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Abstract. This study explores the factors influencing consumer purchase intentions toward functional 
beverages (FB), a rapidly growing sector in the health-focused global market. Specifically, the research 
investigates the impact of four key factors: egoistic value, altruistic value, perceived health benefits of FB, 
and consumer innovativeness. Using a volunteer sample of 318 respondents, data were collected via an 
online questionnaire and analyzed through Covariance-Based Structural Equation Modeling (CB-SEM). The 
results confirm that all hypothesized relationships were significant, with egoistic and altruistic value 
orientations, perceived FB health benefits, and consumer innovativeness positively affecting purchase 
intentions. These findings highlight the importance of personal values, as well as health benefits and 
innovativeness, in shaping consumer behavior. The study offers insights for manufacturers and marketers to 
better align their products with consumer preferences in the growing functional beverage market.

1 Introduction 

 The market for the so-called functional foods has 
been growing in recent years as consumers worldwide 
towards more health-conscious and wholesome 
nutrition [1, 2]. Functional beverages (FB), the fastest-
growing segment of functional foods, include beneficial 
nutrients and bioactive compounds in order to preserve 
human hydration and to have antiaging, energy 
supplying, relaxing, beauty-enhancing effects [3], 
energy enhancement, gut health, and immunity [4], 
cardiohealth, cancer prevention, immunomodulatory 
benefits, body weight maintenance, improvement in 
joint health [5], etc. 
 A functional beverage can be defined as 
nonalcoholic drink that consist of nontraditional 
ingredients, including herbs, minerals, amino acids, 
vitamins or additional raw fruit or vegetable ingredients 
including probiotics, and is claimed to provide specific 
health benefits beyond those supplied by any normal 
food sources [6]. Nowadays, there are a variety of 
functional drink products such as energy drinks, sports 
drinks, fortified bottled waters, probiotic beverages, 
sweeteners, juice concentrates, herbal extracts, and 
health and wellness drinks [3, 7-9].  

The appeal of functional beverages lies in their dual 
role as both a convenience and a health supplement [5], 
which aligns with the modern consumer’s busy lifestyle 
and growing interest in preventive health. As the market 
for these products expands, understanding the factors 
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influencing consumers’ purchase intentions becomes 
increasingly important for manufacturers and marketers. 

The purpose of our study was to investigate the 
impact of the four explanatory factors: egoistic value, 
altruistic value, FB health benefits, and consumer 
innovativeness on purchase intention for functional 
beverages. 

A volunteer sampling method was employed to 
gather data for this study, resulting in 318 valid 
responses collected between March 2024 and May 2024. 
This sampling approach, while non-probabilistic, 
allowed for a diverse range of participants reflective of 
the target population. To validate the proposed model, 
Covariance-Based Structural Equation Modeling (CB-
SEM) was utilized. This method was selected due to its 
robustness in testing complex relationships among latent 
constructs and its ability to assess the overall model fit, 
thereby ensuring the reliability and validity of the 
research findings. 

2 Literature Review  

2.1 Consumers’ Personal Values 

 The relationship between egoistic values and 
purchase intention for functional beverages is rooted in 
the consumer’s self-oriented motivations, such as 
personal health and wellness. Customers with strong 
egoistic values are more likely to purchase functional 
beverages, as these products can help them achieve their 
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health goals [10]. Consumers with altruistic values, 
aligned with a prosocial self-schema, make decisions 
based on their selfless concern for the well-being of 
others [11]. These individuals may choose to purchase 
functional beverages, for instance, as a form of 
charitable action, if they believe that such products can 
contribute to addressing public health issues such as 
obesity, osteoporosis, cancer, diabetes, allergies, and 
dental problems [5]. Some studies have demonstrated 
that consumers’ personal values (altruism and egoism) 
are predicted purchase intentions toward organic food 
[12], local food [13], and organic wine [14].  
 Thus, the following hypotheses were proposed: 

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Consumers’ egoistic value 
orientations positively influence their FB purchase 
intention. 

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Consumers’ altruistic value 
orientations positively influence their FB purchase 
intention. 

