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Abstract 

 

Purpose: The aim of this research is to identify the variables influencing the maintenance of a 

vegan diet in Germany. The Theory of Planned Behaviour is used as a theoretical framework in 

order to analyse the intention of vegan consumers who try to maintain their dietary behaviour.  

Background: Animal agriculture has a number of negative consequences on the environment, 

such as accelerating climate change and water pollution, and is further linked to world hunger. 

Consumers’ dietary behaviour can thus make a significant difference, especially when opting for 

a strict vegan diet. However, research found that about 70 % of vegan consumers abandon this 

dietary choice. By studying German vegan consumers (recent and long-term), this thesis will ex-

amine the challenges and potential barriers those individuals encounter when trying to uphold their 

vegan diet.  

Method: An explanatory strategy with a deductive, quantitative approach was applied. The theo-

retical framework is based on the Theory of Planned Behaviour by Ajzen (1991). Additional con-

structs based on previous findings of research on food and meat were added to the original model, 

and six hypotheses were developed and tested. The data was collected at first through formative 

research, followed by an online questionnaire, based upon self-selection and snowballing sampling 

in various German vegan groups on Facebook.  

Findings and conclusion: Maintaining a vegan diet in Germany is not easy. The study identified 

a number of challenges, amongst which a lack of perceived behavioural control and an attachment 

for cheese have been identified as the biggest ones. Especially these two factors lead to a strong 

ambivalence among vegans on whether to maintain their dietary behaviour or not. Education 

campaigns could foster general knowledge on the preparation and nutritive value of plant-based 

diets and address common myths regarding meat production and consumption.  
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1 Introduction 

"The fridge had been emptied of all Dudley's favourite 

things — fizzy drinks and cakes, chocolate bars and burgers  

— and filled instead with fruit and vegetables and the sorts of 

things that Uncle Vernon called "rabbit food." 

 J.K. Rowling (2000), Harry Potter and the Goblet of Fire 

 

Consumers´ (dietary) behaviour play an important role in sustainable development (Geeraert, 

2013). The growing demand for meat and other animal-based products has led to a form of ani-

mal agriculture which, according to the United Nations, is one of the main causes for climate 

change (Steinfeld et al., 2006). Further environmental consequences include the loss of biodiver-

sity and the pollution of both air and water. Current forms of animal agriculture are “one of the 

most relevant topics to be addressed if Western consumers are to shift towards a more sustaina-

ble diet” (Schösler et al., 2012, p. 39). 

Veganism, the diet with the highest scores with respect to sustainable consumption (Springmann 

et al., 2016), has created some awareness in Germany in recent years: plant-based diets are being 

promoted by the media as healthy and modern (O’Riordan and Stoll-Kleemann, 2015), Berlin 

has been voted the No. 1 vegan-city by one of the most popular international vegan websites 

(HappyCow, 2015) and even the meat industry has acknowledged an apparent shift in consumers 

eating behaviour and started offering vegan meat substitutes, aimed at the mass-market (Michail, 

2015). A transformation slowly seems to be taking place. Yet, eating vegan is far from being the 

norm - Germany is still one of the countries with the highest meat consumption in the world (ap-

prox. 60kg per person and year), and only about 1.1% of the population is vegan (VEBU, 2015).  

So what are the challenges for vegan consumers in a society where they are the minority? The 

aim of this study is to identify factors influencing the maintenance of a vegan diet. The potential 

barriers of maintaining a vegan diet that recent research has identified will be examined, along 

with other factors identified by formative research.  

The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) by Ajzen (1991) will serve as a theoretical framework 

for this study. The TPB is one of the most influential models for predicting and influencing con-

sumer behaviour (Armitage and Conner, 2001), and is based on the assumption that behaviour is 

formed by conscious decision-making. The continuing maintenance of a vegan diet in a society 

where consuming animal-based product is the norm requires such a conscious (‘planned’) behav-
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iour - vegan consumers have restricted possibilities for spontaneous food-related decisions, espe-

cially when eating out. The TPB has already been tested for predicting food consumption in vari-

ous contexts (Conner and Armitage, 1998; Godin and Kok, 1996; Tobler et al., 2011), and hence 

seems like an appropriate choice for this study.  

The findings, specific to the German market, will enrich research on consumer behaviour, and 

more specifically, the growing body of research on sustainable consumption and veganism. It 

will also lead to a better understanding of the challenges of sustainable yet non-conformist con-

sumption behaviour. Furthermore, the study could provide valuable insights for vegan companies 

and policy makers to design effective marketing campaigns in Germany with the purpose of in-

fluencing consumer´s dietary behaviour in favour of veganism, thus implicitly promoting a more 

sustainable consumption.  

The thesis is written during an internship at the charitable Albert Schweitzer Foundation for Our 

Contemporaries in Berlin, Germany. The non-profit organization offers insights and access to 

vegan consumers’ communication networks. 

1.1 Background  

Sustainability and the consumption of animal-based products 

The United Nations find that “the consumption of meat and dairy products (…) cause a dispro-

portionately large share of environmental impacts” (UNEP, 2010, p. 51). Not only has the inter-

national livestock sector a bigger impact on climate change impact than the transportation sector 

worldwide (Steinfeld et al., 2006), the water usage of animal agriculture is considerably higher 

than the same amount of plant-based calories (Baroni et al., 2007; Chemnitz et al., 2016; Stein-

feld et al., 2006). The livestock industry is also mainly responsible for “habitat change like de-

forestation, destruction of riparian forests or the drainage of wetlands, be it for livestock produc-

tion itself or for feed production” (“FAO,” 2008, p. 187). And since approximately 70% of the 

worldwide agricultural land is being used for livestock production, “representing the largest of 

all anthropogenic land uses”(“FAO,” 2008, p. 270), Foley (2011) points out how “(…) grain-fed 

meat production systems are a drain on the global food supply” (p. 62).  

Because of these facts, there exists a vast consensus amongst researchers that for a more sustain-

able consumption, diets in Western Europe need to shift away from animal-based products to-

wards plant-based foods (Baroni et al., 2007; Berners-Lee et al., 2012; Chemnitz et al., 2016; El-

zen et al., 2009; Geeraert, 2013; Hallström et al., 2014; Hedenus et al., 2014; Kahiluoto et al., 

2014; Koneswaran and Nierenberg, 2008; Meier and Christen, 2013; van Dooren et al., 2014).  
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Some authors find that to mitigate the climate change effects a transition to a vegetarian diet 

would be sufficient (Hedenus et al., 2014; Kahiluoto et al., 2014). Yet, most agree that the 

strongest positive effects on the environment comes with a transition towards a vegan diet 

(Baroni et al., 2007; Berners-Lee et al., 2012; Meier et al., 2014; van Dooren et al., 2014). 

Previous Research on Sustainable Food Consumption  

In the past, many researchers of sustainable food consumption focused on the subject of meat re-

duction (e.g. Ifat Zur and Christian A. Klöckner, 2014; Saba and Di Natale, 1998), thereby often 

neglecting dairy, which also plays an important part in animal agriculture. Moreover, most stud-

ies emanated from the perspective of consumers who still eat meat- and dairy products.  

Even if they differentiated between meat-eaters and vegetarians, in many cases they did not 

clearly distinguish between vegetarian and vegan consumers (Povey et al., 2001; Ruby, 2012). 

Vegans might have been included in former vegetarian studies but were most often not marked 

accordingly. While there has been a number of studies about what drives people to become vege-

tarians (Greenebaum, 2012; Radnitz et al., 2015), research solely focusing on vegans is still rela-

tively scarce.  

1.2 Research Question  

According to the Humane Research Council (Asher et al., 2014), 86% of vegetarians and 70% of 

vegans abandon their diet and go back to eating animal-based products. Being vegan is appar-

ently not easy within a society where the consumption of animal-based products like meat and 

dairy is the norm. 

One way to understand why so many consumers give up the more sustainable vegan consump-

tion is by analysing the challenges the vegan consumers are facing in the daily maintenance of 

the diet. The research question is thus:  

What are the barriers vegan consumers in Germany are facing in maintaining the more 

sustainable vegan dieting behaviour?  
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2 Theoretical Framework 

2.1 Consumer Behaviour 

Consumer behaviour is about understanding, predicting and explaining consumers´ behaviour, in 

order to identify patterns of behaviour. Behaviour refers to both external (which can be observed) 

and internal (non-observable) behaviours. In general, consumer behaviour is not limited to con-

crete products but also incorporates the behaviour of people towards immaterial goods inside a 

society.  

In the last years transformative consumer research has evolved, “a movement (…) to encourage, 

support, and publicize research that benefits consumer welfare and quality of life for all beings 

affected by consumption across the world” (Mick, 2006, p. 1). The difference to traditional con-

sumer behaviour is that transformative consumer research seeks to develop solutions to consumer 

problems which are often originated in (over-)consumption. The findings of this study are related 

to transformative consumer research.  

2.2 Theory of Planned Behaviour 

A well-known model for explaining and predicting consumer behaviour is the Theory of Planned 

Behaviour (TPB) by Ajzen (1991). The TPB is an extension of the Theory of Reasoned Action 

(Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980), which had the limitation that it could only explain behaviours over 

which consumers have full volitional control. 

The model has been applied in a variety of studies concerned with sustainable consumption 

(Cook et al., 2002; Dunn et al., 2011; Hung‐ Yi Lu et al., 2010; Sparks and Shepherd, 1992; Zur 

and Klöckner, 2014), and “has been shown to be a useful predictor of food choice intentions” 

(Armitage and Conner, 1999, p. 263), including studies on meat consumption or veganism and 

vegetarianism (Graça et al., 2015a; Povey et al., 2001).  

In it, Ajzen argues that behaviour is best determined by behavioural intention. ‘Behavioural in-

tention’ refers to the intention to perform a behaviour, and for reasons of better legibility, is 

phrased throughout this text as ‘intention’. Without the intention to engage in a behaviour, a con-

sumer is unlikely to carry out a specific behaviour.  

For this study, the intention in question is the consumer´s willingness to maintain a vegan diet. 

Ajzen (1991) argues that intention is determined by three variables: “attitudes”, “subjective 

norms” and “perceived behavioural control”.  
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Figure 1 - Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) 
 

These three variables have antecedent salient beliefs: behavioural beliefs which are assumed to 

influence attitudes toward the behaviour, normative beliefs which constitute the underlying de-

terminants of subjective norms, and control beliefs, which provide the basis for perceptions of 

behavioural control. 

Ajzen (1991) claims that, “as a general rule, the more favorable the attitude and subjective norm 

with respect to a behavior, and the greater the perceived behavioral control, the stronger should 

be an individual’s intention to perform the behavior under consideration” (p. 188).  

Behaviour 

Behaviour is defined as an action that can be observed (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1977). Ajzen and 

Fishbein (1980) argue that behaviour is based upon controlled decision making, and that it can be 

best predicted through an individual’s intention: without the intention to eat a vegan diet there will 

be no corresponding behaviour.  

Actual behaviour cannot be measured in a cross-sectional study: for that, the participants needed 

to be asked again after a specific time if they indeed engaged in the behaviour expressed through 

the intention. Instead, this study can only measure the expressed intention of participants.  
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Attitude  

Attitudes are typically explained by the term “evaluations”: they consist of how a person thinks 

about (evaluates) a specific behaviour, topic, idea or object (Augoustinos et al., 2006).  

The TPB also refers to attitudes as evaluations (Ajzen, 1991). There, the attitude variable is 

based upon behavioural beliefs: being an expectancy-value model, according to the TPB atti-

tudes are evaluations built on information-based behavioural outcomes - at a first glance without 

an affective component that is included in other definitions of attitude. Ajzen (2001) responded 

to its apparent lack by explaining that the beliefs the attitude is based on are not necessarily only 

cognitive, but can also be influenced by emotions (Ajzen, 2011).  

Still, the absence of a distinct affective component in the model has been criticized by some au-

thors (Conner and Armitage, 1998; Wolff et al., 2011), who suggest that adding affects as an ad-

ditional variable could enhance the predictability of the model in some contexts. Especially with 

regard to food consumption,  Graça et al. (2015a) identified a strong affective component to-

wards the enjoyment of meat. This will be explained later in chapter 2.3.  

Finally, Povey et al. (2001) found that the most salient beliefs towards eating a vegan diet from 

vegans were humane, healthy, environmentally friendly and restrictive.  

Subjective Norm 

Norms are the typically unwritten rules of a society on how people are expected to behave, given 

their social surroundings and circumstance (Hechter and Opp, 2001). Since Cialdini´s Focus 

Theory of Normative Conduct (1990), norms are often distinguished in descriptive (the level of 

representations of what other do) and injunctive (the levels of others’ disapproval) norms.  

The second variable of the TBP, subjective norm, consists of the normative belief and the moti-

vation to comply with it. Both originate from the consumers´ perceived social pressure from his 

environment to perform or not perform a certain behaviour, which is in turn influencing the con-

sumers decision making process and the intention towards a specific behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). 

According to the TPB, individuals experience social pressure from either persons closely related 

to them or being significantly important to them. Ajzen (1991) argues that the bigger the per-

ceived pressure, the more a consumer will act upon it. 

Cialdini et al. (1990) find that social norms are able to have a stronger influence on intentions 

than attitudes. This might be likely for the context of this study, as eating is also often a social 

event. Beverland (2014) refers to Pollan (2011) when explaining that “being a vegetarian can be 
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alienating and people must accommodate their choices or vice versa” (p. 375). Research found 

that social influences are especially important for consumers who changed their dietary habits 

(Asher et al., 2014; Steptoe et al., 2004). This coincides with Haverstock et al. (2012); who 

found that being a member in a social networks is a common trait for vegetarians and vegans, as 

they offer social support in order to maintain the diet. 

Originating from these earlier findings, it is hypothesised that the influence of the subjective 

norm is especially relevant for consumers who ate meat and dairy before going vegan and be-

longed to the societal norm. Vegetarians, on the other hand, are already used to stand out due to 

their eating behaviour.  

H11: Former meat-eaters feel a significantly stronger influence from their social environment 

than former vegetarians. 

Perceived Behavioural Control 

The perceived behavioural control (PBC) refers to a consumer´s perceived control over the per-

formance of a behaviour (Ajzen, 2002) – how easy or difficult a consumer finds a certain behav-

iour, in this case the maintenance of a vegan diet.  

