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The purpose of this thesis is to understand the behavior related to adhering to a vegan diet.
The study is conducted among those interested in vegan food in Finnish vegan Facebook
groups. The behavioral reasoning theory (BRT) is applied in the thesis, the purpose of which
is to find out the connections between different factors. More specifically, the theory
examines how an individual’s beliefs influence the reasons for following a vegan diet as well
as the attitudes toward a vegan diet. It also examines how the reasons affect attitudes and
intentions to continue following a vegan diet. The goal is also to find out the demographic
profile of members of vegan Facebook groups.
The research is carried out as a multi-method research, in which qualitative research is used
as a tool for deepening knowledge. Qualitative data is gathered by interviewing people who
follow different diets, and the responses are utilized to form quantitative research
questionnaire questions and statements. The main focus of the study is on quantitative
research, which aims to elucidate the connections between different factors on a larger scale.
Quantitative data are collected through Finnish vegan Facebook groups and analyzed using
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and structural equation model (SEM).
The results show that there are significant connections between some structural model
constructs. The results suggest that attitudes toward a vegan diet influence people’s intention
to continue following a vegan diet. Moreover, people’s beliefs influence reasons for and
against, but not the attitude, although this was assumed on the basis of theory. The reasons
for following a vegan diet affect attitude more than the reasons against. Based on the
findings, members of the vegan Facebook groups are mostly low-income women between
the ages of 18 and 30 from large cities with one- or two-person households. Based on the
results, marketers should focus on highlighting the motivating reasons related to adhering to
a vegan diet and alleviating perceived barriers.
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Tämän Pro gradu -tutkielman tavoitteena on ymmärtää vegaaniruokavalion noudattamiseen
liittyvää käyttäytymistä. Tutkielma toteutetaan vegaaniruoasta kiinnostuneiden parissa
suomalaisissa vegaanisissa Facebook-ryhmissä. Tutkielmassa sovelletaan Behavioral
Reasoning -teoriaa (BRT), jonka avulla pyritään selvittämään yhteyksiä eri tekijöiden
välillä. Tarkemmin, teorian avulla tutkitaan miten yksilön uskomukset vaikuttavat syihin
noudattaa vegaaniruokavaliota sekä asenteeseen vegaaniruokavaliota kohtaan. Lisäksi
tutkitaan miten syyt vaikuttavat asenteeseen sekä aikomukseen jatkaa vegaaniruokavalion
noudattamista. Tavoitteena on myös selvittää vegaanisten Facebook-ryhmien jäsenien
demografinen profiili.
Tutkielma toteutetaan monimenetelmällisenä tutkimuksena, jossa laadullista tutkimusta
käytetään tiedon syventämisen välineenä. Laadullinen aineisto kerätään haastattelemalla eri
ruokavaliota noudattavia henkilöitä ja vastauksia hyödynnetään määrällisen tutkimuksen
kyselykysymysten ja -väittämien muodostamisessa. Tutkielman pääpaino on määrällisessä
tutkimuksessa, jonka tarkoituksena on selvittää yhteydet eri tekijöiden välillä suuremmassa
mittakaavassa. Määrällinen aineisto kerätään suomalaisten vegaanisten Facebook-ryhmien
kautta ja analysoidaan käyttämällä konfirmatorista faktorianalyysiä (CFA) ja
rakenneyhtälömallia (SEM).
Tulokset osoittavat, että joidenkin rakenneyhtälömallin tekijöiden välillä on merkittäviä
yhteyksiä. Tulosten perusteella voidaan päätellä, että asenne vegaaniruokavaliota kohtaan
vaikuttaa ihmisten aikomukseen jatkaa vegaaniruokavalion noudattamista. Lisäksi ihmisten
uskomukset vaikuttavat syihin niin puolesta kuin vastaankin, mutta ei asenteeseen, vaikka
teorian perusteella näin oletettiinkin. Syyt vegaaniruokavalion noudattamiseen puolesta
vaikuttavat asenteeseen enemmän kuin syyt sitä vastaan. Löydösten perusteella vegaanisten
Facebook-ryhmien jäsenet ovat enimmäkseen pienituloisia 18–30-vuotiaita naisia suurista
kaupungeista yhden tai kahden henkilön talouksista. Tulosten perusteella markkinoijien
kannattaa keskittyä korostamaan vegaaniruokavalion noudattamiseen liittyviä motivoivia
tekijöitä ja lieventämään koettuja esteitä.
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1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter introduces the background and objectives of this thesis as well as the
research questions, key concepts and delimitations.

1.1 Background
Food is not only a fuel for the body, but also an important part of our basic needs.
Although eating plays an essential role in social interaction all over the world, each
country has its own food culture. (Ruokatieto 2020a.) Clearly, the ever-changing
world has shaped our food culture in the past and will continue to do so in the future,
however, in Finland, favorite dishes have been and still are the traditional Finnish
dishes. In 2015, most of Finland’s favorite foods contained meat or fish, nine out of
16 to be exact, probably even more depending on how the food was prepared.
(Ruokatieto 2020b.)

In Finland, one person consumes slightly less than 80 kg of meat per year. Although
2019 was the first year in which meat consumption decreased significantly, the drop
was only 1,5 kg per person. (Lehto 2018.) However, COVID-19 has shaped the
consumption habits of Finns, as people eat mainly at home, which may lead to an
increase in meat consumption in short-term before it continues to decline in the
coming years (Hartikainen 2020). The Finnish Food Authority recommends a
maximum of 500 g of meat products per week for adults (Ruokavirasto 2021), but in
2017 only 21 % of men and 74 % of women followed the recommendations (Valsta
et al. 2018). High consumption of red meat has been studied to be associated with an
increased risk of several chronic diseases and premature mortality (Wolk 2017) and
reducing products of animal origin would lower the intake of saturated fats, which
could decrease the cardiovascular mortality (Westhoek et al. 2014).

The production of red meat has a negative impact on the environment (Wolk 2017),
and large agricultural areas are needed mainly due to high meat consumption
(Gerbens-Leenes & Nonhebel 2002). Halving the consumption of meat, dairy and
eggs would reduce emissions and cropland usage by more than a quarter in Europe
(Westhoek et al. 2014). Reducing meat consumption would improve the efficiency
9

of food production, decrease environmental impact and reduce waste, while
improving the health of individuals (Goodland 1997).

Although meat dishes have deep roots in Finnish culture (Ruokatieto 2020b), the
plant-based substitutes have increased. In the capital of Finland Helsinki, the
consumption of oat milks and plant-based minced meat substitutes are at least double
compared to the rest of the country (Laitinen & Vuorio 2019). The change is also
reflected in the restaurant industry, as in 2018 most fast-food chains had at least one
vegan meal on their menu and the rest of the restaurants planned to include one
(Saintula 2018). In addition, the vegan challenge (Vegaanihaaste) held for the sixth
time in January 2021, was attended by 13 000 participants this year, again breaking
the participant record, with more than 50 000 people have participated the challenge
over the years (Vegaanihaaste 2021).

The share of plant-based diets has increased in Finland since 2014, but the exact
number of vegans and vegetarians is difficult to estimate, as studies have examined
the topic with different definitions to determine vegetarian diets. In 2018, the
combined percentage of vegans and vegetarians is estimated to be between 1,9 and
6,6 %. (Jallinoja 2019.) In Finland, vegan Facebook groups have a total of hundreds
of thousands of participants, and it can be concluded that people are interested in the
topic even if they do not follow a vegan diet. In fact, many of these Facebook groups
encourage people to join if they are interested in a vegan lifestyle or diet – they don’t
require people to be vegan in order to join the group.

Plant-based foods have sparked debate in the media. When the Finnish Defence
Forces announced that there will be one vegetarian food day every week (Keränen
2018), many were against it. Defence Minister Jussi Niinnistö claimed to be surprised
by the decision and commented to the media that no army is fighting with the power
of lentil soup and cauliflower smoothies (Simola 2018). In 2019, the Unicafe
restaurants of the University of Helsinki’s Student Associations announced that they
no longer offer dishes containing cow, which provoked negative comments (Körkkö
2020). Jari Leppä, the Finnish Minister of Agriculture and Forestry criticized the
decision and did not consider it reasonable. In addition, Anne Kalmari, a Finnish
10

congressman, wrote that it was incomprehensible that “vegetablemafia”
(kasvismafia) deprives people of the right to consume what they want. (Luukka
2019.) Another congressman called it a cultural war and an identity politics
(Hyvärinen 2019).

This research seeks to elucidate how beliefs influence attitudes toward a vegan diet
and the reasons for and against following a vegan diet. Further, the relationship
between the reasons and attitudes is examined in addition to the impact they have on
the continuance intention. By understanding the behavior underlying the actions, the
findings can be used to mitigate the barriers towards a vegan diet and to encourage
people to reduce the consumption of animal-based products. The findings of this
research can potentially be used for marketing both existing products as well as new
product innovations. In addition, the policymakers could use the findings to create
favorable and workable regulations to alleviate barriers to vegan products.

1.2 Research questions and objectives
The aim of this research is to gain deeper understanding of consumer behavior in the
context of a vegan diet. In particular, the aim was to find out how the research model
can explain consumer behavior. The main research question and three sub-questions
were chosen in order to answer to the objective of the study.

Main research question: How does behavioral reasoning theory explain
consumption behavior of consumers in vegan Facebook groups?

In support of the main research question, three sub-questions were formed to obtain
detailed answers from the research model used. Especially, the sub-questions are
expected to provide answers on how constructs relate each other. To be exact, how
beliefs and reasons for and against vegan food consumption relate to attitude and
continuance intention.

RQ1: What is the demographic background of the participants in the vegan
Facebook groups?
11

RQ2: How do the reasons (for and against), attitude and continuance intention
associate with each other?
RQ3: How do beliefs associate with attitude and reasons (for and against)?

1.3 Key concepts
Key concepts used in this research include veganism, beliefs, attitude, continuance
intention and reasons for and against behavior. A brief description of the key
concepts is summarized in Table 1 below. The concepts are discussed in more detail
from the perspective of a vegan diet in Chapter 2.

Table 1. Summary of key concepts

Concept

Definition

Reference

Vegan diet

A plant-based diet that does not

The Vegan Society

use animal-based products.

2020b

Beliefs are considered to

Ajzen 1991

Beliefs

influence people’s intentions
and actions.
Attitude

Persons favorable or

Ajzen 1991

unfavorable evaluation towards
performing the behavior.
Continuance

Intentions are assumed to act as

intention

determinant of actual behavior.

Ajzen 1991

Reasons for and Reasons (for and against) are Westaby 2005
against

important links between attitude
towards behavior and behavior
itself.

1.3.1

Vegan diet

According to the Vegan Society (2020b), a vegan diet is a plant-based diet in which
all animal-based products are eliminated, including meat, dairy, eggs and honey. Not
only is veganism a diet, but vegans also avoid products that have used animals in
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some way, either in testing or as ingredients, as well as places where animals are used
for entertainment. (The Vegan Society 2020b.)

1.3.2

Beliefs

People have beliefs about different behaviors, but only salient beliefs are considered
to influence people’s intentions and actions. There are three of these beliefs:
behavioral beliefs, normative beliefs and control beliefs. (Ajzen 1991.) Beliefs are
expected to link behavior to a particular outcome or other attribute such as cost from
performing the behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen 1975). In the context of this thesis,
beliefs are perceived negative beliefs about the identity associated with veganism
and how it influences the decision to follow a vegan diet.

1.3.3

Attitude

Attitude refers to a person’s favorable or unfavorable assessment of performing the
behavior (Ajzen 1991). In the context of this thesis, it means the attitudes toward
veganism. Previous studies have found that attitudes toward reducing meat
consumption are related to the intention to do so (Cheah et al. 2020).

1.3.4

Continuance intention

The theory of planned behavior suggest that intentions are important determinants of
actual behavior (Ajzen 1991). Behavioral intention models have been created to
explain the fundamental determinants of behavior (Ajzen 1991; Westaby 2005).
These models assume that attitudes toward behavior, subjective norm and perceived
control predict intention, while intention predicts behavior. In the context of this
thesis, intention is to measure the intention to continue the current behavior.

1.3.5

Reasons for and against

Behavioral reasoning theory postulates that reasons (for and against) are important
links between attitudes toward contextual behavior and behavior itself (Westaby
2005). In this study, the reasons for and against the vegan diet were formed from 37
semi-structured interviews involving people from three diet groups: vegan,
vegetarian and omnivore. The most commonly mentioned reasons (for and against)
13

were included in the theoretical framework. These constructs are animal rights and
health reasons as reasons for and taste and convenience as reasons against.

1.4 Theoretical framework
The theoretical framework of this thesis is based on a novel theory called Behavioral
Reasoning Theory (BRT). The foundation of BRT is strongly connected on earlier
behavior intention theories, one to mention theory of planned behavior (TPB). BRT
interprets that reasons for and against are important linkages between the other
constructs: beliefs and values, global motives (attitude, subjective norm and
perceived behavioral control), intentions and behavior. (Westaby 2005.)

Figure 1 presents the theoretical framework of this thesis. Behavioral intention
models suggest that global motives, such as attitude towards behavior, subjective
norm and perceived control are primary antecedents of intention (Westaby 2005). In
this thesis, attitude towards veganism is chosen as the global motive, and it is
expected to have an impact on individual’s intention to continue vegan diet. Based
on behavioral intention theories, reasons are expected to have direct influence on
both attitude and continuance intention. People use reasons to justify and defend their
actions, which help to promote and protect one’s self-worth. BRT suggest that
reasons are important antecedents of attitude towards behavior, in this case attitude
towards intention to continue vegan diet. Reasons can also be powerful drivers of
intention. Sometimes attitude towards behavior is not aligned with intentions, so
BRT suggest that reasons for and against the behavior explains the variance in
intention beyond that explained by attitude towards the intention to continue vegan
diet. (Westaby 2005.) In order to maintain the length of the thesis as well as centralize
the focus, two reasons for and two reasons against was chosen: animal rights and
health reasons as reasons for and taste and convenience as reasons against.

Beliefs as a construct have been used in many previous studies in order to understand
the fundamental basis of behavior. Beliefs are expected to have a direct impact on
the reasons people have for and against certain behavior. In the context of this thesis,
beliefs people have about vegan diet is expected to associate with reasons for (animal
rights and health reasons) and against (taste and convenience) attitude towards vegan
14

diet. Further, BRT suggests that reasons don’t activate in all of the circumstances and
in some situations the process goes automatically to global motives (Westaby 2005).
Therefore, beliefs an individual have are expected to influence the attitude she/he
have towards vegan diet.

Figure 1. The theoretical framework

1.5 Delimitations
The purpose of this thesis is to explore how beliefs relate to the reasons for and
against following a vegan diet, so the number of constructs used in the framework
was limited to one value and no other value measurement constructs are taken into
account. The number of constructs used was limited to two reasons for (animal rights
and health reasons) and two reasons against (taste and convenience) for following a
vegan diet. The decision to limit the constructs to these numbers was based on the
goal of focusing on specific areas in order to gain a deeper understanding of the
reasons (for and against) and their relationship to other constructs rather than an
extensive review of the issue. In addition, the aim was to keep the survey of a
reasonable length so that as many people as possible would respond and the research
result be as valid as possible.

The survey was conducted only in Finnish, so the study only examines Finnishspeaking people in the context of vegan Facebook groups. As a result, all non15

Finnish-speaking group members were excluded from the respondents. The
questionnaire was conducted through social media, namely Facebook groups with
vegan topics, so the questionnaire was not available to people who are not members
of these groups. In order to post the survey, permission was requested from the group
admins, which excluded groups held by inactive admins. The survey was only open
for a certain period of a week, which limits the responses to the short term.

1.6 Structure of the study
The structure of the thesis is divided into five chapters. The first chapter is an
introduction to the thesis, which states the background, motivation, key concepts and
delimitations of the work. This chapter also discusses the research questions and the
overall structure. The second chapter of the thesis focuses on the theoretical
background of the work. The theory used is presented, as are previous studies in
which this theory has been used. In addition, the chapter provides a deeper
understanding of the topic, especially focusing on previous research on veganism,
the reasons for and against the vegan diet, and studies examining food consumption
in Finland.

The research design and methods are presented in the third chapter. The chapter
includes a discussion of the approach chosen, mixed methods, and vegan groups as
a research context. In addition, the chapter explains how qualitative and quantitative
data were collected and analyzed. The reliability and validity of the thesis is then
examined, and any deficiencies that are necessary to account for the future are
assessed. The findings of the thesis are presented in the fourth chapter. The main
focus of the chapter is on a deeper understanding and discussion of the findings. In
addition, research questions are answered, and hypotheses are examined. The
structural model is also presented and discussed. Lastly, the fifth and final chapter
presents a summary of the thesis and practical contributions. Further, the limitations
of this study are critically evaluated and explained. The thesis ends with a discussion
of future research topics.
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2

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The focus of this chapter is to present previous research and key literature that has
been found to be relevant for the thesis. The first part introduces behavioral reasoning
theory, which is the theory used in the thesis, and then literature and studies on the
vegan diet are reviewed. Although this study concentrates on the vegan diet, the
literature review also includes studies on the vegetarian diet because the literature on
the vegan diet alone is limited.