2.2 Health Benefits 

The perceived health benefits of functional drinks 
play a crucial role in shaping consumer purchase 
intention. Consumers are more likely to purchase FB 
when they believe these products offer significant health 
advantages, convenience, safety, sensory properties, and 
consumer self-efficacy [15]. The findings of previous 
studies supported that the perception of healthiness is 
the main factor affecting consumer attitudes toward 
functional foods [16]. In this regard, marketing the 
health benefits is critical to the success of functional 
products in the marketplace [17]. 
 Therefore, we hypothesised that: 

Hypothesis 3 (H3). FB health benefits positively 
influence the FB purchase intention. 

2.3 Consumer Innovativeness 

Consumer innovativeness is defined as an 
individual’s predisposition to buy new and different 
products or brands, rather than retaining the previous 
choice or consumption patterns, through independent 
decision-making and novelty seeking [18]. Highly 
innovative consumers are less sensitive to price [19] and 
are more likely to take purchasing risk [20]. Previous 
studies have reported that consumer innovativeness has 
a positive impact on functional food consumption [21]. 

Hence, we offer the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 4 (H4). Consumer innovativeness 

positively influence the FB purchase intention. 

3 Materials and Methods 

3.1 Study Design  

 The study used a cross-sectional design to examine 
relationships between constructs, allowing data 
collection at a single point in time. This approach is 
efficient for gathering data from diverse populations and 

can measure multiple variables simultaneously [22]. 
Cross-sectional surveys are also flexible, as they can be 
administered through various methods.  

3.2 Measurement Instrument  

 All measurement scales for the constructs were 
adopted to the context of the current study from 
validated and previously published research. The 
questionnaire translation from English into Bulgarian 
was done using the forward-backward method [23]. 
 To measure Egoistic Value (EV), three items were 
drawn from the work of [24]. The three items were: 
(EV1) I choose food carefully to ensure good health; 
(EV2) I didn’t consider myself as a health-conscious 
consumer; (EV3) I think often about health-related 
issues. The second item EV2 was reverse-scored. 

Altruistic Value (AV) was assessed using four items 
adopted from the studies by [24, 25]. The four items 
were: (AV1) The balance of nature is very delicate and 
can be easily upset; (AV2) Human beings are severely 
abusing the environment; (AV3) Humans must maintain 
the balance with nature in order to survive; (AV4) 
Human interferences with nature often produce 
disastrous consequences. 

Consumer innovativeness (CI) was measured with 
two items adopted from [18]: (CI1) I decide to buy new 
products and services without relying on the opinion of 
friends who have already tried them; (CI) I often seek 
out information about new products and brands. 

Purchase intention (PI) towards functional 
beverages was measured with five items adopted from 
Natarajan et al. (2022). The five items were: (PI1) I am 
willing to buy functional beverages while shopping; 
(PI2) I am willing for online shopping for the purchase 
of functional beverage products, particularly in the post-
pandemic time; (PI3) I will make an effort to buy 
functional beverages in the near future; (PI4) I will 
recommend functional beverages to my friends and 
relatives; (PI5) I intend to buy functional beverages if 
they are available for sale. 

FB health benefits (HB) was measured with five pair 
of statements, adopted from [27]. The five pair of 
statements were: (HB1) Healthier–less healthy; (HB2) 
Beneficial for health–harmful to health; (HB3) Good for 
the immune system–harmful to the immune system; 
(HB 4) More nutritious–less nutritious; (HB5) 
Lengthens people’s lifespan–shortens people’s lifespan. 
 FB health benefits were evaluated using a ten-point 
semantic differential scale, whereas all other scales 
utilized a five-point Likert scale with 5 indicated a 
positive opinion (Strongly Agree) and 1 represented a 
negative opinion (Strongly Disagree).  

3.3 Sample and Data Collection 

 Data was collected using an online questionnaire 
distributed through Google Forms between March and 
May 2023. The online platform facilitated easy access 
for participants and allowed for efficient data collection 
within the specified period. After data purification, the 
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final sample consisted of 318 volunteer respondents 
(Table 1). Female accounted for 70.8%, and male for 
29.2% of the sample. The majority of the respondents 
(36.5%) aged between 18 and 29 years old.  

Table 1. Gender and age distribution of the sample (n = 318). 

