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Abstract: This study proposes to understand the impact of personal (health awareness and social
influence) and moral (environmental concerns and animal welfare) antecedents on attitudes towards
veganism and their effects on engagement with vegan products, along with their impact on purchase
intention and word of mouth. Idealism is presented as a moderator of these proposed relationships.
The study uses a structured questionnaire to gather data from two cross-sectional samples of 224 Por-
tuguese and 356 Brazilian vegans collected from Facebook groups of vegans. Structural equation
modelling is used to test the seven proposed hypotheses and the moderation effects. This research
compares the influence of personal and moral determinants on veganism using idealism as a specific
context to investigate their relationships, comparing Brazilian and Portuguese respondents and the
effects of national cultures. Results show that attitudes towards veganism do not depend on personal
causes, but rather on moral concerns. Motivations to reduce animal consumption, protect nature,
and respect animal life seem to be guided by ethical principles.
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1. Introduction

The number of people who are vegan is increasing considerably, including in the
Americas, Europe, and different regions of Asia [1–3]. In the past decades, researchers
sought to understand how veganism is seen, approached, and understood by physicians,
companies, and the nonvegan population [4]. Veganism is more than a diet; it is also a
lifestyle that has been growing every year. The impact that this routine has on buyers and
sellers must be valued and studied. Even though vegans are fewer in number, the influence
of veganism in the food market is growing [4]. Searching on an online bookstore such as
Waterstones, in September 2019, one would find 2779 book titles with the word “vegan” in
them. Going back just 1 year, in August there were only 994 book titles [5]. According to
the Vegan Society’s website, “Veganism is a way of living which seeks to exclude, as far
as is possible and practicable, all forms of exploitation of, and cruelty to, animals for
food, clothing or any other purpose” [6]. Being vegan is not only having a different diet.
It also implies being aware of not consuming any products made of animals, for example,
leather shoes or makeup tested on animals. Veganism refers to “a particular dietary style
that entails eating only plant-based foods and abstaining from all animal products” [7].

Social context enables and stimulates vegan consumption; vegan consumption prac-
tices are shaped and are part of a rising cultural movement [8]. Additionally, some au-
thors [3,9,10] state that this particular diet selection is somehow multidimensional and
energetic. Therefore, sociocultural circumstances, individual preferences, and conditions
influence people’s diet and choices. Therefore, it seems that people generally depend
on an identity that tells them how to eat, and attitudes towards veganism can be ana-
lyzed by understanding consumer behavior through three determining factors that can
affect daily actions: attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived control [3,9]. The theory
of planned behavior (TPB) [11] allows the verification of the influence that personal and
social determinants have on behavior.
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The vegan philosophy has some difficulty when it comes to effectively disseminating
concepts and transforming attitudes into behavior [3]. Therefore, it is difficult for new
vegan movements to be clear and know how to spread their influence across different
social groups. The study of veganism has sought to investigate why people become
vegan and not to identify consumer segments in order to improve marketing actions [3].
The skill to encourage the purchase of products and services that are organic, ecologically,
and environmentally friendly is a competitive advantage and leads to a company’s success
in this specific business area [4]. However, the literature has failed to reveal the complexity
of the relationship between attitudes and beliefs regarding particular foods and an adopted
diet [12]. There is a need to understand the stigma in the context of other probable barriers
that inhibit meat eaters from going vegetarian [8]. This specific market has not undergone
enough studies explaining why people choose this food regime or why not, since some
studies mention the difficulty of finding these products, the high prices, and the way
to transition from meat diet to vegan diet [13]. To fill these gaps, this study intends to
understand the impact of both personal (health awareness and social influence) and moral
(environmental concerns and animal welfare) antecedents on attitudes towards vegan
products and their effects on involvement with vegan products, as well as their impact on
purchase intention and word of mouth (WOM). Idealism is considered to play a role in
moderating the proposed relationships. This research is based on two samples, one with
224 Portuguese respondents and another with 356 Brazilian respondents. Even though
Portugal and Brazil are related countries, Hofstede identifies several cultural differences,
like individualism, masculinity, and indulgence, which may influence attitudes towards
veganism and its effects on the behavior of vegans [14].

This paper starts with an introduction that provides a brief overview of the study
of the subject, mentioning gaps and the main objectives of the research. Afterwards,
the study states the theoretical background and develops the hypotheses and the conceptual
model. Section 3 presents the method, while Section 5 introduces the results. The main
contributions and limitations of this research are provided in Section 6.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development
2.1. Attitudes towards Consumption of Vegan Products

Veganism supposes different attitudes towards the environment, food, and health
and results from a great shift of attitudes from an old, traditional way of life to a healthy,
ethical, and natural life [10]. Embracing a vegan lifestyle entails not using animal products
or products tested on animals, such as cosmetics and detergents [15]. Understanding
consumers’ attitudes and behavior towards consumption of vegan products could clarify
the decisions made by consumers [16].