2.1 BRT – behavioral reasoning theory
Behavioral reasoning theory is a novel theory, that suggests that reasons are
important links between beliefs, global motives, intentions and behavior. More
specifically, the theoretical assumption is that reasons serve as an important link
between global motives and intentions, because they support the justification and
defense of actions. Further, the framework distinct global motives, which include
attitudes toward behavior, subjective norms and perceived control, from contextspecific beliefs and reasons. These constructs have predicted intentions in prior
studies, which is why the BRT defines global motives as factors that continually
influence intentions to behave in the particular way. Contextual beliefs are described
as reasons behind specific behavior in a particular context and are believed to serve
as fundamental antecedents of global motives and intentions. (Westaby 2005.)

By distinguishing the reasons into two: reasons for and against, a more
comprehensive understanding of decision-making in the research context is obtained.
The framework states that reasons influence global motives and intentions because
people justify and defend their actions based on them. The theoretical proposition
claims that reasons impact on people’s beliefs, global motives, intentions and
behavior. Global motives are defined as substantive factors that influence person’s
intentions in different areas of behavior. (Westaby 2005.)

BRT is a modification of the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen 1991) and the theory
of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen 1975) which suggests that attitude towards the
behavior can predict intention, and behavior can be defined as intention to perform
17

behavior, and intentions are described as the motive for performing behavior. The
thought behind this is that the stronger a person’s intention for behavior, the more
likely it is to lead to behavior. The main difference between the two theories is that
the theory of planned behavior seeks to overcome the limitation of theory of reasoned
action by taking into account the volitional control of the behavior. (Ajzen 1991.)
Behavioral reasoning theory, on the other hand, differs from the theories mentioned
above by including reasons for and against in the theoretical framework (Westaby
2005).

In this thesis, the behavioral reasoning theory is used to deepen the understanding of
relationships between beliefs and reasons and how they associate with attitudes
toward following a vegan diet and intention to continue adhering to a vegan diet. To
the knowledge of the author, these constructs have not been studied together in the
previous studies. The focus of prior studies has been more on determining the causes
of action.

2.1.1

Behavioral reasoning theory components

Figure 2 presents the main components of behavioral reasoning theory. Values and
beliefs are expected to directly influence the reasons for and against behavior. This
hypothesis comes from the expectancy-value theory, which assumes that people’s
beliefs about outcome and perceived have a significant impact on motivational
processes. In addition, it is believed that beliefs and values directly affect the attitude
that is under global motives. In theory, this proposes that sometimes people function
automatically, and the reasons do not fully activate. (Westaby 2005.)
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Figure 2. Behavioral reasoning theory (adopted from Claudy et al. 2015)

BRT predicts that people use reasons to explain their behavior. The reason construct
is divided into two categories: reasons for and reasons against behavior. Reasons for
and against are expected to antecedent attitudes toward behavior. This perception is
formed on the basis of explanation-based decision making and reasons theory, which
suggest that people see the opinion favorably if the reasons support and justify it. In
addition, reasons are expected to influence intentions because, as mentioned earlier,
people use reasons to justify and defend their behavior to feel more comfortable.
(Westaby 2005.)

Previous literature, such as the theory of planned behavior, proposes that global
motives are antecedents for intentions, and the behavioral reasoning theory suggests
this as well. Components of global motives are attitude, subjective norm and
perceived control. Attitude is expected to present as a person’s positive or negative
perception of the implementation of behavior, a subjective norm is a perceived social
pressure on behavior and perceived control is the convenience and control a person
feels in performing the behavior. (Westaby 2005.)

Lastly, intentions are expected to act as an important link to behavior. This
hypothesis of BRT is consistent with previous models such as the theory of reasoned
action and the theory of planned behavior. The presumption that intention has a
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positive effect on behavior is essential when behavior is under volitional control.
(Westaby 2005.)

2.1.2

Previous research of behavioral reasoning theory

Behavioral reasoning theory has been used mainly in quantitative studies in different
contexts. Some of these previous studies are reviewed in order to gain a more
comprehensive understanding of behavioral reasoning theory.

The creator of the theory has applied BRT to two separate studies (Westaby 2005;
Westaby et al. 2010). The first research, which introduces the theory, included four
studies designed to develop and test the theory with U.S. participants. (Westaby
2005.) The second study was conducted in the context of leadership decision making.
The focus of the study was to determine whether the reasons for and against influence
the attitudes, subjective norms, perceived control and intentions to act of leaders. The
findings support the theory: intentions were related to behavior, i.e., global motives,
and in particular perceived control of leaders associated with intentions and lastly,
context-specific reasons related to intentions that proves the validity of the BRT.
(Westaby et al. 2010.)

In the context of organic foods, the behavioral reasoning theory have been applied to
two studies (Ryan & Casidy 2018; Tandon et al. 2020). Ryan and Casidy (2018) used
BRT to examine the role of brand reputation in organic food consumption, more
specifically, how values impact on attitudes toward behavior and intention to
consume organic food. The findings suggest that the values are positively related to
the reasons for consuming organic food. (Ryan & Casidy 2018.) Tandon et al. (2020)
propose that value is positively associated with reasons for and against organic food
consumption among Indian consumers. In addition, attitude and reasons for had a
positive effect on purchasing intentions (Tandon et al. 2020). Most importantly,
according to Ryan and Casidy (2018) and Tandon et al. (2020) BRT can be applied
in research on organic food consumption.

Claudy has conducted three studies using behavioral reasoning theory when
examining the attitudes of Irish consumers towards particular behavior (Claudy &
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Peterson 2013; Claudy & Peterson 2014; Claudy et al. 2015). Examining the reasons
and attitudes towards adopting innovations, Claudy et al. (2015) state that the BRT
was a suitable framework for research. In addition, a study of attitudes toward bicycle
commuting also found that BRT is a valuable model for understanding customers
(Claudy & Peterson 2014). Finally, the third and oldest study by Claudy investigated
attitude-behavior gap in the context of renewable energy systems, and the results
suggest that the reasons for and against adoption are strong antecedents for attitudes
and intentions. Contrary to assumption, however, reasons for adoption did not
directly influence intentions and reasons against adoption did not influence attitudes.
(Claudy & Peterson 2013.)

Gupta and Arora have also used behavioral reasoning theory in two studies
examining mobile context in India. One of the studies examined the relative influence
of the reason for and against the adoption of mobile banking (Gupta & Arora 2017a).
The other study examined the impact of reason for and against on mobile shopping
adoption (Gupta & Arora 2017b). The results of both studies suggest that reasons for
and against are predeterminants in attitudes and intentions to adopt the behavior
under study. In addition, in both studies, the openness to change factor has a
significant impact on reasons for adoption, but not on the reasons against or the
attitudes toward mobile usage. (Gupta & Arora 2017a; Gupta & Arora 2017b.)

BRT has been applied to other research on Indian behavior in addition to the above
mentioned. Sivathanu (2018) examined the impact of reasons to the adoption of
internet of things (IoT) based wearable devices in elderly health care in India.
Another study examined the influence reasons have on the adoption of mobile
learning applications (M-learning apps) among information technology (IT) and
information technology enabled services (ITeS) employees (Pillai & Sivathanu
2018). The results of these studies support the research by Gupta and Arora (2017a;
2017b) that values of openness to change influence the reasons for adopting the
behavior. Unlike the other three studies, the findings of Sivathanu (2018) indicate
that openness to change also has a significant impact on the reasons that hinder the
adoption of IoT-based wearables.
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In addition to quantitative research, BRT has also been used in qualitative research.
Diddi et al. (2019) conducted a research investigating the reasons of sustainable
clothing consumption behaviors (SCCBs) by young U.S. consumers. The results
reveal that participants consider themselves as knowledgeable and claim to engage
in sustainable activities, but this did not apply to clothing consumption. The reasons
for engaging to the behavior were perceived value, sustainable mindset and
uniqueness, when reasons against were perceived lack of style, price and skepticism.
(Diddi et al. 2019.) In addition, Park et al. (2017) have also used BRT in their
quantitative study of the clothing apparel in the United States. The study examined
the effect of values and reasons on attitudes in apparel donation behavior. In
particular, benevolence and power as values were investigated and both were
positively related to the reasons for the donation. (Park et al. 2017.)

Norman et al. (2012) explored the reasons that UK students use to justify their binge
drinking in order to reveal the true motivations for behavior. The results were broadly
with BRT’s predictions: global motives and reasons for binge drinking, particularly
social reasons, had a direct impact on intentions that had a direct impact on future
binge drinking. (Norman et al. 2012.) Nicholls and Schimmel (2016) used BRT in
the context of volunteering and donations. More specifically, the study examined
how satisfaction with the service-learning experience influences intentions to
volunteer or donate to charities among U.S. students (Nicholls & Schimmel 2016).
The findings indicate that reasons directly affect future generosity behavioral
intentions, and service-learning experiences can predict future generosity behavior
(Nicholls & Schimmel 2016), which supports the results of the study conducted by
Park et al. (2017).

Most previous BRT studies have been conducted in English-speaking countries and
India, but two studies have been conducted in Southern Europe, specifically in Italy
and Spain. Russo et al. (2015) examined how reasons for and against, attitudes,
subjective norms and perceived control affect the intention of Italian nurses to report
errors made at work. The reasons against reporting errors were found to be directly
and indirectly related on intentions to act (Russo et al. 2015). Miralles et al. (2017)
investigated whether current entrepreneurial behavior has an impact on
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entrepreneurial intention, and according to the findings, it has, but there is a
difference between younger and older people.

A review of the literature on research using the behavioral reasoning theory reveals
that the context of food consumption has been relatively little studied using
behavioral reasoning theory. In addition, the theory has so far not been used to study
the behavior of Finnish or Northern European consumers, at least to the best of the
author’s knowledge. Therefore, this study is a good addition to the existing literature
and an opportunity to test the behavioral reasoning theory in the context of food
consumption among Finnish consumers.

2.2 Vegan diet
Vegetarian and vegan diets have been studied for many years around the world and
these diets have been existing for years. The Vegan Society has been founded in
1944, hence vegans exceeded way before that. The name “vegan” was formed to
describe individuals eating only plant-based food by Donald Watson and his wife. It
was preceded by a disagreement between Vegetarian Society and six others, one
being Donald, when they were denied getting a space from the vegetarian journal for
their sub-group non-dairy vegetarians and led to them separating themselves from
the Vegetarian Society. Even though the separation was influenced mainly because
Watson and the others identified themselves non-vegetarians, many members of
Vegetarian Society did not consume dairy. In 1830s vegetarian was defined as a
person who did not consume animal-based products, however when the Vegetarian
Society was founded in 1847, the definition of vegetarian did not exclude egg and
dairy-products. Hence, until the vegan Society was established in 1944 there was a
constant discussion whether eggs and dairy are part of vegetarian diet. Although the
reason for separation was the non-dairy vegetarian diet, veganism did not have a
definition until 1949. (Watson 2014.) The Finnish Vegan Association is much
younger: it was founded in 1993 and the reason to exist is to enhance plant-based
eating and lifestyle where animal-based products and services are avoided because
of ethical, environmental and health reasons (Vegaaniliitto 2020).
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Even now, the definition of vegetarian and vegan diet is not clear. Some identify
themselves as vegetarian or vegan yet eat food which is not part of that diet (Vinnari
et al. 2008). Indistinct definition of the term and self-identification used in most of
the studies makes it difficult to determine the exact number who follows the diet.
Further, the challenge is to determine how long one should follow a diet before
identifying oneself as vegetarian or vegan. (Tammi 2018.) In addition, some of the
prior studies have combined vegans and vegetarians together as one group even
though the diet is not the same. This has caused a new word veg*n, which combine
vegans and vegetarians into one (Rosenfeld 2019). Do to merging, it might be
challenging to draw conclusions about one particular diet group, especially because
studies prove that vegetarians and vegans differ from each other (Thomas 2016;
Rosenfeld 2019). The number of vegetarians and vegans could be determined by a
novel model created by Waters (2018). The UK households was used in order to
examine the joint dynamics of vegetarian and vegan rates and to figure the changes
after a shock. In addition, campaigns were found to have an influence on consumers
behavior to adopt a vegan or vegetarian diet. Increase in the diet caused by temporary
vegetarian campaign has only temporary effect while persistent campaign creates
significant increase. (Waters 2018.)

Further, the knowledge and attitude towards plant-based diet, vegetarian diet and
vegan diet differs between the countries. Faber et al. (2020) investigated awareness,
knowledge and attitudes towards plant-based diet (PBD) of young adults in Belgium,
Denmark, the Netherlands and Spain. The awareness PBD was lowest in Spain,
probably because of the popularity of traditional Mediterranean Diet which promotes
plant-based eating and sustainability. Largest proportion of meat reducers were the
Netherlanders which is in line with the consumption behavior in the whole country.
The term plant-based diet was less familiar than vegetarian or vegan diet, which
could be explained by the recent invention of the term. Many of the respondents
thought it to be similar with vegan diet, yet Belgian and Netherlander found the term
plant-based diet to be more appealing, while the responses of Danish and Spanish
were indifferent. (Faber et al. 2020.)
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Recent study conducted by Rosenfeld (2019) found out that vegans and vegetarians
see themselves differently and their motive to follow the diet varies. Further, a study
conducted by Thomas (2016) discovered that outsiders saw vegans differently than
vegetarians. The main difference, according to Rosenfeld (2019) was that vegans saw
that the diet and identity affect another. Thomas (2016) on the other hand discovered
that dietary decision affects masculinity. Vegetarians and vegans were perceived
similar but not identical to each other. When vegans were compared to omnivores,
they were perceived less masculine, but vegetarians were not. Especially, male
vegans were perceived less masculine if they followed the diet by choice and not by
necessity. (Thomas 2016.) In addition, differences between omnivores and
vegetarians and flexitarians in the context of emotions towards plant-based dishes
exists. Vegetarians and flexitarians associate more positive emotions to plant-based
dishes than omnivores. Positive attitude towards meatless dishes was related to
health, empathy and food consciousness. (Cliceri et al. 2018.) Flexitarian is described
to be a person who mainly consumes plant-based products but occasionally eats meat
(Cambridge English Dictionary 2020).

2.2.1

Animal welfare

In order to understand why animal rights are used to support the decision to follow
vegan diet, it is good to take close review to the food industry. In this thesis the closer
inspection is delimited to broiler production, which in 2019 was produced 131,9
million kg in Finland (Siipikarjaliitto 2020). The Finnish broilers are claimed to be
able to freely move on litter-based floor and have so good health that vaccinations
are not used (Suomen Broileriyhdistys). Finnish Poultry Association provide
information about broiler production and good method of production. These include
growing frequency which is based on EU directives and who is allowed to keep
broilers. The broiler keeper who has more than 500 birds must have a certificate
which proves the knowledge of meat poultry. A person who has more than 33 kg
body weight per square meter needs to inform the regional government authority and
have a document of the production building and equipment. If the growing frequency
exceeds more than 39 kg body weight per square meter and is at most 42 kg, some
additional requirements must be met, like low mortality. (Siipikarjaliitto 2011.) In
one flock there is about 6000 – 60 000 birds, most commonly 25 000 and the broilers
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are slaughtered when they are about 5 to 6 weeks and weight approximately 1,3 – 1,8
kg (Eläinten hyvinvointikeskus). This said, there may be more than 20 broilers in one
square meter.

Oikeutta eläimille, an animal rights organization which seeks to improve the status
of animals, claims that broilers have been bred to produce as much meat as possible
and they have diseases and bad bones. They claim that about one percent of the
broilers dies in one week and a normal mortality rate during transportation is 0,5
percentage. (Oikeutta eläimille 2021a.) Another association, Animalia, which also
seeks to promote animal rights have similar information on their page. They argue
that the constricted space for the broilers prevent species-specific behavior. Further,
they contend that one cause of death is starvation because some birds are not taught
to eat on their own which would naturally happen under the guidance of mother hen.
(Animalia 2019a.)

Animalia seeks both members and donations in order to work for animals. The
website has a lot of information on animal welfare. In Animalia’s point of view all
animals have intrinsic value and basic rights, which include the right to act on
species-specific behavioral needs and to take care of their descendant. They claim
that animal value is attach to the benefit received from it: food, fur or the research
usage. Further, feelings are strongly connected to the value, dogs are more valuable
than pigs because of the closer relationship with pets. (Animalia 2019b.) Oikeutta
eläimille have similar goal, they are looking to engage civils, impact on businesses,
reveal animal conditions and influence on attitudes (Oikeutta eläimille 2021b). They
have been recording the conditions of farm animals in order to show how animals
are treated as means of production. Although the pictures may be upsetting, most of
the conditions are legal and normal. (Siltanen 2013.)