Characteristics 
No. of 

Consumers 
Percentage 

Gender Male 93 29.2 

 Female 225 70.8 

Age 18-29 116 36.5 

 30-41 92 28.9 

 42-53 74 23.3 

 54-65 22 6.9 

 Over 65 14 4.4 

Among men, the highest percentage of respondents 
was observed in the 31–40 age group, whereas for 
women, the largest proportion was found in the 18–29 
age range (Fig.1). 

 

Fig. 1. Sample by gender and age 

3.4 Data Analysis 

 The study utilized Structural Equation Modeling 
(SEM) to evaluate the hypothesized relationships. SEM 
is a sophisticated statistical method that examines 
complex interactions between observed and latent 
variables. The statistical analysis was conducted using 
IBM SPSS version 21, MS Excel version 19, and IBM 
Amos version 24. 

4 Results  

Initially, the data was examined for normality. There 
are various statistical approaches to determine whether 
a distribution is normal or not. In the present work, the 
data were inspected by skewness and kurtosis 
coefficients (Table 2). According to [28], there is a 
significant deviation from normal distribution when the 
absolute value of the skewness coefficients is greater 
than 2 and that of the kurtosis coefficients is greater than 
7. Thus, based on the findings outlined in Table 2, there 
is no evidence of normality concerns. 

Table 2. Estimation of mean, standard deviation, skewness 
and kurtosis of the measurement items. 

Items Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Skewness Kurtosis 

AV1 2.51 1.08 0.686 -0.049 
AV2 2.49 1.172 0.551 -0.433 
AV3 2.87 1.179 0.375 -0.874 
AV4 2.08 1.237 1.068 0.092 
CI1 2 1.228 1.101 0.141 
CI2 1.97 1.251 1.265 0.515 
EV1 1.95 1.22 1.318 0.697 
EV2 3.14 1.219 0.044 -1.05 
EV3 3.97 1.109 -0.986 0.159 

FBHB1 3.33 1.189 -0.231 -0.849 
FBHB2 3.45 1.184 -0.298 -0.819 
FBHB3 3.34 1.217 -0.184 -0.968 
FBHB4 3.69 1.236 -0.611 -0.705 
FBHB5 4.19 1.086 -1.207 0.511 

PI1 5.53 2.496 0.15 -0.688 
PI2 5.34 2.384 0.219 -0.522 
PI3 5.26 2.405 0.282 -0.397 
PI4 5.35 2.497 0.158 -0.696 
PI5 6.11 2.327 0.083 -0.469 

 
Next, the suitability of the data for factor analysis 

was assessed using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 
measure and Bartlett’s test of sphericity (Table 3). The 
KMO statistic evaluates the adequacy of sampling for 
factor analysis, with values approaching 1 indicating 
high factorability, while values below 0.5 are considered 
inadequate. In this study, the KMO value was 0.887, 
which, following the classification proposed by [29], is 
deemed "meritorious". Furthermore, Bartlett’s test of 
sphericity yielded statistically significant results (p < 
.0005), confirming that the variables are not 
independent and are appropriate for factor analysis. 

Table 3. KMO and Bartlett’s test. 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy 

0.887 

Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 4168.4 

df 171 

Sig. .000 

Evaluating the measurement and structural models 
of conceptual relationships is a common procedure in 
the implementation of structural equation modeling. The 
measurement model specifies the relationships between 
observed variables and their corresponding latent 
constructs, thereby defining the empirical representation 
of theoretical concepts. In contrast, the structural model 
describes the hypothesized relationships among latent 
constructs, illustrating how they influence one another 
within the conceptual framework. The path model of the 
conceptual relationships was depicted in figure 2. 
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Fig. 2. Path model. 

The internal consistency reliability of the 
measurement model was assessed using Cronbach's 
alpha and composite reliability (CR). As shown in Table 
4, both measures for the examined constructs surpassed 
the required threshold of 0.70 [30], confirming construct 
reliability. 

Table 4. Reliability and convergent validity. 