Like the attitude and the subjective norm, is built upon control beliefs1. Ajzen emphasizes that 

the PBC might vary across situations and actions, which makes it quite suitable for this study, 

since the eating behaviour is not performed in one single setting or situation. The PBC incorpo-

rates two elements found in earlier studies (Zolait, 2014): the first one refers to external re-

sources, the "controllability”, sometimes also referred to as “facilitating conditions" (Triandis, 

1979), like time or money.  

The second element refers to internal resources, the self-efficacy, like knowledge and skills. Ac-

cording to Ajzen (1991), the PBC has similarities with Bandura´s concept of perceived self-effi-

cacy (Bandura, 1982, 1977), which “is concerned with judgments of how well one can execute 

courses of action required to deal with prospective situations” (Bandura, 1982, p. 122). While 

some researchers find that the PBC should be divided into self-efficacy and perceived control 

                                            
1 According to the model, the PBC – in contrast to the two constructs attitude and subjective norm - can be used to 

directly to predict behavioural outcomes (Ajzen, 1991, p. 184), as “the effort expended to bring a course of be-

havior to a successful conclusion is likely to increase with perceived behavioral control” (ibid). Since due to the 

cross-sectional design of the study this study focuses only on the intention, the predictability of actual behaviour 

of the PBC can be neglected. 
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over the behaviour, Armitage and Conner (1999) found that the PBC variable is a robust predic-

tor of dietary behaviour in itself. Richetin et al. (2011), who tested the prediction of cognitions in 

attitudinal models, also find that the PBC “(…), empirically (…) has been shown to be a very 

strong predictor of behaviour” (p. 45). Moreover, it has been found that between all three varia-

bles of the model, the PBC has the largest influence on the intention (Armitage and Conner, 

2001; Graça et al., 2015a). Thus, it is hypothesised that in the case of vegan consumers, the PBC 

will also have the biggest influence on the intention.  

H12: Of all the variables of the original constructs (attitude, subjective norm and perceived be-

havioural control), the perceived behavioural control has the biggest influence on the inten-

tion. 

Furthermore, previous studies in the context of food consumption found that the preparation of 

vegetarian food was often not perceived as an easy task (Lea et al., 2006), and a lack of practice 

and knowledge about plant-based dishes are obvious barriers for the maintenance of a vegan diet 

(Aiking et al., 2006; Beverland, 2014; Schösler et al., 2012). For this study it is hypothesised that 

with ongoing time, the PBC will increase and participants will find the maintenance of the vegan 

diet easier.  

H13: The PBC value is significantly higher for participants who have been vegan for a longer 

time.  

Behavioural Intention 

Ajzen (1991) defines behavioural intentions as following: “Intentions are assumed to capture the 

motivational factors that influence a behavior; they are indications of how hard people are will-

ing to try, of how much of an effort they are planning to exert, in order to perform the behaviour” 

(p. 182). He argues that intentions are the most important predictor of behaviour, and that “in 

combination, attitude toward the behavior, subjective norm, and perception of behavioral control 

lead to the formation of a behavioral intention” (Ajzen, 2002, p. 665).  

In the context of meat consumption, Saba and Di Natale (1998) find strong evidence that inten-

tions have a significant effect on actual meat consumption. Yet Richetin et al. (2011), who also 

studied intentions in the context of meat, find the TPB should include intentions about both per-

forming and not performing an action, as they point out that “strong intention of not performing 

a certain action is not the same as a weak intention of performing this action” (p.52). Sheeran 

(2002) finds that this would enhance “both consistency and discrepancy between intentions and 

subsequent action” (p. 6). For better predictability, Sutton (1998) proposes in his seminal paper 
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about intentions that they “should be measured proximally, after rather than before people have 

made a real decision” (p. 1334). This fits well with this research, since it studies the intention of 

consumers who have already made the decision to change their behaviour and act accordingly.  

Wegner and Wheatley (1999) however question the intention-behaviour link, arguing that inten-

tions in general do not predict behaviour, as "(...) the real causal mechanisms underlying behav-

ior are never present in consciousness”. While this might be true for many behaviours, in this 

context the critique can be neglected for two reasons: for once, the participants of this study al-

ready show the desired behaviour, and secondly, this new behaviour is based upon conscious de-

cision-making.  

Another critique may be more relevant: Sheeran (2002) summarizes that behaviour may not only 

be predicted by intention, but also by automatic processes – habits. The next chapter will illus-

trate findings of previous research – like habits - that are important in the meat/vegan/food con-

text and which are not included in the original TPB. For this study, some of them will therefore 

be added as additional constructs in order to increase the predictability of the model.  

2.3 Theory of Planned Behaviour: Additional Constructs 

Attitudes 4N 

Piazza et al. (2015) have analysed attitudinal barriers for plant-based diets, which they summa-

rized as the 4Ns of meat consumption: natural, nice, normal and necessary. They found that ap-

preciation and enjoyment (“nice”) of meat are highly influential barriers in attitude, and that 

meat-eaters “endorsed the 4Ns at a significantly higher rate” (p. 119) than vegetarians/vegans. 

They further observed that beliefs about the naturalness, normalness and necessity of consuming 

animal-based products is also found – albeit to a lesser degree – in vegan consumers. It will 

hence be tested if the intention to maintain the vegan diet might be lower with participants who 

show beliefs of the Attitudes 4Ns.  

H14: Participants who show high results in the 4N´s have a significantly lower intention to 

maintain the vegan diet in the next 6 months than participants with low results. 

Meat Attachment 

A prime example for extending the TPB with respect to the present study can be found in Graça 

et al. (2015a), who identified a strong affective connection towards meat consumption. They la-

belled it “meat attachment” and suggest to include as an additional TPB variable in further stud-

ies on plant-based diets. The “Meat Attachment Questionnaire” by Graça et al. (2015a) is in line 
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with various other research that emphasises the enjoyment of meat as one of the major chal-

lenges towards the maintenance of a plant-based diet (Köster, 2009; Lea and Worsley, 2003; Pasi 

Pohjolainen et al., 2015; Rothgerber, 2014). For this study, it is hypothesised that meat attach-

ment influences the intention to maintain the vegan diet.  

H15: Meat attachment negatively correlates with the intention to maintain a vegan diet. 

Cheese Attachment 

Research suggests that cheese, like many processed foods with high levels of sugar and fat, can 

lead to addictive behaviour (Gearhardt et al., 2011) – especially since cheese contains casomor-

phins, which stimulate the brain´s reward system (Schulte et al., 2015). Hence, further develop-

ing the rationale of the meat attachment towards a construct labelled “cheese attachment” seems 

like a promising research approach, which to the author´s knowledge has not been done yet.  

H16: Cheese attachment negatively correlates with the intention to maintain a vegan diet. 

Ambivalence 

As mentioned above, attitudes (one of the core-constructs in the TPB) are evaluations that are 

either positive or negative. In the social sciences they are typically measured on (uni- or bipolar) 

scales like “agree” or “do not agree”. Yet, sometimes people might have both positive and 

negative beliefs about a topic – in that case, they are ambivalent. The traditional scaling - even 

with middle-points - is not suited to capture ambivalence beliefs (Breckler, 1994). This research 

hence tries to mitigate this (methodological) weakness by adding a concrete ambivalence item to 

the study. 

Sparks et al. (2001), who applied ambivalence in the domain of dietary choices to the TPB, 

found that ambivalence might influence the “predictive ability of attitude-intention-models, 

especially when applied to health-related behaviours [such as diets] that are characterized by 

motivational conflicts” (p. 54). And Povey et al. (2001) found in the context of vegan diets that 

higher ambivalence weakens the relation between attitude and intention to follow the diet.   
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Other important findings 

Previous research has identified more variables influencing food behaviour which this research - 

limited in time and scope – cannot incorporate. For completeness’ sake however they shall be 

mentioned shortly. 

Since food preparation is usually performed frequently, habits were found to be influencing die-

tary behaviour (Armitage and Conner, 2001; Godin and Kok, 1996; Graça et al., 2015a; Zur and 

Klöckner, 2014). Health beliefs play an ambivalent role in the discussion of dietary choices. On 

one hand, health beliefs can act as a powerful driver (Lea et al., 2006; Povey et al., 2001; Ruby, 

2012; Sabaté, 2003; Zur and Klöckner, 2014), on the other hand, health concerns, originating 

from the perceived nutritional necessity of meat (Pohjolainen et al., 2015; Piazza et al., 2015), 

are often a strong barrier preventing the maintenance of plant-based diets (Lea and Worsley, 

2003; Povey et al., 2001). With regard to veganism, the matter of moral beliefs is naturally im-

portant: previous research found that moral reasons and the concern about animal welfare are the 

major causes for people to adopt plant based-diets (Beardsworth and Keil, 1991; Cordts et al., 

2014; Fox and Ward, 2008; Tobler et al., 2011; Zur and Klöckner, 2014).  

Socio-demographic factors like gender and education are also highly influential for maintaining 

plant-based diets (de Boer et al., 2014; Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002; Lea and Worsley, 2001; 

Pasi Pohjolainen et al., 2015; Schösler et al., 2012). Previous research also identified environ-

mental awareness (Cron and Pobocik, 2013; Haverstock and Forgays, 2012; Macdiarmid et al., 

2016) and self-identity (Armitage and Conner, 1999; Sparks and Shepherd, 1992) as important 

variables in the food context.  

2.4 Summary of the Model and Criticism 

The Theory of Planned Behaviour is especially relevant for this study as dietary choice is volun-

tary, and dietary decisions are to a large extent under the consumer´s control: consumers make 

conscious choices to adopt such behaviours based on information, motivations, and knowledge 

they have. Being an expectancy-value model, the TPB is based on the assumption that behaviour 

is formed by rational decision making, and as such on expected utility. Utility in the context of 

consumer behaviour can best be described as the degree of contentment, happiness or personal 

benefit. Yet, its underlying assumption that people act rational has earned the model some criti-

cism by a number of authors (Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002; Scheibehenne et al., 2008; Valle et 

al., 2005).  
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While the rationality of the model can be questioned for many behaviours, it is argued here that 

the continuous maintenance of a vegan diet within a daily routine is to a certain extent based 

upon rational ‘planned behaviour’. Nonetheless, Köster (2009) attests the TPB and all other ra-

tional decision-making models in food behaviour “low predictive validity (…)” (p. 70). He 

claims that they do not take certain important factors like “past behaviour, habit and hedonic ap-

preciation” (ibid) into account. To overcome these shortcomings, he recommends to extend the 

TPB and add these variables as extra-constructs.  

The extendibility of the core TPB model with further variables has been advocated by Ajzen 

himself (2011) and is one of its strongest features. Being able to include “missing” variables – 

such as habits – in a controlled fashion makes up for its shortcomings when compared to more 

complex models like Triandis' (1979) “Theory of Interpersonal Behaviour” (TIB), which in cer-

tain contexts has been found to have a higher predictive ability (Bamberg and Schmidt, 2003; 

Valois et al., 1988). Therefore, this study will mitigate some of the above mentioned shortcom-

ings of the core TPB model by extending it with the already discussed additional constructs in 

chapter 2.3. 

In the end, and despite all criticism, the TPB seems like a good fit for this study: it has already 

been tested for explaining and predicting food consumption in various contexts (Conner and 

Armitage, 1998; Godin and Kok, 1996; Tobler et al., 2011), including meat and dairy (Graça et 

al., 2015a; Hung‐ Yi Lu et al., 2010), and it is flexible enough to be extended with required vari-

ables.  

2.5 Hypotheses  

Summarized in Figure 2 below are salient variables which research identified to have an influ-

ence on maintaining a vegan diet, mapped to the TPB framework.  

For this study, the intention refers to the intention of consumers to maintain the vegan diet. “Atti-

tude” refers be a person´s positive or negative feelings toward veganism, the “subjective norm” 

to much the person wishes to respect and follow the opinions of people important to him, and the 

“perceived behavioural control” refers to a person’s perceived belief of how easy or difficult it 

will be to stick to the vegan diet.  

Based upon the review of relevant theories and findings, and in combination with the research 

question, the following hypotheses have been developed and will be tested: 
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H11: Former meat-eaters feel a significantly stronger influence from their social environment 

than former vegetarians. 

H12: Of all variables of the original constructs (attitude, subjective norm and perceived behav-

ioural control), the perceived behavioural control has the biggest influence on the intention. 

 

H13: The PBC value is significantly higher for participants who have been vegan for a longer 

time. 

H14: Participants who show high results in the 4N´s have a significantly lower intention to 

maintain the vegan diet in the next 6 months than participants with low results. 

H15: Meat attachment negatively correlates with the intention to maintain a vegan diet. 

H16: Cheese attachment negatively correlates with the intention to maintain a vegan diet. 

To the author´s best knowledge, no research has been conducted yet to identify the variables in-

fluencing the maintenance of a vegan diet in Germany. It is the aim of this study to fill this gap. 

Furthermore, special attention will be paid if with “cheese attachment” there exists a concept 

similar to the already identified “meat attachment”. 
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Figure 2 - Aligned Model of TPB (Ajzen, 1991) 
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3 Method  

3.1 Research Philosophy and Approach  

Which variables are influencing the maintenance of a vegan diet in Germany? The aim of this 

research has been approached with a subjective ontology and a positivist philosophical perspec-

tive on the epistemology. Positivism is a philosophical position linked to empirical research 

based on the assumption that reality can be objectively perceived, described and apprehended. 

Common methodologies include the testing of a theory, such as in a survey (Sobh and Perry, 

2006).  

The aim of a deductive approach is to affirm different assumptions based on a theory, which 

might explain relationships between the variables, and to further question these objectively by 

developing hypotheses (Saunders et al., 2016). This study has thus applied a deductive approach 

based on the already existing Theory of Planned Behaviour. Different variables influencing con-

sumer behaviour have already been identified by researchers, and this study tested the relation-

ships between those.  

3.2 Research Strategy 

This thesis has further applied the single (mono-method) data collection technique in form of an 

online questionnaire with quantitative data analysis procedures. According to Groves et al. 

