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ABSTRACT
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Increasing availability of processed and packaged foods in developing countries has intensified concerns regarding consumers' ability to make informed dietary choices, particularly in contexts where food label utilization remains inconsistent and empirically understudied. This study aimed to examine the influence of attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control on consumers' behavioral intention to use food labels in purchasing decisions in Kathmandu, Nepal. A quantitative cross-sectional survey design was employed, with data collected through structured face-to-face interviews from November to December 2025. A sample of 385 consumers aged 18 years and above was selected from retail shops, wholesale outlets, and supermarkets in Kathmandu Metropolitan City using convenience sampling. Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics via Excel, SPSS and Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling via Smart PLS. The findings revealed that attitude (β = 0.328, P < 0.001) and perceived behavioral control (β = 0.303, P< 0.001) significantly and positively influenced consumers' behavioral intention to use food labels, collectively explaining 34.8% of the variance in behavioral intention. Subjective norms, however, did not exert a significant effect (β = 0.025, P = 0.709). Consumers prioritized price and expiry date information most highly, while additives, allergens, and radiation received comparatively less attention. The findings imply that policymakers and food manufacturers should focus on improving label clarity, font readability, and standardized formats to reduce practical barriers and strengthen consumer confidence in label information. 
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1. INTRODUCTION
In recent years, Nepal has experienced rapid urbanization, shifting lifestyles, and increased consumption of processed and packaged foods, raising concerns about diet-related non-communicable diseases such as obesity, diabetes, and cardiovascular illnesses. In response to these emerging food safety and nutrition challenges, the Government of Nepal has established regulatory frameworks, including the Food Act, Nepal Food Regulations 1970, and the Food Packaging and Labelling Regulation–2073 (Draft). These provisions mandate clear and comprehensive labeling on packaged food products, requiring information such as ingredients, additives, allergens, nutritional content, manufacturing and expiry dates, batch numbers, preservatives, and net weight. Such measures are intended to enhance transparency, enable consumers to assess product quality and potential health risks, and support informed food choices (Khatiwada, 2017). Food labels are therefore expected to help consumers evaluate products more effectively and make informed purchase decisions, yet their mere presence on packages does not guarantee that consumers will actually read or use them in everyday shopping situations. The Nepalese food market is characterized by heterogeneous literacy levels, the use of multiple languages, and varying degrees of nutrition knowledge among consumers, all of which may constrain the understanding and practical use of label information, particularly among low-income and less educated groups. At the same time, the growing penetration of supermarkets, convenience stores, and branded packaged foods in urban and semi-urban areas has made front-of-pack information more visible and potentially more influential at the point of purchase. Despite this changing retail environment, empirical evidence on how Nepalese consumers perceive and use food labels remains very limited, and little is known about whether they intend to consult labels when choosing foods. In this context, intention to use food labels—such as an intention to check nutrition facts, ingredient lists, or expiry dates before buying—can be viewed as a key proximal determinant of actual label use behavior. Food labels were initially introduced to reduce information asymmetry between producers and consumers by serving as quality signals in the marketplace (Nelson, 1970). Labelling refers to any written, electronic, or graphic communication displayed on food packaging or accompanying labels. The primary objectives of food labeling include brand identification, provision of essential product information, and product promotion. More importantly, food labels aim to inform and educate consumers about dietary and health-related aspects of food products, thereby enabling informed and responsible purchasing decisions (Coulson, 2000). Understanding why and how consumers use food labels is therefore essential for assessing whether labels function as effective stimuli in the purchasing process and how label information influences consumer decision-making. The fundamental objective of nutrition labeling is to uphold consumers’ right to know what is contained in their food, thereby enabling healthier choices for individuals and their families (Rotfeld & Taylor, 2009). Overall, food labeling regulations in Nepal seek to protect public health and improve dietary quality by empowering consumers to distinguish healthier food options from less healthy alternatives. Consumer behavior research draws upon interdisciplinary perspectives from economics, psychology, sociology, and marketing to explain how individuals make purchasing decisions and how various internal and external factors influence these decisions (Foxall, 2010; MacInnis & Folkes, 2010). Food choice behavior, in particular, is shaped by a complex interaction of physiological, psychological, and environmental factors (Pilgrim, 1957). In food markets, consumers evaluate products based on multiple attributes, including price, taste, quality, brand, convenience, and perceived health benefits. These attributes possess aesthetic, symbolic, and functional meanings that influence consumer perceptions and evaluations (Oyatoye, 2011). Previous studies have shown that such attributes significantly affect product preference and consumer satisfaction (Akpoyomare et al., 2013). Food labeling functions as a crucial informational and perceptual cue that assists consumers in evaluating product quality and safety during the purchase process. Perception involves the processes through which consumers receive, interpret, and evaluate information from various stimuli, including labels (Neal et al., 2006; Schiffman & Kanuk, 2007). Food labels combine informational and visual elements such as text, color, size, symbols, and layout, all of which can influence purchasing decisions (Silayoi & Speece, 2004). Moreover, effective labeling enhances consumer confidence in food safety and encourages manufacturers to improve the nutritional profiles of their products. By providing accessible and reliable nutrition and safety information, food labels influence both the cognitive and emotional dimensions of consumer decision-making (Drichoutis et al., 2006). Despite the growing importance of food labeling and existing regulations, consumers do not always use label information effectively when they shop. Several factors can hinder the consistent use of food labels, such as a lack of awareness, difficulties in understanding the information, time constraints, and social influences. While previous studies have looked at how aware people are of food labels and how they use them, there has been limited research on the psychological factors that affect consumers' intention to buy food based on labeling, especially in developing countries like Nepal. To fill this gap, this study uses the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) to examine consumer purchase intentions regarding food labeling. The TPB suggests that behavioral intention is influenced by three main factors: attitude toward the behavior, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen, 2006). In the context of food labeling, attitude reflects consumers' views on the usefulness and benefits of food labels. Subjective norms represent the perceived social pressure from important people to use labels, and perceived behavioral control reflects consumers' confidence and ability to understand and use label information when buying food. Therefore, by using the TPB, this study provides a theory-based understanding of the factors that shape consumers' purchase intentions for food-labeled products in Kathmandu City.