Two well-known animal activists who have been filming the conditions have gotten
a judgement for breach of public peace (Hakolehto 2019). One woman also got
judgement for defamation, because she was considered to have been overreacting to
the animal noises and the written Facebook post had false information that the
production animals were mistreated (Eklund 2019). However, a study conducted in
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2010 reveals that 54 % of the Finns do not accept the secret filming of fur and pig
farms. The same study reveals that 86 % of citizens believe very much or somewhat
to the welfare of production animals. (Yle 2010.) In 2019 Animal Welfare Act was
supposed to be renewed but the procession in Parliament was lapsed and the new
proposal is expected to be given in Spring 2021. The goal is to better the welfare of
animals and strengthen the animal welfare controls. (Maa- ja metsätalousministeriö
2020.) When the Animal Welfare Act reform failed in 2019, animal welfare
organizations were pleased, because of controversial issues in the act. The
reformation was claimed to be made based on production conditions. The Chairman
of the Agriculture and Forestry Committee Kalmari was regretful of the reform being
lapsed, since she thought it would have enhanced the freedom of animals, reduce
pain, intensify surveillance and allow species-specific behavior. Kalmari wondered
the opinion of animal welfare organizations and was saddened for them celebrating
that animal welfare is not improving. (Teittinen 2019.) The main idea of veganism is
not to consume any animal-based products or use animals in any way for
entertainment or cosmetics (The Vegan Society 2020b), but the attitudes toward
animal agriculture vary between vegans (Janssen et al. 2016). While most believe
that people should not consume animal products, about a third of respondents did not
oppose animal agriculture (Janssen et al. 2016).

2.2.2

Food consumption in Finland

To understand Finnish eating habits, it is worth looking at previous studies.
According to Jallinoja et al. (2019) the main diet of Finns is a normal diet without
limitations. However, many follow a special diet, with a low-fat diet being the most
popular of them, although the popularity has declined between 2008 and 2012. Prior
to 2012, vegan and vegetarian diets were not alternatives in the survey, but as of
2012, 0,3 % claimed to follow a vegan diet and 1,8 % a vegetarian diet. The
popularity of plant-based diets continued to grow, in 2016 1,1 % followed a vegan
diet and 2,5 % a vegetarian diet. The weight of the respondents was on the older age
group, which may have had a negative effect on the numbers. While special diets
have increased, the popularity of the basic diet has also increased, which is said to be
due to people have a counteraction to trend diets and other new diets that are arising.
(Jallinoja et al. 2019.)
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The exact number of vegans in Finland is not known, but the above-mentioned
numbers can be expected to be quite close. In many previous studies investigating
the plant-based consumption, vegans and vegetarians have been combined into the
same category, making it impossible to distinguish vegans from the group (Jallinoja
et al. 2016). In addition, most studies use self-identification to determine
respondents’ diet, which makes the number unreliable (Vinnari et al. 2008). Studies
reveal that the vegan diet is mostly followed by young women (Jallinoja 2019).
People who follow a plant-based diet tend to appreciate the naturalness and
healthiness of food and take environmental issues into account (Jallinoja et al. 2019).
In addition, plant-based diets are popular among minors, but the popularity has been
declining. In 2001, more than 11 % of girls aged 16 and 18 followed a vegetarian
diet, while less than 2 % of boys in the same age group followed a vegetarian diet.
Approximately 6 % of 12 and 14-year-old girls and 1,5 % of boys followed a
vegetarian diet. In 2013 the percentage of youngsters following plant-based diet
decreased by half. (Parviainen et al. 2016.)

Popularity of special diets has increased among minors (Parviainen et al. 2016.)
which is supported by Jallinoja et. al. (2019) findings. The high consumption of
plant-based diets at the beginning of the century could be explained by the animal
activism in 1990s, which particularly affected fur farms. While many judged the
actions by Finnish activists known as ‘kettutytöt’ youngsters got mobilized. (Ahlroth
2005.) Parviainen et al. (2016) findings support this: in 2001, the main reason for
following a vegetarian diet was ethical and ideological reasons, while in 2013,
preferences, health and wellbeing also emerged in addition to above.

In Finland, meat consumption is the average in Western Europe which is 80–90 kilos.
By comparison, meat consumption in Argentina, Australia, New Zealand and the
United States is over 100 kg per person. Ethiopians, Rwandans and Nigerians
consumed less than 10 kg / person. Meat is a luxury product for low-income
countries, while wealthier countries can afford to eat meat and do not consider it
luxurious. (Ritchie 2019.) Meat consumption has grown steadily to just over 80 kg
per person per year. 2019 was the first year in which meat consumption decreased
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by. Thus, the changes have been observed and meatless diets are slowly gaining
popularity. (Lehto 2018.)

In 2016, 8 per cent of the consumers did not buy meat, compared to 5,3 per cent in
2012. The majority of meatless purchases were in the 17–24 age group, which also
almost doubled in four years to 17,7 per cent. This is supported by the large change
in 55–64-year-olds from 10 % to just under 20 % in meatless households, which may
have children who prefer meatless diet. Young people are claimed to be more aware
and forwards, which can affect the consumption of the whole family. However, lowincome households tend to buy less meat compared to higher income levels. Nearly
41,5 % of meatless households belonged to two lowest income groups. This may
explain why younger people do not buy meat because they are often students or early
in their career and are likely to have low income. In 2016, 25,8 % of meatless
households lived in the Helsinki Metropolitan area and the rest around Finland. The
number decreased by almost 5 % from 2012, indicating that meatless households
have higher growth outside the capital area. The study has limitations: it was done
by analyzing the grocery store recipes over a two-week period, which do not tell if
the household is really meatless. In addition, the study included fish in a meatless
diet. (Lehto 2018.)

Furthermore, positive attitudes towards health and the environment have increased
as the price awareness and value of domestic production have shown a negative
change. (Jallinoja et al. 2019). However, the findings by Helldán and Helakorpi
(2015) claim that Finns may not eat as healthy as Jallinoja et al. (2019) study propose.
The results show that intake of butter increased compared to previous years. In
addition, the intake of vegetable fats, which are healthier choice to butter, and not
even half of the citizens consumed fresh vegetables daily. The proportion of those
who ate fresh vegetables daily was 34 % of men and 51 % of women. Further, the
findings indicate that consumption of animal-based products is high and growing
steadily. (Helldán & Helakorpi 2015.)

Eastern and Northern Finns with a vocational school degree were unlikely to
consume plant-based diets, especially vegan, vegetarian, dairy free or red meat-free
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diets. Those who saw food as a pleasure and meals as a part of being together were
unlikely to follow plant-based diets. (Jallinoja et al. 2019). According to Latvala et
al. (2012) many Finns are not willing to stop consuming meat altogether. Nearly half
of the respondents had no intentions of changing their current eating habits. The other
half had either already gone through a change, was in a process of change or intended
to make a change primarily because of sustainability issues, health issues or animal
issues. The main reason for Finns to reduce meat consumption was health, and this
was reflected especially in increased vegetable consumption. In addition, weight was
a significant factor in reducing meat. However, the desire to maintain weight resulted
in higher chicken consumption. People for whom animal welfare was the primary
reason for reducing meat consumption also caused a decrease in chicken
consumption in addition to red meat. While health and taste preference are the main
reasons for changing consumer consumption habits, other perspectives are also
gaining strength. (Latvala et al. 2012.)

Jallinoja et al. (2016) study reveals that more than 50 % of respondents had never
eaten tofu, soy milk, soymilk products or other soy products, and one-fifth had never
eaten beans. More than 70 % of those who have never eaten beans claimed that they
will not do so in the future. Half of the entire sample group estimated that their
consumption habits will remain the same. Bean consumption is most typical among
educated people aged 25–34 who live in the Helsinki Metropolitan area. To continue,
it was most typical among those who had knowledge of how to prepare dishes from
dried beans and thought beans tastes good. (Jallinoja et al. 2016).

2.2.3

Identity and attitude towards veganism

Costa et al. (2019) found that veganism improved the psychosocial well-being of
young women. The relationship with food was bettered and the focus shifted from
self-centered thinking to altruistic thinking. The participants felt more connected to
animals and social life, but they experienced a disconnection between non-vegans
since they didn’t understand or support the reasons behind veganism. (Costa et al.
2019.) To support this, respondents in the Markowski and Roxburgh (2019) study
who experienced stigma were claimed to respond primarily in three different ways:
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by socially distancing themselves both physically and verbally, by anticipating
stigma and by behaviorally distancing themselves.

According to a study by Rosenfeld (2019), vegans had a more positive feeling for
their diet group than for other diet groups. They also felt that they were assessed
more negatively because of their diet and also rated other people more negatively for
eating meat (Rosenfeld 2019). Vegans are subject to prejudice but are less likely to
experience discrimination and are also seen positively to some measure than other
prejudiced groups. The reason why following a vegan diet influenced other people’s
assessments: people with animal rights as motivation were evaluated most
negatively. (MacInnis & Hodson 2015.)

Chuck et al. (2016) findings suggest that cumulating event that triggers politicized
eating usually occurs because of educational material, exposure to animal cruelty and
from the influence of role models who follow the politicized diet. Diets that are
followed for political reasons mainly do not contain or contain only small amounts
of meat. Politicized eaters perceive their diet as part of their identity and follow a diet
for an average of a year longer than people who follow the same diet but do not
identify themselves as political eater, but only eat in a certain way. (Chuck et al.
2016.) The findings by Hodson and Earle (2018), as the results suggest that
conservatism makes a greater chance of being a former than a current vegetarian or
vegan. This was argued to be due to the following reasons: the reason an individual
avoided meat was not a concern of justice, and they felt socially unsupported when
restricting animal-based foods. (Hodson & Earle 2018.)

Markowski and Roxbugh (2019) discovered that only vegans identified vegans and
veganism with positive characteristics. Vegetarians and omnivores thought that
vegans sought attention as well as felt better than others and brought out veganism
even when it was not needed. Although vegans began to describe veganism in
positive terms, the negative description they thought non-vegans had of them were
accurate. (Markowski & Roxburgh 2019.) The findings of Minson and Monin
(2011), MacInnis and Hodson (2015) and Rosenfeld (2019) also support this. Many
perceived vegetarians in a negative way, and when they were asked in advance to
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think about what vegetarians think of omnivores, vegetarians were seen even more
negatively. The reason for this was that omnivores fear that vegetarians will judge
them, but this perception was exaggerated. Vegetarians look down on the morale of
omnivores, but not as much as they assume. (Minson & Monin 2011.) According to
a study by MacInnis and Hodson (2015) vegans and vegetarians were rated similarly
or more negatively than other generally prejudiced groups. People with a higher
right-wing ideology in particular experienced vegans negatively (MacInnis &
Hodson 2015).

Rosenfeld and Tomiyama (2019) found that nearly half of vegetarian and vegan
respondents had consumed meat occasionally after becoming vegetarians or vegans.
The most common reason for behavior was to avoid uncomfortable social situations.
By consuming meat, they wanted to make the social situations run more smoothly.
These situations usually occurred during family gatherings or when special occasions
were held with a strong connection to cultural identity. In addition, some experienced
that it would not be socially acceptable to eat vegetarian food and not did not want
to be disrespectful to others by eating plant based. For some participants, the reason
for consuming meat was cravings (8 % of the participants) or a desire to taste it (6 %
of the participants). Participants longing for the meat could almost not resist it while
taste-driven participants had more self-control in the decision-making and the choice
was intentional. (Rosenfeld & Tomiyama 2019.)

Vegans are seen differently compared to people who follow other diets. Many find
vegans, especially men, to be less masculine than omnivores. (Ruby & Heine 2011;
Thomas 2016.) Vegans were also perceived more negatively which may serve as a
barrier to veganism (MacInnis & Hodson 2015; Rosenfeld 2019). The findings of
Ruby and Heine (2011) show that both vegetarians and omnivores perceive
vegetarians to be less masculine. In addition to negative assessments, vegetarians
were also found to be more virtuous and have higher morality than omnivores. (Ruby
& Heine 2011.)

A study conducted by Cheah et al. (2020) proposes that attitude towards decreasing
meat consumption have positive impact on intention to decrease meat consumption
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and it may be a stronger factor than the perceived negative factors of consuming
meat. (Cheah et al. 2020). Social norms have significant relationship with consumer
attitudes and intention towards mitigating meat consumption. In addition, perceived
benefits have also significant relationship with intentions and attitudes. Respondents
feel that consuming less meat positively affects their health by less saturated fat
intake, better control of weight and prevent diseases. The study conducted in
Australia indicates that attitude towards mitigating meat consumption positively
effects to intention toward decreasing meat consumption and it may be a stronger
factor than the perceived negative factors of consuming meat. (Cheah et al. 2020.)

The findings by Faber et al. (2020) indicate that attitudes toward PBD are positive,
especially in terms of health, environment and animal welfare. However, the attitudes
perceived towards enjoyment, convenient and cheap in terms of describing vegan
food had significant differences between Spanish, Dutch, Danish and Belgian
respondents. The food culture of the countries could explain the different attitudes,
as in Spain the Mediterranean diet is traditional and popular, while in Belgium and
the Netherlands the share of plant-based products in the diet is lower. In addition,
only Danes experienced a negative attitude towards cheap as an explanatory factor
of a vegan diet. This may be due to the high price level in Denmark, which does not
apply to the other countries. (Faber et al. 2020.)

Highly educated women who support the left are likely to buycott or boycott foods
for ethical, political or environmental reasons in Finland. Around half of respondents
often or occasionally buycott or boycott foods. Although the food choices were made
on the basis of ethics and they actively bought local foods, they were not so eager to
reduce the use of meat or milk. This may be due to altruistic and self-interested
concerns which are the main drivers of consumption motives. In their view, the media
have an important role in making sustainable food either desirable or unlikable. (Niva
& Jallinoja 2018.)

2.2.4

Reasons for and against adopting a vegan diet

Ethical, health and environmental reasons have been found to be the main reasons
why people adopt a vegan diet (Fox & Ward 2008; Timko et al. 2012; Janssen et al.
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2016). Rosenfeld (2019) suggests that vegans are more motivated by external
reasons, personal motivation and moral motivation than vegetarians. Motives differ
between people on how many years they have followed a diet. People with only
animal-related motives were likely to follow the diet for longer than people whose
motives included both animal-related and self-related motives. (Janssen et al. 2016.)
In Finland, the most important barriers to meat consumption have been found to be
taste, nutritional beliefs, familiarity and convenience. Barriers seem to be related to
masculinity, tradition and hierarchies, while increased education, urbanization and
the rising voice of women are factors that reduce meat consumption. (Pohjolainen et
al. 2014.)

Studies by Fox and Ward (2008) and Timko et al. (2012) suggest that the main reason
for people to follow a vegan diet is ethical reasons and health reasons are second.
The results of a study by Fox and Ward (2008) indicate that nearly half of the
respondents had ethical reasons as the primary reason, health reasons being the
second most common, while only 1 % of the respondents reported environmental
reasons as their primary reason. Although environmental reasons were not the
primary motive for adhering to a vegan diet, many respondents lived an
environmentally friendly lifestyle. (Fox and Ward 2008.) Janssen et al. (2016) results
were similar, as nearly 90 % of the respondents mentioned animal-related motives.
Personal well-being is second most motivating factor and environmental motives
third with a response rate of almost 50 % (Janssen et al. 2016). There is a significant
difference with the findings of Fox and Ward (2008), which may be due to the fact
that they studied the primary motives, so the results are not fully comparable.

Consumers from different family stages perceived meat cravings, taste and
nutritional beliefs to be the main reasons for not reducing meat consumption
(Kemper 2020). These findings are supported by Corrin and Papadopoulos (2017),
who discovered that enjoyment of meat, convenience and lack of knowledge were
identified as main barriers to adopting a vegan diet. In addition, Mäkiniemi and
Vainio (2014) studied barriers to environmentally friendly choices and found that the
biggest barriers were considered to be high prices, poor supply, lack of knowledge
and perceived difficulty. Also, Vainio et al. (2016) findings show that price and
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convenience were experienced as barriers to a plant-based diet. Vegetarians have also
been found to perceive fewer barriers than people who followed other diets
(Mäkiniemi & Vainio 2014). However, according to a study by Hodson and Earle
(2018), inconvenience and meat cravings do not play a major role in the decision to
continue eating foods of animal origin, but a more important factor is social support.
The findings of Markowski and Roxburgh (2019) support these because they argue
vegan stigma is a significant barrier.

Women saw high price and poor supply as a higher barrier, while men had disbelief
in climatic effects and wanted to eat the same way as before. The barriers perceived
differed from those that actually prevent people from making climate-friendly
choices. Although price was the most relevant barrier, it was only weakly related to
participants’ food choices. Habit and disbelief had the highest effects on the food
choices, which may be due to people making choices without conscious awareness.
(Mäkiniemi & Vainio 2014.) Consumers attached to meat tend to be positively
associated with meat consumption and show a negative association with willingness
and intention to reduce meat consumption. In addition, they are less willing to
consider changing their eating habits, eat meat more often, have more social pressure
to eat meat and identify themselves as meat eaters or omnivores rather than
vegetarians or vegans. Men in particular tend to be attached to meat in all four
dimensions, which are hedonism, affinity, entitlement and dependence. (Graça et al.
2015.)