(2009), surveys in general are “one of the most commonly used method in the social sciences 

(…) to test theories of behavior” (p. 3). Furthermore, quantitative surveys allow for the collec-

tion of a large amount of data from a considerably large population in very time- and cost-eco-

nomical ways (Saunders et al., 2012).  

Benefits of online surveys are that they are not bound to geographical or chronological con-

straints - they are available 24/7 and can be taken by participants wherever and whenever they 

have sufficient time. Having an online connection is a requirement, which according to a study 

conducted in 2015 is the case for about 80% of the Germans population (Tippelt and Kup-

ferschmitt, 2015). Furthermore, online distributed questionnaires are usually perceived as author-

itative, trusted and popular by people, and are usually easy to explain and to understand by par-

ticipants (Casler et al., 2013; Davidov and Depner, 2011; Saunders et al., 2012).  
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Some disadvantages of data elicitation via self-administered surveys have been described by 

Wray and Bloomer (2006). They point out that, due to the static nature of online questionnaires, 

there is no way to clarify potential misunderstandings, which can lead to implausible results. 

Furthermore, with self-administered surveys there is always the possibility of manipulation - par-

ticipants are i.e. able to provide wrong demographic data and deliberately skew their answers. 

Another issue is a low overall response rate or a high number of incomplete questionnaires.  

Most of these shortcomings, however, hold true for offline surveys as well and can be mitigated 

by careful survey design. 

3.3 Sampling 

Two types of sampling techniques exist: in probability (representative) sampling, the entire pop-

ulation is known and can theoretically (‘probably’) be selected, while in non-probability sam-

pling that is not the case (Saunders, 2016). The latter is true for this study: the numbers of vegan 

consumers in Germany are estimated, but not precisely known. It is also not known who exactly 

of the German population is vegan. Hence, the data for this study was collected through non-

probability sampling.  

It is estimated that only about 1.1% of the consumers are vegan in Germany, and due to the low 

number they belong to the ‘hard-to-reach population’ (Marpsat and Razafindratsima, 2010). 

Haverstock et al. (2012) found that a group membership in social networks seems to be common 

among vegans. Hence, this research has focused on reaching vegans through social networks.  

The biggest social network in Germany (and worldwide) is Facebook (FB): approximately 42 

million people are using FB in Germany, and about 23 million of them use it on a daily basis 

(Tippelt and Kupferschmitt, 2015). A search for German vegan groups in Facebook resulted in 

more than 100 groups with approximately more than 100.000 members. And whereas usually in-

ternet users tend to be younger and over-proportionally male (Saunders, 2012), in the case of 

German Facebook the users age and gender groups are normal distributed within the range of 14-

49 year olds (Tippelt and Kupferschmitt, 2015). The age range of people older than 50 years was 

underrepresented, as they are usually underrepresented in social media.  

In Facebook, users create profiles and can join groups of interest. By posting a link with a de-

scription of the survey to such a groups, their members have been able to take part in the re-

search. This sampling type is called self-selection (Saunders et al., 2012). Furthermore, the social 
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network facilitates the sharing of content, which made it well-suited for the snowballing tech-

nique: vegan group members can share the link with vegan friends that are not part of the group 

or even have no Facebook account.  

While internet samples in general have found to be consistent with findings from traditional 

methods (Gosling et al., 2004) it is important to note that self-selection and snowballing sam-

pling also have methodological weaknesses. Self-selection is more likely to elicit data from par-

ticipants who have an especially strong interest or opinion on the topic. With snowballing it is 

also likely that the sample was not representative of the target population.  

However, Baltar and Brunet (2012), who specifically analysed Facebook as a sampling method, 

conclude that it is an appropriate tool for hard-to-reach populations. The applicability of Face-

book as a valid tool for sampling in research has also been recognized by a number of different 

authors (Thomson and Ito, 2014; Wilson et al., 2012). Other researchers with a focus on vegetar-

ians/vegans studies have used these sampling methods on Facebook as well (Beardsworth and 

Keil, 1991; Haverstock and Forgays, 2012).  

Approach on Facebook  

The link to the questionnaire was published on different German Facebook vegan groups for 

nine days, from the 17th – 26th of April. Furthermore, since the research is done during an intern-

ship at the charitable Albert Schweitzer Foundation for Our Contemporaries in Berlin, the organ-

isation also posted a link of the online survey to Facebook users who have liked their page (ap-

prox. 80.000 users). An example of a group posting on FB is added in the Appendix.  

It should be emphasized that not all users were able to see the post – Facebook has its own secret 

algorithm on who sees which post, and accurate information on how often the post will be dis-

tributed is not available. The same applies to the postings in groups – it is uncertain how many 

people have actually seen it. Yet, the website Unipark, where the online survey was hosted, pro-

vided information on how many people clicked on the link and thus supplied numbers of com-

pletion rates.  

As an incentive the users were offered to participate in a voucher raffle with an overall value of 

30 EUR from different companies in Germany. Ideally, the survey would have been administered 

to a target group of more than 200 participants.  
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Sampling Summary  

To summarize the sampling technique: it is impossible to enumerate the entire population of 

German vegan consumers, not only because of economic reasons but also because the precise en-

tirety of the vegan population in Germany is unknown.  

Since vegan consumers however can readily be accessed in special-interest groups on Facebook, 

and as vegan Facebook users can forward the survey link to other vegans they know, the non-

probability sampling techniques self-selection and snowballing were chosen for this study.   

Even though the sampling techniques are linked with self-selection biases and the findings of the 

data cannot be generalized to the whole population, these sampling types have enabled to reach a 

population that might be difficult to reach otherwise.  

3.4 Formative Research and Pre-Test 

The Theory of Planned Behaviour requires formative research, as the beliefs the model is based 

on (attitude, normative and control beliefs) need to be tested for every new behaviour. Ajzen rec-

ommends that at least five (to nine) salient beliefs should be identified, which are specific towards 

a population and a context (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). Ajzen (2002) emphasizes that “to secure 

reliable, internally consistent measures [of belief], it is necessary to select appropriate items in the 

formative stages of the investigation”. This process is also defined as ‘eliciting beliefs’ (p. 4).  

Eliciting beliefs were ensured by asking participants to generate a list of factors they believe could 

hinder them to perform the behaviour: the maintenance of their vegan diet. The 15 participants for 

the formative research were chosen through voluntary participation during vegan ‘cracker-barrel’ 

in Cologne, Germany. The salient findings were then utilized in the final questionnaire.  

A pre-test of the questionnaire was run to make sure the length of time and the wording is appro-

priate. Furthermore, the findings of the pre-test were tested upon reliability for the final question-

naire. The items were then selected depending on how high or low they scored in the total score. 

The pre-test was conducted on 10 vegan people who are either friends or acquainted with the 

researcher.  

3.5 Questionnaire Design  

The nature of this survey has been cross-sectional, meaning that data was only collected at one 

point in time. This is a disadvantage for studies on behaviour, as longitudinal studies enable to 

not only measure the intention but also actual behaviour. Since the time frame for this research 
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was limited, however, a longitudinal study is not feasible and would have to be conducted in fu-

ture research.  

This study has followed Ajzen´s (2006) recommendations in ‘Constructing a theory of planned 

behaviour questionnaire’ on how to develop questions for the TPB. In addition, further variables 

from previous research were included, together with some self-developed items.  

Table 2 is providing an outline of the different variables this study has examined with one or 

more survey items. The full questionnaire with all items is included in the Appendix.  

3.6 Operationalisation 

To verify the hypotheses, it was necessary to operationalise the different variables of the model 

into measurable items. For that the constructs of the model (core and additional) were divided 

into dependent and independent variables. The empirically collected data was then tested by 

means of different analyses.  

Regarding the measures, Ajzen (2002) comments that “attitude, subjective norm and perceived 

behavioral control can be measured by asking direct questions about the capability to perform a 

behaviour, or indirectly on the basis of beliefs about the ability to deal with specific inhibiting or 

facilitating factors” (p. 668). He explains that it is sufficient to assess the direct measures if the 

purpose of the research is to predict intentions and behaviour, while indirect beliefs should be 

assessed when planning more extensive research, i.e. for behavioural change interventions. Since 

the scope of this research was limited, only direct measures were assessed.  

Dependent and Independent Variables 

A dependent variable (often called ‘outcome’ variable) is being affected by changes of the inde-

pendent variables (Field, 2013). Since the intention is being influenced by different variables, in 

this study it was the dependent variable. It consisted of one item that retrieved a self-stated inten-

tion of participants.  

For the analyses, the independent variables had to be determined. These independent variables 

(also called ‘predictor’ variables) cause an effect on the dependent variable (Field, 2013). As de-

fined by Ajzen (1991), the independent variables in this study were the attitude, the subjective 

norm and the PBC, as well as the additional constructs Attitudes 4N, meat and cheese attachments 

and ambivalence. 

The model has an equitation on how to measure the intention (Ajzen, 1991): 
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It illustrates how the intention is composed through the total values of each of the three original 

TPB constructs: attitude (‘AB’), subjective norms (‘SN’) and perceived behavioural control 

(‘PBC’).   

Scaling 

The scales express a level of agreement/disagreement, and are essential for measuring attitudes. 

Ajzen recommends using any attitude scaling procedure (Ajzen, 2002), either unipolar (Likert) 

or bipolar (semantic differential), but does not give further instructions if a 5-point or a 7-point 

scale yields higher results for unipolar scales.  

Nunnally and Bernstein (1994), who tested different scales, find that the differences in how 5-

point and 7-point scales score are relatively small. Since 85% of the German Facebook users surf 

Facebook on mobile devices (Wiese, 2016) it was argued that the usability of a 5-point scale 

might be higher for those participants. There is also some discussion in research if Likert scales 

should be measured on interval or ordinal levels (Jamieson, 2004; Knapp, 1990). This study has 

treated them as ordinals, as stated by Pallant (2011).  

The scales in this study thus ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Some items 

have been asked reversely to counteract answer-tendencies, which were later recoded for the 

analysis. 

3.6.1 Scale Creation and Analysis Method for Testing 

Table 1 lists the included items as well as the scale creation method and which statistical anal-

yses for all relevant scales were applied.  

Table 1 - Scale Creation 

Variable Items used Scale  

crea-

tor 

Source Hypo-

thesis 

Analysis method 

for testing 

Independent Variables - Original constructs     
Attitude 1. good – bad 

2. harmful – beneficial  

3. unpleasant – pleasant 

4. unenjoyable - enjoyable 

Mean - Ajzen (2006) -  

“Constructing a TpB 

Questionnaire: Con-

ceptual and Methodo-

logical Considerations”  

 

& 

 

/ Hierarchical  

Multiple Regres-

sion 

 

Pearson´s Corre-

lation 
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- Povey et al., (2001) -  

“Attitudes towards fol-

lowing meat, vegetar-

ian and vegan diets: an 

examination of the role 

of ambivalence” 

Subjective 
Norm 

1. My family thinks I should 

eat a vegan diet 

2. My friends think I should 

eat a vegan diet 

3. Regarding my diet, I 

comply with what my 

family thinks 

4. Regarding my diet, I 

comply with what my 

friends thinks. 

Mean - Ajzen (2006) -  

 “Constructing a TpB 

Questionnaire: Con-

ceptual and Methodo-

logical Considerations” 

 

&  

 

- Povey et al., (2001) -  

“Attitudes towards fol-

lowing meat, vegetar-

ian and vegan diets: an 

examination of the role 

of ambivalence” 

 

& self-developed  

H11 

 

Hierarchical  

Multiple Regres-

sion  

 

t-test  

PBC  1. It depends mostly on 

myself if I maintain my 

diet. 

2. I am confident I will 

maintain the vegan diet in 

the following six months. 

3. I find eating vegan easy. 

Possible answers on a Likert 

scale for the question 

“Which influence have the 

following factors on your 

intention to stay vegan in 

the next six months?”: 

 

4. Higher costs 

5. Change of eating habits 

6. Low availability of vegan 

substitute products in 

supermarkets 

7. Low availability of vegan 

foods when eating out 

5. Low knowledge about 

vegan recipes and cooking 

Mean - Ajzen (2006) -  

“Constructing a TpB 

Questionnaire: Con-

ceptual and Methodo-

logical Considerations”  

 

& 

 

- Povey et al., (2001) -  

“Attitudes towards fol-

lowing meat, vegetar-

ian and vegan diets: an 

examination of the role 

of ambivalence” 

 

& 

 

- Graça et al, (2015) -  

"Attached to meat? 

(Un)Willingness and  

intentions to adopt a 

more plant-based diet" 

 

& self-developed 

H12 

 

 

 

 

H13 

 

 

 

Hierarchical  

Multiple Regres-

sion  

 

Pearson´s Corre-

lation 
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Dependent variable 

Intention   Score  - Fishbein & Ajzen 

(1975) - "Belief, atti-

tude, intention and be-

havior: an introduction 

to theory and research”  

H12 

H14 

H15 

H16 

 

 

Hierarchical  

Multiple Regres-

sion  

 

Pearson´s Corre-

lation 

 

 

Independent variables - Additional constructs  

Attitudes 

4N 

1. Human beings are natural 

meat-eaters.  

2. A healthy diet requires at 

least some meat.  

3. It is abnormal for humans 

not to eat meat.  

4. Meat is delicious 

Mean - Piazza et al. (2015) -  

"Rationalizing meat 

consumption. The 4Ns” 

 

 

H14 

 

Hierarchical  

Multiple Regres-

sion  

 

Pearson´s Corre-

lation 

Meat  

Attach-

ment 

1. In the long term, I find not 

eating meat challenging. 

2. Since I´m not eating meat 

anymore I feel weak. 

3. I don´t mind not eating 

meat. 

Mean - Graça et al, (2015) -  

"Attached to meat? 

(Un)Willingness and 

intentions to adopt a 

more plant-based diet" 

 

H15 

 

Hierarchical  

Multiple Regres-

sion  

 

Pearson´s Corre-

lation 

Cheese  

Attach-

ment 

1. In the long term, I find not 

eating cheese challenging. 

2. The prospect of a life 

without cheese makes me a 

little sad 

3. I don´t mind not eating 

cheese. 

Mean - Self-developed (based 

on Graça et al. (2015) -  

"Attached to meat? 