Attitudes are predictive of the behavior of consumers, influencing their purchases [16].
Understanding consumers’ attitudes and behavior is, therefore, crucial to better deal
with markets and customers. The theory of the “attitude toward behavior” explains the
decisions taken by consumers and their behavior [16]. Attitude influences thought and
choice of a product, framed by consumers’ assessment of the product’s properties [17];
at the same time, attitude has a significant impact on the purchase choices and decisions of
the consumer.

People tend to assess everything—themselves, others, objects, and surroundings—on a
permanent basis, and such assessment is generally influenced by their cultural background.
Attitude denotes an individual’s positive or negative evaluation of objects [18]. It is a
“psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some
degree of favour or disfavour” [19], and includes emotional and cognitive elements—an
emotional element being, for example, love and a cognitive element being, for example,
an opinion. Attitude denotes positive or negative feelings towards something (i.e., like and
dislike of an object or activity) [20]. Attitude also represents information that a person has
about another individual, a particular product, or even an object and is also understood as
feelings and beliefs about preparing the purchaser to behave steadily towards it [18].
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Our assessment of an object, person, or surrounding establishes an attitude, influ-
encing behavior [18] and activating behavioral intentions [16]. The theory of planned
behavior [16] acknowledges that motivational factors could have an impact on behavior
and attitude, followed by the amount of effort that individuals are willing to spend and
how far they would go to carry out an action. Some authors [21] believe that to obtain a
good understanding of the factors that have an impact on behavior, it is necessary to verify
what determines the individual’s attitude. Consequently, attitudes are influenced by three
components, all equally important but changeable according to the motivation apropos the
individual’s attitude towards a specific subject/object. The healthy ingredients of products
and their benefits, as well as health choices, are important to obtain a positive attitude
towards green products and goods with green packaging [22]. Measuring consumers’
environmental attitudes and behavior is evocatively one of the most important matters
concerning green marketing. Nevertheless, the decision not to eat meat is connected more
to attitudes regarding health and animal well-being rather than environmental impacts [23].
Therefore, health awareness and animal welfare are expected to have an impact on atti-
tudes towards consumption of vegan products. Vegans have to stand by their choices and
attitudes, since leading such a lifestyle is a crucial characteristic of their being. Vegans have
a hard time being themselves in their social circles [23].

2.2. Understanding Attitudes towards Veganism
2.2.1. The role of Health Awareness

According to the Oxford online dictionary, awareness is “a concern or interest in
a particular situation or development” [24]. Therefore, if we add the word “health”,
we may say that health awareness, put simply, is one’s concern about one’s health [25,26].
Gould [27] conceptualized health awareness into four dimensions. Gould’s first dimension
is related to one’s awareness of the factors that are a risk to one’s own health. Second,
the dimensions that Gould mentions perceive health awareness as an inner state of mind,
thus influencing concerns about health. The third dimension observes the relationship
between health awareness and information about health. Lastly, the involvement of health
shows how people are focused on participating and contributing to their health. Consumers
nowadays focus on well-being and having a healthy diet. Therefore, they are guided by
the healthiness of products, and they change their attitudes accordingly. Consequently,
some consumers, having found out about the poor nutritional value of some foods, tend to
change attitudes and give up certain types of food, even if they enjoy them [28]. It is
mentioned that only consumers with health concerns buy hedonic food, where taste and
nutrition go hand in hand [29]. The same goes for restaurants, where consumers with
greater health awareness tend to look for healthier food [30]. Health awareness is a predictor
of healthy attitudes and behavior [27], and this awareness is linked to health information
highly influencing one’s attitude towards a certain product. Moreover, these consumers
associate their healthy life to a healthy diet [30,31]. Consumers are certain that their chosen
diet influences their health, so with greater health awareness, they tend to have healthier
attitudes, like eating well, eating less meat or going vegan, working out, and worrying
about the quality of what they eat [28]. Individuals who are more aware about health are
therefore self-conscious about their own health. Mai and Hoffmann [32] state that when
someone is health conscious, the nutrition of their food is a key factor in their attitudes
and purchases.

Accordingly, the following hypothesis is presented:

Hypothesis 1. Health awareness has a positive impact on attitudes towards consumption of
vegan products.

