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Resumé 
Dette speciale havde til formål at undersøge, hvad der ligger til grund for, at kødforbrug i 

den vestlige verden anses for at være en legitim forbrugerpraksis, på trods af de etiske 

udfordringer det industrielle landbrug står overfor i henhold til spørgsmålet om dyrevel-

færd. Helt konkret ønskedes der en identificering af drivkræfterne bag den voksende 

minoritet som, på den ene eller anden måde, modsætter sig denne forbrugerpraksis. 

 

I specialets første del afdækkes den teoretiske baggrund for undersøgelsen. Det teoretiske 

fænomen legitimacy placeres i en forbrugssammenhæng. Ydermere identificeres relevante 

variable, som relaterer sig til forbrugeres købsintentioner og købsrelaterede handlinger, 

samt variable, som forventes at kunne forudsige forbrugernes vurderinger af 

forbrugslegitimitet. De forventede sammenhænge mellem disse variable fremgår af 

specialets konceptuelle begrebsmodel. På baggrund heraf blev otte hypoteser opstillet. 

Disse blev afprøvet ved anvendelsen af structural equation modelling. 

 

Resultaterne indikerede, at fire typer forbrugslegitimitet – cognitive, environmental, moral 

og pragmatic legitimacy – har en signifikant indflydelse på forbrugeres willingness to buy, 

willingness to pay, word of mouth samt boycott intention. Ydermere påvistes en signifi-

kant sammenhæng mellem subjective knowledge og forbrugernes vurderinger af 

forbrugslegitimitet på tværs af de fire typer, samt mellem biospheric values og vurderin-

ger af forbrugslegitimitet på tværs af cognitive, environmental, moral og pragmatic legi-

timacy, samt regulative og relational legitimacy.  

 

En højere forbrugslegitimitet af forbrug af kød fra det industrielle landbrug, som det 

vurderes af forbrugerne, vil påvirke forbrugeradfærd i retning mod denne forbrugerprak-

sis. En lavere forbrugslegitimitet derimod, vil påvirke forbrugerne til at bevæge sig væk 

fra denne forbrugerpraksis. Forbrugere der har en subjektiv opfattelse af, at være i besid-

delse af en bred viden om landbrugsdyrs forhold, samt forbrugere som i højere grad er i 

besiddelse af værdier, som fordrer beskyttelse af naturen, miljøet, samt harmoni med 

andre arter, vil med statistisk sandsynlighed vurdere forbrugslegitimiteten af kødforbrug 

som værende lavere, end de forbrugere for hvem disse faktorer ikke er gældende. 

Resultaterne fra denne undersøgelse indikerer, at consumption legitimacy spiller en vigtig 

rolle for forbrugeradfærd. 
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1. Introduction 
 

Humans and livestock have lived together for thousands of years, co-evolving in 

ways generally benefiting both species. In the last 50 years, however, humans 

have discovered alternative methods of raising animals that provide a number of 

human benefits, but which arguably reduce the quality of animal life. The 

relationship between man and livestock has changed in such a way that some 

people are beginning to ask how the benefits to one species should be balanced 

against the costs to another. (Lusk & Norwood, 2012, pp. 208-209) 

 

The implications of modern meat production for animal welfare has in recent decades 

attracted growing interest. Whereas the farm animal welfare debate once chiefly was a 

matter for activists, this issue is now receiving mainstream attention (Lusk & Norwood, 

2011; Spiller & Nitzko, 2015). In the grocery stores, “consumers are now confronted with 

choices in which they must decide whether to spend their money on improved animal well-

being” (Lusk & Norwood, 2012, pp. 189-190). Some consumers choose to improve farm 

animal well-being by avoiding meat altogether. Research indicates that vegetarians most 

commonly state, that they are motivated by a concern for animals in general, and the 

ethical implications of raising and slaughtering non-human animals in particular (Ruby, 

2012; Janda & Trocchia, 2001). Although more and more consumers ‘convert’ to 

vegetarianism or reduce their meat consumption for ethical reasons, most notably in 

Europe and the U.S., the overall demand for meat has, in recent decades, snowballed 

(Cordts, Nitzko & Spiller 2014; Spiller & Nitzko, 2015). The question as to why some 

consumers choose to avoid meat and not others, is at the heart of this study. 