(Un)Willingness and 

intentions to adopt a 

more plant-based diet) 

H16 Hierarchical  

Multiple Regres-

sion  

 

Pearson´s Corre-

lation 

Ambiva-

lence 

1. I feel torn between vegan 

and non-vegan food 

Mean - Berndsen et al. 

(2004) “Ambivalence 

towards meat” 

/ Hierarchical  

Multiple Regres-

sion  

 

Pearson´s Corre-

lation 

Socio-demographics  

Socio- 

De-

mographics 

 

*not 

 mandatory 

1. Age 

2. Gender 

3. Household size 

4. Residential area* 

5. Education 

6. Income* 

Valid  

% 

self-developed  

 

/ Descriptive  

statistics 
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The complete survey in English (Table 19) and in its original language German can be found in 

the Appendix (Table 20).  

3.6.2 Preliminary Tests  

The data set was checked for errors by inspecting the frequencies of each variable and by recoding 

reversely phrased items. The different procedures for categorical variables and continuous variable 

were considered before the total scores of the variable scales were calculated, so the data was not 

distorted (Pallant, 2011). To get an overview of the data and information about the distribution 

and frequencies of the participant´s responses, descriptive statistics were applied. Furthermore, the 

mean for the variables was computed. The data was also screened for outliers. The 5% Trimmed 

Mean showed no high differences between the original and the new trimmed mean for the varia-

bles.  

It is a standard to test items for normality in order to check the assumptions of linear statistical 

procedures, i.e. by using the The Kolmogorov-Smirnov. Significant results would indicate that the 

data does not follow a normal distribution, as required by the statistical methods used in this paper 

(i.e the t-test, multiple regression analysis). However, tests for normality will not be performed in 

this work: The reason being that Lumley et al. (2002) emphasise that most tests do not require any 

assumption of normal distribution if the sample size is sufficiently large (n = 500) (p. 166)  

The negligibility of normality in large sample sizes is also shared by other scholars (Field, 2013; 

Pallant, 2011). Since the sample size of this study is quite large (n = 2847), non-normality of the 

data can be ignored.  

3.6.3 Reliability 

The reliability of a scale indicates how consistent the measures are (Saunders, 2016). Ajzen (2006) 

emphasizes that for the TPB, the set of items to be used need to correlate highly with each other. 

In order to test the internal consistency (the degree to which the items of the scale are all measuring 

the same underlying attribute) (Pallant, 2011), Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was used (Ajzen, 

2006). Field (2013) argues that the Cronbach Alpha-values should be interpreted with caution, as 

with a higher number of items also the α-value increases, which does not necessarily mean that the 

items display a high internal consistency. Negatively coded items were reversed for the alpha-

analysis.  
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Some of the Cronbach Alpha scores were below .7, as indicated by Kline (2000) for psychological 

constructs such as the TPB’s. However, since all constructs consisted of less than ten items, Pal-

lant´s (2011) recommendation to measure the mean inter-item-correlation was (IIC) utilized. The 

items showed an acceptable consistency within the optimal range between .2 to .4, sometimes 

higher, which indicates good results.  

Some scales, however, needed adjustments:  

SN: In the Subjective Norm scale the items “I comply with what my family do” and “I comply 

with what my friends does” had low IIC of .217 to .220 and were deleted. Even though according 

to Pallant (2011) these items showed an acceptable internal consistency, it was decided to remove 

them from the scale, since the Cronbach-Alpha value then increased to .715 and the IIC to .577.  

PBC: While the Cronbach Alpha on the compounded PBC scale had a good value of .73, the item 

“It depends mostly on myself if I maintain my diet” showed a weak IIC of .155 and had to be 

deleted, after which the Cronbach Alpha value increased to .76.  

Meat Attachment: The item “Since I am not eating meat anymore I feel weak” had a low IIC of 

.160 and was deleted. The Cronbach Alpha value increased to .732 then.  

Table 17 in the Appendix shows the reliability after item-correction.  

3.6.4 t-tests, Pearson´s Correlation and Multiple Regression 

A t-test allowed to look at differences between two groups. The two means of the scales of former 

meat eaters versus former vegetarians were compared.  For each test prior to looking at the p-

value, a Levene test for homogeneity of variances was carried out.   

To test linear relationships between two metric variables, correlations analyses using Pearson’s r 

were performed. In order to identify influences on the dependent variable, multiple regression 

analyses were the statistical tool of choice. To be able to interpret the correlation strength, Cohen 

(1988) gives some indications: values of 0 indicate no correlation at all, while small correlations 

are between r = .10 to .29 and medium correlations between r= .30 to .49. Large correlations are 

between .50 to 1.0, with 1 indicating a perfect correlation.  

The multiple regression analysis enabled exploration about the relationships between the depend-

ent and independent variables, and illustrated the strengths and direction of the correlations be-

tween each variable. Since the sample size is large, the model was evaluated using the R2. The R2 

value shows how much of the variance in the dependent variable intention is explained by the 
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model. In order to know which of the variables contributes the most to the prediction of the de-

pendent variable, the Standardized Beta values were compared. The data was also checked for 

multicollinearity. The tables showed no bivariate correlations of .7, which would indicate that 

correlations between the independent variables are too high. The tolerance and VIF values also 

indicated no multicollinearity, with values less than .10 and above .1.  

P-values lower than α = 5% were considered statistically significant and marked accordingly. 

3.7 Limitations 

Internet as a sampling technique is typically connected with the selection bias problem (Baltar 

and Brunet, 2012). It is important to acknowledge that findings through web-based sampling 

methods often cannot be generalized to the whole population. Furthermore, elderly people were 

underrepresented in the data, as they are usually underrepresented in social media, too. Also, 

consumers that either do not use the internet or are not on Facebook were not included. Thus, 

findings of the study were not representative to all vegan consumers in Germany. Another limita-

tion is that the ‘intention’-variable was retrieved through only one item, whereas it is recom-

mended to use a set of different questions.  
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4 Empirical Findings 

According to the survey hosting software Unipark, the link to the survey was clicked 5715 times 

and resulted in 3519 participants who completed the questionnaire. This is a completion rate of 

62%. The data was then cleaned by deleting all participants who indicated to be non-vegans (n = 

401). Furthermore, missing data sets (participants who had not filled out all mandatory fields) 

were deleted. From 3519 participants who completed the survey this led to a cleared data set of n 

= 2847 participants, representing 49,8% of all participants.  

4.1 Descriptive Statistics  

The demographics (Table 9 to Table 16) are illustrated in the Appendix. As can be seen in Table 

9, the majority of the participants was female (80,3%) and relatively young – the majority of the 

participants ranged between 18 to 35 (Table 10). ‘Animal welfare’ achieved the highest mean as a 

reason to turn vegan amongst the reasons animal welfare, health, environment and social environ-

ment (Table16).  

4.2 Analysis of the Theoretical Model  

Correlation of Variables 

At first, to explore the relationship of the original variables of the models amongst themselves, a 

multiple regression analysis was conducted. As can be seen in the correlation matrix in Table 2, 

there were medium and small correlations: a significant, medium sized and positive correlation 

existed between the attitude and the perceived behavioural control (r = .358, p < .001). The positive 

correlation between the attitude and the subjective norm was also significant, but quite small  

(r = .036, p = .01). The positive significant correlation between the subjective norm and the per-

ceived behavioural control was also small (r = .046, p = .05).  
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Table 2 - Correlation of Original Constructs 

Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation of the Original Constructs of the TPB 

Variables 1 2 3

Attitude - .036* .358***

Subjective Norm - .046*

PBC -

*p  < .05, **p  < .01, ***p  < .001, n  = 2847  

In the next step, the intention variable was added.  

Table 3 - Correlation of Original Constructs and Intention 

Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation of the Original Constructs of the TPB 

and the Intention to Maintain the Vegan Diet

Variables 1 2 3 4

Intention - .319*** .036* .403***

Attitude - .036* .358***

Subjective Norm - .046*

PBC -

*p  < .05, **p  < .01, ***p  < .001, n  = 2847

 

Table 3 shows that the strongest correlation here was between the intention to maintain the vegan 

diet and the perceived behavioural control (r = .403, p < .001). According to Cohen´s effect size, 

a medium correlation was at hand. The positive correlation between the intention and the attitude 

also was of medium size (r = .319, p < .001), while the subjective norm and the intention only 

correlated weakly (r = .036, p < .001).  

In the next step, the additional independent variables (attitudes 4N, meat attachment, cheese at-

tachment and ambivalence), were entered.  
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Table 4 - Correlation of All Variables 

Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation of the Original Constructs of the TPB 

and the Intention to Maintain the Vegan Diet

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Intention - .319*** .036* .403*** -.186*** -.225*** -.337*** -.366***

Attitude - .036* .358*** -.358*** -.211*** -.298*** -.281***

Subjective Norm - .046* .015 -.022 -.034* -.038*

PBC - -.226*** -.312*** -.503*** -.507***

Attitudes 4N - .353*** .238*** .231***

Meat Attachment - .267*** .306***

Cheese Attachment - .485***

Ambivalence -

*p  < .05, **p  < .01, ***p  < .001, n  = 2847

 

The output (Table 4) revealed that all the additional constructs were negatively influencing the 

intention, and that several small to large effects existed.  

The largest negative correlations on the intention were medium-sized: ambivalence (r = -.366, p < 

.001) and cheese attachment (r = -.337, p < .001). This indicates that amongst all the additional 

variables, ambivalent feelings among the vegan diet and an attachment for cheese negatively cor-

relate the most negatively with the intention to maintain the plant-based diet. Meat attachment (r 

= -.225, p < .001) and the Attitudes 4N (r = -.186, p < .001) also negatively influenced the inten-

tion, indicating that participants who endorse the Attitudes 4N seem to have a strong attachment 

to meat.  

A large effect of a negative correlation existed between the perceived behavioural control and 

ambivalence (r = -.507, p < .001), showing that if participants who had low perceived behavioural 

control had the highest ambivalent feelings towards the vegan diet. Cheese attachment also nega-

tively correlated with the ambivalence (r = -.485, p < .001), thus indicating that the higher an 

attachment for cheese, the more ambivalent the participants are.   
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By adding the variables step-wise into the multiple regression, the procedure enabled to see how 

the additional variables increased the predictability of the intention (Table 5).  

Table 5 - Hierarchical Regression for Intention 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Intention

β     t R R
2

∆R
2

.444 .197

Attitude .200 11.10***

Subjective Norm .014 .837

PBC .331 18.35***

Step 2 .446 .199 .002**

Attitude .185 9.788***

Subjective Norm .016 .925

PBC .325 17.96***

Attitudes 4N -.047 -2.61**

Step 3 .453 .205 .006***

Attitude .183 9.73***

Subjective Norm .014 .858

PBC .306 16.45***

Attitudes 4N -.023 -1.230

Meat Attachment -.083 -4.460***

Step 4 .468 .219 .014***

Attitude .169 9.01***

Subjective Norm .013 .779

PBC .246 12.20***

Attitudes 4N -.012 -.663

Meat Attachment -.070 -3.82***

Cheese Attachment -.140 -7.15***

Step 5 .484 .234 .015***

Attitude .161 8.66***

Subjective Norm .011 .680

PBC .199 9.52***

Attitudes 4N -.007 -.350

Meat Attachment -.053 -2.89***

Cheese Attachment -.098 -4.82***

Ambivalence -.154 -7.58***

*p  < .05, **p  < .01, ***p  < .001, n  = 2847

Step 1

Variable
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The hierarchical multiple regression revealed that at step one the variables attitude and PBC both 

contributed significantly to the regression model, F (3, 2842) = 232.91, p < .001) and together 

accounted for 19.6% of the variation, while the subjective norm was not significant.  

In the second step, the Attitudes 4N explained additional 0.2% of the intention’s variance, which 

was significant despite the small amount, F (1, 2841) = 6.80, p = .009. 

In the third step, the variable meat attachment explained additional 0.6%, F (1, 2840) = 19.90, p < 

.001, while in the fourth step, cheese attachment added 1.4%, F (1, 2839) = 51.11, p < .001.  

Lastly, in step 5, ambivalence explained 1.5 %, F (1, 2838) = 57.40, p < .001. All variables together 

finally accounted for 23.2%, the changes however were so small that they did not substantially 

contribute to explaining the variance in intention.  
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4.3 Hypotheses Testing 

H11 – Subjective Norm  

Former meat-eaters feel a significantly stronger influence from their social environment than 

former vegetarians. 

To test this hypothesis, a group variable was formed, including former vegetarians (group A; n = 

1633) and former meat eaters (group B; n = 998). Some participants (n = 215) had stated that 

they were pescetarians, meaning that they did eat fish but no meat. They were excluded from the 

analysis as they are an in-between both groups.  

An independent-samples t-test was then conducted. Since Levene´s p-value was .076 and hence 

larger than .050, equal variances were assumed. The test indicated that there was a statistically 

significant (t(2629) = 2.52, p = .012) higher influence of the subjective norm in the former vege-

tarian-group (M = 1.59, SD = 0.62) compared to the former meat-eater group (M = 1.52, SD = 

0.60).  

The magnitude of the mean differences was explained by the effect size (d = 0.10 and r = .005). 

This indicates that former meat eaters – albeit the effect is small - feel a stronger pressure from 

their social environment than former vegetarians. 

The hypothesis was confirmed.  
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H12 – Perceived Behavioural Control (PBC) 01 

 

Of all variables of the original constructs (attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioural 

control), the perceived behavioural control has the biggest influence on the intention. 

The influence of the original variables attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioural con-

trol on the intention was tested through a standard multiple regression analysis. The preliminary 

analyses ensured that the assumptions of multicollinearity were not violated: the VIF values were 

near 1, showing that the data was adequate for multiple regression analysis. The adjusted R2-

value explained 19.6% of variance on the intention, and the PBC item showed its largest contri-

bution with β = .331 (see Table 6).  

The hypothesis was thus confirmed.  

Table 6 - Hypothesis H2 - Multiple Regression 

Standard Multiple Regression of the Original Variables

Scale b SE b β

Attitude .371 .033 .200***

Subjective Norm .015 .018 .014

Perceived Behavioural Control .362 .020 .331***

R
2
 = .196, *p  < .05, **p  < .01, ***p  < .001, n  = 2847  
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H13 – Perceived Behavioural Control (PBC) 02  

The PBC value is significantly higher for participants who have been vegan for a longer time.  

