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Abstract 

More frequent consumption of home-cooked meals is associated with better diet quality, 
and food literacy questionnaires may be able to identify factors that influence cooking 
frequency. Eating and Food Literacy Behaviors Questionnaire (EFLBQ) factor scores and 
demographic characteristics were examined as predictors of home cooking in a group of 
women aged 18 to 30 years. Participants were recruited by a third-party provider. EFLBQ 
factor scores (F1: health and nutrition, F2: taste, F3: food preparation, F4: planning and 
decision making, and F5: convenience), demographic characteristics, and frequency of 
cooking were measured. Groups were compared using ANOVA and Games–Howell post 
hoc tests. Pearson’s r or point-biserial tests were used to examine relationships between 
variables. Significant predictors were entered into a structural equation model (SEM) to 
predict home cooking frequency. A total of 107 Asian, 113 Black, 108 Hispanic, and 111 
White women participated. The F1 factor score (health and nutrition) was a positive me-
diator between age and cooking frequency, and the F5 score (convenience) was inde-
pendently and negatively correlated with how often the women cooked. Nutrition edu-
cators should address these EFLBQ factor topics in interventions and use these factor 
scores to measure changes in participants’ behaviors after they participate in educational 
programs that promote cooking. 

Keywords: cooking; diet; food literacy; young adult women; eating and food literacy  
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1. Introduction 
Research suggests that more frequent consumption of in-home meals is associated 

with better diet quality and that children who eat family meals on a more frequent basis 
have better mental and physical health, yet individuals are spending less time shopping 
for food, cooking, and eating meals together [1–5]. A person’s food literacy skills and per-
sonal characteristics may be factors that influence the frequency of food preparation at 
home [6,7]. Food literacy has been described as the knowledge and behaviors associated 
with consuming healthful diets that align with dietary recommendations [8–10]. Vidgen 
and Gallegos proposed that food literacy includes having the skills to plan and manage, 
select, prepare, and eat healthy foods [8]. Other investigators have expanded the defini-
tion to incorporate factors such as personal resilience and resistance, social and conscious 
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eating, and other aspects; some have proposed that food literacy could be divided into a 
literacy dimension and a food systems dimension [9,10]. A recent survey developed and 
validated by Yoo et al. among South Korean adults proposed that food literacy includes 
the three main domains: nutrition and food safety, cultural and relational factors, and so-
cio-ecological values [11]. 

Researchers have compared food literacy questionnaire scores with personal charac-
teristics and food-related behaviors. Poelman and colleagues developed a questionnaire 
called the Self-Perceived Food Literacy (SPFL) among Dutch adults and noted that indi-
viduals with higher SPFL scores reported greater self-control and less impulsivity regard-
ing food [9]. They also noted that women trained as dietitians had higher SPFL scores than 
general adults. A recent study by Murakami and colleagues compared SPFL scores of Jap-
anese adults with their diet quality using the Healthy Eating Index-2015 (HEI-2015) and 
found that six of the eight SPFL domains were positively and significantly associated with 
overall diet scores [12,13]. In 2020, Park and colleagues similarly reported that, among a 
group of Korean adults, food literacy scores were positively associated with food 
knowledge and nutrient quotient scores [10]. Sociodemographic characteristics and food 
literacy of Seoul adults were compared to their food intake and weight status in a study 
by Yoo and colleagues, and food literacy scores were found to be higher among women 
and housewives and lower among young adults and students [11]. However, these stud-
ies did not examine whether food literacy scores were related to the frequency of in-home 
food preparation. 

A questionnaire called the Eating and Food Literacy Behaviors Questionnaire 
(EFLBQ) was developed and validated by Rhea and colleagues [14]. These investigators 
began the development of the EFLBQ questionnaire by asking young adult university stu-
dents to respond to seven statements based on each of the four food literacy domains 
proposed by Vidgen and Gallegos (food planning and management, selection, prepara-
tion, and consumption). After multiple rounds of exploratory factor analysis, the original 
21 statements were reduced to the EFLBQ’s final 19 statements, representing the food-
literacy-related factors of health and nutrition (F1), food preparation (F3), and planning 
and decision-making (F4), and the additional factors of taste (F2) and convenience (F5) 
[14]. Food literacy factor scores using the EFLBQ have been shown to be higher among 
young adults who have received formal nutrition education compared with those who 
have not received this training and to improve after participation in nutrition education 
and culinary skill-building programs; however, EFLBQ factor scores have not been con-
sidered as predictors of a behavior such as in-home cooking [15–17]. 