Construct 
Cronbach's 

Alpha 
CR AVE 

AV 0.939 0.939 0.794 

CI 0.728 0.728 0.584 

EV 0.835 0.846 0.656 

FBHB 0.875 0.882 0.610 

PI 0.908 0.914 0.676 

Subsequently, construct validity was evaluated using 
both convergent and discriminant validity. Convergent 
validity was assessed through the average variance 
extracted (AVE), while discriminant validity was 
evaluated using the Fornell-Larcker criterion and the 
Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT). The AVE values 
for all constructs exceeded the 0.5 threshold, and the 
square of the correlation coefficients between constructs 
was also below the benchmark [30]. Additionally, the 
HTMT values were consistently below the 0.85 
benchmark [31], further confirming the absence of 
discriminant validity issues. Therefore, the construct 
validity of the model was established. Both discriminant 
validity analyses were presented in table 5 and 6. 

Furthermore, the model's adequacy was confirmed 
by indices including χ2 (142) = 212.17, χ2/df = 1.49, 
GFI = 0.94, SRMR = 0.04, RMSEA = 0.04, AGFI = 
0.91, TLI = 0.98, CFI = 0.98, all of which indicate a 
good fit to the data [32-34]. 

Finally, the structural model was assessed. The 
analysis revealed that all hypothesized relationships 
were positive and statistically significant at the 0.05 
level. Table 7 provides a detailed summary of the path 

coefficients (β), t-values, and significance levels for 
each construct. 

Table 5. Discriminant validity with HTMT. 

Construct AV CI EV FBHB 

AV -    

CI 0.215    

EV 0.546 0.324   

FBHB 0.236 0.277 0.325  

PI 0.455 0.518 0.514 0.504 

Table 6. Fornell-Larcker criterion. 

Construct AV CI EV FBHB PI 

AV 0.891     

CI 0.192 0.764    

EV 0.506 0.264 0.810   

FBHB 0.213 0.239 0.302 0.781  

PI 0.429 0.506 0.471 0.492 0.822 

The findings of the current study provided support 
for all proposed hypotheses: egoistic value orientations 
(β = 0.182, p < 0.001), altruistic value orientations (β = 
0.205, p < 0.001), FB health benefits (β = 0.311, p < 
0.001) and consumer innovativeness (β = 0.345, p < 
0.001) positively influenced consumers’ FB purchase 
intention.  

Table 7. Estimates of structural model. 

Hypothesis β t-statistics p-values 

AV → PI 0.205 3.808 0.000 

CI → PI 0.345 5.553 0.000 

EV → PI 0.182 2.916 0.004 

FBHB → PI 0.311 4.998 0.000 
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5 Conclusion 

 The current study demonstrates that consumers’ 
purchase intentions for functional beverages are 
significantly influenced by their personal values, 
perceived health benefits of FB, and innovativeness. 
Structural Equation Modeling was employed to analyze 
relationships between these variables, as it effectively 
assesses complex interactions between observed and 
latent variables, ensuring a comprehensive 
understanding of consumer behavior. Data normality 
was assessed via skewness and kurtosis, while factor 
analysis suitability was confirmed using KMO and 
Bartlett’s tests. Moreover, reliability, validity, and 
model fit indices ensured robust findings. All proposed 
hypotheses were supported, showing that egoistic and 
altruistic values, along with the appeal of health benefits 
and innovativeness, drive consumers’ shopping 
decisions in this product category. These findings 
provide valuable insights for manufacturers and 
marketing policymakers seeking to meet the rising 
demand for functional foods. Marketers should focus on 
clearly communicating both the personal and 
environmental benefits of functional beverages, while 
also targeting innovative consumers open to exploring 
new health-promoting products. 

References 

1. N. M. Aron, Functional beverages in health 
promotion, sport, and disease prevention: An 
overview. Sports and energy drinks. (Sports and 
Energy Drinks, Woodhead Publishing, Duxford, 
2019), https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-815851-
7.00009-7 

2. C. G. Fernandes, S. K. Sonawane, S. S. Arya, 
Cereal Based Functional Beverages: A Review, J. 
Microbiol. Biotechnol. Food Sci. 8, (2018), 
https://doi.org/10.15414/jmbfs.2018-19.8.3.914-
919.  