Hypotheses Development
Based on the reviewed empirical studies and the theoretical foundation of the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), this study develops hypotheses to examine the determinants of consumers’ intention to use food labels. The Theory of Planned Behavior explains that behavioral intention is mainly influenced by three major constructs: attitude toward the behavior, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen, 2006).
Attitude and Behavioral Intention
An individual's attitude toward a behavior is the extent to which they evaluate the behavior positively or negatively, based on their beliefs about the behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Attitude refers to an individual’s overall evaluation of performing a particular behavior. Prior studies consistently demonstrate that a favorable attitude toward food labeling significantly enhances consumers’ intention to read and use labels. For instance, Tian, Yoo, and Zhou (2021) found that attitude was a strong predictor of food label use intention. Similarly, Latiff and Ayob (2014) and Khibran (2019) reported that positive attitudes significantly influenced purchasing intentions within the TPB framework. These findings suggest that when consumers perceive food labels as beneficial, useful, and reliable, they are more likely to intend to use them in purchasing decisions.

H1: Attitude toward food labeling has a positive and significant effect on consumers’ behavioral intention to use food labels.

Subjective Norms and Behavioral Intention
Subjective norms refer to perceived social pressure from significant others to perform or not perform a behavior. Empirical evidence on the influence of subjective norms in food label use has shown mixed but generally supportive results. Vijaykumar et al. (2013) found that subjective norms significantly predicted food label use among supermarket shoppers. Khibran (2019) and Alam and Sayuti (2011) also reported that subjective norms positively influenced purchase intentions. Furthermore, Simanjuntak (2022) observed that subjective norms significantly affected intention to read food composition labels.
The findings suggest that consumers who feel encouraged or pressured by family, healthcare professionals, or friends are more likely to intend to use food labels. 

H2: Subjective norms have a positive and significant effect on consumers’ behavioral intention to use food labels.

Perceived Behavioral Control and Behavioral Intention
Perceived behavioral control (PBC) refers to an individual’s perception of the ease or difficulty of performing a behavior. According to TPB, PBC directly influences behavioral intention and may also affect actual behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Empirical evidence strongly supports this relationship. Lim et al. (2015) emphasized that control beliefs significantly explained nutrition label usage, particularly perceived confidence in understanding label information. Tian, Yoo, and Zhou (2021) also identified PBC as a significant determinant of label use intention among label users. Similarly, Simanjuntak (2022) reported that behavioral control significantly influenced intention to read composition labels. These findings suggest that when consumers feel confident in their ability to read, interpret, and verify food label information, they are more likely to form a strong intention to use such labels in purchasing decisions.

H3: Perceived behavioral control has a positive and significant effect on consumers’ behavioral intention to use food labels.
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Fig.1. Conceptual Framework (Adopted from Ajzen; 1991)

2. material and methods 
This study employed a quantitative cross-sectional survey design with an explanatory approach to examine consumers’ use of food labels in purchasing decisions. The research framework was based on the Theory of Planned Behavior, which explains behavioral intention through the constructs of attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control. Data were collected using a structured questionnaire administered through face-to-face interviews with consumers in Kathmandu Metropolitan City. The relationships among the latent constructs were analyzed using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling to evaluate both the measurement and structural models.