The purpose of this study was to examine whether the EFLBQ factors and demo-
graphic characteristics, including age, race or ethnicity, having children, participating in 
the US Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), or being enrolled in a uni-
versity, were predictors of the frequency of in-home food preparation [18]. Food literacy 
scores have been reported to differ between men and women; therefore, to better compare 
EFLBQ factor scores with cooking frequency, only individuals who identified as female at 
birth were included in this study [11,19]. 

2. Materials and Methods 
2.1. Participants 

Females who had access to a place to cook, were not pregnant, were 18 to 30 years of 
age, and lived in one of the 13 continental states in the United States Department of Agri-
culture (USDA) Southern Region (US Forest Service, United States Department of Agri-
culture Southern Region) were recruited by the third-party provider Centiment (Centi-
ment.com) to participate in this study [20]. Centiment was instructed to recruit at least 400 
individuals with equal distribution among Asian/Asian American, Black/African Ameri-
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can, Hispanic/Latino, and White women. This quota sampling method, which involved 
selecting participants who met predetermined criteria for each group, was used to ensure 
that target subgroups were included. This allowed the sample to reflect important popu-
lation characteristics even without a complete sampling frame [21]. Individuals within the 
Centiment database who met the study inclusion criteria were provided with a link to the 
questionnaire, which was administered electronically using Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, 
UT) [22]. Data were collected on 18–22 June 2024. Prior to completing the questionnaire, 
each woman provided implied consent by selecting an option indicating agreement to 
participate in this study. Centiment removed all identifying information from the subjects’ 
data prior to sending the data to the researchers and provided incentives to all participants. 
This study was approved by the Louisiana State University Agricultural Center Institu-
tional Review Board after expedited review (IRBAG-24-0061-01: Approved 27 May 2024). 

2.2. Data Collection 

The women were asked to provide demographic data, respond to the EFLBQ state-
ments, and indicate the frequency with which they cooked an evening meal at home [14]. 
The participants reported their age, race/ethnicity, and US state of residence, the number 
of children under 18 years of age in their household, whether they received SNAP benefits 
(yes/no); and whether they were currently enrolled in a college or university (yes/no). 
Statements representing each of the five EFLBQ factors were evaluated. Factor 1 (health 
and nutrition) included seven statements, and Factor 2 (taste), Factor 3 (food preparation), 
Factor 4 (planning and decision-making), and Factor 5 (convenience) each included three 
statements. EFLBQ items were scored using a 4-point Likert scale with the following 
choices: 1 = never, 2 = seldom, 3 = often, and 4 = always, and the mean value for each factor 
was calculated. An answer from 1–7 could be chosen by the participant, indicating the 
number of evening meals cooked at home in a typical week. A statement assessing en-
gagement when completing the survey was included, and data from subjects who ap-
peared to select random answers just to earn rewards provided by Centiment were re-
moved from this study. 

2.3. Statistical Analysis 

Descriptive data were collected, and the relationships between variables were exam-
ined. The variables of age, number of children under 18 years of age living in the house-
hold, cooking frequency, and EFLBQ factor scores were compared between the four 
groups of women using ANOVA and Games–Howell post hoc tests. Data were examined 
for normality with Shapiro–Wilks tests. Games–Howell tests were chosen for post hoc ex-
aminations because of their robustness when a lack of normality may exist [23]. Associa-
tions between variables were explored using Pearson’s r or point-biserial tests. Structural 
equation modeling was used to determine whether a model existed that explained the 
frequency of cooking an evening meal at home. Absolute fit was assessed using the root 
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and standard root mean square residual 
(SRMR), with values equal to or below 0.08 and 0.05, respectively, indicative of a better-
fitting model [24]. Comparative fit was assessed using the comparative fit index (CFI) and 
the Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), with values greater than or equal to 0.95 indicating an ex-
cellent fit [24]. Data were analyzed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (IBM 
SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 29.0) and Mplus (Version 8.11, 2024). Statistical sig-
nificance was set at p < 0.05. 
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3. Results 
In this cross-sectional study, a total of 439 women with a mean age of 23.9 ± 3.7 years 