There are differences between people who follow a vegan diet depending on their
primary motive. Those who follow a vegan diet for ethical reasons have been
following the diet longer than people who follow it for health reasons. In addition,
the foods consumed vary, people who follow a vegan diet for ethical reasons eat more
sweets, drink more polyphenol beverages and eat less fruit. (Radnitz et al. 2015.)
These results suggest that caution should be exercised when comparing vegans with
different main motives. People at different family lifestyle stages have also been
found to have different motives for reducing meat consumption. Health was
perceived to be on reason at all stages, but each stage also had its additional cause.
According to Kemper (2020), for people over 60 the main reason was lack of
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appetite, in addition to health. Families were motivated by cost, while young adults
were more concerned about environmental issues. (Kemper 2020.) Vainio et al.
(2016) found that differences in motivation are also seen in people who consume
plant-based products in varying amounts. People who consumed soy and beans were
more motivated for environmental, health and weight control reasons than those who
did not consume these foods. Participants who did not use soy and beans also saw
environmental issues, health and weight control as motivators, but price, sociality
and social image was seen as higher motives. (Vainio et al. 2016.)

2.2.5

Sustainable consumption

According to Vanhonacker et al. (2013) people underestimate the ecological impacts
of livestock production. Participants in the study claimed to be aware of their
ecological footprint but felt that other activities such as recycling, and transportation
were more significant factors than meat production. In addition, the study showed
that reducing meat consumption is challenge for many, since meat is still highly
valued, and meat substitutes are seen to be of poorer quality and less healthy,
resulting in people not wanting to try them. The most positively seen changes in favor
of an environmentally friendly diet were the reduction of meat consumption, the use
of meat with lower carbon footprint and the use of sustainably grown or organic meat.
(Vanhonacker et al. 2013.)

The Mediterranean Diet (MD) has been claimed to be a sustainable and
environmentally friendly diet. Benedetti et al. (2018) investigated which factors
determine the higher maintenance of MD. The results indicate that the level of
education has an effect on food consumption and healthy lifestyle play an important
role: people who do sports, eat breakfast and lunch are more likely to follow MD.
Regional and socio-economic differences in MD adherence in Italy suggest that price
n. is a barrier to the diet. (Benedetti et al. 2018.)

2.2.6

Reducing meat consumption

Parviainen et al. (2016) and Benedetti et al. (2018) suggest that importance of health
education and proper product labeling may lead to an increase in plant-based
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consumption. Findings by Vanhonacker et al. (2013) also suggest increased
information from an environmental perspective: consumers should be better
informed about the impact of animal-based products on the climate, as many
underestimates the impact. In order to create a more sustainable food system,
Benedetti et al. (2018) believes that changes should take in place in behavior toward
the environment. The food industry should also respond to the changing dietary
habits to meet the needs of consumers (Parviainen et al. 2016). Changes should also
take place in production and distribution, and in addition, companies and
governments should improve education and knowledge to raise awareness and
educate customers about sustainability. (Benedetti et al. 2018.) The adoption of new
habits can be achieved by changing social norms and settings with new regulations
and taxations (Niva & Jallinoja 2018).

According to Isotalo et al. (2019) plant-based dairy products and social media
messages have a long-term correlation. A research review by Jallinoja (2019) imply
the same: when there was a talk of veganism in social media and the press,
consumption of plant-based diets also increased. General posts on vegan forums had
a stronger relationship with sales than mentions of specific products had. This may
be because people are more interested in the phenomenon which has an impact on
their purchasing decision. The study also found that the Vegan Challenge, which
takes plays every January, has a significant relationship to sales of plant-based dairy
products. (Isotalo et al. 2019.)

Corrin and Papadopoulos (2017) argue that perceived barriers may outweigh
perceived benefits. By lowering barriers, people would believe more in themselves
in order to make changes and providing information could serve as cue to action. The
perceived lack of knowledge barrier could be reduced by providing health promotion
to inform consumers that a plant-based diet contains sufficient nutrients. In addition,
improving the knowledge and providing tools on how to prepare vegan food could
lower barriers. (Corrin & Papadopoulos 2017.) However, Rothgerber (2020) claims
that while knowledge may lead people to change their behavior and consume less
meat, for many it may lead to an increase in meat consumption as people reinforce
their rationale for doing so. Because of the moral complexity of eating meat, people
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don’t want to think about it, and they prefer to ignore it, so they don’t feel negative
when eating animals. (Rothgerber 2020.)

Lifestyle stages also influence methods of reducing meat consumption. Young adults
and families experienced the reduction more as a variation in different dishes and
were more open to make new meatless dishes from other cultures. Older people
replaced red meat with other foods, such as chicken, fish, pasta or potatoes. Families
also tried to reduce the amount of meat in the food by replacing it with vegetables.
(Kemper 2020.) Pohjolainen et al. (2014) suggest that vegetarian food should be
developed closer to omnivores preferences. Many meat substitutes are so similar to
meat that they can be difficult to distinguish. Meat substitutes alleviate perceived
barriers by creating tasty, easy-to-prepare meat-like substitutes with good nutritional
value. (Pohjolainen et al. 2014.)
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3

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS

The research method chosen for this study was a mixed method, which combines
quantitative and qualitative data collection. The assumption of mixed methods
research is that it gives complete understanding of the research problem when the
two approaches are combined. (Creswell 2014.) Of the four variants of mixed
methods research, sequential exploratory mixed methods design was used. It is a
double-phase research design in which one method follows another, in this case a
qualitative method is followed by a quantitative one. The weight of qualitative and
quantitative use of research may be equal or unequal and one method may have a
dominant role in the research, while the other is used to support the dominant
research method. (Saunders et al. 2015.) The dominant method in this research was
a quantitative research method supported by qualitative research method.

There are several reasons for using mixed method design. The advantage of mixed
methods is that it diminishes the limitations of quantitative and qualitative methods
by gaining a better understanding of the context, helping to formulate the questions
and generalizing observations. (Saunders et al. 2015.) In order to get deeper
understanding of the reasons for adopting vegan diet and the attitude towards it, a
suitable approach was found from mixed methods. It was assumed to be the best
method to get accurate answers to the research questions and achieve the research
goal. The purpose of the exploratory sequential method was to use qualitative data to
develop a questionnaire for larger sample group to obtain generalizable results.

In addition to the purpose of gaining a deeper understanding of the context, the aim
was also to test an existing theory. As a result, the approach used was deductive,
which is common in quantitative studies. The process of deductive approach is to
create a hypothesis based on the literature, test it by collecting data, analyze the data
to see whether the hypotheses are correct and explains the casual relationships. The
aim is to generalize the results by testing the theory. (Saunders et al. 2015.) These
issues will be addressed next.

39

3.1 Research context
The thesis was conducted in a vegan context, specifically in Finnish vegan Facebook
groups. The purpose of this research was to gain better understanding of how the
reasons for and against following a vegan diet explain the attitude and continuance
intention. In order to achieve this goal, the questionnaire was intended to be sent to
people from different backgrounds, and on that basis, it was decided to conduct in
Finnish vegan Facebook groups. There are two main types of vegan Facebook groups
in Finland: regional groups and general groups on special topics. Regional Facebook
groups are groups mainly of cities and towns all over Finland, although some smaller
cities are combined into one group, such as “Vegaaninen Kotka-Hamina”. The
number of people in these groups varies from a few dozens of members to thousands.
The main purpose of the groups is to share tips and ask questions about vegan
restaurants, grocery stores, cafes and events in the area. The rules of these groups
vary – some groups have very strict rules that nothing but tips or questions regarding
a particular area should be posted, and others allow more general discussion about
veganism as well.

Although the posts in the groups vary, two main categories can be deduced: where
to find and here you will find. The where to find category includes questions about
restaurant and cafe recommendations in the area, as well as questions about where to
find a particular product. It appears that in most groups, members receive answers to
questions relatively well, as seen in the example post shown in Figure 3 and Figure
4.
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Figure 3. A member of a group asking where a particular product can be found

Translation: Post author: Can you find this anywhere anymore? Feels like all the stores have
stopped selling it. Comment: From Ruohonjuuri (a Finnish grocery store specialized to organic
food, organic cosmetics and health products).
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Figure 4. A member of a group asks for a restaurant recommendation

Translation: Post author: Hi, could you recommend a good sushi restaurant with good vegan
supply? 1st comment: Minato Sushi Helsinki is the best!! 2nd comment (from author): Thank you
for recommendations.

The here you will find category contains tips about products and discounts on certain
stores as well as recommendations for restaurants or products. A variety of things are
recommended, it may be a new product or a restaurant in the area or a product or
restaurant favored by the member. Two example posts are presented in Figure 5 and
Figure 6. Naturally, there are many more topics, but at a glance, these themes seemed
to materialize in all groups.
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Figure 5. A member of a group gives a tip about a discount on a vegan product in a grocery store

Translation: Post author: in Kontula’s K Supermarket above metro station it seems the vegan
minced meat is not selling. 50 cents per pack, last day of use tomorrow, on Monday.
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Figure 6. A member of a group recommends a restaurant that serves vegan food with a home delivery

Translation: Post Author: Thank you ONDA (a restaurant) for once again delivering these
delicacies to my home and even to the whole Helsinki region. I ordered a bit. Luckily, I have a
freezer! Order link: <link here>

The other vegan groups are the general vegan groups, some of which have a specific
theme. Some of these groups and the number of members is show in table 2. The
themes of these groups vary from vegan cooking to vegan sports. As mentioned
before, some groups have stricter rules on what subjects are allowed to be talked
about. Strict rules may be due to the fact that there are numerous Facebook groups
dedicated to different topics so the discussions should fit the theme of the group. To
give one example, the Facebook group Sipsikaljavegaanit states in its rules that only
pictures can be posted in the group and they should only contain vegan junk food
(vegaanista mättöruokaa) roughly translated.
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Table 2. Finnish vegan Facebook groups and the number of members (31st of October 2020)

Group name

The number of
members

Hedelmälihasta - vegaaninen treeniryhmä

8400

Paskaa vegaaniruokaa ravintoloissa

12300

Sipsikaljavegaanit

60300

Vapaamieliset vegaanit

7700

Vegaani

12500

Vegaaninen fodmap - tietoa, reseptejä ja
ajatuksenvaihtoa

9000

Vegaaniset kasvisruuat

41200

Vegaaniset ruokareseptit

4200

Vegaanituotteet

11400

Translation of these groups from the first: From fruit flesh – vegan training group, Shi*ty vegan
food in the restaurants, Chip beer vegans, Liberal vegans, Vegan, Vegan fodmap – information,
recipes and exchange of ideas, Vegan vegetarian dishes, Vegan food recipes and Vegan products.

Some group admins forbade posting the questionnaire to the group because it did not
specifically address the topic of the group. In addition, group rules guide people to
ask tips and questions to other relevant groups instead of that group. There are many
Facebook groups for different topics and needs in addition to diet and consumption,
so the right themed group for certain questions and support is relatively easy to find.
However, it can be difficult to draw a line between allowed and forbidden topics
because, for example in the case of regional groups a member can ask for
recommendations for specific products found in the area.

Most of these vegan groups are relatively active, especially general groups with
specific topics. Dozens of posts are sent to some groups a day, which can result in
messages disappearing from the stream and not being seen by many. However, the
personal opinion of the author is that the existence of such groups is welcomed, and
it has an important place for information retrieval and interaction with others with
the same interest. Many other seems to agree, as in few months the number of
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members of many groups has grown by thousands. Thus, it can be said that these
groups are a one big community where people help each other.

3.2 Theoretical framework and hypothesis
This chapter comprehensively presents the theoretical framework of the thesis will
be presented in more detail and the hypotheses of the study. Figure 7 displays the
individual variables of the theoretical framework as well as the assumed hypotheses.
All of these hypotheses are explained individually below.

Figure 7. The research model with hypotheses

3.2.1

Attitude and continuance intention

Attitude toward behavior is assumed to influence that behavior (Westaby 2005). As
mentioned, in this thesis, the behavior variable is continuance intention. Both Ryan
and Casidy (2018) and Tandon et al. (2020) examined the consumption of organic
food using BRT and revealed that attitude has a positive effect on purchase
intentions. From a meat reduction perspective, Cheah et al. (2020) findings suggest
that attitudes toward decreasing meat consumption have a positive impact on the
intention to reduce meat consumption. Therefore, the hypothesis is as follows:

H1 Attitude towards veganism is associated with continuance intention of a vegan
diet
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3.2.2

Reasons for, reasons against and continuance intention

According to the BRT, the reasons for and against behavior are assumed to influence
attitudes toward behavior (Westaby 2005). Previous studies of the vegan diet have
found that ethical, health and environmental reasons have been driving people to
adopt a vegan diet (Fox & Ward 2008; Timko et al. 2012; Janssen et al. 2016). Since
the research variable uses continuance intention to measure behavior, the hypotheses
are defined as follows:

H2a Animal rights as a reason for a vegan diet is associated with continuance
intention
H2b Health reasons as a reason for a vegan diet is associated with continuance
intention

In terms of reasons against vegan diet, taste and convenience have been found to be
the biggest barriers to adopting a vegan diet in Finland (Pohjolainen et al. 2014). The
findings of Corrin and Papadopoulos (2017) and Kemper (2020) supports this, as
they discovered that enjoyment of meat and convenience were among the main
barriers. In their study, Rosenfeld and Tomiyama (2019) found that some vegans had
violated their diet because of meat cravings or a desire to taste meat. BRT postulates
that the reasons against contextual behavior correspond to the attitude towards the
behavior itself (Westaby 2005). Therefore, these hypotheses were formed:

H3a Taste as a reason against a vegan diet is negatively associated with continuance
intention
H3b Convenience as a reason against a vegan diet is negatively associated with
continuance intention

3.2.3

Reasons for, reasons against and attitude

Reasons are presumed to act as an important antecedent to attitude towards behavior
(Westaby 2005). Faber et al. (2020) findings indicate that attitudes towards plantbased diets are positive, especially in terms of health, environment and animal
welfare. The findings of Markowski and Roxbugh (2019) suggest that vegans
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identify vegans and veganism with positive characteristics. Cheach et al. (2020)
proposes that perceived benefits have an effect on attitudes toward behavior, in this
case, on reducing meat consumption. Thus, the following hypotheses were created:

H4a Animal rights as a reason for a vegan diet is associated with positive attitude
towards a vegan diet
H4b Health reasons as a reason for a vegan diet is associated with positive attitude
towards a vegan diet

BRT suggest that people use reasons as a means to justify and defend their actions,
which helps to promote and protect their self-worth (Westaby 2005). Faber et al.
(2020) study investigated people’s attitudes toward plant-based diets in terms of taste
and convenience in four countries. The results suggest that the taste-related attitude
towards PBD was perceived predominantly neutral in all countries. For convenience,
however, the attitudes toward PBD were negative or neutral. (Faber et al. 2020.)
Therefore, the following hypotheses were formed:

H5a Taste as a reason against a vegan diet is associated with negative attitude
towards a vegan diet
H5b Convenience as a reason against a vegan diet is associated with negative
attitude towards a vegan diet
3.2.4

Beliefs, reasons for, reasons against and attitude

Values and beliefs are expected to influence reasons for, reasons against and attitudes
toward certain behavior (Westaby 2005). In this theoretical framework, beliefs are
selected as the explanatory variable value. Context-specific beliefs are expected to
serve as fundamental precedents for attitudes toward behavior and intentions
(Westaby 2005). Beliefs in this thesis are the believed stigma people have against a
vegan diet. A study by Markowski and Roxbugh (2019) revealed that vegans
correctly interpreted the negative descriptions of them by vegetarians and omnivores.
It was assumed that beliefs have an effect on reasons and attitudes, which is
consistent with the theoretical proposition (Westaby 2005). Therefore, the
hypotheses were formed on the basis of previous literature and are as follows:
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H6a Beliefs are positively associated with animal rights as a reason for adopting a
vegan diet
H6b Beliefs are positively associated with health reason as a reason for adopting a
vegan diet
H7a Beliefs are associated with taste as a reason against a vegan diet
H7b Beliefs are associated with convenience as a reason against a vegan diet
H8 Beliefs are positively associated with attitude towards a vegan diet

3.3 Methods of data collection
As mentioned above, mixed methods were used in the thesis and therefore qualitative
data and quantitative data were collected separately. Both the qualitative and
collection process is explained below.

