe is accepted as 500,000
people, in cases where the population size is known, the
sample number was calculated as n=384 according to the
95% confidence level (Altumgsik et al., 2012). The
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convenience sampling technique, one of the non-
probabilistic sampling methods, was preferred in the
sample selection (Berg & Lune, 2017). 436 questionnaires
were collected online between April 2021 and June 2021
to reach more than the targeted number of participants. The
six questionnaire forms returned were excluded from the
sample because the demographic data information was
incomplete or unsuitable for evaluation. Analyzes were
conducted using data from 430 valid and complete
guestionnaires.

Data analysis

Since the eating motivation scale used in the study was
used for the first time in the Van population, a pilot test was
conducted before the scale was finally used. A pilot test
was applied to 150 people living in Van province with a
convenient sampling method in January 2021 to determine
the reliability of the survey. According to the findings of
the pilot test, it was determined that the eating motivation
scale was reliable (a: 0.726; a: 0.952). In this research,
quantitative research methods were applied, and
hierarchical regression analysis was performed to
implement hypothesis tests using the data screening
process suggested by Hair et al. (2009) with a deductive
approach.

The data were subjected to a screening process. Following
this, frequency statistics are used to check for missing
values and whether the normality, linearity, and
homoscedasticity assumptions were met. Missing values
and the correct method were determined by following the
steps suggested by Hair et al., 2009. Accordingly, the mean
substitution method was used to assign the missing values.
Second, the Mahalanobis distance was used to detect
outliers, and none were identified (Mahalanobis D [51]
121.14893, p < .001) (Hair et al., 2009). Third, the
normality of the data was checked by evaluating the
Skewness and Kurtosis values (+/-3), which are among the
recommended values (Kline, 2015). As a result of the
applications, it was seen that the data set was suitable for
hierarchical regression analysis. First, descriptive analysis,
factor analysis, and hierarchical regression analysis were
performed. The assumptions of regression analysis
(absence of missing data and extreme values, normality
distribution,  multicollinearity ~ problem, lack of
multicollinearity, and autocorrelation between independent
variables) were examined in addition to the data screening
process, VIF values, and Durbin-Watson coefficients are
given in the hypothesis tests table.

4. Findings

Sample demographics

In this part of the study, findings regarding the
demographic characteristics of the participants living in the
central districts of Van (ipekyolu, Tusba) are evaluated. In
this context, information regarding descriptive analysis is
given in Table 1.
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Tablo 1. Findings on the Demographic Characteristics of the
Participants

Variables n %
Gender Woman 245 57.0
Male 184 43.0
Marital Status Married 210 48.8
Single 220 51.2
Age 18-24 89 20.7
25-31 106 24.7
32-38 89 20.6
39-45 67 15.6
46-52 47 10.9
53+ 32 7.4
Income Status less than 1500 72 16.7
1500-3000 59 13.7
3001-4500 38 8.8
4501-6000 51 11.9
6001-7500 43 10.0
7501-9000 41 9.5
above 9000 126 29.3
Religion Islam 412 95.8
Christianity 3 0.7
Deism 2 0.5
Atheism 3 0.7
None 10 2.3
Educational Primary 12 2.8
Status education
High school 38 8.8
Bachelors 170 39.5
Master 89 20.7
Doctorate 121 28.1
Total 430 100.0

Source: Elaborated by Authors

According to the results of the descriptive analysis of the
research sample, 57.0% (245 people) of the participants
were women, and 43.0% (184 people) were men. 20.7%
(89 people) of the participants were in the range of 18-24,
20.6% (106 people) were in the range of 25-31, 20.6% (89
people) were in the range of 32-38, 16.6% (67 people)
Between 39-45, 10.9% (47 people) are between 46-52 and

7.4% (32 people) are over 53 years old. 16.7% (72 people)
of the participants were less than 1500 TL, 113.7% (59
people) 1500-3000, 8.8% (38 people) 3001-4500, 11.9%
(51 people) 4501-6000, 10% (43 people) 6001-7500, 9.5%
(41 people) 7501-9000, and 29.3% (126 people) 9000 TL
or more is seen. When the educational status of the
participants is examined, it is seen that 39.5% have
undergraduate, 20.7% graduate, 28.1% PhD and above,
8.8% have high school, and finally, 2.8% have primary
education. The majority of the individuals participating in
the research (95.8%) consist of individuals belonging to the
Islamic religion.