participated. Similar numbers of Asian/Asian American, Black, Hispanic/Latino, and 
White women were included (Table 1). Women from each of the 13 continental states in 
the USDA Southern Region participated, and most lived in Texas or Florida. A little less 
than half of the women (46.9%) indicated that they had at least one child, with 23.5% re-
porting having one child, 13.7% reporting having two children, and the remaining 9.7% 
reporting having more than two children. Of the group, 23.7% received SNAP benefits, 
and 34.4% were enrolled in a college or university. The women reported preparing an 
average of about 4 meals per week, with a range from 0 to 7 meals. 

Table 1. Demographic information of young adult females who completed the Eating and Food 
Literacy Behaviors Questionnaire (EFLBQ) (n = 439). 

Variable n % 
Race   
    Asian or Asian American 107 32.3 
    Black/African American 113 34.1 
    White 111 33.5 
Ethnicity   
    Hispanic or Latino 108 24.6 
    Not Hispanic or Latino 331 75.4 
U.S. state of residence   
    Alabama 14 3.2 
    Arkansas 6 1.4 
    Florida 83 18.9 
    Georgia 37 8.4 
    Kentucky 13 3.0 
    Louisiana 15 3.4 
    Mississippi 15 3.4 
    North Carolina 40 9.1 
    Oklahoma 12 2.7 
    South Carolina 22 5.0 
    Tennessee 25 5.7 
    Texas 128 29.2 
    Virginia 29 6.6 
Received U.S. Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
(SNAP) benefits (yes) 

104 23.7 

Have at least one child (yes) 206 46.9 
Currently attending college or university (yes) 151 34.4 
Note: Information about the U.S. Department of Agriculture Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program can be found at the following link: https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/supplemental-nutri-
tion-assistance-program. Accessed 20, May 2024. 

Several factors differed among the groups of Asian, Black, Hispanic/Latino, and 
White women. The number of children younger than 18 years living in the household 
differed [F(3, 435) = 2.793, p = 0.040], with women who identified as White reporting hav-
ing more children than those who identified as Asian (p = 0.036). Cooking frequency dif-
fered [F(3, 435) = 2.761, p = 0.042], with Hispanic/Latino women cooking more frequently 
than Black women (p = 0.043). Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program participation 
varied [F(3, 435) = 9.696, p < 0.001], with Asian women less likely to participate than the 
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Black and White women (p < 0.001 and p = 0.010, respectively), and Hispanic/Latino 
women were less likely to participate in SNAP than Black women (p = 0.013). Women who 
identified as Asian were more likely to be enrolled in a college or university than those 
who identified as White [F(3, 435) = 4.102, p = 0.007]. 

The EFLBQ factor mean scores were compared among the four groups of women 
(Table 2). The factor of taste (F2) had the highest mean factor score for each group, fol-
lowed by convenience (F5). The planning and decision-making (F4) and the convenience 
(F5) scores were significantly higher in the Black group compared with the Asian group 
(p = 0.02 and p = 0.01, respectively). The mean factor scores for health and nutrition (F1), 
taste (F2), and food preparation (F3) were not significantly different among the groups. 

Table 2. Comparison of the groups of young adult women who completed the Eating and Food 
Literacy Behaviors Questionnaire (EFLBQ). 