2.2.2. The Role of Environmental Concerns

Environmental concerns refer to “the degree to which people are aware of environmen-
tal problems and support efforts to solve them and/or indicate a willingness to contribute
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personally to their solution” [33]. Environmental concern is the awareness individuals have
when talking about environmental matters [34,35], how they are involved emotionally and
willing to contribute to the resolution of environmental problems [33,36]. Nevertheless,
a research [37] involving individuals from over 40 countries demonstrated that 96% of them
were environmentally conscious, but only 65% of them would effectively do something for
the environment. Environmental concern can also be defined based on attitude, affective,
cognitive, and conative dimensions. The affective dimension is related to high environ-
mental awareness, the cognitive dimension refers on having a perfect understanding of the
issue, and being willing to act and protect is the conative dimension [34]. There are three
ways to understand environmental issues: individuals who are profoundly emotionally
moved by environmental problems, individuals who are rational when addressing environ-
mental problems, and lastly, there are individuals who are eager to act [38]. Other studies
highlight three types of environmental concerns: egoistic, social-altruistic, and biospheric.
The egoistic base of environmental concern is seen when one’s own interests are above the
interests of others who are not close to oneself, the social-altruistic value is apparent when
there is concern for others, and lastly, the biospheric values entail concerns for animals
and plants [39]. Environmental concerns have an impact on behavior, purchases, and atti-
tudes [40]. The degree of environmental concern is frequently linked to socio-demographic
characteristics, but can also be related to political orientations, ecological value, and be-
lief systems. Some studies refer to the difference between women and men regarding
environmental concerns, where women are more concerned about environmental issues
than men for the reason that they have different social roles [41]. Individual income also
seems to play a role; individuals with higher income demonstrate greater environmental
concern [37]. Environmental concern is linked to civic consciousness, which is shown
through attitude, recognition, and response to environmental issues [42]. Environmental
concerns turn out to be extremely relevant in the consumer’s attitude, influencing attitudes
and purchasing conduct [43]. Individuals with greater environmental concerns are more
willing to change their attitudes and lead eco-friendly lives [44].

Environmental conservation behavior is deep-rooted in individuals who demonstrate
environmental concerns. Such concerns are what influence individuals the most to change
attitudes and become vegan. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 2. Environmental concerns have a positive impact on attitudes towards consumption
of vegan products.

2.2.3. The Role of Animal Welfare

Animal welfare refers to quality of life that comprises the well-being, life span, feelings,
and happiness of animals and their living conditions [45]. In 1944, the Vegan Society was
founded in order to stop animal suffering and killing [46]. “Animal welfare” refers to the
physical and mental states of an animal in relation to the conditions in which it lives and
dies. The “five freedoms” established in 1965 comprise freedom from hunger; freedom
from fear and distress; freedom from heat stress or physical discomfort; freedom from
pain, injury, and disease; and freedom to express normal patterns of behavior. These five
freedoms define society’s hopes for animals when under human control [47]. The term
“animal welfare” is current in the daily lives of companies, consumers, and politicians,
among others, and generally, people believe animals have feelings, such as fear or sadness,
and rights. To sum up, animal welfare embodies the respect for the health and behavior of
animals [48].

Animal welfare is defined differently by consumers and producers. Consumers are
apprehensive about animal welfare, and it has more impact on purchase intention than
on environmental concerns. Producers, on the other hand, are increasingly concerned
about animal health, such as reducing the pain endured by animals and improving their
comfort [49]. Concerns about the welfare of animals, the disapproval of killing them,
and animal rights can be the main cause for changing attitudes and becoming a vegetarian
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or vegan [50]. American and European countries tend to change their diet and lifestyle
for the sake of animal welfare, whereas the Indian culture fosters vegan eating habits as a
result of religious and cultural traditions [20]. Animal welfare is the starting point of the
vegan lifestyle, inspiring concerns and attitudes towards vegan products.

Keeping in mind the importance of animal welfare and the vegan lifestyle, the follow-
ing hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 3. Animal welfare has a positive impact on attitudes towards consumption of ve-
gan products.

2.2.4. The Role of Social Influence

Social influence happens when the way of life, actions, thoughts, and interests in-
fluence the conduct of others, and their actions change in the company of others [51].
Family and friends influence directly and sincerely through evaluations and attitudes,
providing the bases for changes in decisions and attitudes. Individuals can be influenced
by the social environment in a number of ways [3]. Social influence has direct and indirect
impacts on feelings, views, and attitudes, eventually disturbing behavior. Traditional social
influence is related to credibility as well. However, nowadays, influences can come from
unknown individuals through social media. No direct contact is necessary for someone to
be influenced. This influence disturbs principles, attitudes, and standards [52] and affects
purchases [53]. The importance of understanding social influence derives from the fact
that it assists in understanding social behavior, consequently supporting decision-making,
guiding public opinion, and driving change [54].

As a matter of fact, consumers choose to analyze a product when they are thinking
about purchasing it or when thinking about buying or testing it. They get information
through numerous channels, social influence being fairly important when analyzing con-
sumers’ attitudes and purchase intentions [55]. Social influence is a wide-ranging topic
and has strong and steady influence on consumers’ actions and attitudes.

The social influence strategies that are studied include social learning, social proof,
and social comparison [56]. Social learning occurs when behavior is changed through
direct observation and imitation of others [57]. Social proof takes place when someone
does not know how to behave and what to say and thus behaves in the same way as the
group, assuming the group knows the correct social norms [58]. Social comparison occurs
when an individual compares himself/herself with similar others.