3. I. Dini, An Overview of Functional Beverages, 
(Functional and Medicinal Beverages, Academic 
Press, Duxford, 2019), 
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-816397-
9.00001-7 

4. B. Bigliardi, F. Galati, Innovation trends in the 
food industry: The Case of Functional Foods. 
Trends Food Sci. Technol. 31, 2, (2013), 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2013.03.006 

5. M. Raman, P. Ambalam, M. Doble, Probiotics, 
Prebiotics, and Fibers in Nutritive and Functional 
Beverages (Nutrients in Beverages, Elsevier Inc., 
2019), https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-816842-
4.00009-5  

6.  M. R. Corbo, A. Bevilacqua, L. Petruzzi, F. P. 
Casanova, M. Sinigaglia, Functional Beverages: 
The Emerging Side of Functional Foods. 
Commercial Trends, Research, and Health 
Implications, Compr. Rev. Food Sci. Food Saf. 13, 
(2014), https://doi.org/10.1111/1541-4337.12109 

7. R. S. Agrawal, R. C. Ranveer, N. B. Rathod, N. P. 
Nirmal, Phytochemicals as Bioactive Ingredients 
for Functional Foods, (Functional and Medicinal 
Beverages, Academic Press, Duxford, 2023). 
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-443-19143-
5.00028-1 

8. G. Dey, S. Sireswar, Emerging Functional 
Beverages: Fruit Wines and Transgenic Wines. 
(Alcoholic Beverages, Woodhead Publishing, 
Duxford, 2019). https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-
12-815269-0.00014-3 

9. I. Siró, E. Kápolna, B. Kápolna, A. Lugasi, 
Functional Food. Product Development, 
Marketing, and Consumer Acceptance – A review. 
Appetite 51, (2008). 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2008.05.060 

10. H.-P. Chang, C.-C. Ma, H.-S. Chen, The Impacts 
of Young Consumers’ Health Values on 
Functional Beverages Purchase Intentions. Int. J. 
Environ. Res. Public Health 17, 3479 (2020). 
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17103479 

11. H. Li, W. Lin, Would Altruistic Consumers Place 
a Higher Value on Sustainable Foods?. Foods 12, 
3701 (2023). 
https://doi.org/10.3390/foods12193701 

12. I. Kareklas, J.R. Carlson, D.D. Muehling, “I Eat 
Organic for My Benefit and Yours”: Egoistic and 
Altruistic Considerations for Purchasing Organic 
Food and Their Implications for Advertising 
Strategists. J. Advert. 43, (2014). 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.2013.799450 

13. D. Birch, J. Memery, M. De Silva Kanakaratne, 
The Mindful Consumer: Balancing Egoistic and 
Altruistic Motivations to Purchase Local Food. J. 
Retail. Consum. Serv. 40, (2018). 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2017.10.013 

14. Y. Dong, L. Gao, Consumer Attitude and 
Behavioural Intention Towards Organic Wine: The 
Roles of Consumer Values and Involvement, 
British Food J. 126, 4 (2024). 
https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-02-2023-0085 

15. A. Kowalska, K. Leoniak, B. G. Sołowiej, 
Consumers’ Attitudes and Intentions Toward 
Functional Beverages: A Lesson for Producers and 
Retailers. Decision 51, 3, (2024). 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40622-024-00395-y 

16. A. Annunziata, R. Vecchio, Factors Affecting 
Italian Consumer Attitudes Toward Functional 
Foods. AgBioForum 14, (2011), Retrieved from: 
https://agbioforum.org/factors-affecting-italian-
consumer-attitudes-toward-functional-foods/ 

17. S. E. Jung, Y. H. Shin, K. Severt, K. M. Crowe-
White, Determinants of a Consumer’s Intention to 
Consume Antioxidant-infused Sugar-free Chewing 
Gum: Measuring Taste, Attitude, and Health 
Consciousness. J. Food Prod. Mark. 26, (2020) 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10454446.2020.1717712 

18. A. Biswas, M. Roy, Leveraging Factors for 
Sustained Green Consumption Behavior Based on 

 

, 01020 (2025)BIO Web of Conferences https://doi.org/10.1051/bioconf/202517001020170
FoSET 2024

5



Consumption Value Perceptions: Testing the 
Structural Model, J. Clean. Prod., 95, (2015), 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.02.042 