Variable Race/Ethnicity  

 
Asian/Asian American 

(n = 107) 
Black/African American 

(n = 113) 
Hispanic/Latino 

(n = 108) 
White 

(n = 111) p Value 

M ± SD 
Subject age (y) 23.5 ± 3.7 23.9 ± 3.6 23.6 ± 3.8 24.7 ± 3.4 0.071 
Number of children < 18 yrs 
living in the household (n) 

0.61 ± 1.03 a 0.85 ± 1.05 0.92 ± 1.16 1.05 ± 1.38 b 0.040 

Frequency of cooking an 
evening meal at home (d/w) 

4.38 ± 1.88 3.81 ± 1.82 a 4.45 ± 1.77 b 4.21 ± 1.80 0.042 

n (%) 
At least 1 child younger 
than 18 years living in the 
household (yes) 

38 (35.5) 59 (52.2) 57 (52.8) 52 (46.8) 0.039 

SNAP participant (yes) 10 (9.3) a 44 (38.9) b 22 (20.4) 28 (25.2) b < 0.001 
Enrolled in a college or uni-
versity (yes) 

48 (44.9) b 34 (30.1) 42 (38.9) 27 (24.3) a 0.007 

EFLBQ Factors 
  F1: Health and nutrition 2.78 ± 0.54 2.60 ± 0.69 2.67 ± 0.61 2.67 ± 0.58 0.209 
  F2: Taste 3.61 ± 0.44 3.67 ± 0.47 3.62 ± 0.46 3.69 ± 0.46 0.617 
  F3: Food preparation 2.70 ± 0.64 2.62 ± 0.80 2.74 ± 0.76 2.74 ± 0.67 0.568 
  F4: Planning and decision 
making 

2.97 ± 0.55 a 3.19 ± 0.55 b 3.01 ± 0.68 3.03 ± 0.52 0.022 

  F5: Convenience 3.11 ± 0.48 a 3.31 ± 0.52 b 3.17 ± 0.51 3.16 ± 0.45 0.013 
Note: d/w = days per week. SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
(https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program). F1 = Factor 1, F2 = 
Factor 2, F3 = Factor 3, F4 = Factor 4, F5 = Factor 5. EFLBQ factor scores represent responses of never 
= 1, seldom = 2, often = 3, and always = 4. Groups were compared using ANOVA and Games–Howell 
post hoc tests. A mean score labeled with an a indicates that the score was significantly lower than 
the mean score (s) labeled with a b. 

Tests of normality indicated a lack of normality across all five factors; thus, Games–
Howell tests were used for the post hoc tests. The EFLBQ mean factor score for planning 
and decision-making (F4) differed, with Asian women having lower scores than Black 
women. The mean convenience (F5) score was lower among Asian women compared with 
Black women. While the ANOVA indicated differences among the groups regarding hav-
ing at least one child younger than 18 years of age living in the household, the post hoc 
analysis did not find significant differences among the groups. 



Dietetics 2026, 5, 44 6 of 11 
 

https://doi.org/10.3390/dietetics5030044 

When the five EFLBQ mean factor scores were compared with demographic charac-
teristics and the frequency of cooking an evening meal at home, significant predictors 
emerged. Cooking an evening meal at home was positively related to subject age (r = 0.30, 
p < 0.001), Factor 1: health and nutrition (r = 0.30, p < 0.001), and Factor 4: planning and 
decision-making (r = 0.18, p < 0.01) mean scores. Factor 5: convenience mean scores were 
negatively associated with cooking frequency (r = −0.19, p < 0.01). Mean scores for Factor 
2: taste and Factor 3: food preparation were not significantly related to the frequency of 
preparing an evening meal at home (p > 0.05) (Table 3). 

Table 3. Estimated correlation matrix for the latent variables (n = 439).  

 F1: Health and Nutrition F2: Taste F3: Food Preparation 
F4: Planning and 
Decision-Making 

F5: 
Convenience 

Frequency of cooking an 
evening meal at home 
(m/w) 

0.279 *** 0.038 −0.032 0.183 ** −0.188 ** 

Age (y) 0.166 ** 0.014 0.026 0.129 ** −0.111 
Race/Ethnicity −0.055 −0.033 0.048 −0.029 0.001 
Children under 18 yrs (n) −0.070 0.069 0.010 0.070 −0.045 
SNAP participation 0.030 0.091 0.070 0.094 0.132 
College enrollment 0.091 −0.069 0.014 −0.008 −0.020 

Note: SNAP = U.S. Department of Agriculture Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
(https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program). Race/ethnicity = 
Asian (n = 107), Black/African American (n = 113), Hispanic (n = 108) and White (n = 111) ** p < 0.01, 
*** p < 0.001. 