The assumed relationship, conducted through Pearson´s product-moment correlation, was con-

firmed and significant (r = .435, p < .001). The strength of the positive correlation, illustrated 

with the r-value, is of medium-to-strong quality, thereby demonstrating that the perceived behav-

ioural control is higher for participants who have been vegan for a longer time.  

The hypothesis was thus confirmed.  

To get a more detailed understanding Table 7 illustrates which items of the compounded PBC 

scale received the highest agreement. The items “Change of eating habits” (M = 4.70, SD = .759) 

and “Low knowledge about vegan recipes and cooking” (M = 4.65, SD = .900) received consid-

erably high agreements.  

Table 7 - Descriptive Statistics of PBC Scale 

Descriptive Statistics of the PBC Scale

Min. Max. Mean SD

It depends mostly on myself if I maintain my diet. 1 5 4.80 0.59

I am confident I will maintain the vegan diet in 

the following six months.

1 5 4.84 0.52

I find eating vegan easy. 1 5 4.25 0.90

Higher costs 1 5 4.51 0.94

Change of eating habits 1 5 4.70 0.76

Low availability of vegan substitute products 1 5 4.46 .097

Low availability of vegan foods when eating out 1 5 3.98 1.25

Low knowledge about vegan recipes and cooking 1 5 4.65 0.90

n  = 2756

  



Empirical Findings 38 

H14 – Attitudes 4N 

 

Participants who show high results in the 4N´s have a significantly lower intention to maintain 

the vegan diet in the next 6 months than participants with low results. 

The relationship between the Attitudes 4N and the intention variable was measured through Pear-

son´s product-moment correlation coefficient. There was a significant negative correlation be-

tween the intention to maintain the vegan diet and the Attitudes 4N (r = -.184, p < .001). The size 

of the correlation coefficient indicated that a negative, linear correlation of small strength was at 

hand.  

The hypothesis was thus confirmed.  

Table 8 illustrates in detail which item of the compounded Attitude 4N scale received the highest 

agreement: it was “A healthy diet requires at least some meat” (M = 4.89, SD = .085), which re-

fers to the “necessary” of the 4N.  

Table 8 - Descriptive Statistics of Attitudes 4N Scale 

Descriptive Statistics of the Attitudes 4N Scale

Min. Max. Mean SD

(Natural)  Human beings are natural 

meat-eaters. 

1 5 4.50 0.85

(Neccessary)  A healthy diet requires at 

least some meat. 

1 5 4.89 0.43

(Normal)  It is abnormal for humans not 

to eat meat.

1 5 4.75 0.70

(Nice)  Meat is delicious. 1 5 3.73 1.34

n  = 2847   
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H15 – Meat Attachment  

 

Meat attachment negatively correlates with the intention to maintain a vegan diet. 

To analyse the influence of meat attachment on the intention, a Pearson´s product-moment corre-

lation analysis was conducted. The analysis revealed a significant negative correlation (r = -.225, 

p < .001). According to Cohen´s effect size (1988), this constitutes as a small-to medium effect.  

The hypothesis was thus confirmed. The intention to maintain a vegan diet was lower if the meat 

attachment increased as well. 
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H16 - Cheese Attachment 

 

Cheese attachment negatively correlates with the intention to maintain a vegan diet. 

The same procedure as with the meat attachment was carried out for this analysis. A Pearson’s 

Product Moment Correlation analysis was conducted to test the influence of cheese on the inten-

tion. The correlation revealed a negative linear relation of medium strength (r = -.337, p < .001).  

The hypothesis was thus confirmed. An attachment for cheese negatively correlates with the in-

tention.  
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5 Discussion 

The purpose of this research was to analyse the challenges influencing the maintenance of a vegan 

diet in Germany. As discussed earlier in the theoretical framework, the applied model, based on 

the Theory of Planned Behaviour, assumes that intention is an immediate antecedent of behaviour 

and based on the three different psychological constructs: attitude, subjective norm and perceived 

behavioural control. The TPB is analysed by means of a t-test, correlations and standard and hier-

archical multiple regressions.  

In this chapter, the results for each formulated hypothesis will be discussed. The variables analysed 

are subjective norm, perceived behavioural control, attitudes 4N, meat attachment, cheese attach-

ment and ambivalence. All the hypotheses were confirmed.  

5.1 Characteristics of the Sample 

Before the discussion of the hypotheses, the characteristics of the sample shall be mentioned. As 

can be seen in Table 4 in the Appendix, the majority of the participants was female. This can be 

due for various reasons: first, previous research found that survey respondents in general are more 

likely to be female (Porter and Whitcomb, 2005; Sax et al., 2003). Second, findings in the context 

of meat consumption/avoidance report a similar gender skewness (Haverstock and Forgays, 2012; 

Mooney and Walbourn, 2001). Finally, the majority of vegans in Germany seems to be female, 

too (VEBU, 2015), which makes the gender distribution of the sample plausible.  

With regard to the sample selection and sample size it should be mentioned that the study does not 

claim to be representative for all vegan consumers in Germany - due to the sampling method it 

cannot be. The large sample size (n = 2847) however, suggests that it is typical for vegan consum-

ers in Germany who use Facebook as a communication tool.  

5.2 Intention 

The intention variable in this study consisted of only one item, which is a weakness, as Ajzen 

(1996) recommends that a set of different questions should be used for this latent (not directly 

observable) variable. This might explain why only 23.2% of the variance in intention was ex-

plained, which is considerably lower than what Sutton (1998) found in his meta-analysis of inten-

tions regarding the TBP. He showed that models using the TPB typically explain on average be-

tween 40% and 50% of the variance in intention. Godin and Kok (1996) have found different 

values in their review of the TPB to health-related behaviours: they find that 66.2% of variance is 
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explained by the intention, yet exempt this finding from “behavioural categories where the per-

ceived behavioural control plays a more important role than the intention” (p. 93). It could be 

argued that for maintaining a diet the perceived behavioural control is of relative importance, since 

the behaviour in question is carried out on a daily basis, in varying locations. This might illustrate 

why in this study the explained variance is lower than in their meta-analyses, since the mentioned 

PBC value explained provided a fairly large amount of prediction on the intention variable 

It is important however to acknowledge that intentions can be measured differently: this study 

applied the standardized regression analysis. Another possibility to process the intention is through 

structural equitation. There, however, due to the formative nature of the model, it is necessary to 

measure behaviour in a test-retest as well, which is not possible in a cross-sectional study.    

5.3 Attitudes and Attitudes 4N 

H14: Participants who show high results in the 4N´s have a significantly lower intention to 

maintain the vegan diet in the next 6 months than participants with low results  

An attitude in general explains how a consumer thinks about (evaluates) a particular behaviour. 

The results were heavily skewed: the participants had a very positive attitude, which is not sur-

prising – asking vegans about their vegan attitude would naturally obtain rather positive scores, 

such as analysed by Povey et. al. (2001), who found that participants had the most positive feelings 

for their own dietary behaviour. The attitude contributed to the prediction of the intention, which 

is in line with previous research (Cron and Pobocik, 2013).  

More interesting in this context however were the more specific Attitudes 4N. They refer to the 

belief that eating meat is either natural, necessary, normal or nice. Piazza et al. (2015), who devel-

oped the 4Ns and conducted different studies, including vegans, aimed to test the 4Ns with regard 

to different aspects like animal welfare or meat justifications, while in this study the scale was 

used as an auxiliary dimension to study its impact on the intention to maintain the vegan diet.  

Generally, it can be argued that obtaining the Attitude 4Ns from participants who are already ve-

gan is futile. The aim of this hypothesis was however to test whether the endorsement of the 4Ns 

influences the maintenance of the vegan diets. The results showed that this was indeed the case: 

The Attitudes 4N negatively influenced the intention.   

Another interesting finding is that in this study the highest item mean for the 4N constructs stems 

from the item “A healthy diet requires at least some meat”, with a margin of almost one point. This 

contradicts the findings of Piazza et al. (2015), where the highest endorsement from vegans was 
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that meat is natural. A possible reason for this deviation might be due to the questionnaire design: 

unlike Piazza´s study, each ‘N’ was elicited with only one item. So whether German vegans, unlike 

the Australian vegans in Piazza´s study, indeed subscribe more to necessity of meat consumption 

instead of its naturalness could be clarified in a future study where the scale consists of more items. 

With regards to the model however, the Attitudes 4N provided a significant, yet only very small 

amount of prediction on the intention variable. Since the Attitude 4N-construct was not tested on 

the TPB before, a comparability with other studies is not possible. It might be that the construct 

is not well suited for this kind of model, or that the low predictability indicates that for vegan 

participants, the Attitudes 4N are not a very important consideration in their intention formation.  

5.4 Subjective Norm 

H11: Former meat-eaters feel a significantly stronger influence from their social environment 

than former vegetarians. 

Subjective norms (SN) refers to the perceived social pressure that is put upon the participants to 

perform (or not perform) a certain behaviour. It was hypothesised that that former meat-eaters 

would feel a stronger pressure from their social environment than former vegetarians. Partici-

pants who were vegetarians before turning vegan are typically used to being commented on their 

dietary behaviour from their social environment, since abstaining from meat is not the norm in 

Western societies. It was hence assumed that former meat-eaters might feel a higher social pres-

sure, as they are not used to stand out. The hypothesis was confirmed: former meat eaters do feel 

a higher pressure - but only very slightly. The study did not assess the length people were vege-

tarian before – if participants were vegetarian only for a short duration it might have influenced 

the results.  

Interesting in this context was also that the SN construct had the lowest influence on the inten-

tion, for both former meat-eaters and vegetarians. There are different possibilities how this can 

be interpreted. One way would be to assume that former meat eaters indeed feel only little pres-

sure from their social environment, and that it also does not influence their intention. Since the 

majority of the participants however stated that their environment is not supportive of their diet, 

and in regard that Steptoe (2004) and Paisley et al. (2008) found that the social influence and the 

‘significant other’ are important factors when changing dietary habits, this interpretation should 

be regarded with care.  
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Another and maybe more plausible possibility to explain the low scores is the low predictability 

of the SN-construct itself. In the present study the SN-variable provided only a very small and 

insignificant amount of prediction on the intention variable, compared with the other two TPB-

variables attitude and PBC. The low overall predictability was also supported by the other analyses 

carried out.     

The low values for the SN construct however are in line with previous research: while Graça et al. 

identified the SN as the weakest predictor in the TPB model (2015a), Povey´s et al. (2001) even 

found the SN to be non-significant to predict intentions. Armitage and Conner (2001), who con-

ducted a meta-analysis on the TPB, also found the SN to have poor predictive power. Ajzen (1991) 

himself explains that according to the theory, none of the three original constructs have to make a 

significant contribution to the prediction of the intention, since the importance of each construct 

varies from behaviour to behaviour.   

A possible way to overcome the poor predictability of the SN and to analyse the social influence 

of the vegan diet would be to conduct a qualitative study instead. Since the TPB is based on self-

reported answers, it might be more insightful to observe actual behaviour of vegans.  

5.5 Perceived Behavioural Control 

H12: Of all variables of the original constructs (attitude, subjective norm and perceived behav-

ioural control), the perceived behavioural control has the biggest influence on the intention.  

The perceived behavioural control (PBC) variable refers to how easy or difficult participants find 

the implementation of a certain behaviour. In this study, the PBC variable provided the largest 

amount of prediction on the intention variable between all original constructs.  

In other studies, the explanatory power of the PBC was similarly confirmed: Povey et al. (2001) 

found that the PBC was the strongest sole predictor of intention for vegetarian and vegan diets 

(Povey et al., 2001), and Armitage and Conner (2001) also found that the PBC usually adds more 

prediction to the intention than attitude and SN.  

Perceived behavioural control exerts a strong influence on participants’ intention to maintain a 

plant-based diet and will be further analysed in the context of the next hypothesis. 

H13: The PBC value is significantly higher for participants who have been vegan for a longer 

time.  
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The hypothesis was confirmed: time has an influence on the PBC values. Participants who are 

vegan for a longer duration find the maintenance of a vegan diet easier. This finding is in line with 

Cron and Pobocik (2013), who found that practicing vegetarianism for a longer time resulted in 

higher perceived behavioural control.  

In order to understand which are the factors that influence the PBC the strongest, the author com-

pared the single items that contributed to the PBC scale of the survey. Two items obtained the 

highest agreement of the scale with regards to difficulties.  

The first was “Change of eating habits”. While this study did not explicitly analyse habitual be-

haviour, a change of eating habits is an often-cited finding in previous research (Armitage and 

Conner, 1999; Godin and Kok, 1996; Zur and Klöckner, 2014). Since the concept of habits – and 

how to change them – is quite complex (Triandis, 1979) and would go beyond the scope of this 

discussion, as a guide for future research Lewin´s (1997) three-stage model of change shall be 

mentioned.  

The second PBC item that requested which factor might influence the intention to maintain the 

vegan diet was “little knowledge on how to prepare vegan foods”. This is an often cited finding 

(Hoek et al., 2011; Lea and Worsley, 2001; Lea et al., 2006; Twine, 2014) - a lack of know-how 

on vegan practice might act as a possible barrier to maintain the diet. Haverstock et al. (2012), 

who studied participants who had been former vegetarians or vegans, found that one reason why 

participants stopped their plant-based diet was because they had difficulties preparing vegetarian 

or vegan food. The unfamiliarity with vegan substitutes is also reported in Hoek´s et al. (Hoek et 

al., 2011) study, where they find that it acts as a key barrier for meat-eaters.  

The overall findings suggest that both internal and external factors the PBC consists of should be 

increased in order to help vegan consumers to maintain their diet. Internal resources refer to 

skills about vegan food preparation, while external refer to the availability of vegan products. An 

interesting area for future research would be to find out which specific measures and actions 

might increase the perceived behavioural control.  

5.6 Meat Attachment 

H15: Meat attachment negatively correlates with the intention to maintain a vegan diet. 

Meat attachment is an affective additional construct for the TPB developed by  Graça et al. 

(2015a), which measures if consumers have an affinity towards meat, hindering them from 

adopting plant-based diets. For this study, the construct was used to measure if meat attachment 
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might influence the maintenance of a vegan diet. It was only tested on participants who had 

stated that they were meat eaters before.  