Factor analysis

When the data on the reliability tests of the scales used in
the research were examined, it was determined that the
Cronbach Alpha coefficient for the religious orientations
scale was 0.86; the TEMS scale was found to be 0.97. As a
result of this analysis, it was seen that the scales had
internal consistency (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).

In the study, KMO values were 90.8% and 95.9%. Barlett’s
test of sphericity 0.00 (p<0.05) was observed (Howard,
2016). The Maximum Likelihood model and Direct
Oblimin rotation technique were used in factor analysis.
The maximum likelihood technique, is aimed to obtain the
most suitable dimensions for the original dimensions of the
scales (Rabe-Hesketh et al., 2003). Since the number of
participants was less than 1000, the direct oblimin rotation
technique was preferred. In the factor analysis, statements
with a factor load of more than 0.40 were included in the
research (Howard, 2016). In this context, a 3-dimensional
structure was determined in the scale of religious
orientations in accordance with the original scale structure

Table 2. Explanatory Factor Analysis of the Religious Orientation Scale

Inner Religiosity Expl. Var. Cr. Alpha Mean Std. Dev. Factor

38.726 0.941 4.0372 1.06907 Load
I have no doubts about the existence of the Creator. 0,917
My religion is important because it answers many questions about the meaning of life. 0,911
The prayer | pray alone is as important as the prayer | pray in the house of worship. 0,836
It is important to me to take time to worship and be alone with the creator. 0,888
The most important thing religion has to offer me is that it provides relief in disturbing and distressing 0,710

situations.

| enjoy reading about my religion. 0,807
Although it is difficult to live my life in line with my religious beliefs, | strive for it. 0,710
Worship is for peace and happiness. 0,665

Personal External Religiosity Expl. Var. Cr. Alpha Mean Std. Dev. Factor
12.015 0.672 2.5494 .99094 Load
Although | have religious beliefs, many other things are more important in life. 0,703
It doesn't matter what | believe as long as I'm a good person. 0,907
Sometimes | have to ignore my religious beliefs because of what people may think about me. 0,540
Even though I'm religious, | don't let it affect my daily life. 0,662

Social Extrinsic Religiosity Expl. Var. Cr. Alpha Mean Std. Dev. Factor
10.034 0.807 2.1802 .99405 Load
| enjoy going to a temple because | am happy to see people | know there. 0,688
1 go to the temple because it helps me make friends. 0,694
My whole perspective on life is based on religion. 0,409
| often go to the temple to be with my friends. 0,547

Maximum Likelihood Factor Analysis with Direct Oblimin Rotation: Total Variance Explained: 60.77%; Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin Sample Size: 0.908;
Barlett Test of Sphericity (0.00): p<0.05; df. 120; Chi-Square: 4339,178 Evaluation Range (For All Dimensions [1] Strongly Disagree — [5]

Strongly Agree)
Source: Elaborated by Authors
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(Allport & Ross, 1967). The findings related to the scale of
religious orientations are shown in Table 2.

It was observed that the loads related to the factor values
of the expressions in the scale of religious orientations
ranged from 0.917 to 0.409. The dimensions created by
these expressions are named “Inner Religiosity”, “Personal
External Religiosity” and “Social External Religiosity”
(Allport & Ross, 1967; Korkmaz & Dal, 2019). While the
explained variance of these dimensions was determined as
60.77%, the reliability coefficients were calculated as 0.94
for the intrinsic religiosity dimension, 0.67 for the personal
extrinsic religiosity dimension, and 0.80 for the social
extrinsic religiosity dimension.

Explanatory factor analysis was applied the eating
motivation scale. As a result of the analysis, a new 10-
dimensional scale structure was reached by removing the
15 expressions that distorted the factor structure and
remained below 0.40. These dimensions are different from
the original scale structure from which 13 and 15-
dimensional structures were obtained (Renner et al., 2012).
It is thought that this difference is due to the social and
cultural characteristics of the sample in which the scale was
applied.