A structural equation model based on the 439 responses was used to examine the 
frequency of cooking an evening meal at home. The variables included in the model were 
selected based on the significant correlations described above. The dependent variable 
was the frequency of preparing an evening meal. Age was identified as an independent 
variable, with health and nutrition, planning and decision-making, and convenience iden-
tified as possible mediating variables. The model (see Figure 1) indicated two statistically 
significant paths. The direct path from convenience to the frequency of cooking an even-
ing meal at home was significant (p = 0.009). For every one-unit increase in convenience, 
the expected frequency of cooking an evening meal at home decreased by 0.71. The effect 
of age was mediated by health and nutrition (p = 0.005); however, planning and decision-
making did not yield a significant indirect effect (p = 0.080). The chi-square value of 
332.617 was statistically significant. The absolute fit index for RMSEA (0.080) was within 
the range identified as indicating a good fit for the data [24]. However, the SRMR value 
(0.116) was outside the recommended range of values for a good fit [25]. The comparative 
fit indices, CFI (0.893) and TLI (0.870), did not meet the criteria for good fit identified by 
Hu and Bentler; however, both values were near the acceptable fit range identified by 
Bentler and Bonett [26].  
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Figure 1. Structural equation model (SEM) examining the predictors of home cooking frequency in 
a group of adult women (n = 439). Note: This SEM examines the variables predicting the frequency 
of cooking an evening meal at home. There is a direct path from convenience (conv: F5) to the fre-
quency of cooking an evening meal at home (cookhome: p = 0.009), and the effect of age (y) is medi-
ated by health and nutrition (han: F1) (p = 0.005); however, planning and decision-making (pad: F4) 
did not yield a significant indirect effect (p = 0.08). Race/Ethnicity: Asian (n = 107), Black (n = 113), 
Hispanic (n = 108), and White women (n = 111). 

4. Discussion 
In this group of young adult women representing three racial groups and one ethnic 

group, mean EFLBQ factor scores indicated variables that promoted or inhibited the fre-
quency of cooking an evening meal at home. How often a woman cooked was positively 
related to her age and behaviors supporting healthy food consumption and the ability to 
plan and make decisions about food. Her concern for convenience was negatively related 
to cooking frequency. Factor 1 scores (health and nutrition) reflected responses to EFLBQ 
statements such as “I select foods that are healthy” and “I eat a balanced diet”, while Fac-
tor 4 responses (planning and decision-making) included statements such as “I plan what 
I will eat” and “I decide what I want to eat before a meal”. Factor 5 (convenience) state-
ments included items such as “I eat foods that are convenient for me” or “I purchase foods 
that are convenient for me” [14]. Practicing behaviors that promote health and nutrition, 
as described by the EFLBQ Factor 1 statements, appeared to be a positive mediator be-
tween age and the frequency of home food preparation. A higher mean score on the 
EFLBQ statements that described convenience was associated with a lower frequency of 
home cooking. The ability to plan and manage what is eaten, described by Factor 4, was 
positively related to cooking frequency but did not appear to mediate the relationship 
between age and cooking frequency. Prior research has suggested that older adults and 
women are more likely to prepare meals and possess the confidence and skills needed to 
cook, but these characteristics may not translate into the frequency of meal preparation 
[3,27]. Adams and colleagues, in a study of adults in the U.K., found that women were 
more likely to cook than men and that young adults aged 19–35 years were less likely to 
cook than those in older age groups [27]. The current study’s finding that age was associ-
ated with the frequency of cooking among young adults is consistent with prior research 
involving older individuals. The investigators in the U.K. study also examined the partic-
ipants’ confidence in cooking and reported that having confidence in cooking did not al-
ways translate into cooking behaviors [27]. The current study’s finding that Factor 3 (food 
preparation) scores did not correlate with the frequency of cooking an evening meal at 
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home supports the findings of Adams et al. and suggests that variables other than confi-
dence in one’s cooking skills may influence home meal preparation. 