The investigation was undertaken within Kathmandu Metropolitan City, a location chosen deliberately due to its status as a prominent consumer market, its cultural heterogeneity, and its economic dynamism. Kathmandu, the capital of Nepal, functions as a central point for both population and commercial activities, situated at an average elevation of 1,350 meters above sea level. The city's advantageous position along trans-Himalayan trade routes has established it as a center for both commercial and cultural interactions. According to the 2021 National Census, the population of Kathmandu stands at 2,041,587 with a density of 5,169 people per km², comprising 1,035,726 males and 1,005,861 females and an average household size of 3.75 (RSS, 2023). Among the population, 512,427 are employed, 32,318 are employers, 282,552 are self-employed, and 108,013 assist in family businesses. Retail trade constitutes the second-highest contributor to Nepal’s GDP (15.39% in FY 2022/23) after agriculture (NSO, 2022).

The study population consisted of regular consumers aged 18 years and above who purchased labeled food products in Kathmandu. Retail shops, wholesale outlets, supermarkets, and dairy shops located in three wards (11, 13, and 14) of Kathmandu Metropolitan City were selected through non-probability convenience sampling. Respondents were approached directly in these areas through personal interviews.
The sample size was calculated using Cochran’s (1963) formula since population is unknown:

· Where:
n = Size of the sample
· p = Population proportion, and q = (1-p). Here, p and q were both set at 50%.
· The confidence level was set at 95%, corresponding to a z-value of 1.96.
· The desired sampling error, denoted as 'e,' was 5%.
By substituting these values into the equation:
n = (0.5 * 0.5 * (1.96) ^2) / 0.05^2
n ≈ 384.16, which was rounded up to 385.
A total of 385 respondents were selected using convenience sampling and interviewed using a structured questionnaire from November to December 2025. The surveys were mainly conducted in the morning and evening, which are the busiest shopping times for consumers.
Before the main data collection, a pre-test was conducted with forty people who had used labeled food products before. The feedback from these participants, along with the researcher's observations, was used to improve and finalize the questionnaire.

Data were collected at retail shops, wholesale stores, and supermarkets in the selected wards. Both qualitative and quantitative data were collected. Interviews were conducted in Nepali and English depending on respondents’ preference.

The study focused on the constructs of attitude, subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, and intention within the Theory of Planned Behavior framework, excluding direct behavioral outcomes due to the weak linkage between intention and repeated purchasing (Mittal & Kamakura, 2001; Michaelidou & Hassan, 2014; Ottar Olsen & Grunert, 2010). Attitudes toward food-label use were measured using a five-item semantic differential scale adopted from Menzel et al. (2007): “Using food labels on food products to make purchasing decisions is harmful/beneficial, worthless/useful, bad/good, credible/untrustworthy.” A seven-point scale was used for all items.

Normative influences related to label use were adapted from Hyun et al. (2015), considering sources such as parents, siblings, close friends, health professionals, and mass media. Each item was measured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5).
Factors influencing perceived behavioral control were drawn from Affram & Darkwa (2015), including product knowledge, time taken to read labels, font size, and affordability. Both perceived behavioral control and intention were measured using a seven-point Likert scale.
Based on the Food Packaging and Labelling Regulation 2073, respondents were provided a list of label components (name, price, expiry date, manufacturing date, additives, allergens, weight, radiation, nutritional claim, and ingredients). Participants ranked these according to the sequence in which they typically read them.

Survey data were coded, entered, and analyzed using SPSS and Microsoft Excel for descriptive statistics such as frequency, mean, standard deviation, and percentage. For inferential analysis, Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling was used, employing SmartPLS software to evaluate both the measurement and structural models. PLS-SEM was chosen due to its capacity to manage latent variables efficiently and its ability to estimate multiple path coefficients concurrently, thereby rendering it appropriate for predictive and exploratory research endeavors (Reinartz, Haenlein, & Henseler, 2009).

PLS-SEM is a variance-based approach for assessing complex cause–effect relationships between latent constructs. It has gained wide acceptance in marketing, management, operations, and social sciences (Fornell & Bookstein, 1982; Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009; Hair et al., 2012; Ringle et al., 2018). The evaluation of PLS-SEM involves two stages: measurement model evaluation, which assesses the validity and reliability of constructs, and structural model evaluation, which tests path coefficients and R² values to determine explanatory power. 