19. T. Natarajan, S. A. Balasubramanian, D. L. 
Kasilingam, Understanding the Intention to Use 
Mobile Shopping Applications and Its Influence 
on Price Sensitivity. J. Retail. Consum. Serv. 37, 
(2017). 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2017.02.010 

20. A. Triwijayati, Melany, D. Wijayanti, Impact of 
Consumer Innovativeness on Risk and New 
Product Adoption: A Moderating Role of 
Indonesia’s Demographic Factors. Innov. Mark. 
16, (2020). 
http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/im.16(4).2020.05 

21. F. B. Bekoglu, A. Ergen, B. Inci, The Impact of 
Attitude, Consumer Innovativeness and 
Interpersonal Influence on Functional Food 
Consumption. Int. Bus. Res. 9, 4, (2016). 
http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v9n4p79 

22. K. A. Levin, Study design III: Cross-sectional 
studies. Evid. Based Dent. 7, (2006). 
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.ebd.6400375 

23. M. Kalfoss, Translation and Adaption of 
Questionnaires: A Nursing Challenge. SAGE 
Open Nurs. 5, (2019), 
https://doi.org/10.1177/2377960818816810 

24. R. Yadav, Altruistic or egoistic: Which Value 
Promotes Organic Food Consumption Among 
Young Consumers? A Study in The Context of a 
Developing Nation, J. Retail. Consum. Serv., 33, 
92-97 (2016), 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2016.08.008 

25. M. Sadiq, M. Adil, J. Paul, Eco-friendly Hotel 
Stay and Environmental Attitude: A Value-
Attitude-behaviour Perspective, Int. J. Hosp. 
Manag., 100, 103094 (2022), 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2021.103094 

26. T. Natarajan, J. Geetha Raveendran Nair, J. 
Jayapal, Subjective Norms as A Moderator in the 
Consumption Behaviour of Branded Functional 
Beverages Post-COVID-19 Pandemic: A 
Pragmatic View, Asia-Pac. J. Bus. Adm., (2022), 
https://doi.org/10.1108/APJBA-03-2022-0130 

27. J. Labrecque, M. Doyon, F. Bellavance, J. 
Kolodinsky, Acceptance of Functional Foods: A 
Comparison of French, American, and French 
Canadian Consumers, Can. J. Agric. Econ., 54, 
647-661 (2006), https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
7976.2006.00071.x 

28. S. G. West, J. F. Finch, and P. J. Curran, tructural 
Equation Models with Nonnormal Variables: 
Problems and Remedies, (Structural Equation 
Modeling: Concepts, Issues, and Applications, 
Sage Publications, 1995). 

29. H.F. Kaiser, An Index of Factorial Simplicity. 
Psychometrika 39, (1974), 
https://doi:10.1007/BF02291575 

30. J.F. Hair Jr., W.C. Black, B.J. Babin, R.E. 
Anderson, Multivariate Data Analysis, 7th ed., 
(Pearson Education, Upper Saddle River, 2010). 

31. C.M. Voorhees, M.K. Brady, R. Calantone, E. 
Ramirez, Discriminant Validity Testing in 
Marketing: An Analysis, Causes for Concern, and 
Proposed Remedies. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 44, 
(2016), https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-015-0455-
4 

32. G. Dash, J. Paul, CB-SEM vs PLS-SEM Methods 
for Research in Social Sciences and Technology 
Forecasting, Technol. Forecast. Soc. Change 173, 
121092, (2021), 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121092 

33. L.R. Fabrigar, D.T. Wegener, R.C. MacCallum, 
E.J. Strahan, Evaluating the Use of Exploratory 
Factor Analysis in Psychological Research. 
Psychol. Methods 4, 272-299, (1999), 
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.4.3.272 

34. D. Hooper, J. Coughlan, M. R. Mullen, Structural 
Equation Modelling: Guidelines for Determining 
Model Fit. Electron. J. Bus. Res. Methods 6, 1, 
(2008), https://doi.org/10.21427/D7CF7R 

 

 

 

, 01020 (2025)BIO Web of Conferences https://doi.org/10.1051/bioconf/202517001020170
FoSET 2024

6