There are two types of social influence: informational social influence and normative
social influence [59]. Informational social influence involves credibility (i.e., the information
given by others is accepted as valid). Normative social influence involves satisfying the
group’s expectations. In some studies, the expression normative social influence is replaced
by informative social influence [60]. Concluding that health behavior is disseminated
through social networks, social influence in severe health conditions can help to modify
food choices, influence consumption to eliminate negative habits, and direct individuals in
positive directions [61].

Regarding veganism, others tend to see an individual who does not eat meat as having
a greater sense of virtue and therefore having social influence, inspiring others to become
vegan [3,4,12]. People with a strong sense of self-sacrifice are more likely to choose a
vegetarian/vegan diet. Thereupon, social influence is identified as a modifier of consumers’
choices and behavior, therefore influencing attitudes towards veganism [62]. The present
research assumes that the social environment influences attitudes towards a vegan diet.
Therefore, the following hypothesis is formed:

Hypothesis 4. Social influence has a positive impact on attitudes towards consumption of ve-
gan products.
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2.3. Understanding the Effects of Attitudes towards Veganism
2.3.1. Involvement with Vegan Products

Involvement happens when there is interest, connection, commitment, or focus on a
specific issue, product, situation that leads to an action [63]. It refers to an understanding
and relationship between a person and an aim or subject. Involvement is influenced by
principles and benefits [64]. There is higher acceptance of products and services. This hap-
pens when there is personal involvement present, and for this reason, involvement can
determine the purchase/selection of products. Involvement occurs when an individual
searches for information about a product and creates a connection with what is intended
to be purchased. It is the perceived relevance of an object/service in relation to values,
interests, and needs. It is the main factor in the commitment process of the consumer.
Involvement influences decision-making when purchasing. The individual is inclined to
purchase a certain product once there is involvement—involvement influenced by person-
ality traits, knowledge, experience [65]. There are several levels of involvement, ranging
from high to low involvement that is related to acquisition purpose [66]. High involvement
requires more research, effort, consideration, comparison, and evaluation [67,68]. Low in-
volvement does not require research, and brand has a major role [69], but when the issue
is health, values, and needs [70], or the purchase of quality products [68], involvement is
always higher. The resulting involvement is the combination of situational and enduring
involvements, where the scope of the cognitive and behavioral complexities influences the
purchase process. To summarize, involvement can be understood as the importance given
to a product by the consumer’s standards and attitudes, likes, and wishes, since people do
tend to not purchase an object or service that can have a negative impact on their lives [18].
Involvement is associated with consumer concerns, interests, beliefs, and lifestyle [65],
and therefore attitudes. As a result, it can be expected that attitudes towards consumption
of vegan products may have an impact on involvement with vegan products. Consequently,
the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 5. There is a relationship between attitudes towards consumption of vegan products
and involvement with vegan products.

2.3.2. Purchase Intention

Purchase intention can be understood as the willingness to purchase a product
or service. Purchase intention is observed when there is an effort to purchase a prod-
uct or service and occurs when the provider displays features that meet consumers’
needs [70]. Purchase intention is also seen when there is a probability or plan to make a
purchase [18,71,72]; the stronger the will is, the more likely it is that these products or
services will be bought. The predisposition of consumers to satisfy their needs and be active
regarding purchases shows that purchase intention is triggered by emotions, which may
link them to brands, products, or services [71]. Motivation, needs, or new information can
influence purchase intention. Media has influenced the purchase intention process, making
it more complex and influenced by several factors [71]. Knowledge about a product is an
important factor for purchase intention, as well as information about the products avail-
able [73]. Besides product knowledge and information, product image plays an important
role as well [74], but familiarity with the product also creates purchase intention, and the
more product familiarity there is, the likelier is the purchase intention [75].

Perceived value is a significant factor in consumers’ purchase intention and reinforces
the willingness to buy and shows a connection between the product and the consumer [70].
Other key aspects influence the purchase intentions of consumers, like price [76], trust [43],
and satisfaction [77]. Attitude towards a brand, product, or service has a strong impact on
purchase intention and inclination to purchase [78,79].

Engagement with a specific brand, product, or service will influence the choice of
buying or not buying something [80]. Consequently, there is greater intention to pur-
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chase [81]. Thus, given the importance of understanding engagement with vegan products
and consumer purchase intentions, the following proposal can be considered:

Hypothesis 6. Involvement with vegan products has an impact on purchase intention.

2.3.3. Word of Mouth

WOM is defined as “oral, person-to-person communication between a receiver and a
communicator whom the receiver notices as being non-commercial, concerning a brand,
a product or a service” [82]; information that intends to influence by describing products
and services [83], and a collection of information [84]. WOM is one of the first methods of
spreading information about goods, “a face to face conversation between consumers about
a product or service experience” [85]. WOM is also understood as a way for noncommercial
individuals to communicate among themselves without aiming at promoting or benefitting
businesses [86]. To sum up, a communication between consumers about a product or ser-
vice can be defined as word of mouth, a casual conversation between individuals regarding
their assessment of products and services [87]. WOM is unquestionably influenced by
consumers’ choices and involvement [88]. According to the same authors, where there
is involvement, there is WOM, which in turn is a way of involving per se, originating
communication, and giving information about an idea, product, or service [89]. Therefore,
the following hypothesis can be formulated for the WOM variable:

Hypothesis 7. Involvement with vegan products has an impact on WOM.