3. results and discussion

3.1. Descriptive Analysis 

Table 1: Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Respondents
	Characteristics
	Categories
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)

	Gender
	Female
	179
	46.5

	
	Male
	206
	53.5

	Age
	18-25
	156
	40.5

	
	26-40
	201
	52.2

	
	41 and above
	28
	7.3

	Education
	SLC
	33
	8.6

	
	Plus 2
	120
	31.2

	
	Bachelor’s degree
	178
	46.2

	
	Master’s degree
	54
	14.0

	Ethnicity
	Brahmin
	140
	36.4

	
	Chhetri
	138
	35.8

	
	Newar
	64
	16.6

	
	Tamang
	10
	2.6

	
	Others
	15
	3.9

	Major Occupation
	Private Job
	155
	40.3

	
	Student
	106
	27.5

	
	Homemaker
	7
	1.8

	
	Stock exchange
	1
	0.3

	Average Annual Income
	Less than 1.5 lakh
	131
	34

	
	1.5-5 lakh
	115
	29.9

	
	5-8 lakh
	105
	27.3

	
	More than 8 lakh
	34
	8.8

	Food Purchase Decision
	Parents
	183
	47.5

	
	Both Self & Spouse/Partner
	148
	38.4

	
	Spouse/Partner
	20
	5.2

	
	Everyone
	1
	0.6

	
	Self & Parents
	1
	0.6

	Family Income Source
	Employment
	227
	59

	
	Business
	99
	25.7

	
	Agriculture/Farming
	26
	6.75

	
	Investments
	33
	8.5

	Family Size
	1-2 members
	6
	1.6

	
	3-4 members
	270
	70.1

	
	5-6 members
	98
	25.5

	
	7 or more members
	11
	2.9

	Number of Children (Up to 15 Years)
	None
	208
	54

	
	1 child
	136
	35.3

	
	2 children
	35
	9.1

	
	3 or more children
	6
	1.6

	Family Members with Chronic Health Conditions
	None
	154
	40

	
	1-2 members
	224
	58.2

	
	3-4 members
	7
	1.8



The sample exhibited a gender distribution that was relatively even, comprising 53.5% male and 46.5% female participants. The largest age group represented, at 52.2%, encompassed those aged 26–40 years; this was followed by the 18–25-year age group, which constituted 40.5% of the sample. Conversely, only 7.3% of the respondents were aged 41 years or older, suggesting a predominance of young and middle-aged adults within the sample. Concerning educational background, the majority of respondents had attained a Bachelor’s degree (46.2%), followed by those with a Plus 2 level of education (31.2%). A smaller segment of the sample held a Master’s degree (14.0%), while 8.6% had completed their education at the SLC level. This suggests that the study population was largely well-educated. In terms of ethnicity, Brahmin (36.4%) and Chhetri (35.8%) constituted the largest groups, followed by Newar (16.6%), with smaller representation from Tamang (2.6%) and other ethnic groups (3.9%). With respect to occupation, 40.3% of respondents were engaged in private jobs, and 27.5% were students. A very small proportion reported being homemakers (1.8%) or involved in stock exchange activities (0.3%). Concerning average annual income, 34% of respondents earned less than 1.5 lakh, while 29.9% earned between 1.5–5 lakh and 27.3% earned 5–8 lakh annually. Only 8.8% reported earning more than 8 lakhs, indicating that the majority of respondents belonged to low- to middle-income categories. Nearly half of the respondents (47.5%) reported that parents primarily made food purchase decisions in the household, followed by joint decision-making between self and spouse/partner (38.4%). Employment was the main source of family income for 59% of households, followed by business (25.7%), investments (8.5%), and agriculture/farming (6.75%). Most households consisted of 3–4 members (70.1%), while 25.5% had 5–6 members. Only a small proportion had 1–2 members (1.6%) or 7 or more members (2.9%). More than half of the respondents (54%) reported having no children under 15 years of age, whereas 35.3% had one child, 9.1% had two children, and 1.6% had three or more. Finally, 58.2% of respondents reported having one to two family members with chronic health conditions, while 40% reported none, and only 1.8% reported three to four affected members. Overall, the findings indicate that the study sample primarily comprised educated, young to middle-aged adults from medium-sized households, with moderate income levels and a significant proportion reporting the presence of chronic health conditions within the family.


Table 2: Consumer Behavior Related to Labelled Food Products
	Consumer Behavior Aspect
	Categories
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)