Graça et al. (2015a) found that their developed scale predicted -1.03 of the variance for the inten-

tion towards meat substitution. In this study, the incremental validity of meat attachment was 

lower. According to Cohen´s (1988) effect size, the unique effect of the meat attachment was 

small. It could be that the vegan participants perceived the meat-related questions as disturbing 

or sceptical towards their dietary style. It might have been useful if the data entry instruction on 

the questionnaire would have been formulated more sensitively. Another possibility why the ad-

ditionally explained variance was lower than in the original study could be that this study used 

less items than the original meat attachment scale. Furthermore, like with the cheese attachment, 

it might be that the validity of the meat attachment construct would have increased if the partici-

pants would have been analysed in groups, giving the time they are vegan. According to Pro-

chaska and Velicer (1997), consumers get accustomed to change with the time they are perform-

ing a behaviour in question. The analyses in this study however did not differentiate between 

participants who turned vegan recently and participants who are vegan for years.   

While the added variance was low, meat attachment itself correlated with several other variables. 

The results indicated that vegans due to the meat attachment had a lower intention to maintain 

the vegan diet.   

A possibility to counteract this is suggested by Lea and Worsley (2003), who identified affinity 

for meat as the main barrier towards changing to a plant-based diet. They argue that the market-

ing of plant-based diets should focus on the tastiness of plant-based meals.  

Since this study did not analyse the effects of meat substitutes to meat attachment or the mainte-

nance of the vegan diet, future research is necessary to study if vegan meat alternatives are able 

to reduce meat attachment as a challenge for the vegan diet.  
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5.7 Cheese Attachment 

H16: Cheese attachment negatively correlates with the intention to maintain a vegan diet. 

To measure if cheese attachment correlated with the intention to maintain a vegan diet, parts of 

the meat attachment questionnaire were adopted for this study and replaced with cheese items. 

Even though cheese attachment made the second strongest unique contribution to explaining the 

dependent ‘intention’ variable, the incremental validity of cheese attachment in this study was low. 

According to Cohen´s (1988) effect size, the unique effect of the cheese attachment was small. It 

might be that the validity of the cheese attachment construct would have increased if the partici-

pants would have been analysed in groups, giving the time they are vegan. According to Prochaska 

and Velicer (1997), consumers get accustomed to change with the time they are performing a 

behaviour in question. The analyses in this study however did not differentiate between partici-

pants who turned vegan recently and participants who are vegan for years. Another possibility why 

the additionally explained variance was low could be that the scale itself consisted of fewer items 

than the original meat attachment scale in the study, or that linguistically they were were not di-

rectly transferable from the meat attachment scale.  

The correlation results however were clear: cheese attachment correlates negatively with the in-

tention. Moreover, cheese attachment had the second highest influence on the intention of all var-

iables. Although earlier studies did not specifically analyse cheese attachment for vegans, the find-

ings are in line with previous research, who found that hedonic appreciation of food in general is 

a barrier for the consumption of plant-based foods (Graça et al., 2015b; Lea and Worsley, 2003)  

The results points to cheese attachment being an important variable influencing the maintenance 

of a vegan diet, even though the validity is relatively low. The reason cheese poses a bigger 

threat to the intention than meat might be explained by the scarcity of vegan cheeses on the mar-

ket. While there are many different meat substitutes from tofu, seitan, etc., the manufacturing of 

vegan cheese is in the early stages of development, which can be easily seen in supermarkets, 

where the sheer size of meat alternatives surmounts vegan cheese. Furthermore, the taste and 

texture of animal-based cheese is harder to copy than meat, which might explain why abstaining 

from cheese seems (and remains) to be a challenge for vegan consumers.  

The findings suggest that there is a market niche for vegan cheese, which could be an opportunity 

for businesses.  

Future research is needed to analyse if the cheese attachment varies for participants depending on 

the time they are vegan. Furthermore, research is needed to analyse the consumers´ acceptance of 
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new vegan cheese substitutes. An interesting area of research would be to study if vegetarians – 

who already omit some animal-based products – have a cheese attachment, and if it is hindering 

them from becoming vegan. Furthermore, it should be established if the cheese attachment of ve-

gans is limited to German consumer preferences, or if cheese attachment is a transnational phe-

nomenon. 

5.8 Ambivalence 

Ambivalence refers to a person having mixed beliefs about a topic. It was measured directly in 

this study with a single item, which can be as criticized for having too low a reliability. Berndsen 

et al. (2004), who also assessed the ambivalence directly in their study, used five items instead, 

which increases reliability and predictability. Yet, the ambivalence item made the strongest unique 

contribution to explaining the dependent intention variable after the cheese attachment variable, 

and its addition improved the predictive value of the TPB model. Still, the unique effect of the 

ambivalence was small according to Cohen´s (1988) effect size.   

The ambivalence item showed strong correlations with the other variables. Unsurprisingly, partic-

ipants having high scores in ambivalence had a lower intention to maintain the vegan diet. Sparks 

et al. (2001), who analysed ambivalence in the context of on meat consumption, also find that a 

higher ambivalence associates with a weaker intention. In a study they confirmed that ambivalence 

has a moderating2 effect in attitude-intention-relationship models like the TPB (2004). 

In a correlation matrix with the three core constructs of the TPB, attitude, subjective norm and 

perceived behavioural control, the PBC had the highest negative influence on the ambivalence: it 

seems that the maintenance of the vegan diet is perceived as difficult, and that participants thus 

have ambivalent feelings towards vegan foods. Previous findings highlight that a lack of 

knowledge and skills of vegetarian foods acts as a barrier for plant-based diets (Lea and Worsley, 

2001; Pasi Pohjolainen et al., 2015). The results indicate that a lack of perceived behavioural con-

trol is also a challenge for participants already engaging in a vegan diet.  

Furthermore, especially affective feelings for food seemed to protrude ambivalent feelings. This 

finding is in line with Berndsen et al. (2004), who found that hedonic appreciation for food is a 

main contributor to ambivalence, even though they measured it with meat and not with cheese.   

                                            
2
 A moderation effect refers to a variable altering the strength of the causal relationship.  
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6 Conclusion  

The fact that consumers’ dietary behaviour can have a strong impact with regard to sustainability 

has already been confirmed by previous research. But while adopting a vegan diet would be a 

rational behaviour with respect to sustainability, research also found that its maintenance is often 

not easy and thus discontinued.  

This study showed several of the challenges which German vegans face while trying to maintain 

their dietary behaviour, the biggest one being the hedonic appreciation for certain animal-based 

foods. Interestingly, the product most dearly missed was not meat but cheese.  And the attachment 

to cheese is not a trivial matter: the study found that it elicits ambivalent feelings towards vegan-

ism. One reason helping to mitigate cheese attachment would be a broader supply of vegan sub-

stitute products: the results suggest that a bigger and better choice of vegan cheese substitutes 

would be highly appreciated by vegans.  

While cheese had a strongest impact on the decision to maintain a vegan diet, meat still plays a 

role. The study found that some participants still hold beliefs that eating meat is either natural, 

normal, necessary or nice, which also negatively influences the intention to maintain a vegan diet. 

Here, education campaigns could foster general knowledge on the nutritive value of plant-based 

diets and address common myths regarding meat production and consumption. 

With respect to the applied theoretical framework, the results confirmed the importance of indi-

viduals perceived behavioural control when maintaining a certain behaviour. Vegan consumers’ 

(perceived) ability to overcome their acquired eating habits in a non-vegan society, the general 

availability of desired substitute products at reasonable prices, as well as a general knowledge on 

how to prepare plant-based dishes – they all strongly influence the intention to maintain a vegan 

diet.  

In line with most applications of the Theory of Planned Behaviour, this study found that a per-

ceived behavioural control is of crucial importance for the intention to maintain the vegan diet. 

There are several ways how the PBC could be improved – starting with lessons about the prepa-

ration of foods in schools to a wider availability of vegan meals when eating out.  

Finally, the study found that family and friends are mostly non-supportive of the change of diet – 

which might not be surprising in a society where the majority of the population is consuming 

animal-based products. The results indicate however that this perceived social pressure has only a 

weak influence on the participants' intention on whether to maintain a vegan diet or not. While this 
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finding is in line with other applications of the TPB in western cultures, it would be interesting to 

see if it holds true for research in more collective societies. 

6.1 Limitations and Strength 

The sampling technique applied in this study, using self-selection and snowballing approaches 

within different vegan Facebook groups, resulted in a large sample size of a key demographic for 

this study: German vegans that engage in an online community of practise. Naturally, this ex-

cludes German vegans who do not participate in said community and thus leaves room for stud-

ies with more permissive time constraints to research these harder to reach parts of the already 

hard-to-reach vegan population.  

In addition, this study defined membership of the vegan population based on dietary choice only. 

While this classification is sensible for the research question at hand, it is not the only valid defi-

nition of a vegan lifestyle. The challenges of individuals who not only abstain from animal-based 

foods, but from all animal-based products, are most likely different. If they are more difficult to 

overcome, or if individuals who adopted their behaviour accordingly are actually less ambivalent 

with respect to their decision could be the focus of another study. 

Finally, with the application of the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), this study was able to 

build on a well-tested and extensible theoretical framework that had already been used in similar 

studies. Drawing on the vast experience from previous work and its statistical findings helped to 

mitigate the fact that the present study's design was cross-sectional only, for a topic where a lon-

gitudinal study would be better suited. While this design, owed to the practical constraints of a 

master’s thesis, yielded valuable insights on the challenges of maintaining a vegan diet in Ger-

many, it would strongly benefit from a longitudinal counterpart in the future. 
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1. Demographic Statistics 

Table 9 - Gender 

Gender of Participants

Frequency Valid Percent

Female 2269 80.3

Male 558 19.7

n  = 2847  

 

 

Figure 3 - Gender 
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Age 

 

Table 10 - Age 

Participants´ Age in Groups

Frequency Valid Percent

13 - 17 61 2.2

18 - 25 912 32.3

26 - 35 1005 35.6

36 - 45 469 16.6

46 - 55 302 10.7

56 and above 77 2.7

n  = 2847  

 

 

 

Figure 4 - Age 

 

  

Age in Groups
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Dietary style before turning vegan 

Table 11 - Former Dietary Style 

Dietary style before turning vegan

Frequency Valid Percent

omnivorous (with meat and fish) 998 35.1

pescetarian 

(with fish but without meat) 215 7.6

vegetarian (no fish and no meat, but 

other animal-based products) 1633 57.4

n  = 2846  

 

 

 

 

Figure 5 - Former Dietary Style 
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Education level  

 

Table 12 - Education level 

Education

Frequency Valid Percent

Lower Secondary School 33 1.2

Middle School 214 7.6

University Entrance Diploma 913 32.3

Vocational Education 483 17.1

University degree 1088 38.5

Promotion 43 1.5

No certificate 9 0.3

Other 43 1.5

n  = 2847  
 

 
Figure 6 - Education  
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Net Income per Month 

Table 13 - Net Income 

Net Income per Month 

EUR Frequency Valid Percent

under  1000 1002 35.4

1000 - 1500 453 16.0

1500 - 2500 603 21.3

2500 - 3500 227 8.0

more than 3500 117 4.1

Not stated 412 14.6

n  = 2827  

 
Figure 7 - Net Income 
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Residential Area 

Table 14 - Residential Area 

Residential Area

Frequency Valid Percent

Rural community (until 5.000 inhabitants) 402 14.2

Small town (until 10.000 inhabitants) 280 9.9

Town (until 100.000 inhabitants) 762 27.0

City (until 1 Mio. inhabitants) 965 34.1

Metropolis (over 1 Mio. inhabitants) 418 14.8

n  = 2847  

 
Figure 8 - Residential Area 
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Children in Household 

Table 15 - Children in Household 

Children

Children Frequency Valid Percent

None 2232 79.0

1 299 10.6

2 212 7.5

3 and more 83 2.9

n  = 2847  

 

 
 

Figure 9 - Children in Household 
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2. Descriptive Statistics – Variables  

Table 16 - Reasons Participants Turned Vegan 

Reasons Participants Turned Vegan

Min. Max. Mean SD

Animal Welfare 1 5 4.61 .845

Health 1 5 3.40 1.39

Environment 1 5 3.95 1.15

Social environment 1 5 1.62 .999

n  = 2847  

 

Table 17 - Reliability after Item-Correction 

Cronbach´s Alpha (after correction)

Scale Min. Max. Mean SD

Internal 

Consistency 

(α)

N of 

Items

Corrected Inter-

Item Correlation 

(from-to)

Attitude 1 5 4.80 0.35 .679 4 .415 - .536

Subjective Norm 1 5 1.56 0.62 .715 2 .577

PBC 1 5 4.49 0.59 .758 7 .392 - .602

Attitude 4N 1 5 1.53 0.55 .472 4 .242 - .374

Meat Attachment 1 5 1.15 0.45 .732 3 .492 - .629

Cheese Attachment 1 5 1.97 1.03 .868 4 .684 - .792

n  = 2847  
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Table 18 - Means for Variables 

Means for all Variables 

Scale Min. Max. Mean SD

Attitude 2 5 4.80 0.35

Subjective Norm 0,5 5 1.57 0.62

PBC 1,57 5 4.49 0.59

Attitude 4N 1 5 1.59 0.55

Meat Attachment 1 5 1.15 0.45

Cheese Attachment 1 5 1.97 1.03

Ambivalence 1 5 1.51 0.94

n  = 2847  
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3. Example of Survey Post in a Vegan Facebook Group  

 

Figure 10 - Facebook Post Example 
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4. Complete Survey in English3  

Table 19 – Complete Survey in English 
0. Start page 

 
Dear Sirs and Madams,  
 
thank you for taking the time to participate in this survey.  
 
Your participation is very valuable, and you are helping me collecting insights about vegan food consumption in 
Germany, for my Master´s thesis in Sustainable Management at Uppsala University.  
 
For the participation, it does not matter if you are eating vegan for a short or a long term.  
 

 The survey will take approx. 9 minutes. There are no wrong answers. The survey is completely anony-
mous and the data will only be used for scientific purposes.  

 As a little ‘thank you’ on the 2nd of May vouchers for companies will be raffled among all participants  
 

You can win vouchers from Amazon, H&M or a vegan online shop of your choice. 
 