2.4. The Moderating Role of Idealism

The philosophical definition for idealism states that existence is subjective, so ac-
cordingly, reality is known through ideas. “Idealism is the opinion that we immediately
experience only our own existence but can only infer that of outer things (which inference
from effect to cause is in fact uncertain)” [90]. An idealist is someone who believes in
ideas and noble feelings. In order to improve society, idealists oppose materialism and
believe that what is considered good will succeed [91]. Idealism is “the cherishing or
pursuit of high or noble principles, purposes or goals” [92]. Idealism can be understood
as an intellectual image of values and standards, seeking to display a person as he or she
sees himself or herself. Idealists have principles and morals as important components
of their belief system [93]. If people avoid harming others, they are considered idealists,
and the more they avoid doing so, the more idealist they are, and these individuals will
not act if they know that their action could possibly harm somebody [94]. The idealism
of consumers influences their purchase behavior, as these “idealist” consumers have high
moral standards and values; moreover, these moral standards influence business environ-
ments [95]. In businesses, idealism influences the choices of organizations as regards what
products/services to sell and these organizations’ work environment itself. The reduction
or elimination of meat consumption is due to idealistic features influencing the predisposi-
tion to purchase eco-friendly and vegan products, and the higher these moral standards
are, the idealism, the more unwilling they are to hurt animals.

The conceptual research model depicts the suggested relationships between the re-
searched constructs. In Figure 1, the model attempts to clarify the set of developed hy-
potheses.
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3. Method
3.1. Sample and Data Collection

This study is based on two samples, 224 Portuguese vegans and 356 Brazilian veg-
ans. The sampling was performed by sharing the questionnaire in four vegan groups on
Facebook in Portugal with up to a total of 82,500 members (including “Vegetarianos de
Portugal,” which has 10,000 to 25,000 members) and four groups in Brazil with up to a
total of 202,400 members (including “Ogros Veganos,” which has 8000 to 170,000 members).
We asked a member from each group for permission and help to share our questionnaire
and collect the answers. Data collection lasted 2 months, from January to February 2019,
and three recalls were made to obtain an acceptable sample. For each parameter, 200 or
5 or 10 cases were agreed as the minimum sample size to perform structural equation
modelling [96]. Most of the respondents were female, aged between 18 and 33 years,
holding a university degree, employed, and earning a monthly income between €501 and
€1 499 (Table 1).

Table 1. Demographic profile of the respondents.

Category Portugal Brazil

Male 31 39
Female 193 317

Age
10–17 6 12
18–25 92 126
26–33 61 129
34–41 31 59

Over 41 34 30
Education

Secondary school 87 114
Higher education 137 242

Occupation
Student/student workers 74 154

Employed 128 154
Others 22 46

Household
1–2 people 115 164

More than 3 people 109 192
Income

Less than €500 16 61
€501–€1499 127 151
Over €2000 81 144
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3.2. Measurement

The questionnaire is based on tested scales, which were translated and adapted
from past relevant literature. The questionnaire contained 7 demographic questions and
41 closed questions to measure the proposed concepts. All items were measured on a seven-
point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). The metrics can be found in
Table 2, which identifies the origin of the metrics and the standardized regression weights.

Table 2. Results of confirmatory factor analysis.

Construct Metrics SRW CR

Attitudes towards
consumption of vegan

products (ATV)
1. I am interested in knowing more about vegan products. 0.901 —-

[97] 2. I would like to consider vegan products as one of my shopping choices. 0.924 34.481
3. I have a positive feeling when buying vegan products. 0.766 23.730

Involvement with vegan
products (INV) 1. Vegan products are important to me. 0.929 —-

[25] 2. Vegan products are really interesting to me. 0.904 35.015
3. I am concerned about animal issues. 0.760 24.163

4. I am very much engaged with vegan products. 0.630 17.767

Health awareness (HA) 1. I think about my health. 0.773 —-
[25] 2. I am aware of my health. 0.877 22.543

3. I am aware of changes in my health. 0.800 20.261
4. I tend to be informed about my health. 0.826 21.064

5. I have responsibility for the state of my health. 0.660 16.200
6. I monitor my health status daily. 0.686 16.920

Environmental concerns
(EC) 1. The balance of nature is very delicate and can be easily changed. —- —-

[98] 2. Human beings, when they interfere with nature, often cause disastrous
consequences. 0.668 —-

3. Human beings must live in harmony with nature to survive. 0.770 15.378
4. Humanity is abusing the environment. 0.827 16.047

5. Humanity was not created to dominate the rest of nature. 0.747 15.039

Animal welfare (AW) 1. Animals must be kept in their natural habitat.
[99] 2. It is important for animals to behave naturally. 0.734 —-