	Labelled Food Product Proportion in House
	1/4th
	94
	23.6

	
	Half
	201
	50.4

	
	More than half
	95
	23.9

	
	Full
	8
	2.1

	Purchase Frequency of Labelled Food Products
	Daily
	116
	30.1

	
	2-3 times a week
	204
	53

	
	Weekly
	65
	16.9

	Primary Source of Purchase of Labelled Food
	Nearby retailers
	211
	54.8

	
	Supermarket
	65
	16.9

	
	Wholesalers
	108
	28.1

	
	Online retailers
	1
	0.3

	Commonly Purchased Labelled Food Products
	Meat products
	32
	8.31

	
	Dairy products
	191
	49.61

	
	Cereals and grains
	167
	43.38

	
	Beverages
	113
	29.35

	
	Cooking ingredients
	297
	77.14

	
	Processed and packaged foods
	355
	92.21
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The findings indicate that labelled food products constitute a substantial portion of household food consumption. Half of the respondents (50.4%) reported that labelled products account for approximately half of the food items in their household. Additionally, 23.9% indicated that more than half of their household food products are labelled, while 23.6% reported that labelled items make up about one-fourth of their food consumption. Only 2.1% stated that all food products in their household are labelled. In terms of purchase frequency, the majority of respondents (53%) reported purchasing labelled food products two to three times per week. Nearly one-third (30.1%) purchased labelled products daily, while 16.9% reported weekly purchases. The data indicate a consistent and frequent pattern of consumption of labelled food products among the participants. Concerning the principal purchasing source, a majority of the respondents (54.8%) acquired labelled food products from local retailers, followed by wholesalers (28.1%) and supermarkets (16.9%). Online retailers represented only 0.3% of purchases, thereby suggesting that physical retail establishments continue to be the prevailing purchasing avenues. With respect to product categories, processed and packaged foods were the most commonly purchased labelled items (92.21%), followed by cooking ingredients (77.14%). Dairy products (49.61%) and cereals and grains (43.38%) were also frequently purchased. Beverages accounted for 29.35% of labelled purchases, while meat products were the least commonly purchased labelled items (8.31%). The data collectively indicate a significant incorporation of labelled food products within household consumption habits. These purchases are frequently made at local retail establishments, with a marked inclination towards processed and packaged foods and fundamental cooking components.
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Table 3:  Descriptive Statistics of Study ConstructsTop of Form
Bottom of Form

	Construct
	Item Code
	Statement 
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	Attitude (AT)
	AT1
	Using food labels is beneficial
	1
	7
	4.50
	1.323

	
	AT2
	Using food labels is useful
	1
	7
	4.34
	1.313

	
	AT3
	Using food labels is good practice
	1
	7
	4.78
	1.330

	
	AT4
	Food label information is credible
	1
	7
	3.71
	1.075

	
	AT5
	Food label information is trustworthy
	1
	7
	3.76
	1.086

	Subjective Norm (SN)
	SN1
	Parents influence label reading
	1
	5
	3.44
	0.789

	
	SN2
	Mass media messages influence behavior
	1
	5
	3.00
	0.829

	
	SN3
	Siblings influence label reading
	1
	5
	2.99
	0.926

	
	SN4
	Friends influence label reading
	1
	5
	2.98
	0.949

	
	SN5
	Health professionals influence decision
	1
	5
	3.65
	0.869

	
	SN6
	Follow input of health professionals
	1
	5
	3.89
	0.847

	
	SN7
	Mass media influences behavior
	1
	5
	3.43
	0.778

	
	SN8
	Family/friends trust food label information
	1
	5
	3.06
	0.693

	Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC)
	PBC1
	Read label despite brand reputation
	1
	7
	3.71
	1.367

	
	PBC2
	Control over choosing informative labels
	1
	7
	4.48
	1.078

	
	PBC3
	Dietary requirements influence reading
	1
	7
	3.76
	1.353

	
	PBC4
	Easy to verify label credibility
	1
	7
	3.55
	1.053

	
	PBC6
	Read label even if hard to locate
	1
	7
	3.50
	1.201

	
	PBC7
	Read label even if font unclear
	1
	7
	3.34
	1.184

	Behavioral Intention (BI)
	BI1
	Label information changes decision
	1
	7
	4.50
	1.585

	
	BI2
	Label information is important
	1
	7
	4.62
	1.292

	
	BI3
	Willing to pay premium for clear labels
	1
	7
	4.70
	1.323



Note: AT = Attitude; SN = Subjective Norm; PBC = Perceived Behavioral Control; BI = Behavioral Intention. SN items were measured using a 5-point Likert scale, while AT, PBC, and BI items were measured using a 7-point Likert scale.