1x 20 EUR voucher 
2x 10 EUR vouchers 
 
The winners can choose which company-voucher they want. As an alternative, the won amount can also be do-
nated to a non-profit organisation.  
 
To get to the survey, please click ‘next’ in the very right corner.  
 
Do you have questions or comments? My contact email:  
Yasmin.Emre.5142@student.uu.se 
 
Thank you very much and with best regards 
Yasmin Emre 
 
 

Question and data entry instruction Answers  Scale 

1a. Are you currently eating vegan? 
 

(filter question) 
 

o yes 
o no 

 

Binary 

1b. Non-vegan = End page    

2. Since when do you eat vegan?  
 
 
 

o less than 4 weeks 
o 1-3 month 
o 4-6 month 
o 7-12 month 
o 1-2 years 
o 3-5 years 
o over 5 years 
o over 10 years  

Nominal 

3. How influential were the following 
reasons for your decision to eat vegan? 
 

  

o Animal Welfare 
o Health 
o Environment 
o Socio-environment  

Ordinal 
 
1: not at all influ-
ential  
2: rather not influ-
ential  
3: partly  
4: rather influen-
tial  
5: very influential 
 

4. The influential reason for you to eat 
vegan is not included?  
 

Please state it here.  free text 
 
 
 

                                            
3 The red words were not included in the original survey. They illustrate which construct is behind the question. 
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5. Vegan consumption is... 

Please state your attitude towards vegan-
ism. 
 
ATTITUDE 

o good-bad 
o harmful-beneficial 
o unpleasant-pleasant 
o unenjoyable-enjoyable 

Semantic differ-
ential  

6. Please state how much you agree 
with the following statements.  
 

The more stars you give, the higher you 
rate it.   
 
 
ATTITUDES 4N 
 

o Human beings are natural meat-eat-
ers 

o A healthy diet requires at least some 
meat 

o It is abnormal for humans not to eat 
meat 

o Meat is delicious 

Ordinal 
 
1: strongly disa-
gree 
2: rather disagree 
3: partly agree 
4: rather agree 
5: strongly agree 

7. Please state how much you agree 
with the following statements. 

 
The more stars you give, the higher you 
rate it.   
  
SUBJECTIVE NORM 

o My family thinks I should eat a vegan 
diet 

o My friends think I should eat a vegan 
diet 

o Regarding my diet, I comply with what 
my family thinks 

o Regarding my diet, I comply with what 
my friends thinks.  

Ordinal 
 
1: strongly disa-
gree 
2: rather disagree 
3: partly agree 
4: rather agree 
5: strongly agree 
 

8. Strongest missed food item  

 
As a vegan I find giving up these 3 foods 
the hardest: 
 
Please rank the three animal-based foods 
that you miss most, starting with your num-
ber one.  
 
Example: you miss eggs the most, then 
fish and then milk.  
 
Eggs = 1 
Fish = 2 
3 = Milk  
 
The numbers are awarded by a click. With 
a second click, you unmark a food-item.  
 
MEAT & CHEESE ATTACHMENT 
 

o Eggy 
o Fish & sea food 
o Sausages 
o Steak 
o Cheese 
o Cold cuts (i.e. salami, ham) 
o Milk 
o Cream 
o Milk products (i.e. yoghurt, butter 

milk) 
o Butter 
o Bacon 
o None  

 

Nominal  
 
1 – 10  

9. I am part of a vegan group (on Face-
book, in forums or locally) 

 
(filter question) 
 
SOCIAL SUPPORT 
 
 

o yes 
o no 

 

Binary 

10. Please state how much you agree 
with the following statement.  
 

The more stars you give, the higher you 
rate it. 
 
SOCIAL SUPPORT 
 

o Being part of a vegan group provides 
me with support and help. 

Ordinal  
 
1: strongly disa-
gree 
2: rather disagree 
3: partly agree 
4: rather agree 
5: strongly agree 

11. Please state how much you agree 
with the following statements.  
 

The more stars you give, the higher you 
rate it. 
 
PERCEIVED BEHAVIOURAL CONTROL 

o It depends mostly on myself if I main-
tain my diet.  

o I am confident I will maintain the ve-
gan diet in the following six months.  

o I find eating vegan easy.  

Ordinal  
 
1: strongly disa-
gree 
2: rather disagree 
3: partly agree 
4: rather agree 
5: strongly agree  
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12. Please state how intention to main-
tain the diet within the next six months.  

 
The higher your intention, the higher the 
number should be.  
  
INTENTION 

 
 

o I intend to eat a vegan diet in the next 
six months  

Ordinal  
  
1: strongly disa-
gree 
9: strongly agree  

13. Please state how much you agree 
with the following statement.  
 

The more stars you give, the higher you 
rate it.  
 
AMBIVALENCE 
 

o I feel torn between vegan and non-ve-
gan foods 

Ordinal  
 
1: strongly disa-
gree 
2: rather disagree 
3: partly agree 
4: rather agree 
5: strongly agree 

14. Bevor I ate vegan I ate…. 
 

(filter question) 
 
 

o omnivorous (with meat and fish) 
o pescetarian (without meat but with 

fish) 
o vegetarian (neither fish nor meat, but 

other animal-based products) 
 

Nominal  

15. How often did you eat meat before 
you became a vegan? 

 
HABITS MEAT 
 

o less than once per week 
o once or twice per week 
o three or four times per week 
o five times or more per week 

Nominal  

16. Please state how much you agree 
with the following statements.  
 

The more stars you give, the higher you 
rate it.     
 
 
MEAT ATTACHMENT 
 

o In the long term, I find not eating meat 
challenging.    

o Since I´m not eating meat anymore I 
feel weak.  

o I don´t mind not eating meat. 

Ordinal  
 
1: strongly disa-
gree 
2: rather disagree 
3: partly agree 
4: rather agree 
5: strongly agree  

17. How long were you a vegetarian be-
fore you became vegan?  
 

(filter question) 

o less than 4 weeks 
o 1 - 3 month  
o 4 - 6 month 
o 7 - 12 month 
o 1 - 2 years 
o 3 - 5 years 
o 6 - 9 years 
o 10 (+) years 

 

Nominal  

18. How often did you eat cheese before 
you became a vegan?   
 

(i.e. on top of bread or on a pizza?) 
 
HABITS CHEESE 
 

o less than once per week 
o once or twice per week 
o three or four times per week 

five times or more per week.  

Nominal  

19. Please state how much you agree 
with the following statements.  
 

The more stars you give, the higher you 
rate it.     
  

  
CHEESE ATTACHMENT 
 

o In the long term, I find not eating 
cheese challenging.  

o The prospect of a life without cheese 
makes me a little sad 

o I don´t mind not eating cheese.  

Ordinal  
 
1: strongly disa-
gree 
2: rather disagree 
3: partly agree 
4: rather agree 
5: strongly agree  

20. Please state how much you agree 
with the following statements.  
 

The more stars you give, the higher you 
rate it.     

o Killing animals for consumption is jus-
tified.  

o The meat industry is cruel.  
 

Ordinal  
 
1: strongly disa-
gree 
2: rather disagree 
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MORAL BELIEFS 

3: partly agree 
4: rather agree 
5: strongly agree  

21. Which influence have the following 
factors on your intention to stay vegan 
in the next six months? 

 
If a factor has no influence at all, please 
rate it with 1 star. The more stars you give, 
the higher you rate it.  
 
Example: because of health concerns you 
are unsure if you should continue eating 
vegan. = ‘Health concerns = 5 stars  
 
PBC 
 

o Higher costs 
o Health concerns 
o Change of eating habits  
o Desiring meat 
o Desiring cheese 
o Missing acceptance in social environ-

ment  
o Low availability of vegan substitute 

products in supermarkets  
o Low availability of vegan foods when 

eating out 
o Low knowledge about vegan recipes 

and cooking  

Ordinal  
 
1: not at all influ-
ential  
2: rather not influ-
ential  
3: partly  
4: rather influen-
tial  
5: very influential 
 

22. Please state how much you agree 
with the following statements.  
 

The more stars you give, the higher you 
rate it.  
 
HEALTH BELIEFS 
 

o Consuming high amounts of meat 
might cause serious health problems.  

o The vegan diet is healthier than a diet 
with meat. 

Ordinal  
 
1: strongly disa-
gree 
2: rather disagree 
3: partly agree 
4: rather agree 
5: strongly agree  

23a. Environmental Awareness 

Almost done! Only two more estimation 
questions about the environment and some 
general information, and the survey will be 
finished.  
 
 
Please estimate what most land globally is 
used for.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS 
 

o to grow food for humans 
o to grow food for animal agriculture 
o to grow plants for energy (i.e. ethanol)  

Nominal 

23b. Environmental Awareness 

Please estimate what has a higher influ-
ence on climate change.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS 
 

o cars 
o animal agriculture 
o industry 
o flying  

Nominal  

24. Socio-demographic information 

 
In the end, some socio-demographic infor-
mation for the statics.  
 
At the end of the page you can register for 
the raffle.  
 
Gender 

o female 
o male 

 

Binary 

Age 
 

o 13 - 65 and older Continuous 

State 
 

o Baden-Württemberg 
o Bayern 
o Berlin 
o Brandenburg 
o Bremen 
o Hamburg 
o Hessen 
o Mecklenburg-Vorpommern 
o Niedersachsen 
o Nordrhein-Westfalen 
o Rheinland-Pfalz 
o Saarland 
o Sachsen 
o Sachsen-Anhalt 

Nominal  
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o Schleswig-Holstein 
o Thüringen 

 

Residential area 
 

o Rural community (till 5.000 inhabit-
ants) 

o Small town (till 10.000 inhabitants) 
o Town (till 100.000 inhabitants) 
o City (till 1 Mio. inhabitants) 
o Metropole (over 1 Mio. inhabitants) 

 

Nominal 

Household size 
 

o 1 person 
o 2 persons  
o 3 persons 
o 4 persons 
o 5 persons and more  

 

Nominal 

Children o 0 children 
o 1 child 
o 2 children 
o 3 and more children 

 

Nominal 

Education  o Lower school 
o Middle school 
o University Entrance Diploma 
o Vocational Education 
o University degree 
o Promotion 
o No educational certificate 
o Other:  

Nominal 
 
& free text 

Net Income per Month 
 

o under 1000 EUR  
o 1000 EUR- 1500 EUR  
o 1500 EUR- 2500 EUR  
o 2500 EUR- 3500 EUR  
o more than 3500 EUR  
o I´d rather not say 

 

Nominal 

Do you have feedback regarding the sur-
vey, or would you like to comment on 
something?  
 
If you are interested in the study results, 
please enter a short notice and your email 
address.  
 
Would you like to participate in the lottery?  
 
 

o No 
o Yes, my email address is:  

Binary 
 
& 
 
free Text  

End page 

 
Thank you very much for your participation!  
 
If you took part in the lottery, I will inform you via email on the 2nd of May in case you have won.  
 
Best regards & a sunny day 
Yasmin Emre 
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5. Complete Survey in German4 

Table 20 – Complete Survey in German 

 
Frage & Beschreibungstext Antwortmöglichkeit Skala 

1a. Vegan ja/nein 

Ernähren Sie sich derzeit vegan? 
 

o ja 
o nein 

 

Binary 

1b. Non-vegan = Endseite    

2. Seit wann vegan? 
 

Seit wann ernähren Sie sich vegan? 
 

o weniger als 4 Wochen 
o 1 - 3 Monate 
o 4 - 6 Monate 
o 7 - 12 Monate 
o 1 - 2 Jahre 
o 3 - 5 Jahre 
o 6 - 9 Jahre 
o 10 (+) Jahre 

 

Nominal 

3. Wie ausschlaggebend waren die fol-
genden Faktoren für Ihre Entscheidung, 
sich vegan zu ernähren? 
 

Wenn ein Faktor gar nicht ausschlagge-
bend war, vergeben Sie bitte einen Stern. 
Je mehr Sterne Sie vergeben, desto stär-
ker ist Ihre Zustimmung. Weiter unten kön-
nen Sie Gründe angeben, die nicht in der 
Liste enthalten sind.  
  

o Tierschutz 
o Gesundheit 
o Umwelt 
o Soziales Umfeld  

 

Ordinal 
 
1: trifft gar nicht 
zu 
2: trifft eher nicht 
zu  
3: teils-teils  
4: trifft eher zu  
5: trifft voll und 
ganz zu 
 

4. Der ausschlaggebende Faktor für Ihre 
vegane Ernährung ist nicht dabei?  
 

Hier können Sie ihn angeben. 
 

[FREITEXT] 
  

[free text] 

5. Vegane Ernährung ist... 
 

Bitte geben Sie Ihre Einstellung zu veganer 
Ernährung an. 
 
ATTITUDE 

o schlecht - gut 
o schädlich - vorteilhaft 
o unangenehm - angenehm 
o ungenießbar - lecker 

 

Semantic diffe-
rential  

6. Bitte geben Sie an, inwiefern Sie den 
folgenden Aussagen zu Fleisch zustim-
men. 
 

Wenn Sie einer Aussage gar nicht zustim-
men, vergeben Sie bitte einen Stern. Je 
mehr Sterne Sie vergeben, desto stärker 
ist Ihre Zustimmung. 
 
ATTITUDES 4N 
 

o Menschen sind von Natur aus Fleisch-
esser. 

o Für eine gesunde Ernährung ist etwas 
Fleisch notwendig. 

o Es ist für Menschen unnormal kein 
Fleisch zu essen. 

o Fleisch ist lecker. 
 

Ordinal 
 
1: stimme gar 
nicht zu 
2: stimme eher 
nicht zu  
3: teils-teils  
4: stimme eher 
zu  
5: stimme voll 
und ganz zu 
 
 
 

7. Wie geht Ihr soziales Umfeld mit Ihrer 
veganen Ernährung um? 
 

Bitte geben Sie an, inwieweit die folgenden 
Aussagen zutreffen. 
 
SUBJECTIVE NORM 

o Meine Familie findet, ich sollte mich ve-
gan ernähren. 

o Meine Freunde finden, ich sollte mich 
vegan ernähren. 

o Was meine Ernährung betrifft, richte 
ich mich nach den Vorstellungen mei-
ner Familie. 

o Was meine Ernährung betrifft, richte 
ich mich nach den Vorstellungen mei-
ner Freunde.  