3. I care about the welfare of animals. 0.873 18.215
4. Animals must not suffer. 0.753 16.828

5. The idea of a “natural environment” applies to both domestic and
wild animals. —- —-

6. Companies must think about their profits, but also about animals. 0.578 12.967
7. Companies must think about animals as well as their market value and costs. —- —-

Social influence (SI) 1. My friends often recommend me vegan products. 0.844 —-
[55] 2. My friends usually go shopping for vegan products with me. 0.725 18.310

3. My friends often share their experiences and knowledge about vegan
products with me. 0.866 20.668

Purchase intention (PI) 1. I am happy to buy vegan products. 0.803 —-
[25] 2. I hope to consume vegan products. 0.856 23.679

3. I would buy vegan products. 0.820 22.328
4. I plan to consume vegan products. 0.772 20.577

5. I intend to buy vegan products in the next few days. 0.650 16.566

Word of mouth (WOM) 1. I recommend vegan products to many people.
[96] 2. I tell my friends about vegan products. 0.809 —-

3. I try to spread the benefits of vegan products. 0.947 26.184
4. I do a lot of positive advertising for vegan products. 0.854 24.069

Abbreviation: CR, critical ratio; SRW, standardized regression weights.
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Idealism, the moderator, was measured using the scale [100] from Leonidou et al.
(2013). Items like “I adhere to universal principles and moral absolutes when making moral
judgements” were used [101].

It is important to highlight that to minimize common method variance (CMV),
the questionnaire was designed considering some fundamental aspects (e.g., the respon-
dents were not informed about the main topic of the current research, they were assured
that their answers would be anonymous and confidential, we informed the respondents
that there were no right or wrong answers, and we stressed that their participation was very
important for this research, etc.) [102]. Harman’s single factor test and a common latent fac-
tor analysis were performed to identify the common variance [102]. Harman’s test, carried
out in SPSS 25.0, showed that any factor could explain more than 20.77% of the variance,
and there were seven factors with eigenvalues greater than one explaining 71.338% of the
total variance [103]. In addition, a confirmatory factor analysis was done, limiting all items
of the model to load on a common single factor [102]. The resulting fit indices show that the
model did not provide an acceptable fit (chi-square/degrees of freedom (X2/Df) = 14.864;
incremental fit index (IFI) = 0.453; Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) = 0.414; comparative fit index
(CFI) = 0.452; root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.155), so the common
method bias does not seem to be a problem.

A confirmatory factor analysis was used to measure the psychometric properties of
the scales and the measurement model fit [104] using Amos 25. The end model shows a
good fit (IFI = 0.925; TLI = 0.917; CFI = 0.924; RMSEA = 0.058; X2/Df = 2.966) [95]. Table 3
presents the bivariate correlations and Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliabilities, and aver-
age variances extracted that support validity and reliability analyses. Composite reliability
(CR) and the average variance extracted (AVE) were computed. All scales showed values
above 0.7 on CR and above 0.5 on AVE, which are in line with the recommendations [96].
Discriminant validity is supported by the fact that all bivariate correlations between the
constructs are significantly smaller than 1, and the squared correlations calculated for each
pair of constructs are always smaller than the variance extracted for the corresponding
constructs [97], thereby confirming the discriminant validity (Table 3).

Table 3. Bivariate correlations, Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliabilities, and average variances extracted.

Constructs SD HA EC AW SI ATV INV PI WOM AVE CR

HA 0.841 0.888 0.599 0.899
EC 0.377 0.177 0.821 0.571 0.841
AW 0.348 0.028 0.218 0.805 0.550 0.828
SI 1.709 0.080 0.181 0.049 0.852 0.663 0.854

ATV 0.638 0.087 0.199 0.237 0.098 0.885 0.751 0.900
INV 0.723 0.146 0.251 0.212 0.097 0.591 0.872 0.684 0.885

PI 0.613 0.108 0.240 0.229 0.094 0.502 0.504 0.873 0.644 0.887
WOM 0.900 0.105 0.183 0.138 0.269 0.435 0.409 0.377 0.899 0.760 0.904

Notes: SD—standard deviation; diagonal in bold—Cronbach’s alpha; CR—composite reliability; AVE—average variance extracted; HA—
Health awareness; EC—Environmental concerns; AW—Animal welfare; SI—Social influence; ATV—Attitudes towards consumption of
vegan products; INV—Involvement with vegan products; PI—Purchase intention; WOM—Word of mouth.

4. Results

Amos 25 was used to perform structural equation modelling (SEM) and the hypothesis
test. Covariance-based structural equation modelling is a suitable technique to perform
confirmatory factor analysis and SEM when we have a good sample size (more than 200)
and multivariate data normality [105]. The final model shows a good fit (IFI = 0.925;
TLI = 0.917; CFI = 0.924; RMSEA = 0.058; X2/Df = 2.966). A multigroup analysis was
performed to test the moderation effects of idealism. We divided the sample in two groups
based on average: the high-idealism group (above average), with 357 respondents, and the
low-idealism group (below average), with 223 respondents. Furthermore, group nationality
analysis was performed: 224 Portuguese respondents and 356 Brazilian respondents.