[bookmark: _Toc160112740]Attitude items were measured on a seven-point Likert scale. The mean values ranged from 3.71 to 4.78, indicating a generally positive attitude toward the use of food labels. Respondents strongly agreed that using food labels is a good practice (M = 4.78, SD = 1.33), beneficial (M = 4.50, SD = 1.32), and useful (M = 4.34, SD = 1.31). However, relatively lower mean scores were observed for perceptions of credibility (M = 3.71, SD = 1.08) and trustworthiness (M = 3.76, SD = 1.09) of food label information. Although respondents recognize the usefulness of food labels, moderate skepticism regarding the reliability of the information is evident. Subjective norm items were measured on a five-point Likert scale, with mean values ranging from 2.98 to 3.89, reflecting moderate social influence. The highest mean scores were observed for the influence of health professionals (M = 3.89, SD = 0.85) and their suggestions (M = 3.65, SD = 0.87), indicating that expert opinions play a relatively stronger role in influencing label-reading behavior. In contrast, influence from siblings (M = 2.99, SD = 0.93), friends (M = 2.98, SD = 0.95), and mass media messages (M = 3.00, SD = 0.83) was comparatively lower. These findings suggest that food label reading behavior is not strongly driven by peer or media pressure but is moderately shaped by professional guidance. Perceived behavioral control (PBC) was measured on a seven-point scale, with mean values ranging from 3.34 to 4.48. Respondents reported relatively higher control over choosing food products with informative labels within their budget (M = 4.48, SD = 1.08). However, lower mean scores were found for reading labels when the font size is unclear (M = 3.34, SD = 1.18) or when labels are difficult to locate on the package (M = 3.50, SD = 1.20). These findings indicate that while respondents feel moderately capable of reading food labels, practical barriers such as readability and packaging design may hinder consistent behavior. Behavioral intention items, measured on a seven-point scale, showed relatively high mean values ranging from 4.50 to 4.70. Respondents agreed that food label information changes their purchasing decisions (M = 4.50, SD = 1.59) and consider label information important when buying food products (M = 4.62, SD = 1.29). The highest mean score was observed for willingness to pay a premium price for products with clear and reliable labels (M = 4.70, SD = 1.32), indicating favorable purchase intentions toward clearly labeled food products. Overall, the findings reveal that respondents demonstrate a generally positive attitude and relatively strong behavioral intention toward reading food labels. However, subjective norms appear moderate, suggesting limited social pressure to engage in label-reading behavior. Additionally, moderate perceived behavioral control and concerns regarding information credibility highlight potential structural and trust-related barriers. Consequently, these findings suggest that enhancing the credibility, clarity, and accessibility of food label information could strengthen consumer confidence and encourage more consistent label-reading habits.


Relative importance of information on food label
The provided table offers a detailed examination of consumer preferences concerning various food label components, thereby illuminating the factors that affect purchasing behavior. Price emerged as the most significant determinant, capturing the attention of an impressive 93.51% of the surveyed individuals (360 participants). These finding underscores consumer’s strong sensitivity to economic factors, thereby demonstrating the crucial influence of cost on their decision-making processes. Expiry dates also received considerable attention, with 93.25% of the respondents (359 individuals) indicating its importance. This suggests a heightened awareness of product freshness and safety, characterizing a consumer demographic that values quality. Conversely, elements like additives and allergic components attracted notably less attention, with only 16.36% and 20.52% of respondents, respectively, considering these details. This suggests that a relatively smaller subset of consumers actively considers these factors in their decision-making process. Similarly, radiation received the least focus, with a mere 12.73% of respondents (49 individuals) expressing concern. This indicates that the general public may not perceive radiation as a significant factor in their assessment of food labels. Moreover, the middle-tier elements, such as manufacturing date, name, and ingredients, reflected a balanced level of consumer interest. Manufacturing date, considered by 60.52% of respondents (233 individuals), and indicated a moderate focus on product freshness. Simultaneously, attention to ingredients by 54.03% of respondents (208 individuals) suggests a growing trend of scrutinizing the components of food products. The consideration of the product's name by 76.62% of respondents (295 individuals) implies a substantial degree of brand recognition or loyalty in the decision-making process. The number of respondents who were concerned about the quantity of the food product were 148 which accounted for 38.44% of total respondents. In essence, the table paints a nuanced picture of consumer priorities, ranging from economic considerations to health-conscious choices, within the realm of food label usage.[bookmark: _Toc160047877]Fig. 2. Frequency of respondents noticing the type of information on food label


[bookmark: _Toc160112741]General sequence of information reading
In analyzing, each category's score was calculated based on the assigned weights, reflecting the sequence in which consumers typically read information on a food label. The highest-scoring category was 'Price' with a notable score of 3309, indicating its paramount importance in consumer decision-making. Price was seen to be a pivotal factor for influencing purchasing choices, often serving as a primary consideration for consumers. Following closely was 'Expiry Date' with a score of 3201, emphasizing the critical role consumers attribute to ensuring the freshness and safety of the product. The 'Name' of the product held the third position with a score of 2593, underlining the significance of brand recognition and personal preferences in the initial stages of consumer engagement. 
[bookmark: _Toc160047878]Fig. 3. Sequence of information reading on food label


Next up was the 'Manufacturing Date' in 1745, revealing that consumers were interested in how long a product has been on the market and its overall freshness. 'Ingredients' came after with a score of 1167, indicating that people were moderately concerned about what exactly is in the food they're buying. The 'Weight' of the product scored 841, landing it in the sixth spot, meaning consumers think about portion sizes, storage, or shipping costs to some extent. 'Nutritional Claim' came in seventh at 790, signaling a growing interest in the nutritional aspects of food. 'Allergic Components' and 'Additives' trailed with scores of 327 and 304, respectively, indicating that consumers are becoming more cautious about potential allergens and additives in their food. Lastly, 'Radiation (if any)' held the lowest score of 88, indicating that consumers generally place less emphasis on radiation levels in their decision-making process. This may suggest a lower awareness or perceived relevance of this information in the context of food labels.