Ordinal 
 
1: stimme gar 
nicht zu 
2: stimme eher 
nicht zu  
3: teils-teils  
4: stimme eher 
zu  

                                            
4 The red words were not included in the original survey. They illustrate which construct is behind the question. 
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5: stimme voll 
und ganz zu 
 

8. Am schwierigsten zu verzichten?  

Als Veganer finde ich es am schwierigsten, 
auf diese 3 tierischen Lebensmittel zu ver-
zichten:  
 
Bitte markieren Sie die 3 tierischen Le-
bensmittel, die Ihnen am meisten fehlen. 
Vergeben Sie dabei die 1 für das Lebens-
mittel, dessen Geschmack Sie am meisten 
vermissen, die 2 für das zweitliebste Le-
bensmittel und die 3 für das drittliebste Le-
bensmittel. 
 
Beispiel: Sie mochten am liebsten Eier, ge-
folgt von Fisch und dann Milch: Eier = 1, 
Fisch = 2, Milch = 3. 
 
Die Zahlen werden durch einen einfachen 
Klick vergeben - durch einen zweiten Klick 
auf ein bereits markiertes Lebensmittel 
wird die Markierung wieder entfernt. 
 
MEAT OR CHEESE ATTACHMENT 
 

o Eier 
o Fisch & Meeresfrüchte 
o Würstchen 
o Steak 
o Käse 
o Aufschnitt (z.B. Salami, 
o Schinken) 
o Milch 
o Sahne 
o Milchprodukte (z.B. 
o Joghurt, Buttermilch) 
o Butter 
o Speck 
o Keines der genannten 

 

Nominal  
 
1 – 10  

9. Sind Sie Mitglied in einer veganen 
Gruppe (z.B. auf Facebook, in Internet-
Foren oder lokal vor Ort)? 

 
SOCIAL SUPPORT 
 

o ja 
o nein 

 

Binary 

10. Bitte geben Sie an, inwieweit Sie der 
folgenden Aussage zustimmen. 
 

Wenn Sie der Aussage gar nicht zustim-
men, vergeben Sie bitte einen Stern. Je 
mehr Sterne Sie vergeben, desto stärker 
ist Ihre Zustimmung.  
 
SOCIAL SUPPORT 
 

o Die Mitgliedschaft in der veganen 
Gruppe gibt mir Rückhalt und Hilfe. 
 

Ordinal  
 
1: stimme gar 
nicht zu 
2: stimme eher 
nicht zu  
3: teils-teils  
4: stimme eher 
zu  
5: stimme voll 
und ganz zu 

11. Bitte geben Sie an, inwiefern Sie den 
folgenden Aussagen zustimmen. 

 
Wenn Sie einer Aussage gar nicht zustim-
men, vergeben Sie bitte einen Stern. Je 
mehr Sterne Sie vergeben, desto stärker 
ist Ihre Zustimmung. 
 
PERCEIVED BEHAVIOURAL CONTROL 
 

o Es hängt zum großen Teil von mir 
selbst ab, ob ich mich vegan ernähre o-
der nicht. 

o Ich bin zuversichtlich, dass ich die ve-
gane Ernährung in den nächsten 6 Mo-
naten beibehalte.  

o Mich vegan zu ernähren finde ich ein-
fach. 
 

Ordinal  
 
1: stimme gar 
nicht zu 
2: stimme eher 
nicht zu  
3: teils-teils  
4: stimme eher 
zu  
5: stimme voll 
und ganz zu 
 

12. Bitte geben Sie Ihre Intention an.  
 

Mit einer höheren Zahl drücken Sie eine 
stärkere Absicht aus. 
 
INTENTION 
 
 

o Ich habe die Absicht, mich in den 
nächsten sechs Monaten weiter vegan 
zu ernähren. 
 

Ordinal  
  
1: stimme gar 
nicht zu  
9: stimme voll 
und ganz zu 
 

13. Bitte geben Sie an, inwiefern Sie der 
folgenden Aussage zustimmen. 

 

o Ich fühle mich hin- und hergerissen 
zwischen veganem und nicht-veganem 
Essen. 

Ordinal  
 
1: stimme gar 
nicht zu 
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Je mehr Sterne Sie vergeben, desto stär-
ker ist Ihre Zustimmung. 
 
AMBIVALENCE 
 

2: stimme eher 
nicht zu  
3: teils-teils  
4: stimme eher 
zu  
5: stimme voll 
und ganz zu 

14. Bitte geben Sie an, wie Sie sich er-
nährten, bevor Sie vegan wurden. 

 
 

o omnivor (mit Fleisch und mit Fisch) 
o pescetarisch (mit Fisch, aber ohne 

Fleisch) 
o vegetarisch (weder mit Fisch noch mit 

Fleisch, aber mit anderen Tierproduk-
ten) 

 

Nominal  

15. Wie oft haben Sie vor der veganen 
Umstellung in einer durchschnittlichen 
Woche Fleisch gegessen? 

 
HABITS MEAT 

o weniger als 1x pro Woche 
o 1 - 2x pro Woche 
o 3 - 4x pro Woche 
o 5x pro Woche oder öfter 

 

Nominal  

16. Bitte geben Sie an, inwiefern Sie den 
folgenden Aussagen zu Fleisch zustim-
men. 

 
Wenn Sie einer Aussage gar nicht zustim-
men, vergeben Sie bitte einen Stern. Je 
mehr Sterne Sie vergeben, desto stärker 
ist Ihre Zustimmung. 
 
MEAT ATTACHMENT 

o Langfristig ohne Fleisch auszukommen 
ist eine Herausforderung für mich. 

o Seitdem ich kein Fleisch mehr esse, 
fühle ich mich schwach. 

o Auf Fleisch zu verzichten finde ich nicht 
schlimm. 

Ordinal  
 
1: stimme gar 
nicht zu 
2: stimme eher 
nicht zu  
3: teils-teils  
4: stimme eher 
zu  
5: stimme voll 
und ganz zu 
 

17. Wie lang haben Sie sich vegetarisch 
ernährt? 
 

o weniger als 4 Wochen 
o 1 - 3 Monate 
o 4 - 6 Monate 
o 7 - 12 Monate 
o 1 - 2 Jahre 
o 3 - 5 Jahre 
o 6 - 9 Jahre 
o 10 (+) Jahre 

 

Nominal  

18. Habits Cheese 

Wie oft haben Sie vor der veganen Umstel-
lung in einer durchschnittlichen Woche 
Käse gegessen? (z.B. überbacken oder auf 
Brot) 
 
HABITS CHEESE 
 

o weniger als 1x pro Woche 
o 1 - 2x pro Woche 
o 3 - 4x pro Woche 
o 5x pro Woche oder öfter 

 

Nominal  

19. Bitte geben Sie an, inwiefern Sie den 
folgenden Aussagen zu Käse zustim-
men. 

 
Wenn Sie einer Aussage gar nicht zustim-
men, vergeben Sie bitte einen Stern. Je 
mehr Sterne Sie vergeben, desto stärker 
ist Ihre Zustimmung. 
 
CHEESE ATTACHMENT 
 

o Langfristig ohne Käse auszukommen 
ist eine Herausforderung für mich. 

o Die Aussicht auf ein Leben ohne Käse 
finde ich etwas traurig. 

o Auf Käse zu verzichten finde ich nicht 
schlimm. 

o  

Ordinal  
 
1: stimme gar 
nicht zu 
2: stimme eher 
nicht zu  
3: teils-teils  
4: stimme eher 
zu  
5: stimme voll 
und ganz zu 
 

20. Bitte geben Sie an, inwiefern Sie den 
folgenden Aussagen zustimmen. 

 
Wenn Sie einer Aussage gar nicht zustim-
men, vergeben Sie bitte einen Stern. Je 
mehr Sterne Sie vergeben, desto stärker 
ist Ihre Zustimmung. 

o Tiere für den menschlichen Konsum zu 
schlachten ist gerechtfertigt. 

o Die Fleischindustrie ist grausam. 
 

Ordinal  
 
1: stimme gar 
nicht zu 
2: stimme eher 
nicht zu  
3: teils-teils  
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MORAL BELIEFS 

4: stimme eher 
zu  
5: stimme voll 
und ganz zu 
 

21. Inwieweit haben folgende Faktoren 
einen negativen Einfluss auf Ihre Ab-
sicht, sich in den nächsten 6 Monaten 
weiterhin vegan zu ernähren? 

 
Wenn ein Faktor überhaupt keinen Einfluss 
hat, vergeben Sie bitte einen Stern. Je 
mehr Sterne Sie vergeben, desto stärker 
ist der Einfluss. Beispiel: aufgrund von ge-
sundheitlichen Bedenken sind Sie unsi-
cher, ob Sie sich weiterhin vegan ernähren 
sollten. Gesundheitliche Bedenken = 5 
Sterne.  
 
PBC 

o Höhere Kosten 
o Gesundheitliche Bedenken/Defizite 
o Umstellung der bisherigen 
o Essgewohnheiten 
o Lust auf Fleisch 
o Lust auf Käse 
o Fehlende Akzeptanz im Umkreis 
o Schlechte Verfügbarkeit von pflanzli-

chen 
o Alternativprodukten 
o Geringe Auswahl beim Essen auswärts 
o Geringe Kenntnisse über Rezepte und 
o Zubereitung 

Ordinal  
 
1: gar keinen Ein-
fluss 
2: eher keinen 
Einfluss 
3: teils-teils 
4: eher einen Ein-
fluss 
5: sehr großen 
Einfluss 
 

22. Bitte geben Sie an, inwiefern Sie den 
folgenden Aussagen zur Gesundheit zu-
stimmen. 
 

Wenn Sie einer Aussage gar nicht zustim-
men, vergeben Sie bitte einen Stern. Je 
mehr Sterne Sie vergeben, desto stärker 
ist Ihre Zustimmung 
 
HEALTH BELIEFS 
 

o Viel Fleisch zu konsumieren kann 
ernsthafte gesundheitliche Folgen ha-
ben. 

o Die vegane Ernährung ist gesünder als 
eine Ernährung mit tierischen Produk-
ten. 

o  

Ordinal  
 
1: stimme gar 
nicht zu 
2: stimme eher 
nicht zu  
3: teils-teils  
4: stimme eher 
zu  
5: stimme voll 
und ganz zu 
 

23a. Environmental Awareness 

Fast geschafft! Nur noch zwei Schätzfra-
gen zur Umwelt und allgemeine Angaben 
zu Ihrer Person, dann ist die Umfrage be-
endet. 
 
Bitte schätzen Sie, wofür Ihrer Meinung 
nach weltweit die meisten landwirtschaftli-
chen Flächen genutzt werden. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS 
 
 

o Um Nahrungsmittel für die Menschen 
anzubauen 

o Um Tierfutter anzubauen 
o Um Kraftstoffe anzubauen (z.B. Etha-

nol aus Mais) 
 

Nominal 

23b. Environmental Awareness 

Was hat Ihrer Meinung nach den größeren 
negativen Einfluss auf den Klimawandel in 
Bezug auf CO2-Abgase? 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS 
 

o Autoverkehr 
o Massentierhaltung 
o Fabriken 
o Flugzeuge 

 

Nominal  

24. Sozio-demographische Angaben 

Zum Schluss einige Angaben für die Statis-
tik-Auswertung. Am Seitenende können 
Sie sich für die Verlosung eintragen. 
 
Geschlecht 

o weiblich 
o männlich 

 

Binary 

Alter 
 

o 13 - 65 and older Continuous 
 
 

Bundesland 
 

o Baden-Württemberg 
o Bayern 
o Berlin 
o Brandenburg 
o Bremen 
o Hamburg 
o Hessen 

Nominal  
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o Mecklenburg-Vorpommern 
o Niedersachsen 
o Nordrhein-Westfalen 
o Rheinland-Pfalz 
o Saarland 
o Sachsen 
o Sachsen-Anhalt 
o Schleswig-Holstein 
o Thüringen 

 

Wohngegend 
 

o Landgemeinde (bis 5.000 Einwohner) 
o Kleinstadt (bis 10.000 Einwohner) 
o Stadt (bis 100.000 Einwohner) 
o Großstadt (bis 1 Mio. Einwohner) 
o Metropole (über 1 Mio. Einwohner) 

 

Nominal 

Haushaltsgröße 
 

o 1 Person 
o 2 Personen 
o 3 Personen 
o 4 Personen 
o 5 Personen und mehr 

 

Nominal 

Wieviel Kinder leben in Ihrem Haushalt? 
 

o 0 Kinder 
o 1 Kind 
o 2 Kinder 
o 3 und mehr Kinder 

 

Nominal 

Was ist Ihr derzeit höchster Bildungsab-
schluss? 
 

o Hauptschule 
o Realschule 
o (Fach-) Abitur 
o Berufsausbildung 
o Fachhochschulabschluss/Universitäts-

abschluss 
o Promotion 
o Keinen Abschluss 
o Anderer, und zwar: 
o  

Nominal 

Wie hoch ist Ihr Nettoeinkommen? 
 

o Unter 1000 EUR im Monat 
o 1000 EUR- 1500 EUR im Monat 
o 1500 EUR- 2500 EUR im Monat 
o 2500 EUR- 3500 EUR im Monat 
o Mehr als 3500 EUR im Monat 
o Dazu möchte ich keine Angabe ma-

chen. 

Nominal 

Haben Sie Feedback zur Umfrage, oder 
möchten Sie etwas loswerden, was der 
Fragebogen nicht umfasst hat?  
Falls Sie Interesse an den Umfrageergeb-
nissen im Juni haben, geben Sie dies bitte 
mit einer kurzen Notiz und Ihrer 
Emailadresse hier an. 
Möchten Sie an der Verlosung teilnehmen? 
 

o Nein 
o Ja, meine Email-Adresse lautet:  

 

Binary 

Endseite 
 

Vielen lieben Dank für Ihre Unterstützung! 
 
Wenn Sie an der Verlosung teilgenommen haben, werde ich Sie am 02. Mai 2016 im Falle eines Gewinns per 
Email informieren. 
 
Freundliche Grüße & einen schönen Tag 
Yasmin Emre 
 

 