Statements extracted from the scale are “It is part of my
daily diet,” “I need energy,” “It satisfies me pleasantly,” “It
keeps me in shape (e.g., energetic, motivated),” “I eat
because of traditions (e.g., family traditions, special
occasions)”, “I grew up eating it,” “So | can socialize,” “So
I can spend time with other people,” “You get what you
pay for,” “I feel lonely,” and “My doctor says | should eat.”
These expressions were excluded from EFA because their
factor loadings remained below 0.40, a factor load of 0.30
was loaded under the alternative factor, or there was a
difference greater than 0.20 between the primary factor and
alternative factor loadings (Hinkin, 1998; Costello &
Osborne, 2005; Hair et. al., 2006; Howard, 2016). The
findings regarding the eating motivations scale are shown
in Appendix 1.

It was determined that the factor loadings of the eating
motivation scale took values between 0.918 and 0.422. It
was observed that the total variance explained was 73.43%.
Of the total variance explained in the scale, 42.96% was
the first factor called “Pleasure”, 9.82% was the second
factor named “Social Image”, 4.45% was the third factor
named “Socialism”, 3.36% was “Health and The fourth
factor named as “Natural Concern”, the fifth factor named
as “Convenience” with 2.96%, the sixth factor named as
“Emotional State” with 2.33%, the seven-factor named as
“Price” 2.17%, the factor named “Price” 2.02% The eighth
factor named as “Weight Control”, the ninth factor named
as “Like and Habits” with 1.41%, and the ten factors named
as “Visual Attraction” with 1.28% were explained.
Cronbach Alpha values for the reliability analysis applied
to the newly formed 10-dimensional factor structure were
0.94 for the first factor; 0.93 for the second factor; 0.95 for
the third factor; 0.94 for the fourth factor; 0.93 for the fifth
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factor; 0.94 for the sixth factor, 0.92 for the seventh factor,
0.90 for the eighth factor, 0.94 for the ninth factor and 0.91
for the tenth factor. Since these values were above 0.60, the
scale was accepted as reliable (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988).

Hypothesis testing

Before the hypotheses of the research, the suitability of the
data for regression analysis was examined. In this context,
the validity of the absence of extreme values and missing
data in the data set, normality assumption, linearity
assumption, and autocorrelation assumptions were
evaluated. As a result of the analysis, it was seen that the
data met the assumptions of the regression analysis, and
then hierarchical regression analysis was applied with the
forward method. The results of the hierarchical regression
analysis conducted in the study are shown in Appendix 2.

Based on findings, according to the model (H1) that
examines the effects of religious orientations on the
dimensions of eating motivation, it is seen that the
variables of intrinsic religiosity and personal extrinsic
religiosity are significant predictors of the dimensions of
eating motivations (p<.05). Social extrinsic religiosity was
not found to be an essential predictor (p=0.374 p>.05).

In the regression model examining the H2 hypothesis,
intrinsic religiosity, personal extrinsic religiosity, and
social extrinsic religiosity explain 9% of pleasure
motivation. The hypothesis "H2: Individuals' religious
orientations affect the pleasure dimension from their eating
motivation" was accepted regarding intrinsic, personal,
extrinsic, and social extrinsic religiosity.

For the H3 model, internal religiosity and extrinsic
religiosity variables were significant predictors of social
image eating motivation (p<0.05). Personal extrinsic
religiosity was not a significant predictor of social image
eating motivation (p=.284). It is seen through beta values
that the variables of intrinsic religiosity and social extrinsic
religiosity positively affect social image eating motivation.

In the regression model established for the H4 hypothesis,
it was observed that the internal religiosity variable was a
significant predictor (p<.05) of the sociability variable.
According to the analysis results, the intrinsic religiosity
variable is a significant predictor of the sociability variable
(p<.05). Accordingly, the model established with the
intrinsic religiosity variable explains 4% (R2 = 0.040) of
the sociability eating motivation dimension. It is thought
that 96% of sociability eating motivation can be explained
by other variables not included in the research.