3.3.1

Qualitative data collection

To achieve a comprehensive understanding of the topic, qualitative data collection
was compiled through semi-structured interviews. These types of interviews have a
common theme and key questions for all interviewees, but specific questions, the
number of questions and the order of the questions may vary depending on the
interviews. The advantage of semi-structured interview is that it provides a better
understanding of the reasons behind the attitudes and opinions of the interviewees
(Saunders et al. 2015). The sample group consisted of three different dietary groups:
vegans, vegetarians and omnivores, and the division between these groups was based
on self-identification of the interviewees regarding the diet they follow. For some
interviewees, identification was challenging, but most identified themselves without
hesitation into one of these groups. As groups were divided on the basis of the
interviewees’ self-identification, it should be noted that the division not necessarily
correspond to the actual distribution based on the food consumed by the individuals.
Interviewees were collected from the author’s close circle as well as from her
personal social media account. Especially vegan interviewees were collected through
social media as well as acquaintances. A total of 38 interviews were conducted, of
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which 10 were vegans, 13 were vegetarians and 15 were omnivores. Thirteen of the
interviewees were men and 23 women, with an age distribution of 18–43 and an
average age 27,25 years. Most, if not all, were from the Helsinki Metropolitan area.
All interviews were conducted in Finnish and held either in person or by phone. The
English translation and the interview questions in Finnish can be found in Appendix
I. Interviews were recorded, after which each of them was transcribed individually,
first in Finnish and then translate into English. The interviews were collected
between 11 February 2020 and 22 March 2020.

3.3.2

Quantitative data collection

Quantitative data for this study were collected using a questionnaire. Questionnaires
are useful when trying to identify attitudes and opinions in a larger scale (Saunders
et al. 2015). Although the questionnaires can be used as a mere data collection tool,
they can also be used together with another method (Saunders et al. 2015), as in this
case. Creating questionnaires can be quite difficult as it needs to meet several
objectives. The questionnaire must answer the research questions and objectives of
the study. In addition, the questions must be worded such a way that everyone
understands them in the same way. (Creswell 2014.) The draft questionnaire was first
formed in English (see Appendix III) and then translated into Finnish. Ten of all
dietary groups from the qualitative interviewees pre-tested the survey two days prior
the posting date and based on the feedback, small changes were made to the final
survey.

Quantitative data were collected through Finnish vegan Facebook groups, which
included the two types of groups because of efficiency and convenience: people can
be reached in a short time across the country in a group of common interest. After
joining 40 Finnish vegan groups on Facebook, admins were contacted for permission
to post a survey to the group. A relatively large proportion of admins, 12 respectively,
did not respond to the author’s proposition, probably because the functionality of
Facebook is that messages go to the “other inbox” if the two people are not friends
on Facebook. Most likely this was the situation and the messages sent by the author
did not reach these admins, so they did not respond. In addition, two admins did not
allow the survey to be posted because they considered it irrelevant to members of the
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group. 26 admins gave permission, but six of them never posted the questionnaire,
so eventually 20 groups participated in the questionnaire (see Appendix II), which
was posted to the group by either author or the admin. The questionnaire was posted
on November 16, 2020 and closed on November 23, 2020. The first reminder to
respond to the survey was made by commenting on the survey post three days before
and the second on the same day the survey closed.

The type of survey used was a self-completed questionnaire made on the Google
Forms platform and sent to the groups via an online link. The questions and
statements of the questionnaire were mainly formed from qualitative data but were
also supported by previous literature. A total of 1854 people responded to the survey.
The survey had two pathways depending on the respondent’s diet, which were
determined by the first two questions. Following the diet questions, the questionnaire
contained total of 100 questions or statements, of which 73 statements were measured
on a 5-point Likert scale (1 “strongly disagree” and 5 “strongly agree”) and 27
questions were measured with yes or no or multiple-choice options.

The first path (see Appendix IV) was for people who either followed a vegan diet at
the time, or for people who had ever followed a vegan diet for more than a month.
The other path was for people who had never followed a vegan diet. Both paths had
the same questions and statements, but from a different perspective, meaning that the
difference between these paths was in the formation of the beginning of the
statements. For reasons of adhering to a vegan diet, vegans were asked to answer
from their perspective, while people on the other path were asked to respond as
assumptions about how vegans think and vice versa for reasons against following a
vegan diet. Respondents who had never followed a vegan diet, 346 respectively, were
excluded from the data analysis of measurement model and structural model, which
included 1508 responses from the vegan diet path, while descriptive statistics
included all responses.
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3.4 Methods of data analysis
This section presents methods used for analyzing qualitative and quantitative data
which were gathered from the interviews and the survey.

3.4.1

Qualitative data

Each interview was recorded and transcribed, which was initiated during the
interview process. Finnish transcriptions were translated into English, which was
used as the main language of the analysis. Data were categorized based on previous
literature and the conclusions of the author. Some of the categories were predefined,
but some emerged as the analysis progressed. The predetermined constructs were
reasons for and reasons against. Although the categories were determined when
evaluating the data, some of them were predicted to be relevant based on the previous
literature. The data were classified into 36 different categories that were divided
between these two predetermined constructs. The categories were formed in a
deductive manner, meaning that categories are evaluated to determine whether
themes are supported, or additional information is needed (Creswell 2014). In this
case, based on qualitative interviews, only the most mentioned categories were
selected for the survey. Some categories were excluded mainly for these reasons: the
limited length of the survey and the low mention of these categories, which could
have implied that the support of these categories was not strong, and that more
information was needed. Although some of the categories were left out, some of the
categories included in the questionnaire were present in both pre-determined
constructs, such as convenience, attitude towards veganism and taste.

3.4.2

Quantitative data

Quantitative data from the online survey were saved on the author’s personal
computer. Data were analyzed using two data analysis software: SPSS 25 and AMOS
25. In the analyzes, a two-step procedure was implemented, starting with the
measurement model and following with the structural model. The purpose of the
analyzes was to discover the association of the reasons (for and against) to beliefs,
attitudes, and continuance intentions of the vegan diet. The framework of this thesis
was created on the basis of previous studies and the validity was tested in the
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prevailing context using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Different forms of
construct validity and reliability was examined using a measurement model.
Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to determine whether there are
significant associations between the study variables. Participant profiles were
analyzed using descriptive statistics to answer the sub-research question and provide
a comprehensive background for the results. The constructs were delimited during
the analyses to gain an in-depth understanding of the associations. The theoretical
framework used the most valid construct: Animal rights and health reasons as a
reason for, convenience and taste as a reason against and beliefs as a construct of
value/belief.

3.5 Reliability and validity
Numerous things can affect the reliability and validity of a study. This chapter
investigates the potential impacts on the reliability and validity of research. The
thesis used a mixed method that has a positive effect on validity. Due to the method
used, both qualitative and quantitative methods are examined separately.

3.5.1

Qualitative data

Reliability can be divided into two aspects: internal and external reliability. Internal
reliability is described as the coherence of the research process such as taking notes
on how data is coded, analyzed and interpreted. (Saunders et al. 2015.) The internal
validity of this study was enhanced by recording all steps in detail. The data was
analyzed consistently and interpreted in the same way throughout the process, as the
author was the only researcher and the only one who processed the data.

External reliability seeks to determine whether the research can be replicated with
consistent findings. The reliability of the study may be threatened by the bias of
participants and researchers. Researcher bias refers to when the interviewer’s
questions, answers and gestures affect the respondent’s answers to the questions. The
bias of the interviewees, on the other hand, means the respondents’ perceptions of
the interviewer. (Saunders et al. 2015.) In this study, researcher bias may have
occurred because most of the qualitative interviews were conducted over the phone
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and no gestures were seen. However, the author made little to no comments during
the interviews, so it is unlikely that the interviewees were influenced by biased
wording and gestures. Thus, the author was the only interviewer and she also
interpreted the responses herself. This causes the author to be biased when reporting
the responses of interviews, she conducted herself. Yet, the thesis supervisor
reviewed the results which reduces the risk.

On the other hand, the bias of the interviewee may have been due to the fact that most
of the qualitative interviewees knew the author and had insights into her thoughts in
this context, which may have influenced the responses. In addition, the knowing most
respondents may have influenced how they described their thoughts on the topic, and
they could have done it either embellished or blunted. (Saunders et al. 2015.) This
bias was unlikely to occur because the qualitative interviews were relatively short
with only a few questions.

Validity and credibility can be improved by using qualitative interviews to gain a
better understanding of the topic (Saunders et al. 2015), although not entirely
successfully. External validity, which is also often measured by generalizability or
transferability in qualitative studies, may be a risk because the sample size is often
relatively small (Saunders et al. 2015) In this study, the risk was mitigated by
grouping the sample of from three different diet group: omnivorous, vegetarian and
vegan, for a total of 38 people. However, the qualitative sample group was collected
mainly from authors’ close circle, with the exception of vegan interviewees, who
were collected through the author’s social media. Nevertheless, the sample of
qualitative interviews was not random and had an impact on the validity of the study.

3.5.2

Quantitative data

The validity can be divided into three parts: construct validity, content validity and
criterion validity. Construct validity infers the extent to which questionnaire
construct measure what they were intended to measure. Content validity refers to the
extent to which a measurement instrument covers research questions. Criterion
validity measures how well the indicators used predict accurate outcomes. (Saunders
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et al. 2015.) By introducing the measures used in previous academic studies, the
criterion validity was addressed.

Discriminant and convergent validation were used to determine the construct
validity. Table 3 shows the discriminant validation which ensures that constructs that
are not related to each other do not correlate with each other. In addition, matrix
values should meet the requirements to demonstrate validity. In the study, the content
validity has been addressed by conducting a comprehensive literature review.
However, the content validity may have been affected by the wording of questions,
as feedback indicated that some respondents did not understand the questions as
intended. Further, the quantitative study was relatively long, which may have
affected the response rate. In terms of criterion validity, the values of the validity
diagonal must be large enough and well above zero. In addition, the values of average
variance extracted (AVE) should be greater than 0,50 (Fornell & Larcker 1981). The
correlation values between any two pairs should be equal to or less than the square
root of the AVE for each construct (Fornell & Larcker 1981). Confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) was performed to determine the validity of convergence and
divergent. (Campbell & Fiske 1959).

Reliability refers to the consistency of a measure and can be assessed by test-retest
and internal consistency. The test-retest can be performed by testing the
questionnaire twice under similar conditions to detect correlation. The test-retest may
be performed by an alternative method comprising similar set of variations of the
same questions to compare the answers. (Saunders et al. 2015.) The latter method
was used in this study. However, the questionnaire was pre-tested with 10 individuals
who were part of the qualitative sample group. The pre-testing group could have been
more diverse and contain people who had not been part of the qualitative sample
group. Composite reliability (CR) was calculated when performing CFA to test the
internal consistency of the constructs. The value for CR should be greater than 0,70
in order to be accepted (Nunnally 1978).

In addition, the generalizability can be improved by using a pre-existing theory
(Saunders et al. 2015) that was implemented in this research. Further, the risk of
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external validity was mitigated because the quantitative sample size was relatively
large. The questionnaire was conducted through Facebook, so the quantitative
sample can be said to be random, which compensates the limitation of the qualitative
sample group and has a positive effect on the reliability of the study. Although the
research was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic, it probably did not affect
the respondent’s perception of a vegan diet but creating similar conditions can be
difficult in order to replicate the study.
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4

FINDINGS

The chapter focuses on the findings of quantitative data analysis, while the previous
chapter explained the previous parts of the process: data collection and analysis. In
particular, the demographic background of the participants is displayed. In addition,
a measurement model is presented to verify the reliability and validity of the thesis.
The structural model demonstrates the variance and relationships between the
variables. Lastly, all hypotheses are discussed.

4.1 Demographic background of the participants
The demographic background of the participants was examined to better understand
the profile of the respondents. As shown in Figure 8, more than half of the 1854
respondents followed a vegan diet, a quarter a vegetarian diet and 12 % an
omnivorous diet. The remaining 6 % answered to an open-ended question and the
author arranged answers into these diets: flexitarian, plant-based, nearly vegan or
other. As can be seen, mainly these remaining diets were some kind of plant-based
diets with a few exceptions. It seems that many were honest in identifying themselves
and reported if they did not fully follow a vegan or a vegetarian diet. However, it is
not possible to know on what basis people identify themselves and how many of the
respondents chose one of the predetermined diets but do not follow it completely.

Respondents' diet
1%

2%

25%

Flexitarian
Plant-based
Vegetarian
Nearly vegan
Other

57%

2%
1%

Omnivore
Vegan

12%

Figure 8. Respondents’ diet
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Although 56 % of respondents follow a vegan diet, nearly half of those who follow
other diets have in the past followed a vegan diet for more than a month, as shown
in Figure 9. A quarter of respondents have decided to stop following a vegan diet for
unknown reason and nearly 20 % have never tried to eat vegan. However, all
respondents are on some vegan Facebook group, so it can be concluded that they are
somehow interested in a vegan diet.

Whether the respondent has ever followed a
vegan diet
19%

No
Yes
56%

Currently vegan

25%

Figure 9. Distribution of respondents following a vegan diet

More than half of the respondents were between 18 and 30 years old, as shown in
Figure 10. In addition, the majority respondents were women, 85 %, respectively.
Only 10 % were men, while the rest categorized themselves as other (3 %) or did not
want to say (2 %). The results are supported by previous studies showing that vegans
and vegetarians tend to be young women (Jallinoja 2019). A very small proportion
of respondents were minors, but this can be explained by the fact that Facebook use
has decreased dramatically among young Finns, leaving the use rate below 55 % of
the age group. (Weissenfelt et al. 2019.)
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Age distribution of respondents
1%

1%

7%
18-30

14%

31-40
41-50
51%

51-64
65+

26%

Under 18

Figure 10. Age distribution of respondents

Without ambiguity, the majority of respondents had monthly incomes below 1500 €
before taxes, as Figure 11 shows. Only 12 % of respondents had an income of over
3500 € per month. In 2019, the average income of employees in the private sector in
Finland was 3764 € and the median 3350 €. The difference between the median of
women and men was almost 1000 €, while men earned 3777 € and women 2972 €.
(Suomen virallinen tilasto 2019.) The lower income level of women may explain the
results of the study, but surprisingly many, 66 % of the respondents are below the
median income level. One of the perceived barriers to meatless diets has been price
(Mäkiniemi & Vainio 2014; Vainio et al. 2016), so based on these observations, it
can be assumed that price does not prevent following a vegan diet. The highest level
of education completed by the respondents was fairly evenly distributed. 38 % of the
respondents had completed a lower university degree (bachelor’s degree), 35 % had
completed an upper secondary education (high school or vocational school) and 21
% of the respondents had completed a master’s degree. Only 3 % of respondents had
completed the lowest level (comprehensive school) of education as their highest
degree and the same number had completed the highest level (post-graduate degree).
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Respondents' monthly income
4%
24%

1500-2499 €
2500-3499 €
3500-4499 €

42%

Under 1500 €
Over 4500 €
22%

8%

Figure 11. Respondents’ monthly income

The majority of respondents lived in larger cities, as shown in Figure 12. A relatively
small proportion of respondents lived in a countryside (5 %) or in a smaller
agglomeration or municipality with less than 20 000 inhabitants. The respondents’
place of residence was divided between municipalities as follows: 34 % lived in
Uusimaa, 14 % in Pirkanmaa, 12 % in Varsinais-Suomi and 6 % in Keski-Suomi. All
of these municipalities have big cities, such as Helsinki, Tampere, Turku and
Jyväskylä. The remaining respondents lived either in other municipalities in Finland
or abroad, 0–4% of the respondents lived in these above-mentioned places. Probably
the majority of respondents living in Uusimaa live in Helsinki Metropolitan Area,
which supports the findings of previous studies (Jallinoja et al. 2016; Laitinen &
Vuorio 2019). In addition, the household size of the respondents was mainly two
people (44 %), or they lived alone (33 %). Three-person households accounted for
11 % of the respondents and 8 % lived in a four-person household. The rest of the
respondents lived in five-person household (3 %) or in household of at least six
people (1 %).
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Place of residence of the respondents

5%
6%

Country side (sparsely
populated area)
A smaller agglomeration or
municipality (less than 20 000
inhabitants)
29%

60%

Small or medium-sized town or
municipality (20 000–100 000
inhabitants)
Big city (more than 100 000
inhabitants)

Figure 12. Place of residence of the respondents

4.2 Measurement model
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to ensure the validity and
reliability of the measurement model. The results showed that the CFA model had
good model fit (X2/df =2,355, CFI=0,973, TLI= 0,966, RMSEA= 0,036). The values
of composite reliability (CR) should be greater than 0,70 (Nunnally 1978) and as
shown in Table 3, this was achieved. Average variance extracted (AVE) values
should exceed the figure 0,50 (Fornell & Larcker 1981), which was the case in this
research. These results suggest that the constructs are within the recommended
threshold values, indicating that convergent validity is sufficient. Moreover, the
value of the correlation between any of the two study constructs was less than the
square root of the AVE for each of these constructs, suggesting that the variables
provide sufficient discriminant validity (Fornell & Larcker 1981).
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Table 3. Standard deviations, validity and reliability of study variables

CR

AVE

MSV

AR

HR

TASA

CVA

CI

ATTF

AR

0.780

0.545

0.057

0.738

HR

0.874

0.638

0.030

-0.074

0.799

TASA

0.753

0.506

0.221

0.001

0.015

0.712

CVA

0.792

0.562

0.221

-0.069

-0.017

0.470

0.750

CI

0.797

0.567

0.161

0.223

0.071

-0.146

-0.134

0.753

ATTF

0.861

0.757

0.161

0.238

0.174

0.017

-0.112

0.401

0.870

BF

0.793

0.561

0.042

0.120

0.095

0.205

0.063

0.013

0.047

BF

0.74

Notes
CR = Composite reliability, AVE = Average variance explained, MSV = Maximum shared variance,
AR = Animal rights (reason for 1), HR = Health reasons (reason for 2), TASA = Taste (reason against
1), CVA = Convenience (reason against 2) CI = Continuance intention, ATTF = Attitude, BF = Beliefs

4.3 Structural model
SEM returned a good model fit (X2/df =3,207, CFI=0,954, TLI= 0,945,
RMSEA=0,045). Figure 13 presents the research model used to explain the variance
of the independent variables. Regarding reasons for following a vegan diet, the
research model explained 1,3 % of the variance in animal rights and 0,9 % of the
variance in health reasons. The reasons against the vegan diet, on the other hand,
were explained by a model with 4,5 % of the variance in taste and 0,6 % of the
variance in convenience. The research model explained the two remaining
constructs, participants’ attitudes toward vegan diet with 11 % and participants’
continuance intention with 19,6 % variance.
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Figure 13. The results of the structural model

The structural model presented in Figure 13 shows that there were both significant
and insignificant relationships between the variables studied. The next section
examines the relationships and associations between variables and addresses the
hypotheses.