 

The percentage of Western consumers who follow a vegetarian diet vary greatly across 

countries, but the phenomenon is hard to quantify, as self-identified vegetarians’ 

definitions of which animal foods to avoid and which not to avoid differ from individual 

to individual. The estimated rates (as found in Ruby, 2012) for selected countries are 3% 

for the U.S. and Australia, 3% in the U.K. – although another study estimates the number 

to be as much as 12% for adults, and 20% among 16-24 year olds – (Mintel, 2014), 8% in 

Canada and 9% in Germany. The percentage is considerably higher in some non-Western 

countries, such as India (40%). However, whereas the majority of vegetarians in India 

were raised to be vegetarian, and their diet thus is a product of cultural tradition, most 

Westerners actively convert to vegetarianism and thus abstain from meat consumption by 
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choice (Ruby, 2012). Therefore, as the latter has been proved to be a by-product of 

conscious decision-making, one of which diverges from the majority of Western 

consumers, it is this group that is of the most interest to this study. 

 

Market research conducted by Mintel (2014) points at a promising future for the growing 

market of meat-free and vegetarian products: 12% of products launched in 2013 

worldwide in the food and drink category carried a vegetarian claim. Market analysts have 

emphasized that this market will be driven by “an emerging consumer trend towards meat 

reduction on a part-time basis, also called flexitarianism” (Mintel, 2014, paragraph 4). 

The trend of actively reducing meat from one’s diet either in part or in total, and choosing 

vegetarian alternatives to traditionally animal-derived products has gone from niche to 

mainstream, and more and more companies and entrepreneurs seize opportunities in rise 

of this emerging consumer trend (Clarkson, 2014).  

 

Vegetarians’ ethical concerns did not develop out of thin air. Philosopher Peter Singer 

introduced the term ‘speciesism’ in 1975, a term he defined as: “a prejudice or bias in 

favour of the interests of members of one’s own species and against those of members of 

other species” (BBC, 2014). Singer used this concept to argue against man’s use of 

animals in general, and for food in particular. To a large extent, Singer acted as a catalyst 

for academic as well as non-academic debate on the morality of meat consumption, and 

sparked animal rights activism and the emergence of endless organizations devoted to 

promote animal welfare (Faria, 2015). Forty years after, Singer (2015) pointed out that the 

large-scale animal rights revolution he had hoped to spark failed to arrive. The inevitable 

question arises: do the people who do eat meat then not care about animal welfare? 

 

In her book, social psychologist Melanie Joy (2010) seeks to shed light on the seemingly 

paradoxical evolution of meat consumption. In one of the first chapters, Joy (2010) 

paraphrases a conversation about pigs and dogs that took place with a student. At the end 

of the conversation, Joy asked: “why do we breed pigs to eat them?” to which the student 

replied: “I don’t know. I never thought about it. I guess, because it’s just the way things 

are” (p. 27).  

 

Joy’s pondering on the student’s response is then described as follows: 

 



 
 

7 

It’s just the way things are. Take a moment to consider this statement. Really 

think about it. We send one species to the butcher and give our love and kindness 

to another apparently for no reason other than because it’s the way things are. 