Sustainability 2021, 13, 9 11 of 17

Metric invariance was tested, and a CFI difference below 0.01 was found in both models,
supporting the expected metric invariance [106].

Table 4 presents the overall results for hypothesis testing, the idealism moderation
effects, and the comparison between countries. H1 (R = 0.064; p > 0.05) and H4 (R = 0.061;
p > 0.05) are not supported, showing that health awareness and social influence do not
affect attitude towards veganism (ATV). H2 (R = 0.149; p < 0.01) and H3 (R = 0.205; p < 0.01)
are supported, showing that environmental concerns and animal welfare are the drivers of
ATV. H5 (R = 0.858; p < 0.01), H6 (R = 0.865; p < 0.01), and H7 (R = 0.432; p < 0.01) support the
hypothesis that ATV may influence involvement with vegan products, purchase intention,
and WOM.

Table 4. Results.

General High Idealism Low Idealism Portugal Brazil

(n = 580) (n = 357) (n = 223) (n = 224) (n = 356)

SRW p SRW p SRW p SRW p SRW p

H1
Health awareness → ATV 0.064 NS 0.099 * −0.009 NS 0.023 NS 0.055 NS

H2
Environmental concerns

→ ATV
0.149 ** 0.095 NS 0.169 * 0.228 ** 0.124 *

H3
Animal welfare → ATV 0.205 ** 0.173 ** 0.226 ** 0.348 ** 0.117 *

H4
Social influence → ATV 0.061 NS 0.072 NS 0.041 NS 0.057 NS 0.059 NS

H5
ATV → IVP 0.858 ** 0.852 ** 0.873 ** 0.926 ** 0.812 **

H6
IVP → Purchase 0.865 ** 0.939 ** 0.794 ** 0.959 ** 0.802 **

H7
IVP → WOM 0.432 ** 0.471 ** 0.35 ** 0.452 ** 0.425 **

Notes: (1) p- significance; (2) two-tailed test: ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; n.s.—not significant (p > 0.05); (3) ATV—attitude towards veganism;
IVP—involvement with vegan products; NS—not significant.

5. Discussion

Environmental concerns are expected to influence or predict an individual’s attitudes
towards a vegan diet, establishing a relationship with ATV [44]. At the same time, atti-
tudes towards animal welfare are expected to have an impact on one’s attitudes towards
nonanimal food and rejection of animal-based products [50]. Our results support these
assumptions, showing how individual ideology may influence the individual’s attitudes
towards veganism. On the contrary, individual issues like one’s health and social influence
do not seem to have an impact on the attitudes of vegans. In fact, veganism seems not
to be a matter of individual convenience or social norms. Veganism is a matter of beliefs
and attitudes towards nature, animals, and the environment. What drives human attitude
towards veganism are not individual factors, but essentially questions of ideological na-
ture [107] that address the engagement of people with nature and respect for animal life.
The need to reduce meat consumption is ethically justified [108]. Individuals choose to
become vegan based on principles like animal welfare and the environment and readjust
their lifestyle because they are concerned about the well-being of others [94] and are predis-
posed to changing their attitudes and behavior. Vegans are concerned about ethical factors,
connecting their belief system with attitudes, linking ideals and the consumption of vegan
products [109].

H5, H6, and H7 are supported, showing that ATV can influence involvement with
vegan products, purchase intention, and WOM. According to the literature [67], attitude
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represents individuals’ assessment of a product and their position towards a product,
thus influencing involvement. Apparently, based on our results, individuals who develop
a positive attitude towards consumption of vegan products are more involved with ve-
gan products. At the same time, highly ecologically committed individuals seek to buy
according to their connection with a product, and purchase intentions rise after individuals
perceive the value of a product fitting their vegan lifestyle [70,79]. Because vegans are
deeply involved in this way of life, buying requires intense research and planning in order
to purchase adequate vegan products [72]. Furthermore, based on our results, individuals
who are engaged in vegan diet and eco-friendly lifestyle are more likely to buy vegan
products. WOM is a form of involvement influenced by individuals’ choices and attitudes
towards products [89,110]. Apparently, based on our results, individuals who become
involved with vegan products are more likely to spread their opinions to others.