In the H5 model, on the other hand, social extrinsic
religiosity and intrinsic religiosity were significant
predictors (p<.05) of health and naturalness anxiety. As can
be seen from the beta values, the variable of internal
religiosity positively affects the dimension of health and
naturalness concern, and the variable of social extrinsic
religiosity negatively affects the dimension of health and
naturalness concern.
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In the analysis of the H6 model, internal religiosity and
personal extrinsic religiosity were significant predictors
(p<.05) of the convenience variable. It is seen that the
variables of intrinsic religiosity and personal extrinsic
religiosity positively affect the motivation to eat
conveniently (8:0.258; 0.114).

As a result of the analysis of the H7 hypothesis, it was
determined that the variables of intrinsic religiosity and
personal extrinsic religiosity were significant predictors of
the emotional state variable (p<.05). It is observed that the
variables of intrinsic religiosity and personal extrinsic
religiosity positively affect the motivation to eat
convenience (B: 0.194; 0.102).

As seen in the H8 model, the internal religiosity variable is
a significant predictor of the price variable (p<.05). While
it was observed that the intrinsic religiosity variable had a
positive effect on the price dimension, one of the eating
motivations (B: 0.129).

As a result of the regression analysis for the H9 weight
control variable, the independent variables of intrinsic
religiosity and personal extrinsic religiosity are significant
predictors of the dependent variable of weight control,
which is one of the sub-dimensions of eating motivations
(p<.05). When beta values are examined, it is seen that the
variables of intrinsic religiosity and extrinsic religiosity
affect the eating motivations positively.

According to the results of the analysis, intrinsic
religiosity, personal extrinsic religiosity, and social
extrinsic religiosity independent variables were found to be
significant predictors of the sub-dimensions of taste and
habits, which are sub-dimensions of eating motivations in
the H10 model (p<.05). While intrinsic religiosity and
personal extrinsic religiosity variables seem to affect eating
motivations positively (B: 0.398; 0.123), it is seen that
social extrinsic religiosity affects negatively (B: -0.140).

In the analysis of the H11 hypothesis, it was observed that
the intrinsic religiosity, personal extrinsic religiosity, and
social extrinsic religiosity independent variables were
significant predictors (p<.05) of the visual attraction
dependent variable, one of the sub-dimensions of eating
motivations. It is seen that the internal religiosity variable
affects the visual attraction positively, while the social
external religiosity variable affects the visual attraction
variable negatively. Based on the findings, it was seen that
all hypotheses were accepted, albeit partially.

5. Discussion and Conclusions

In the study by Steptoe et al. (1995), the TEMS scale was
developed to examine individuals' food choices. The
religion factor is counted among individuals' food choices
in this scale. The study, which produced a
multidimensional motivation measure for food choice,
concluded that health, cost, comfort, and taste influence
dietary choices. The study measures the effects of religious
orientations in the VVan sample on eating motivations. The
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research is similar to many studies in the related literature
that focus on the factors that affect individuals in food
choices (Drenowski, 1992; Delaney & McCarthy, 2014;
Lau etal., 1984; Rappaport etal., 1992; Renner et al., 2012;
Steptoe et al., 1995).

Exploratory factor analysis was performed because the
eating motivation scale used in the study was applied for
the first time in the Van population. As a result of this
analysis, a new 10-dimensional scale structure emerged.
Applying this scale in future studies of the Turkish
population is essential in terms of the generalizability of
the results. It is seen that the dimensions of liking and
habits are combined within the new factor structure. This
is because individuals living in Van identify their feelings
of liking and habit. Factor confluence also has recurring
consequences for the dimensions of naturalness and health.
This situation reflects the idea that food can only be healthy
if it is natural. As a result of the analysis, it was seen that
the scale of eating motivations had a new structure with ten
valid and reliable dimensions. This situation is thought to
arise from the socio-economic and cultural characteristics
of the individuals living in Van. In the factor analysis of
the scale of religious orientations, it was concluded that the
dimension with the highest explained variance was the
dimension of internal religiosity. The liking of the food to
be eaten by the individual in food consumption is an
important motivation that increases the frequency of
consumption of that food (Berridge, 1996; Finlayson et al.,
2007). Unconscious and repetitive habits of individuals can
lead to stable food preferences. In this context, the study
results are compatible with the literature (Delener, 1994;
Steenkamp, 1993).