When our attitudes and behaviours toward animals are so inconsistent, and this 

inconsistency is so unexamined we can safely say we have been fed absurdities 

[…] many of us spend long minutes in the aisle of the drugstore mulling over 

what toothpaste to buy. Yet most of us don’t spend any time at all thinking about 

what species of animal we eat and why. Our choices as consumers drive an 

industry that kills ten billion* animals per year in the United States alone. If we 

choose to support this industry and the best reason we can come up with is 

because it’s the way things are, clearly something is amiss. What could cause an 

entire society of people to check their thinking caps at the door – and to not even 

realize they’re doing so? (Joy, 2010, pp. 27-28) 

 

The explanation Joy offers is the ideology of carnism (Joy, 2010). Different from the 

concept of speciesism, carnism is proposed as the meat-eating equivalent of 

vegetarianism. It denotes an invisible belief system which enables, supports and 

rationalizes man’s use of animal products, and, in particular, people’s consumption of 

meat. This belief system, she argues, is sustained by various myths about meat eating, 

which all relate to the ‘Three Ns of Justification’ – the conceptions that eating meat is 

‘normal’, ‘the natural thing to do’ and ‘necessary’ (Joy, 2010, p. 96).  

 

In institutional theory, the theoretical constructs of legitimacy and legitimation address the 

process that takes place when an entity or practice becomes ‘commonly accepted’ 

(Humphreys & LaTour, 2013). In line with Joy’s (2010) theory of carnism, some 

institutional theorists have attributed a ‘taken-for-grantedness’ to entities that have 

achieved legitimacy, and reasoned that a legitimate entity must be one “about which no 

question could be raised” (Tost, 2011, p. 688). This study would thus like to propose that 

a consumption variant of legitimacy plays an important part in affecting consumer 

behaviour towards meat consumption. 

 

So far, little research has been devoted to legitimacy within consumer studies or similar 

research areas. Prior research has applied legitimacy as a theoretical framework to 

examine marketing actions with a social dimension (Handelman & Arnold, 1999); explore 

brand legitimizing processes in the gay men’s community (Kates, 2004); investigate the 
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legitimation of casino gambling (Humphreys, 2010) and corporate social responsibility 

(Humphreys, 2014) through changes in public discourse, and how media frames affect 

consumer judgments of the legitimacy of online gambling (Humphreys & LaTour, 2013). 

While Tost (2011) recently proposed a theoretical model of the individual-level legitimacy 

judgment process, a theoretical framework on consumption legitimacy has yet to be 

developed and subjected to empirical testing.   

 

Scholars of consumer research have thus yet to realize the full potential of legitimacy 

(Kates, 2010). Kates suggests that a further development of the legitimacy concept and an 

application to consumer research may offer an explanation as to ”how and why groups of 

consumers reject or resist consumer culture” (2010, p. 455). She recommends, in the light 

of the growing tendency that consumers make moral judgments of consumption and 

business practices, some of which they evaluate as ’illegitimate’, that future researchers 

investigate the moral dimensions of consumption. In addition, Humphreys (2010) has 

called for further research on the legitimation of consumption practices, which she calls 

”fundamental” for theorizing consumer behaviour within a sociocultural framework, as 

this will allow researchers to understand the drivers of consumer perception and practice 

(p. 506). Lastly, Tost (2011) has emphasized the little attention researchers has given to 

individual-level legitimacy.  

 

As the number of vegetarian and flexitarian individuals increase in the Western world, one 

would expect a similar expansion of studies dedicated to explore the mindsets or 

motivation behind the choices of these individuals. Yet, despite the rising importance of 

this topic and the obvious inconsistencies in consumer behaviour towards animal 

products, the amount of literature on this subject is, to the best of this author’s knowledge, 

extremely scarce. As articulated by Ruby (2012), the increase in visibility and social 

acceptability of vegetarianism is “underscoring the need to further investigate both the 

psychology of vegetarianism, as well as changing attitudes and behaviors regarding the 

use of animal products among people at all points of the dietary spectrum” (p. 148). This 

study thus seeks to bridge the research gaps identified above, by empirically examining 

meat consumption in the context of farm animal welfare through the theoretical 

framework of legitimacy. A conceptual framework for consumption legitimacy is 

proposed, which incorporates potential predictors and consequences of legitimacy for 

consumer behaviour patterns. The proposed model is tested using structural equation 
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modelling (SEM) analysis. To this author’s knowledge, no previous study has adopted 

such an approach to investigate the effect of legitimacy in a consumer-oriented context.  