Aspects related to moderation show that, in fact, idealism seems to affect the way
the environment and animal welfare have an impact on attitudes, and it appears that it is
among individuals with lower idealism that these impacts are greater (i.e., the pressure to
increase respect for nature and the environment is translated into a growing trend towards
veganism). This is particularly evident in people with lower idealism, because, apparently,
people with higher idealism no longer need this awareness and this effort. In contrast,
we realize in H5, H6, and H7 that, in fact, it is idealism that turns attitudes and involvement
into behavior, meaning that individuals with higher idealism are those who go beyond
attitudes and are more prone to convert it into purchasing decisions and commitment to
others by disseminating a positive WOM. As for nationality differences, we found that,
among the Portuguese respondents, the impacts of the environment (H2) and animal
welfare (H3) were greater. In H6 and H7, the Portuguese respondents demonstrated once
more that attitudes turn easily into behavior. With regard to the effects of the differences
between Portugal and Brazil, we found that in all cases, it was in Portugal that the effects
were greatest. These results may be explained by some differences between the countries.
According to Hofstede Insights [14], both countries are classified as collectivist countries.
Therefore, the groups easily exchanged views and communicated about what is believed
to be correct. However, the slight difference between the countries may explain attitudes
turning into behavior due to loyalty to the group, which influences lifestyles and choices.
According to studies from Hofstede [14], indulgence is higher in Brazil. Portuguese are pes-
simistic by nature, and they feel controlled by social norms while believing that something
that is joyful in their life is wrong to some extent. On the other hand, based on the same
studies, Brazilians are more permissive, easygoing, and impetuous, and they appreciate
life. These cultural features probably explain the variance in the results. Portuguese are less
competitive, more compromised, respecting fairness, solidarity and value, and concerned
about quality of life and the community, while Brazilians are more competitive and focused
on winning [14]. Such differences may also explain the results.

6. Contributions and Limitations
6.1. Theoretical Contributions

Vegan lifestyle features not consuming any animal products or animal-tested products.
The number of people who opt for this lifestyle is rapidly increasing all over the world.
However, the literature shows that little research has been produced on how it has an impact
on attitudes towards the consumption of vegan products. The present study contributes to
the awareness and dissemination of vegan products. Our research provides three major
contributions: (1) the first contribution is based on the comparison between variables
of a more individual nature, such as health awareness and social influence, and vari-
ables of a more ideological nature, namely, environmental awareness and animal welfare;
(2) the research provides a more comprehensive outlook on attitudes and involvement,
investigating antecedents and consequents and establishing a chain of effects between de-
terminants and outcomes of vegan attitudes; (3) and this study introduces the moderating
role of idealism, creating a specific individual context that may influence the impact of
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attitudes/involvement on purchase intentions and WOM. Previous studies supported the
idea that health awareness and social influence [3] lead individuals to veganism, but our
results show otherwise. Additionally, this research introduces the effects of national culture
by comparing Brazilian and Portuguese vegans.

6.2. Practical and Policy Implications

In addition to making academic contributions, this study demonstrates that the vegan
philosophy lifestyle is especially related to animal welfare and environmental concerns.
On the other hand, more individual issues, like health issues, do not have an impact on ve-
gan consumers. The findings show that emotional concerns and ideological issues motivate
individuals to become vegan, and concern for animals’ well-being and the environment are
the drivers toward adopting veganism. Veganism is about animal protection, the choice to
live as much as possible with the absence of animal products, and the abolishment of meat
eating and use of animal products of any kind in the day-to-day life. The study may help
vegan movements, animal protection movements, and public policies to be more efficient
and influential in society and win more supporters to their cause. Perceived health and
food awareness plans should have a special place in schools and be part of citizenship
programs in order to display the key determinants of issues involving animals and nature
protection [111]. Recognition and support for vegan diets and lifestyles will lead to a major
understanding of the importance of protecting animal life, the climate, and nature [112].

At the same time, the study helps marketing directors to understand how to reach
vegan consumers and how to transform their businesses, reacting and creating value propo-
sitions that answer to these clients’ needs. By understanding motivations and emotions,
marketing strategies may by crafted in order to answer these more ideological consumers.
The study displays the path that consumers are taking, for both vegans and nonvegans,
opening access to new business opportunities and improving existing ones by understand-
ing all those who want to spread respect for animals and nature and for ethical behavior in
consumption. Therefore, in terms of practical implications, the moderating effects stated in
this study suggest that marketing directors should follow not consumers’ individual fac-
tors but those with ideological nature, appealing to a more ethical product and marketing
strategy.

6.3. Limitations and Future Research Directions

This is a cross-sectional study that does not allow inference of causality, as it shows
relationships but does not demonstrate causality among the variables; its ability to detect
strict causality between variables is restricted. The proposed model should be replicated
in other countries in order to understand behavior and attitudes towards vegan products,
since cultural aspects seem to be relevant. The vegan movement will gain from studies that
try to understand intentions to adopt this lifestyle. Consequently, this research seeks to
address the individual from both vegan and consumer perspectives, taking into account
beliefs and intentions. The marketing area stands to gain from this understanding and
should be able to analyze and design products and services for these consumers, fostering
the development of new products and identifying those that already exist.

As for recommendations for future research, the model could be tested analyzing the
effects of gender and introducing variables like ethical consumption, personality traits,
sensitivity, and religion, which could be relevant drivers of vegan attitudes.
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