Attitudes toward the vegan diet were positively associated with continuance intention
(β = .37***) suggesting that respondents with a positive attitude towards the vegan
diet had a greater intention to continue following the vegan diet. In contrast, people
with negative attitudes toward a vegan diet were less likely to continue to follow a
vegan diet. These findings confirm that H1 is supported.

Moving forward on how reasons for associate with attitude and continuance
intention. Animal rights as a reason for had a significant relationship with attitude (β
= .24***) and continuance intention (β = .14***). In practice, this means that
participants who are motivated to follow a vegan diet by animal rights are more
positive about vegan diet and are more likely to intend to continue the diet. Health
reasons, as the other reason for, had both a significant relationship and a positive
association with attitude (β = .19***), but an insignificant relationship with
continuance intention. The result suggests that people whose reason for following a
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vegan diet is health reasons have positive attitude towards veganism, but it has no
association on their intention to continue following a vegan diet. Based on these
results, reasons for vegan diet are positively associated with attitude, so H4a and H4b
are supported, but because only one of the reasons influences the continuance
intention, only H2a is supported and H2b is not.

The results of the relationship between reasons against and continuance intention are
similar to the above. Taste, as the other reasons against, had a significant relationship
and a negative association with continuance intention (β = -.14***), meaning that
participants who considered taste as a reason against following a vegan diet tend to
have a weaker intention to continue following a vegan diet. Convenience, on the
other hand, showed an insignificant relationship with continuance intention (β = .04), meaning that no association was found between people who thought
convenience as a reason not to follow a vegan diet and their intention to continue a
vegan diet. Therefore, reasons against are only partially related with continuance
intention, and H3a is supported and H3b is not.

The reasons against the vegan diet had similar differences when looking at the
relationship and association to attitude and continuance intention. Convenience,
other reason against, had a significant relationship with attitude (β = -.11***) and
was negatively associated with it, as expected. However, an insignificant relationship
(β = .06) was observed between the taste, other reason against, and attitude towards
the vegan diet. In practice, this means that respondents who see convenience as
reason for not following a vegan diet are more negative about a vegan diet. In
addition, no association was found between taste, as reason against, and the attitude
towards a vegan diet. The reasons against following a vegan diet are only partially
related with attitudes toward a vegan diet because there was no significant
relationship between taste as reason against and attitude. This said, H5b is supported,
but H5a is not.

A relationship was found between beliefs and reasons for a vegan diet. Beliefs had a
slightly stronger association with animal rights (β = .12**) than health reasons (β =
.09**). This means that participants who felt the stigma of a vegan diet generally
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chose animal rights and health reasons to follow a vegan diet. To be more precise,
animal rights were more often seen as a reason to follow a vegan diet. That being
said, H6a and H6b are confirmed.

Lastly, the relationships between beliefs and reasons against and attitude is stated.
Beliefs had a significant relationship with reasons against, but the association
between taste (β = .21***) and convenience (β = .08*) was positive. The results
suggest that participants who thought there was a stigma against a vegan diet agree
that taste and convenience are reasons against vegan food. More specifically, people
who thought beliefs existed more often perceived taste as a reason against than
convenience.
Beliefs had an insignificant relationship with attitude (β =-.004) meaning belief in a
stigma of a vegan diet did not affect attitude towards a vegan diet. Although the
finding is surprising, as the theory and previous studies support the view that value
(belief) has a positive association to attitudes toward behavior in a particular context
(Westaby 2005). In this thesis, however, the construct measured whether people
believe that a stigma to the vegan diet exists, so there may be more differences in
how this affects attitude. Therefore, H8 is not supported but H7a and H7b are
supported.
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Table 4. Results of hypothesis testing

Hypothesis

Path

β

Significance

Supported

H1
H2a
H2b
H3a
H3b
H4a
H4b
H5a
H5b
H6a
H6b
H7a
H7b
H8

ATTF -> CI
AR -> CI
HR -> CI
TASA -> CI
CVA -> CI
AR -> ATTF
HR -> ATTF
TASA -> ATTF
CVA -> ATTF
BE -> AR
BE -> HR
BE -> TASA
BE -> CVA
BE -> ATTF

.37
.14
.02
-.14
-.04
.24
.19
.06
-.11
.12
.09
.21
.08
-.004

<0.001
<0.001
NA
<0.001
NA
<0.001
<0.001
NA
<0.001
<0.01
<0.01
<0.001
<0.05
NA

YES
YES
NO
YES
NO
YES
NO
YES
YES
YES
NO

Notes
BE = Beliefs, AR = Animal rights, HR = Health reasons, TASA = Taste, CVA = Convenience, ATTF
= Attitude, CI = Continuance intention

Table 4 above shows the relationships of the eight hypotheses, six of which have two
parts. Contrary to hypotheses, four of the relationships were insignificant. However,
while the results were somewhat surprising, these results provide an important
insight into consumer behavior in the context of a vegan diet.
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5

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter summarizes the thesis by addressing all the research questions presented
in the first chapter. The following topics are then presented, which are the theoretical
contributions and practical implications of this thesis. Finally, the thesis is concluded
by addressing the limitations that takes us to further research proposals.

5.1 Summary
In this thesis, consumer behavior in the context of Finnish vegan Facebook groups
was studied. The aim was to find out how a new behavior theory called BRT can
explain how the reasons for and against following a vegan diet affect consumption
behavior. The theoretical framework was modified to suit the context, and therefore
the behavioral variable chosen was the intention to continue to follow a vegan diet.
In addition, the variables for both reasons (for and against) were limited to two:
animal rights and health reasons as reasons for, and taste and convenience as reasons
against following a vegan diet. As mentioned, BRT is a relatively new theory that
posed some challenges to the research, which will be examined in more detail later.
This study was the first to apply the BRT to food consumption in Finland according
to the author’s knowledge. The findings revealed that reasons for and against
following a vegan diet tend to have a stronger association to attitudes than to the
continuance intention. Nonetheless, attitudes toward the vegan diet had, as expected,
a significant relationship with the continuance intention.

To summarize the findings, the main research question and three research subquestions of the study are addressed. The main research question was: ”How does
Behavioral reasoning theory explain consumption behavior of consumers in vegan
Facebook groups?”. Three research sub-questions (RQs) were formed as follows.
RQ1: What is the demographic background of the participants in the vegan Facebook
groups? RQ2: How do the reasons (for and against), attitude and continuance
intention associate with each other? RQ3: How do beliefs associate with attitude and
reasons (for and against)?
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Regarding on how the reasons for and against the vegan diet relate to attitude and
continuance intention (RQ2), the hypotheses were that there is an association
between these, but the findings were somewhat inconsistent. Animal rights and
health reasons as reasons for following a vegan diet were positively associated with
attitude towards the vegan diet (RQ2). Both reasons for have been found to be drivers
of a vegan diet in numerous studies (Fox & Ward 2008; Timko et al. 2012; Janssen
et al. 2016), so results were expected. However, the association between the reasons
for and the continuance intention was found to be only between animal rights and
continuance intention (RQ2). This may be due to the fact that animal rights are
external motivators, while health reasons are internal. Nutritional recommendations
can be expected to change constantly as we receive new information that may affect
an individual’s well-being. The desire to cause as little harm to animals as possible
can be expected to remain the same even as the years go by.

Further, the convenience, as reason against, had a negative association with attitudes
toward a vegan diet as expected (RQ2), but there was no association with taste. One
possible reason may be that people understand what vegan food tastes like and
therefore it has no impact on attitude, while convenience is seen as a barrier that
creates negative attitude towards veganism because the diet is believed to be too
laborious. From a continuance intention point of view, only taste as a reason against
had a negative impact on it (RQ2). The reason for this may be that people crave meat,
as Rosenfeld and Tomiyama (2019) noted in their study. In addition, convenience
may also have no effect on continuance intention, as the greatest discomfort has been
experienced already at the beginning of the vegan diet journey. Attitudes towards the
vegan diet had a positive impact on continuance intention, as expected from previous
BRT studies (Ryan & Casidy 2018; Tandon et al. 2020).

Beliefs were found to be positively related to both reasons for and reasons against
following a vegan diet (RQ3). Surprisingly, there was no association between beliefs
and attitudes toward the vegan diet (RQ3), which was not in line with the BRT, as
context-specific beliefs were expected to serve as antecedents for attitudes toward
behavior (Westaby 2005). A previous study by Markowski and Roxburgh (2019)
reveals that vegans are able to interpret how omnivores think of them, which could
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explain that people know that stigma against a vegan diet exists, but it has no have
affect on vegans’ attitudes toward a vegan diet.

In terms of relationship strengths, the reasons for adopting a vegan diet had a stronger
association with both attitude and continuance intention than with reasons against.
The findings are logical because the study was conducted on vegan Facebook groups,
and members are likely to have more positive feelings about veganism. The results
are also consistent with Cheah et al. (2020) study, which argues that a positive
attitude may have a stronger impact on behavior than what reasons against has.
People who believed that a stigma against vegan diet exists and have animal rights
as a reason to follow a vegan diet tend to be most positive about the vegan diet and
intent to continue the diet, as Chuck et al. (2016) findings support. The taste did not
affect attitude, but it had as strong association with the continuance intention as
animal rights as the reason for had with it. Previous studies have revealed that people
consider taste as one of the biggest barriers to a vegan diet (Pohjolainen, Vinnari &
Jokinen 2014; Corrin & Papadopoulos 2017; Kemper 2020) and meat cravings are
one of the reasons why people violate their diet (Rosenfeld & Tomiyama 2019). In
terms of beliefs, people who believed in the existence of vegan stigma believe that
taste is a stronger reason than convenience. From the point of view of reasons for,
animal rights had a slightly stronger association with beliefs than with health reasons.

Regarding the demographic background of the participants (RQ1), the majority of
the respondents were women and lived in one- or two-person household in either the
larger cities of Uusimaa, Pirkanmaa, Varsinais-Suomi or Keski-Suomi. Half of the
respondents were between 18 and 30 years old. These findings are not surprising, as
previous studies show that young women are most likely to follow a vegan diet
(Jallinoja 2019; Jallinoja et al. 2019.) The majority of respondents (42 %) earned less
than 1500 € per month before taxes, while only 12 % had more than 3500 € income.
This is surprising because one of the perceived barriers to meatless diets has been
price (Mäkiniemi & Vainio 2014; Vainio et al. 2016). However, the findings are
supported by Lehto (2018) who discovered a similar result from the respondents’
income. Further, respondents’ occupation was not asked, so it may be that the
majority of respondents happened to be students or on maternity leave, both of which
69

would explain the low-income level. However, the highest level of education of the
respondents was fairly evenly distributed. Most, nearly 40 % of participants, had
completed a bachelor’s degree and slightly fewer (35 %) had completed a secondary
education, while about a fifth had completed master’s degree.

To conclude, the BRT is a suitable theory to explain food consumption, especially in
the context of vegan food consumption in Finland. The results of this research
support the use of BRT in further consumer behavior studies, including studies on
food consumption. Although it is worth mentioning that it would be good for the
context studied should have more than two behavior options (in this context, to eat
vegan or not to eat vegan) in order to obtain the best results of the theory.

5.2 Theoretical contributions
The major theoretical contribution of this research is the testing of BRT in a new
context and country. By testing this novel theory in Finland in the context of vegan
diet consumption, the position of BRT as a valid behavior among other older and
robust theories can be strengthen. To the author’s knowledge, this study is one of the
first to use BRT in the context of Finland and food consumption, especially
veganism. Therefore, the research provides valuable information on the functionality
of BRT in these contexts and reveals its potential to use the theory to study consumer
behavior in relation to food consumption.

Further, the research was conducted in the context of vegan Facebook groups, which
has not received much attention in the research world. This thesis provides a
demographic background of members of Finnish vegan Facebook that has not been
known. The results reveal that many of the members of the groups are not vegans,
even though they are in vegan groups. The respondents’ demographic background in
the study also supports previous studies, according to which the majority of vegans
are low-income young women (Lehto 2018; Jallinoja 2019; Jallinoja et al. 2019).

This research enlightens that beliefs influence the reasons for and against following
a vegan diet, but not attitudes toward a vegan diet. To the best of the author’s
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knowledge, negative beliefs about the vegan diet and reasons (for and against), as
well as how these affect attitude and continuance intention, have not been studied
together. Beliefs were hypothesized to be associated with attitudes toward a vegan
diet, but this study reveals that there is no relationship. Previous studies show that
vegans know that stigma exists (Markowski & Roxburgh 2019) but this study reveals
that there is no relationship to attitude, so it does not affect their attitudes toward
veganism.

The study shows that, contrary to hypotheses, the reasons (for and against) following
a vegan diet have an inconsistent impact on attitude. Both reasons for (animal rights
and health reasons) were found to have the expected effect on attitudes toward the
vegan diet as expected, but only one reason against, convenience, was found to be
related to the attitude, whereas taste, as reason against, had no effect. In terms of the
strength of relationship, the study revealed that for reasons for, animal rights had a
stronger impact on attitude than health reasons had. In addition, the findings show
that reasons for have a greater effect on attitude than the reasons against have.

Finally, a larger difference was observed in how the reasons (for and against)
following a vegan diet are associated with continuance intention. The reasons were
assumed to affect the intention to continue, but the findings were contradictory. In
terms of reasons for following a vegan diet, only animal rights had an impact on
continuance intention. This may be because the desire to harm animals as little as
possible remains relatively the same, while the desire to eat healthy can change over
time as can beliefs about what constitutes a healthy diet. From the perspective of
reasons against, only the taste influenced the intention to continue. This may be
because some people crave meat products and end up violating their diet, while
convenience can be a bigger barrier when starting a vegan diet, and once the barrier
is overcome, it has no impact anymore. The findings suggests that people may agree
that there are reasons against a vegan diet, but it may not affect their intention to
continue the diet. The results show that both reasons for and reasons against, at least
in this context, have an equal impact on the intention to continue a vegan diet.
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5.3 Practical implications
This study gives deeper understanding for both reasons for and reasons against
following a vegan diet and how it impacts attitude towards vegan diet and intention
to continue consuming vegan. The findings suggest that people who see animal rights
and health reasons as the reasons for following vegan diet tend to have positive
attitude towards vegan diet, which affects positively to the continuance intention.
Therefore, from marketing point of view highlighting the reasons for will most likely
have an impact on the sales of the product or service. From the above-mentioned
reasons, only animal rights have direct impact on continuance intention, so marketer
should concentrate specifically on animal rights in marketing. Thus, the animal rights
have stronger effect on attitude than health reasons have, which is good to keep in
mind when targeting products and services to vegans.

The reason against following vegan diet seemed to have lower effect on both attitude
towards veganism and continuance intention. Only one of the reasons against had
direct impact on attitude (convenience) and on continuance intention (taste).
Although the results were not consistent, it can be suggested that by mitigating the
taste and convenience barrier the attitude towards veganism would increase and the
continuance intention will be more likely to occur. The taste barrier could be lowered
in multiple marketing methods. By arranging product tastings and samplings and
using influencers and celebrities to recommend the products or services could
mitigate the barrier. Convenience barrier could be lowered in similar way: by using
influencers and celebrities to show the convenient cooking process as well as
providing clear and simple cooking instructions for the products could mitigate the
reason against. In addition, using simplified terms and consistent packaging labels
and could hinder the barrier. Moreover, different websites and apps of vegan products
are already existing, but with stronger marketing acts the awareness and usage of
these could better and mitigate the barrier. The knowledge could also improve the
convenience barrier experienced in restaurants if chefs and waiters know what vegan
can eat.