Promoting family meals is important because it is well documented that individuals 
who eat home-prepared food are more likely to have healthier food intake and better 
health outcomes [2–5]. Eating family meals is related to greater consumption of dietary 
fiber and micronutrients, greater fruit and vegetable consumption, lower soda and satu-
rated fat intake, and higher Healthy Index Scores [2–5]. Mills and colleagues, in their pop-
ulation-based study of adults in the United Kingdom, also noted that the frequency of 
consuming home-cooked meals was associated with healthier weight status [3]. These au-
thors reported that adults who consumed home-cooked meals more than five times per 
week, compared with those who consumed home-prepared meals less than three times 
per week, were 28% less likely to be overweight and 24% less likely to have excess body 
fat. A study by Wolfson and colleagues examined data from the 2007–2010 National 
Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) and reported that a higher fre-
quency of consuming home-cooked meals was associated with lower consumption of 
daily calories [28]. 

In the current study, the EFLBQ factors of taste and convenience had the highest 
mean scores, suggesting that these are key influencers of young adult women’s food 
choices. Previous studies using the EFLBQ among young adult university students re-
ported the same findings [14–17]. Aggarwal and colleagues, in their examination of 
NHANES data, reported that taste was an important consideration when shopping for 
food and that convenience was also an important factor impacting food choices [29]. Sim-
ilarly, Hebden et al., in their cross-sectional study of young adult university students liv-
ing in Australia, found that taste was the most important factor, and convenience was the 
second most important factor influencing food selection [30]. Focus group interviews with 
Belgian university students similarly noted that taste was the most frequently mentioned 
factor determining their food choices [31]. These students also noted that time was very 
important to them and that they would rather spend time on other activities other than 
cooking. Finally, a recent instrument called the Food Choice Questionnaire, developed by 
Marsola et al. among Brazilian adults, identified eight factors as motivators of dietary in-
take (nutritional composition, mood, health, sensory appeal, price, preparation conven-
ience, familiarity, and purchase convenience) and noted that the mean score for sensory 
appeal had the highest factor score, followed by the mean score for purchase convenience 
[32]. The findings from the current study suggest that interventions designed to improve 
food literacy and cooking behaviors must recognize that taste and convenience are im-
portant factors to address when promoting behavior change. The mean EFLBQ factor 
score for convenience (F5), as well as scores for health and nutrition (F1) and planning 
and decision-making (F4), could be used to monitor changes in health-promoting food 
literacy behaviors. 

This study with a cross-sectional design had limitations. It examined responses from 
a convenience sample of young adult women who lived in one of the 13 continental US 
States in the USDA Southern Region and who were recruited by a third-party provider. 
Therefore, the results cannot be generalized to men, younger or older individuals, or in-
dividuals living in other geographical locations. This study’s single question asking about 
the frequency of cooking an evening meal at home during the past week may not have 
adequately captured the young women’s cooking behaviors. Finally, the data gathered 
from the questionnaire were self-reported and are dependent upon the truthfulness of the 
participants’ responses. 

The results from this study suggest that, among young adult women, age is positively 
related to the likelihood of cooking an evening meal at home and that the desire to main-
tain good nutrition and health encourages home meal preparation, while behaviors that 
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support convenience negatively impact home cooking. Women whose behaviors focus on 
convenience are less likely to cook, regardless of their age. In addition, the study findings 
suggest that taste is an important behavioral factor to address in interventions aimed at 
improving food literacy and home meal preparation. 

5. Conclusions 
The findings from this study suggest that EFLBQ factor scores can be used to evaluate 

behaviors that impact the frequency that a person cooks at home. Assessing behaviors 
related to health and nutrition (Factor 1), convenience (Factor 5), and planning and deci-
sion-making (Factor 4) before and after participation in interventions will help educators 
quantitatively determine whether participants have adopted practices that support or in-
hibit home cooking. A subject’s responses to the EFLBQ factor statements can also be used 
to evaluate their current food literacy-related practices and suggest their readiness to 
change. Finally, taste and convenience are important drivers of food selection, and when 
educators provide opportunities for individuals to learn about the positive impact of nu-
trition on personal health and teach them to plan and make healthy decisions regarding 
dietary practices, interventions should include opportunities to cook tasty food that can 
be prepared easily and quickly. 
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