As a result of the regression analysis made in the research,
it was concluded that the religious orientation of the
individuals was influential on their eating motivation. As a
result of the study, it was seen that while intrinsic
religiosity and personal extrinsic religiosity religious
orientations were practical on eating motivations, the social
extrinsic religiosity variable was not. This situation is
thought to be because it is impossible to explain
individuals' whole eating motivation by considering only
religious factors. Food choices are a multidimensional
preference mechanism in the life cycle. It has been
observed that all sub-dimensions of religious orientations
affect individuals' feelings of liking and habits. Religion
has influenced consumers' attitudes, behaviors,
psychology, life, and decisions on purchasing. As a result
of the analysis, it has been seen that religious orientations
are practical in each dimension that creates eating
motivations. While it was determined that the religious
orientation of individuals was most effective on the
dimension of tastes and habits, it was seen that the most
negligible effect was on the price dimension.

Since all hypotheses created following the research's
purpose were partially accepted, it is thought that the
research achieved the predicted results. Among the
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research hypotheses, the effects of religious orientations on
taste and habit-eating motivation had the highest impact
power (R2=0.142). In contrast, the price factor had the
lowest impact power (R2=0.017) among eating
motivations.

The findings revealed in this research will benefit sector
representatives in the food and beverage industry who aim
to know the motivations that govern their customers' food
preferences. Since the service sector is labor-intensive, it
requires specialization in customer behavior. Therefore,
being informed about the eating motivations of customers
or guests will provide an advantage in the industry. At the
same time, this study, which is planned to make sense of
the effects of religious orientations on eating motivations
without segregating religions, examines the impact of
individuals' beliefs on their eating motivations, regardless
of right or wrong. In this context, some suggestions have
been made for public institutions and organizations, private
sector enterprises, and researchers interested in the subject.
Eating practices can be developed by food companies, food
and beverage businesses, tourism professionals, and hotel
businesses in Turkey, considering their customers'
religious orientations. Guests with high religious
sensitivity may prefer companies with a wide range of
products. The private sector, public institutions, and
organizations can cooperate in food and beverage supply
and facilitate access to products that comply with the
restrictions of every religion in Turkey. Marketing
activities can be carried out to increase interest in religious
foods by using existing infrastructure and resources.
Religious foods can be developed using technological
production methods. Religious products planned to be
affordable and hygienic can be sold abroad and
domestically, thus increasing tourism and export revenues.
For researchers, the indicators determined in this study can
be tested in a destination with high religious ethnicity in
Turkey to test whether there is a differentiation situation.
In future research, comparative studies can be conducted
with countries with differences in socio-economic and
socio-cultural context. These indicators' performance can
be tested using qualitative research tools such as
observation and interviews. In this context, this study is
considered necessary in examining the effects of
individuals' belief perceptions on their eating motivations.
It is hoped that it will help future studies in sectoral and
academic terms.
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APPENDIES
Appendix 1. Explanatory Factor Analysis of the Eating Motivation Scale
Pleasure Exp. Var. Cr. Alpha Mean Std. Dev. Factor
42.967 .942 4.8693 1.60835 Load
| enjoy eating .536
| eat to pamper myself .657
It makes me feel good 741
| eat to reward myself .651
It's fun to eat .639
Social Image Exp. Var. Cr. Alpha Mean Std. Dev. Factor
9.826 .935 2.6549 1.71932 Load
Fashionable -.860
Makes me look good in front of others -.918
Because others love -.918
To show that I'm different from others -.896
It is considered a special dish -.529
Sociability Exp. Var. Cr. Alpha Mean Std. Dev. Factor
4.458 .955 4.2031 1.75812 Load
| can socialize. -.857
So | can spend time with other people -.890
Makes gatherings with others more comfortable -.806
Eating with others is enjoyable -.652
It makes the environments that you come with others more enjoyable. -732
Facilitates communication with others (e.g. at business lunches, events) -.752
Health Concern and Naturalness Exp. Var. Cr. Alpha Mean Std. Dev. Factor
3.362 .944 4.7907 1.53376 Load
Seasonal .547
To meet my nutritional, vitamin and mineral needs 467
It is useful for me AT72
Is healthy .566
| eat it because it is natural (i.e. not genetically modified) .833
| eat it because it does not contain harmful substances (e.g. pesticides, pollutants, antibiotics) .826
Is organic .830
Fair trade product .460
| eat it because it is environmentally friendly (e.g. production, packaging, shipping) .592
Convenience Exp. Var. Cr. Alpha Mean Std. Dev  Factor
2.986 .936 4.5516 1.58979 Load
Is quick to prepare -.807
Is the most suitable -.539
Easy to prepare -.871
| eat because it is easy and convenient to buy -.686
Easily available (for example, by hand or offered by someone) -571
Emotional Status Exp. Var. Cr. Alpha Mean Std. Dev  Factor
2.337 .945 3.2426 1.76241 Load
I am sad -.812
I'm disappointed -.822
| feel alone -.921
Diverts my attention -.805
| feel stressed -.892
It pleases me -422
Price Exp. Var. Cr. Alpha Mean Std. Dev  Factor
2.170 .920 3.8116 1.65917 Load
It is cheap .745
| don't want to spend any more money .814
On sale .795
You get what you pay for. 432
It's free .661
| have already paid for .615
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Weight Control Exp. Var. Cr. Alpha Mean Std. Dev  Factor
2.025 .905 3.6605 1.63358 Load