72

The demographic background of the respondents was reported. Relatively many of
the respondents were not vegan, which may be surprising since the groups were
specifically vegan groups. However, people may want to gain more information
about veganism before making the decision to turn vegan. It can be deduced that the
decision to turn vegan rarely comes over night and it takes some time to get adjusted
and prepared for the changes. Therefore, the product marketers should concentrate
on marketing the products not only to vegans but to people who are interested in
vegan food. By providing convenient products the barrier to use vegan products may
hinder and result to more active users. Also, by adding cooking instructions and
proper labeling to the products the convenience barrier may be hindered.

The findings indicate that most of the respondents are female, which support the
previous research that female tend to follow vegan diet more often and also that
female is slightly more active on Facebook (Jallinoja 2019; Kohvakka & Saarenmaa
2019). Majority of the respondents age range was between 18–40, which supports to
marketer’s decision to market their products for women of that age through Facebook
since they seem to be the most reachable. However, these results can also support the
decision to stand out from the crowd, because currently men are minority so by
providing and marketing products for them may be a good way to find a market niche.

Most of the respondents came from bigger cities in Uusimaa, Pirkanmaa, VarsinaisSuomi and Keski-Suomi. New product marketers should consider starting the
distribution and marketing from these four municipalities. However, people in these
groups share actively information about new products so it may cause some negative
feedback from people from other municipalities. Majority of the respondents had
income lower than 1500 € and only 12 % of the respondent’s income was over 3500
€ per month. Especially when creating new products, it is worth to take into account
the income range of the respondents, since their purchasing power may not be as
strong and for this target group lower price range products may be more attractive.
Most of the respondents lived in one or two person households, which should be
taken into account when designing package sizes especially in foods with short
expiration date.
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The vegan Facebook groups are relatively active, which can benefit the marketer in
numerous ways. New products could be marketed through these groups as well as
testing of service or product. Further, product developers and restaurants could ask
opinions of what kind of products are looked for. Many of the group members have
high knowledge of vegan diet and do not hesitate to express their opinion which could
be valuable in the terms of getting feedback of new products. In addition, these
groups are great for word of mouth. Therefore, it is worth to consider changing the
ingredients list from non-vegan products to plant-based ingredients if possible (for
example in convenience foods, chips, cookies etc.). As mentioned before, the group
members are relatively active and share new products through social media channels.
Marketing the existing product as vegan may have surprisingly positive effect on
sales since vegan opinions especially in delicacy and convenience foods are narrow.
Potential marketing channels are vegan influencers, vegan Facebook groups and
contacting vegaanituotteet.net webpage which maintain a list of vegan products.

From policy makers point of view the study could be used in number of things. As
mentioned, convenience is seen as a reason against towards vegan diet and it has an
impact on attitude. EU court has ordered that the word milk can be only used for
products which are secreted from udders (Ruokavirasto 2020). Therefore, in Finland
plant-based milks “kasvimaito” should be called plant-based beverages
“kasvijuoma”, but in spoken language it is not so accurate. A new amendment is
being considered in EU, which would have a big effect on plant-based products. If
admitted, the amendment would prohibit from plant-based products all use of
language, packaging and illustrations associated with dairy products. These
regulations would have a negative effect on convenience: it would be harder for
customers to find the alternative products. (Palokangas 2021.)

Policy makers have a huge power on decision-making and these decisions do not
help to hinder the convenience barrier people experience from vegan diet. In order to
distinct plant-based products from animal-based products, policy makers should
encourage companies to use labels, such as V-label to help customers recognize
plant-based products from animal-based and other way around. Further, studies
propose that better education about vegan diet and the labels would lead to higher
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consumption of plant-based foods (Vanhonacker et al. 2013; Parviainen et al. 2016).
Better knowledge about vegan diet, what products are animal-based, production
animal welfare as well as health issues and environmental impact some animal-based
products create should be informed for citizens so people would have the knowledge
of making their decision on their own.

5.4 Limitations and further research proposals
This thesis is no exception to the existence of limitations. Firstly, the study was
conducted only in Finland among Finnish speaking participants. The context of the
study was vegan Facebook groups whose main purpose is to interact with others,
receive and provide peer support and share information. Although conducting the
survey only in Finnish and only in these groups was a deliberate choice, non-Finnishspeaking members could not participate in the survey, nor, of course, those who did
not belong to the groups. In addition, not all Facebook groups participated in the
survey, so not all existing groups were included which may affect the generalization
of the results.

Secondly, the questionnaire was compiled on the basis of qualitative interviews and
most, if not all interviewees were from the Helsinki Metropolitan Area and the same
age group, so this may have affected the qualitative data by unilateralizing them and
thus also the questionnaire questions. Obtaining a more diverse sample group, such
as vegans from elsewhere in Finland or for longer periods, could have led to different,
perhaps more diverse results. According to the feedback, the statements in the
questionnaire were not as unambiguous as thought, which may have affected the
validity of the results. Also, the questionnaire was quite long, which may have had
an impact on the response rate.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that behavior is difficult to study when there are only
two behavioral options (following a vegan diet or not following). The formulation of
the questionnaire statements was based on both an assessment of personal behavior
and assumptions about the behavior of others. By mixing these two perspectives, the
findings did not reveal the reasons for and against the respondents themselves
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experienced, as the other part of the statements was based on assumptions about what
people following the opposite diet thought. Formulating the statements in the survey
differently, such as what affects eating and diet (rather than why follow or not follow
a diet) and where an individual doesn’t have to make assumptions about the behavior
of others, could have produced different results on the topic.

These limitations provide suggestions for further research. First, this study was
limited to Finland, so the same topic could be explored in other countries. Comparing
vegan Facebook groups from different countries could also provide interesting
insights into consumer behavior. Also, the study of the consumer behavior of nonFinnish-speaking Finns is one possible research topic. According to the results of this
study, the majority of respondents lived in four municipalities, so one possible topic
is to examine whether there is a geographical difference in consumption. In addition,
a further research proposal is to examine other age groups and genders from different
residential areas than those overrepresented in this study, such as residents of smaller
cities or retirees, in order to understand their consumption habits and whether
marketing should be tailored to different groups.

In addition, this study focused on investigating why a person began to follow a vegan
diet, so one possible further research suggestion could be to study why a person
follows a particular diet, such as vegan diet. Also, how the duration of a person’s diet
adherence affects motivation and reasons could be studied, especially since the
availability of vegan products has improved tremendously in recent years. Future
researchers could focus on comparing the motivations, barriers and reasons of longterm vegans and newer vegans, which may reveal if people who have followed a diet
for different periods of time value different things.

Examining different values, reasons and behavior than those examined in this study
could yield a number of different research proposals. The interviews raised
environmental reasons, trend and media visibility as reasons for following a vegan
diet. Reasons against, in turn, were seen as habits, price and prejudices against the
vegan diet. By exchanging constructs for another value such as belief in self-identity,
one could make interesting findings about consumer behavior. Also, focusing on the
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constructs examined in this study could provide more information on, for example
how to reduce the perceived barriers of taste and convenience.

Future research could examine omnivores to find out why they are reluctant to switch
to a vegan diet. In addition, it could be explored how their reasons (for and against)
influence the intention to start following a vegan diet, which could reveal interesting
behaviors such as whether their values conflict, which could be exploited in
marketing and reducing barriers. Moreover, this study revealed that a quarter of
respondents had at some point followed a vegan diet for at least a month, so
examining why they have stopped following the diet would provide more
information about consumer behavior in the context of a vegan diet. Also, a study
that seeks to find out the root reason why people are not vegans, whether it’s because
of perceived barriers, attitudes, or perhaps because they just don’t want to.

One proposal is a study in which the target group is studied for a longer period of
time, such as by exposing them to different materials from animal welfare to health
and environmental causes and monitoring whether it affects behavior. For example,
examining people before and after participating in the Vegan Challenge
(Vegaanihaaste) to see if there are changes in behavior. This can reveal interesting
insights into product marketing and significant opportunities for collaboration
between different companies or individuals. To add, from a marketing perspective, a
possible study could focus on a few different aspects. Firstly, by examining what a
person values when buying vegan groceries (price, health, local production etc.).
Secondly, how person finds vegan products, especially new ones (influencers, word
of mouth, Facebook groups, etc.). Finally, whether consumers are loyal to certain
(vegan) brands and products.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX I. QUALITATIVE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Interview questions in English
What is your viewpoint about vegan diet?
Why do you think vegan food is becoming popular?
What do you think are the reasons why people start eating vegan food?
What do you think motivates people to start eat vegan food?
What do you think are the reasons why people do not start eating vegan?
What do you think are the motives why people do not start eating vegan?

Interview questions in Finnish
Mikä on mielipiteesi vegaanisesta ruokavaliosta?
Mitkä koet olevan ne syyt, miksi vegaanisen ruoan suosio on kasvanut?
Mitkä koet olevan ne syyt, miksi ihmiset alkavat syömään vegaanisti?
Mitkä koet motivoivan ihmisiä syömään vegaanisti?
Mitkä koet olevan ne syyt, miksi ihmiset eivät aloita syömään vegaanisti?
Mitkä koet olevan ne motiivit, miksi ihmiset eivät aloita syömään vegaanisti?
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APPENDIX II. LIST OF PARTICIPATED VEGAN GROUPS

Name of the group
Hedelmälihasta vegaaninen
treeniryhmä
Vegaaniset
kasvisruuat
Vegaaniset
ruokareseptit
Vegaaninen EteläKarjala
Vegaaninen
Hyvinkää
Vegaaninen
Joensuu
Vegaaninen
Jyväskylä
Vegaaninen
Kerava
Vegaaninen
Kokkola
Vegaaninen
Kotka-Hamina
Vegaaninen
Kouvola
Vegaaninen Lahti
Vegaaninen Pori
Vegaaninen
Rauma
Vegaaninen
Riihimäki
Vegaaninen
Sastamala
Vegaaninen
Seinäjoki
Vegaaninen
Tampere
Vegaaninen
Turku
Vegaaninen Vaasa

Number of members Link to the group
8400 https://www.facebook.com/groups/1148078678557747

41200 https://www.facebook.com/groups/469092783225565/
4200 https://www.facebook.com/groups/627199110729725/
650 https://www.facebook.com/groups/436271759868295/
173 https://www.facebook.com/groups/386155402094184/
1300 https://www.facebook.com/groups/330610340411530/
1400 https://www.facebook.com/groups/1101819299850835/
150 https://www.facebook.com/groups/310130722691459/
381 https://www.facebook.com/groups/214262578921868/
312 https://www.facebook.com/groups/1413528372007261/
507 https://www.facebook.com/groups/1655525008063423/
1300 https://www.facebook.com/groups/460470470752564/
1100 https://www.facebook.com/groups/735999076515283/
438 https://www.facebook.com/groups/1709867972575308/
204 https://www.facebook.com/groups/1677038742541176/
146 https://www.facebook.com/groups/1093747197325974/
772 https://www.facebook.com/groups/479564158820969/
6000 https://www.facebook.com/groups/1746865242219760/
5200 https://www.facebook.com/groups/241423936026021/
991 https://www.facebook.com/groups/672541342846970/
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APPENDIX III. QUESTIONNAIRE DRAFT IN ENGLISH

I identify myself based on my diet as
1. Vegan
2. Vegetarian
3. Omnivore
4. Other, as (open question)
If the answer was other than vegan, the next question:
I have sometimes followed an vegan diet (for over a month)
Yes / No
Questions for current vegans and those whom have practiced vegan diet
The statements below were answered based on 5-point Likert scale (1: completely disagree, 5:
completely agree):
Animal rights
1. I began to follow vegan diet because it is the only right way to eat which do not harm
animals
2. I began to follow vegan diet because of the poor treatment of animals
3. I began to follow vegan diet because it does not cause misery to anyone
Environmental reasons
1. I began to follow vegan diet because I am concerned of climate change
2. I began to follow vegan diet because I want to reduce my carbon footprint
3. I began to follow vegan diet because it is an environmental friendly diet
Health reasons
1. I began to follow vegan diet because my health awareness has increased
2. I began to follow vegan diet because wellbeing is important for me
3. I began to follow vegan diet because I noticed the change in my body after eating vegan
4. I began to follow vegan diet because eating meat is unhealthy
Convenience
1. I began to follow vegan diet because it does not take too much effort
2. I began to follow vegan diet because vegan products can be found from normal stores
instead of specialty stores
Experimental attitude
1. I began to follow vegan diet because it is fun variation for normal tastes
2. I began to follow vegan diet because I want to try new products
Attitude towards veganism has changed
1. I began to follow vegan diet because the attitude towards veganism has improved
2. I began to follow vegan diet because it is not seen as fanatic as before
3. I began to follow vegan diet because it is not as embarrassing as before

(continues on the next page)
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Social pressure/Influencer
1. I began to follow vegan diet because I have vegans in my close circle
2. I began to follow vegan diet because the celebrities that I follow are also vegan
3. I began to follow vegan diet because the celebrities have shown a positive change in
themselves after following vegan diet
Information research
1. I began to follow vegan diet because studies shows the benefits of vegan diet
2. I began to follow vegan diet because information about veganism has increased
Values
1. I began to follow vegan diet because it meets my values
2. I began to follow vegan diet because I get a positive feeling from making right decisions
3. I began to follow vegan diet because I want to be responsible by not supporting meat
industry
Visibility
1. I began to follow vegan diet because of lot of discussions about veganism in the media
2. I began to follow vegan diet because of the increased supply
Taste
1. I began to follow vegan diet because vegan food tastes good
2. I began to follow vegan diet because I can also eat treats when being vegan
3. I began to follow vegan diet because I don’t like the taste of meat
Convenience
1. People do not follow vegan diet because vegan diet is difficult to follow
2. People do not follow vegan diet because vegan diet makes their life problematic
3. People do not follow vegan diet vegan because vegan diet requires too much adjustments
4. People do not follow vegan diet because it requires examining the ingredients list
Value/Beliefs/Prejudices
1. People do not follow vegan diet because they have misbeliefs about vegan diet
2. People do not follow vegan diet because they have prejudices against vegan diet
3. People do not follow vegan diet vegan because they believe vegan food is not tasty
4. People do not follow vegan diet because they believe vegan food do not provide sufficient
nutrients
Habit
1. People do not follow vegan diet because they are used to eat animal-based product
2. People do not follow vegan diet because consuming animal-based products is a tradition
3. People do not follow vegan diet because it is difficult for them to change eating habits
Taste
1. People do not follow vegan diet because they like the taste of animal-based products
2. People do not follow vegan diet because plant-based products tastes different than animalbased products
3. People do not follow vegan diet because they like the taste of animal-based products is
better
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Beliefs
1. People do not follow vegan diet because for them meat consumption is part of their identity
2. People do not follow vegan diet because they attach a stigma with veganism
3. People do not follow vegan diet because they think veganism is feminine
4. People do not follow vegan diet because it does not match their self-identity
Price
1. People do not follow vegan diet because eating vegan is more expensive
2. People do not follow vegan diet because animal based products have better discounts
compared to vegan food
3. People do not follow vegan diet because animal-based products are cheaper than the vegan
products
Attitude towards vegans
1. People think vegans are hippies
2. People think vegans are too strict
3. People think vegans are arrogant
4. People think vegans preach too much
5. People think vegan are attention seekers
6. People think vegan consider themselves as superiors compared to others
Social pressure
1. People do not follow vegan diet because their close circle likes animal-based products
2. People do not follow vegan diet because they do not want to stand out from the crowd
3. People do not follow vegan diet because they get influenced by celebrities that they follow,
who eat animal based products
Lack of information
1. People do not follow vegan diet because they believe that vegan food has not enough
protein
2. People do not follow vegan diet because they believe that vegan food has not enough
vitamins
3. People do not follow vegan diet because many believe that vegan food is not nutritious
4. People do not follow vegan diet because many believe that vegan food does not provide
sufficient energy
Inertia/Resistance
1. People do not follow vegan diet because many people do not see animal-based diet is
disadvantage
2. People do not follow vegan diet because they are not interested in animal rights
3. People do not follow vegan diet because they are not interested in environmental issues
4. People do not follow vegan diet because they do not want to change their current diet
5. People do not follow vegan diet because they do not see any reason to try vegan food
Attitude
1.
2.
3.
4.