3.2. Inferential Analysis
3.2.1. Measurement Model

Table 4. Measurement Model Assessment
	Construct
	Item/Indicator
	Outer Loading
	Cronbach’s Alpha
	Composite Reliability (rho_c)
	AVE

	Attitude (AT)
	Beneficial (AT1)
	0.813
	0.816
	0.868
	0.575

	
	Useful (AT2)
	0.89
	
	
	

	
	Rate Practice (AT3)
	0.803
	
	
	

	
	Credible (AT4)
	0.675
	
	
	

	
	Trustworthy (AT5)
	0.565
	
	
	

	Subjective Norms (SN)
	Parents (SN1)
	0.507
	0.642
	0.75
	0.276

	
	Mass media (SN2)
	0.503
	
	
	

	
	Siblings (SN3)
	0.482
	
	
	

	
	Best friend (SN4)
	0.417
	
	
	

	
	Health professionals (SN5)
	0.585
	
	
	

	
	Obligation to Health professionals (SN6)
	0.637
	
	
	

	
	Obligation to mass media (SN7)
	0.57
	
	
	

	
	SN trustworthy (SN8)
	0.467
	
	
	

	Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC)
	Brand reputation (PBC1)
	0.596
	0.774
	0.834
	0.422

	
	Control over budget-friendly label (PBC2)
	0.702
	
	
	

	
	Dietary influence (PBC3)
	0.768
	
	
	

	
	Difficulty verifying credibility (PBC4)
	0.6
	
	
	

	
	Read hard-to-find labels (PBC6)
	0.643
	
	
	

	
	Likelihood to read unclear labels (PBC7)
	0.481
	
	
	

	Behavioral Intention (BI)
	Changed decision (BI1)
	0.92
	0.895
	0.935
	0.826

	
	Consider important (BI2)
	0.919
	
	
	

	
	Ready to pay premium price (BI3)
	0.888
	
	
	

	Discriminant Validity (HTMT)
	AT-SN
	–
	–
	–
	–

	
	AT-PBC
	–
	–
	–
	–

	
	AT-BI
	–
	–
	–
	–

	
	SN-PBC
	–
	–
	–
	–

	
	SN-BI
	–
	–
	–
	–

	
	PBC-BI
	–
	–
	–
	–

	Collinearity (VIF)
	Outer model
	1.215 – 2.966
	–
	–
	–

	
	Inner model (paths)
	AT→BI:1.839, SN→BI:1.451, PBC→BI:2.01
	–
	–
	–



Note: AVE= Average Variance extracted


3.2.2. Structural Model Assessment
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Fig.4. Path Diagram of Structural Model




Table 5. Structural model and Hypothesis testing
	Hypothesis
	Path
	Path Coefficient (β)
	Std. Dev
	T-statistics
	P-value
	Significance

	H1
	AT → BI
	0.328
	0.065
	5.039
	0.000
	Significant

	H2
	PBC → BI
	0.303
	0.066
	4.602
	0.000
	Significant

	H3
	SN → BI
	0.025
	0.067
	0.374
	0.709
	Not Significant



Table 6. Explanatory Power of Model:
	Dependent Variable
	R-square
	Adjusted R-square

	Behavioral Intention (BI)
	0.348
	0.343



The measurement model demonstrated acceptable reliability and validity for most constructs. Attitude (AT) showed strong internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.816; Composite Reliability = 0.868) and adequate convergent validity (AVE = 0.575). Most indicators exhibited strong outer loadings, particularly Useful (AT2) (0.890) and Beneficial (AT1) (0.813), indicating that these items strongly represent the overall attitude construct.

Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC) also demonstrated satisfactory reliability (α = 0.774; CR = 0.834) and acceptable convergent validity (AVE = 0.422, marginal but acceptable in exploratory research). Items such as Dietary influence (PBC3) (0.768) and Control over budget-friendly label (PBC2) (0.702) showed strong associations with the construct.

Behavioral Intention (BI) exhibited excellent reliability (α = 0.895; CR = 0.935) and strong convergent validity (AVE = 0.826). All BI indicators had very high outer loadings (0.888–0.920), confirming that the construct is robustly measured.

Conversely, Subjective Norms (SN) exhibited comparatively less robust measurement characteristics (α = 0.642; CR = 0.750; AVE = 0.276), thereby suggesting limited convergent validity. A number of SN indicators demonstrated relatively low loadings, implying that the respondents in this particular setting might not have strongly perceived social influence.

Discriminant validity was established as all HTMT values were below the recommended threshold of 0.90, indicating adequate construct distinctiveness. Collinearity assessment showed that all VIF values for both outer and inner models were below the critical threshold of 5, validating the absence of multicollinearity concerns.
The structural model results revealed that Attitude (AT) and Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC) significantly influence Behavioral Intention (BI).