| eat to maintain a balanced diet .835

| want to lose weight .855

Low in calories .509

| am overweight 735

| watch my weight 792

Low in fat 445

Likes and Habits Exp. Var. Cr. Alpha Mean Std. Dev  Factor
1.412 .948 5.0886 1.29931 Load

I think it's delicious 122

I am hungry 571

It tastes good .854

It feels good to eat it 729

| eat because | love .838

I regularly consume .639

I'm used to eating .698

Is part of my diet .617

Food that | know .466

| eat because I'm hungry 484

Visual Attraction Exp. Var. Cr. Alpha Mean Std. Dev. Factor
1.286 917 4.3186 1.64187 Load

Presentation is attractive (e.g. packaging) 473

I am involuntarily attracted to (e.g. eye-level, attractive colors) .536

Beautifully presented 787

Looks attractive 714

Maximum Likelihood Factor Analysis with Direct Oblimin Rotation: Total Variance Explained: 73.43%; Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin Sample Size:
0.959; Barlett Test of Sphericity (0.00): p<0.05; df. 1953; Chi-Square: 30201.79 Evaluation Range ([1] Never True for All Dimensions — [7]
Always True)

Appendix 2. Hierarchical Regression Analysis Findings Regarding Hypothesis Tests

Hypothesis  Dependent Variables Independent Variables B Standard B T P
Errorg

H1 Eating Motivations Constant 2,500 0,261 9,584 .000
Inner Religiosity 0,349 .052 .308 6.72 .000
Personal Extrinsic Religiosity 0,124 .056 101 222 .027
R=0.323; R?=0.105; F=24.919; P=0,00; VIF: 1.226 (<2,5); D-W: 0,223 (1.5-2.5)

H2 Pleasure Constant 2.976 .351 8.481 .000
Inner Religiosity 451 .077 .300 5.849 .000
Personal Extrinsic Religiosity .226 .075 139 3.010 .003
Social Extrinsic Religiosity -231 .083 -.143 -2.781 .006
R=0.300; R?=0.090 F=14,020; P<.05; VIF; 1,000(<2,5); D-W: 1.784 (1.5-2.5)

H3 Social Image Constant 1.472 .322 4.566 .000
Inner Religiosity 167 .084 .104 1.982 .048
Social Extrinsic Religiosity 233 .091 135 2.563 .011
R=0.202; R?=0.041 F=9,108 P<.0; VIF: 1.226 (<2,5); D-W: 1.927 (1.5-2.5)