Following vegan diet is safe
Following vegan diet is pleasant
Following vegan diet is satisfying
Following vegan diet is gratifying
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Continuance intention
1. I will continue to be vegan in the future
2. I plan to continue to be vegan in the near future
3. I intend to continue to be vegan in the future rather than consuming other animal-based
foods
Intentions to Recommend
1. I will recommend vegan food to others
2. I will say positive things about vegan food to others
3. I will encourage friends and relatives to become vegan
4. I will say good things about vegan food
5. When someone asks advice, I will recommend vegan food to them
Self-identity
1. I have turned vegan because it is identical with my lifestyle
2. I have turned vegan because it is identical with my values
3. I have turned vegan because it is identical with my image
4. I have turned vegan because it is identical with my characteristics
Stated Buying behavior
1. I buy regularly vegan products which are not categorized as meat substitutes
2. I buy vegan food even though conventional alternatives are available
3. I don’t mind paying higher price for vegan food
Buying behavior (BB)
1. During last five times, I have bought plant-based milk
2. During last five times, I have bought other plant-based dairy products
3. During last five times, I have bought vegan meat substitutes
4. During last five times, I have bought vegan protein products
5. During last five times, I have bought vegan cheese
Questions for Vegetarians / Omnivores who have never followed vegan diet
Animal rights
1. Vegans follow their diet because they think it is the only right way to eat which do not
harm animals
2. Vegans follow their diet because of the poor treatment of animals
3. Vegans follow their diet because it does not cause misery to anyone
Environmental reasons
1. Vegans follow their diet because they are worried about climate change
2. Vegans follow their diet because they want to reduce their carbon footprint
3. Vegans follow their diet because they see it as an environmental friendly diet
Health reasons
1. Vegans follow their diet because they are health aware
2. Vegans follow their diet because wellbeing is important for them
3. Vegans follow their diet because they have noticed a change in their body after eating
vegan
4. Vegans follow their diet because eating meat is unhealthy
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Convenience
1. Vegans follow their diet because it does not take too much effort
2. Vegans follow their diet because vegan products can be found from normal stores instead
of specialty stores
Experimental attitude
1. Vegans follow their diet because it is fun variation for normal tastes
2. Vegans follow their diet because they want to try new products
Attitude towards veganism has changed
1. Vegans follow their diet because the attitude towards veganism has improved
2. Vegans follow their diet because it is not seen as fanatic as before
3. Vegans follow their diet because it is not as embarrassing as before
Social pressure/Influencer
1. Vegans follow their diet because they have vegans in their close circle
2. Vegans follow their diet because they get influence from vegan celebrities
3. Vegans follow their diet because the vegan celebrities have shown a positive change in
their selves after becoming vegan
Information research
1. Vegans follow their diet because studies shows the benefits about vegan diet
2. Vegans follow their diet because information about it has increased
Values
1. Vegans follow their diet because it meets their values
2. Vegans follow their diet because they get positive feeling from making right decisions in
their opinion
3. Vegans follow their diet because they want to be responsible by not supporting meat
industry
Visibility
1. Vegans follow their diet because of lot of discussions about veganism in the media
2. Vegans follow their diet because of the increased supply
Taste
1. Vegans follow their diet because they think vegan food tastes good
2. Vegans follow their diet because they can also eat treats when being vegan
3. Vegans follow their diet because they don’t like the taste of meat
Convenience
1. I don’t follow a vegan diet because it is difficult to follow
2. I don’t follow a vegan diet because it makes my life problematic
3. I don’t follow a vegan diet because it requires too much adjustments
4. I don’t follow a vegan diet because it requires examining the ingredients list
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Value/Beliefs/Prejudices
1. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I don’t have enough information about vegan diet
2. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I have prejudices against vegan diet
3. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I don’t think vegan food is tasty
4. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I don’t think vegan food do provides sufficient
nutrients
Habit
1. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I am used to eat animal-based product
2. I don’t follow a vegan diet because eating animal-based products is a tradition
3. I don’t follow a vegan diet because it is difficult to change my eating habits
Taste
1. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I like the taste of animal-based products
2. I don’t follow a vegan diet because plant-based products tastes different animal-based than
products
3. I don’t follow a vegan diet because the taste of animal-based products is better
Identity
1. I don’t follow a vegan diet because meat consumption is part of my identity
2. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I attach a stigma with vegan diet
3. I don’t follow a vegan diet because veganism is seen as feminine
4. I don’t follow a vegan diet because it does not match my self-identity
Price
1. I don’t follow a vegan diet because eating vegan is more expensive
2. I don’t follow a vegan diet because animal-based products have better discounts compared
to vegan products
3. I don’t follow a vegan diet because animal-based products is cheaper than the vegan
products
Attitude towards vegans
1. I think vegans are hippies
2. I think vegans are too strict
3. I think vegans are arrogant
4. I think vegans preach too much
5. I think vegan are attention seekers
6. I think vegan consider themselves as superiors compared to others
Social pressure
1. I don’t follow a vegan diet because my close circle uses animal-based products
2. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I do not want to stand out from the crowd
3. I don’t follow a vegan diet because celebrities that I follow, eat animal based products
Lack of information
1. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I believe vegan food has not enough protein
2. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I believe vegan food has not enough vitamins
3. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I believe vegan food is not nutritious
4. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I believe vegan food does not provide sufficient energy
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Inertia/Resistance
1. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I do not see disadvantages in omnivorous diet
2. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I am not interested in animal rights
3. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I am not interested in environmental issues
4. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I do not want to change my current diet
5. I don’t follow a vegan diet because I do not have any reason to try vegan food
Attitude
1. People who are vegan think following a vegan diet is safe
2. People who are vegan think following a vegan diet is pleasant
3. People who are vegan think following a vegan diet is satisfying
4. People who are vegan think following a vegan diet is gratifying
Continuance intention
1. People who follow a vegan diet will continue to follow it in the future.
2. People who follow a vegan diet plan to continue to be vegan in the near future
3. People who follow a vegan diet intend to continue to be vegan in the future rather than
consuming other alternative foods
Intentions to Recommend
1. People who follow a vegan diet will recommend vegan food to others
2. People who follow a vegan diet will say positive things about vegan food to others
3. People who follow a vegan diet will encourage friends and relatives to become vegan
4. When someone asks advice, people who follow a vegan diet will recommend vegan food
to them
Self-identity
1. People have turned vegan because it is identical with their lifestyle
2. People have turned vegan because it is identical with their values
3. People have turned vegan because it is identical with their image
4. People have turned vegan because it is identical with their characteristics
Stated Buying behaviour
1. I buy regularly vegan products which are not categorized as meat substitutes
2. I buy vegan food even though conventional alternatives are available
3. I don’t mind paying higher price for vegan food
Buying behaviour (BB)
1. During last five times, I have bought plant-based milk
2. During last five times, I have bought other plant-based dairy products
3. During last five times, I have bought vegan meat substitutes
4. During last five times, I have bought vegan protein products
5. During last five times, I have bought vegan cheese
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Demographic questions for all diet groups
The questions below were multiple-choice:
Your gender
1. Female
2. Male
3. Other
4. Do not want to say
Your age range
1. Under 18
2. 18-30
3. 31-40
4. 41-50
5. 51-64
6. 65+
Your personal income per month before taxes
1. Less than 1500 €
2. 1500-2499 €
3. 2500-3499 €
4. 3500-4499 €
5. Over 4500 €
Highest education level you have accomplished
1. Primary level
2. Secondary level
3. Lower university degree
4. Higher university degree
5. Postgraduate degree
Number of people living in your household
1. I live alone
2. 2 people
3. 3 people
4. 4 people
5. 5 people
6. 6 people or more
Municipality of residence
1. Uusimaa
2. Varsinais-Suomi
3. Satakunta
4. Kanta-Häme
5. Pirkanmaa
6. Päijät-Häme
7. Kymenlaakso
8. Etelä-Karjala
9. Etelä-Savo
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10. Pohjois-Savo
11. Pohjois-Karjala
12. Keski-Suomi
13. Etelä-Pohjanmaa
14. Pohjanmaa
15. Keski-Pohjanmaa
16. Pohjois-Pohjanmaa
17. Kainuu
18. Lappi
19. Ahvenanmaa
20. I live abroad
Choose the option that best describes your living environment
1. Big city (more than 100 000 inhabitants)
2. Small or medium-sized town or municipality (20 000-100 000 inhabitants)
3. A smaller agglomeration or municipality (less than 20 000 inhabitants)
4. Country side (sparsely populated area)
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APPENDIX IV. QUESTIONNAIRE IN FINNISH (VEGAN PATH)
o

Identifioin itseni ruokavalioni perusteella
•

Vegaaniksi

•

Kasvissyöjäksi

•

Sekasyöjäksi

•

Muu:

Mikäli vastaus ylempään kysymykseen oli muu, kuin “vegaaniksi” esitettiin seuraava kysymys:
o

Olen joskus noudattanut vegaanista ruokavaliota (kauemmin kuin kuukauden)
•

Kyllä

•

En

Vastaukset Likert-asteikon mukaan (1-5)
o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska se on ainoa oikea tapa syödä ilman eläimien
vahingoittamista

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota huonosti kohdeltujen eläimien takia

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska se ei tuota kärsimystä kenellekään

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska olen huolissani ilmastonmuutoksesta

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska haluan pienentää hiilijalanjälkeäni

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska se on ympäristöystävällinen ruokavalio

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska terveystietoisuuteni on parantunut

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska hyvinvointi on minulle tärkeää

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska huomasin positiivisen muutoksen kehossani
vegaaniruokavalion jäljiltä

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska lihansyönti on epäterveellistä

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska se ei ole liian vaivalloista

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska vegaanituotteita saa normaaleista kaupoista
erikoiskauppojen sijaan

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska se tuo hauskaa vaihtelua perinteisiin
makuihin

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska haluan kokeilla uusia tuotteita

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska asenne vegaanisuutta kohtaan on parantunut

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska sitä ei nähdä niin fanaattisena kuin aiemmin

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska se ei ole niin noloa kuin aiemmin

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska lähipiirissäni on vegaaneja
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o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska seuraamani julkisuuden henkilöt ovat
vegaaneja

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska vegaanit julkisuuden henkilöt ovat
näyttäneet positiivisen muutoksen itsessään vegaaniruokavalion jäljiltä

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska tutkimukset osoittavat vegaaniruokavalion
hyödyt

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska tieto vegaaniudesta on parantunut

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska se on linjassa arvojeni kanssa

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska koen positiivisen tunteen kun teen oikeita
valintoja

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska haluan olla vastuullinen kun en tue
lihateollisuutta

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska mediassa puhutaan paljon vegaanisuudesta

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska vegaanituotteita on helposti saatavilla

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska vegaaniruoka maistuu hyvältä

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska voin herkutella myös vegaanina

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska en pidä lihan mausta

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska sitä on vaikea noudattaa

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska se vaikeuttaa heidän elämää

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska se vaatii liikaa mukautumista

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska se vaatii ainesosaluettelon tutkimista

o

Ihmiset

eivät

noudata

vegaanista

ruokavaliota,

koska

heillä

on

harhakäsityksiä

vegaanista

ruokavaliota,

koska

heillä

on

ennakkoluuloja

vegaaniruokavaliosta
o

Ihmiset

eivät

noudata

vegaaniruokavaliota kohtaan
o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska he uskovat että vegaaniruoka ei ole
maukasta

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska he uskovat että vegaaniruoasta ei saa
tarpeellisia ravintoaineita

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska he ovat tottuneet syömään eläinperäisiä
tuotteita

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska eläinperäisten tuotteiden syöminen on
perinne
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o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska heidän on haastavaa muuttaa
syömistapojaan

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska he pitävät eläinperäisten tuotteiden mausta

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska kasvipohjaiset tuotteet maistuvat erilaiselta
kuin eläinperäiset tuotteet

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska heistä eläinperäiset tuotteet maistuvat
paremmalta

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska heistä lihansyönti on osa heidän
identiteettiään

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska heistä vegaaniuteen liittyy häpeäleima

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska heistä vegaanius on feminiinistä

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska se ei sovi heidän identiteettiinsä

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska vegaanisesti syöminen on kalliimpaa

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska eläinperäisillä tuotteilla on paremmat
tarjoukset kuin vegaanituotteilla

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska eläinperäiset tuotteet ovat edullisempia
kuin vegaanituotteet

o

Ihmiset ajattelevat, että vegaanit ovat hippejä

o

Ihmiset ajattelevat, että vegaanit ovat takakireitä

o

Ihmiset ajattelevat, että vegaanit ovat ylimielisiä

o

Ihmiset ajattelevat, että vegaanit saarnaavat liikaa

o

Ihmiset ajattelevat, että vegaanit hakevat huomiota

o

Ihmiset ajattelevat, että vegaanit näkevät itsensä parempina kuin muut

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska heidän lähipiirinsä käyttävät eläinperäisiä
tuotteita

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska he eivät halua erottua joukosta

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska he saavat vaikutteita seuraamistaan
julkisuuden henkilöistä, jotka syövät eläinperäisiä tuotteita

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska he uskovat että vegaaniruoasta ei saa
tarpeeksi proteiinia

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska he uskovat että vegaaniruoasta ei saa
tarpeeksi vitamiineja

(continues on the next page)

104

(Appendix IV continues)
o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska he uskovat että vegaaniruoka ei ole
ravintopitoista

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska he uskovat että vegaaniruoasta ei saa
tarpeeksi energiaa

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska he eivät näe sekaruokavalion haittoja

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska he eivät ole kiinnostuneita eläinten
oikeuksista

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska he eivät ole kiinnostuneita
ympäristöongelmista

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska he eivät halua muuttaa nykyistä
ruokavaliota

o

Ihmiset eivät noudata vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska he eivät näe syytä kokeilla vegaaniruokaa

o

Vegaanisen ruokavalion noudattaminen on turvallista

o

Vegaanisen ruokavalion noudattaminen on miellyttävää

o

Vegaanisen ruokavalion noudattaminen tuottaa minulle tyydytystä

o

Vegaanisen ruokavalion noudattaminen on ilahduttavaa

o

Aion jatkaa vegaanisen ruokavalion noudattamista tulevaisuudessa

o

Suunnittelen vegaanisen ruokavalion noudattamista lähitulevaisuudessa

o

Pyrin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota tulevaisuudessa mieluummin kuin käytän
eläinperäisiä tuotteita

o

Suosittelen vegaaniruokavaliota muille

o

Kerron positiivisia asioita vegaaniruoasta muille

o

Kannustan ystäviäni ja lähipiiriäni aloittamaan vegaaniruokavalion noudattamisen

o

Jos joku kysyy neuvoa, suosittelen vegaaniruokaa heille

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska se vastaa elämäntapaani

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska se vastaa arvojani

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska se vastaa imagoani

o

Aloin noudattamaan vegaanista ruokavaliota, koska se vastaa luonteenpiirteitäni

o

Ostan säännöllisesti vegaanituotteita, joita ei luokitella lihankorvikkeiksi

o

Ostan vegaaniruokaa, vaikka muita tuotteita olisi saatavilla

o

Minua ei haittaa maksaa korkeampaa hintaa vegaanituotteista

Vastausvaihtoehdot: Kyllä, ei, en osaa sanoa
o

Viimeisen viiden kauppakäynnin aikana olen ostanut kasvimaitoa
(continues on the next page)
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o

Viimeisen viiden kauppakäynnin aikana olen ostanut muita kasvimaitotuotteita

o

Viimeisen viiden kauppakäynnin aikana olen ostanut vegaanista lihankorviketta

o

Viimeisen viiden kauppakäynnin aikana olen ostanut vegaanista proteiininlähdettä

o

Viimeisen viiden kauppakäynnin aikana olen ostanut vegaanista juustoa

Demograafiset kysymykset
o

o

o

o

Sukupuolesi
•

Nainen

•

Mies

•

Muu

•

En halua sanoa

Ikähaarukkasi
•

Alle 18

•

18-30

•

31-40

•

41-50

•

51-64

•

65+

Henkilökohtaiset tulosi kuukaudessa ennen veroja
•

Alle 1500 €

•

1500-2499 €

•

2500-3499 €

•

3500-4499 €

•

Yli 4500 €

Korkein suorittamasi koulutustaso
•

Perusaste (peruskoulu tai kansakoulu)

•

Toinen aste eli keskiaste (ammattikoulu tai lukio)

•

Alempi korkeakoulututkinto (kandi tai AMK)

•

Ylempi korkeakoulututkinto (maisterintutkinto tai YAMK)

•

Jatkotutkinto (lisensiaatin tai tohtorin tutkinto)
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o

o

o

Kotitaloudessasi asuvien henkilöiden lukumäärä
•

Asun yksin

•

2 henkilöä

•

3 henkilöä

•

4 henkilöä

•

5 henkilöä

•

6 henkilöä tai enemmän

Asuinkuntasi
•

Uusimaa

•

Varsinais-Suomi

•

Satakunta

•

Kanta-Häme

•

Pirkanmaa

•

Päijät-Häme

•

Kymenlaakso

•

Etelä-Karjala

•

Etelä-Savo

•

Pohjois-Savo

•

Pohjois-Karjala

•

Keski-Suomi

•

Etelä-Pohjanmaa

•

Pohjanmaa

•

Keski-Pohjanmaa

•

Pohjois-Pohjanmaa

•

Kainuu

•

Lappi

•

Ahvenanmaa

•

Asun ulkomailla

Valitse parhaiten asumisympäristöäsi kuvaava vaihtoehto
•

Suuri kaupunki (yli 100 000 asukasta)

•

Pieni tai keskikokoinen kaupunki tai kunta (20 000-100 000 asukasta)

•

Pienempi taajama tai kunta (alle 20 000 asukasta)

•

Maaseutu (haja-asutusalue)
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