· H1 (AT → BI) was supported (β = 0.328, t = 5.039, P < 0.001), indicating that a one-unit increase in Attitude leads to a 0.328-unit increase in Behavioral Intention, supported by prior studies (Tian et al., 2020; Sultan et al., 2019). This finding suggests that favorable evaluations of labeling practices significantly enhance consumers’ intention.
· H2 (PBC → BI) was also supported (β = 0.303, t = 4.602, P < 0.001), showing that higher perceived control significantly increases Behavioral Intention, Supported by earlier studies (Sultan et al., 2019; Tian et al., 2021).
In contrast, H3 (SN → BI) was not supported (β = 0.025, t = 0.374, P= 0.709), indicating that Subjective Norms do not have a significant effect on Behavioral Intention. This suggests that social pressure from family, peers, or media does not substantially influence respondents’ behavioral intentions in this study.
The model explains 34.8% (R² = 0.348) of the variance in Behavioral Intention, indicating moderate explanatory power, Supported by similar studies (Sun et al., 2013; Ndubisi, 2006). Overall, the findings highlight that individual attitude and perceived control are key determinants of Behavioral Intention, whereas social influence plays a limited role in this context.Top of Form


4. Conclusion and recommendations
This study examined consumers’ purchase intention toward food labeling using the Theory of Planned Behavior in Kathmandu City. The findings provide valuable insights into how psychological, social, and control-related factors influence consumers’ intentions to use food label information during food purchasing decisions. The descriptive analysis revealed that labelled food products constitute a substantial proportion of household food consumption, with frequent purchases occurring primarily through nearby retailers. Processed and packaged foods and cooking ingredients were the most commonly purchased labelled products, indicating that food labels play an important role in everyday consumption rather than occasional or specialty purchases. Consumers showed high attention to price and expiry date information, while comparatively less emphasis was placed on additives, allergens, and radiation, suggesting selective use of label information based on perceived relevance and familiarity. The inferential analysis based on the Theory of Planned Behavior demonstrated that attitude and perceived behavioral control significantly influence consumers’ behavioral intention toward food labeling, while subjective norms do not exert a significant effect. A positive attitude toward food labeling—characterized by perceptions of usefulness, benefits, and good practice—was found to be the strongest predictor of behavioral intention. This indicates that consumers are more likely to use food labels when they personally believe in their value rather than being influenced by external social pressure. Perceived behavioral control also had a significant positive impact on behavioral intention, suggesting that consumers who feel confident in their ability to read, understand, and verify food label information are more inclined to use labels when making purchasing decisions. However, moderate mean scores and lower loadings on certain PBC items indicate that practical barriers such as unclear font size, label placement, and difficulty in verifying credibility may hinder consistent label use. In contrast, subjective norms were not found to significantly influence behavioral intention. This finding suggests that food label use in Kathmandu is largely an individual decision rather than a socially driven behavior. Social influence from family members, peers, or mass media appears limited, although health professionals exert a relatively stronger influence compared to other social referents. Overall, the model explained 34.8% of the variance in behavioral intention, indicating a moderate explanatory power consistent with similar consumer behavior studies. The results confirm the applicability of the Theory of Planned Behavior in explaining consumer purchase intention toward food labeling, while also highlighting the dominant role of personal attitudes and perceived control over social influence in this context.

The moderate skepticism observed regarding the credibility and trustworthiness of label information suggests a need for stronger regulatory enforcement. Regulatory authorities should ensure strict monitoring of food labeling compliance, particularly regarding nutritional claims, expiry dates, and ingredient disclosure, to strengthen consumer trust. Since perceived behavioral control significantly influences intention, policymakers should promote standardized label formats with clear font sizes, consistent placement, and simplified language. This would reduce cognitive and practical barriers to label use and improve accessibility for consumers with varying literacy levels. Although social norms were not significant, targeted educational campaigns focusing on the personal benefits of food labeling, such as health protection and informed decision-making, may help reinforce positive attitudes and improve effective label usage. Food manufacturers should prioritize clear, accurate, and transparent label information. Since consumers are willing to pay a premium for clearly labeled products, improving label readability and reliability can serve as a competitive advantage. Given the high importance placed on price, expiry date, and product name, marketers should ensure that these elements are prominently displayed while also gradually educating consumers about the importance of nutritional content, allergens, and additives. The relatively strong influence of health professionals suggests opportunities for collaboration with nutritionists or health experts in promotional strategies to reinforce credibility and consumer confidence. Consumer education programs should focus on improving label literacy, particularly regarding nutritional claims, ingredients, and additives. Special attention should be given to households with chronic health conditions, as improved understanding of food labels can support healthier dietary choices.
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