H4 Sociability Constant 2.867 391 8.818 .000
Inner Religiosity 331 .078 .201 4.249 .000
R=0.201; R?=0.040 F=18,056 P<.05; VIF; 1,000(<2,5); D-W: 1,894 (1.5-2.5)

H5 Health Concern and Naturalness ~ Constant 3.054 276 11.074 .000
Social Extrinsic Religiosity .545 .072 .380 7.552 .000
Inner Religiosity -.213 .078 138 -2.742 .006
R=0.344; R?=0.118, F=28,670 P<.05; VIF; 1,226 (<2,5); D-W: 1,987 (1.5-2.5)

H6 Convenience Constant 2.537 .347 7.315 .000
Inner Religiosity .384 .069 .258 5.553 .000
Personal Extrinsic Religiosity .183 .075 114 2.452 .015
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R=0.281; R*=0.079; F=18,295; P<.05; VIF; 1,000(<2,5); D-W: 1,865 (1.5-2.5)

H7 Emotional State Constant 1.491 .391 3.812 .000
Inner Religiosity .319 .078 194 4.099 .000
Personal Extrinsic Religiosity .182 .084 .102 2.163 .031
R= 0.218; R?=0.048; F=10,655; P<.05; VIF; 1,000(<2,5); D-W: 2,028 (1.5-2.5)

H8 Price Constant 3.003 311 9.666 .000
Inner Religiosity .200 .074 129 2.693 .007
R=0.129; R*=0.017; F=7,252 ; P<.05; VIF; 1,000(<2,5); D-W: 1,967 (1.5-2.5)

H9 Weight Control Constant 1.977 .362 5.467 .000
Inner Religiosity 313 .072 .205 4.350 .000
Personal Extrinsic Religiosity .164 .078 .100 2.113 .035
R=0.227; R*=0.052; F=11,503 ; P<.05; VIF; 1,000(<2,5); D-W: 2,157 (1.5-2.5)

H10 Likes and Habits Constant 3.125 .275 11.353 .000
Inner Religiosity 484 .060 .398 8.009 .000
Social Extrinsic Religiosity -.183 .065 -.140 -2.816 .005
Personal Extrinsic Religiosity 161 .059 123 2.279 .007
R=0.377; R*=0.142; F=23,594 ; P<.05; VIF: 1,231(<2,5); D-W: 1,817 (1.5-2.5)

H11 Visual Attraction Constant 2,981 .275 5.467 .000
Inner Religiosity 331 .072 .216 4.569 .000

R= 0.216; R?=0.047; F: 20,879 ; P<.05: VIF: 1,000(<2,5); D-W: 1,896 (1.5-2.5)
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Are religious orientations effective on eating motivation?

Abstract

The phenomenon of food consumption has evolved over time, influenced by social interactions, leading to diverse nutritional practices based on
beliefs, politics, culture, and economic foundations. This research aims to determine eating motivations and reveal the effects of religious
orientations on these motivations. The convenience sampling method, a non-probability sampling method among quantitative research sampling
methods, was used in the study. Van province was chosen as the population of the research, and individuals living in the central districts of Van
province (ipekyolu and Tusba), where the population density is high, were selected as the sample. Since the eating motivations scale was applied for
the first time in the Van population, exploratory factor analysis was performed. In this context, a 3-dimensional religious orientations scale and a
newly structured 10-dimensional eating motivations scale were reached. As a result of the research, it is seen that individuals' religious orientations
explain their eating motivations at a rate of 10.5%. The most affected sub-dimension of eating motivation is taste and habits, with 14.2%; The
second dimension is health and naturalness, with 11.8%; The third dimension is convenience, with 7.9%. It was concluded that the dimension that
least explains the regression model is the price dimension with 1.7%. Analysis results showed that there was a significant relationship between
individuals' religious orientations and eating motivations. The research analysis supported and accepted all hypotheses established in the research
model.

Keywords: Gastronomy, Eating Motivation, Sociology of Food, Belief Sensitivities, Food Choices.
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