 

This study hopes to contribute to the understanding of ethically motivated consumers and 

the changing trends in meat consumption behaviour that has emerged. It is this author’s 

belief that the paradoxical and controversial nature of modern meat consumption, and the 

public concern for farm animal welfare triggered by this practice, indeed makes for an 

interesting choice of focus. This particular area of consumer behaviour was thus deemed 

to be an appropriate choice to serve to exemplify and render possible the broader purpose 

of this study. This purpose is twofold: first of all, the study hopes to contribute to the 

general knowledge of consumer decision making by examining the role of consumption 

legitimacy. Second, from a managerial perspective, the study hopes to contribute to an 

enriched understanding of a growing consumer group who abstain from traditional 

animal-derived products. These insights will enable companies to understand, and more 

effectively cater and communicate to these segments. From a broader society based 

perspective, such insights may help guide policy makers and animal welfare NGOs to 

bring about cultural, political and legislative change. 

  

Based on the proposed contribution, the research question this thesis seeks to address is: 

“Despite the known ethical issues of industrial animal agriculture in terms of farm animal 

welfare concerns, why do the majority of individuals in the Western world perceive meat 

consumption as a legitimate consumption practice, and what are the drivers on the 

individual level that influence a minority to oppose this practice?” 

 

The structure of this thesis is as follows: first, the existing literature on meat consumption 

and legitimacy will be reviewed in greater detail. Based on the findings in the literature 

review, a selection of hypotheses on legitimacy will be developed. A conceptual model, in 

which the hypothesized relationships will be integrated, will then be outlined. Then, a 

chapter of methodology will present this study’s research design. In this, the theories of 

scientific methods and reasoning that underpin the methodological choices reflected in the 

chosen design will be outlined. The hypotheses will then be tested using SEM analysis. 

Based upon the results, the hypotheses are discussed, and theoretical and well as 

managerial implications will be considered. Finally, limitations are presented, and new 

perspectives are offered to guide future research. 
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2. Literature Review 
In this chapter, previous research of relevance to this study’s research question is critically 

examined. The purpose of this review is to achieve a better understanding of the 

phenomena associated to this study’s topic, to establish the core theoretical framework, 

and to identify key constructs and potential causal relationships. 

 

2.1 Meat Consumption 

2.1.1 Ethical consumption 

As established in the introduction, vegetarians often mention ethical concern about farm 

animal welfare (FAW) as the primary motivation behind their choice. Thus, it seems 

appropriate to explore what ethical consumption literature can bring to the table to shed 

light on this paper’s research question. 

 

Several researchers include animal welfare on the list of issues associated with the 

umbrella term ‘ethical consumption’ and/or ethically motivated consumers (Wooliscroft et 

al. 2014; Freestone & McGoldrick 2008; Carrington et al. 2010; Carrington et al. 2016). 

Besides FAW, ethical consumers are concerned with issues such as sustainability, 

workers’ rights, Tair Trade, organic food, country of origin (COO) and health related 

issues (Wooliscroft et al. 2014). Thus, FAW is merely one out of many issues that 

occupies the ethical consumer. A recent, comprehensive review of existing ethical 

consumption literature has recently been carried out by Wooliscroft et al. (2014). The 

authors divide previous studies on ethical consumption into six areas of investigation: 

environmental concern/green consumers, Fair Trade, voluntary simplicity/downshifting, 

anti-consumption, consumer ethics, and the attitude-behavior gap in ethical consumption. 

As the only category in which researchers have attempted to investigate the mindset of 

generally ethically motivated consumers, the latter is of the most relevance. However, as 

its name suggests, these studies are mainly occupied with as to why consumers’ ethical 

purchase intentions do not always translate into action.  

 

Researchers of the attitude-behaviour gap, or ‘ethical purchasing gap’ have engaged a 

wide array of already established theoretical frameworks in an attempt to illuminate this 

phenomenon. Shaw and Shiu (2003), and Shaw et el. (2000) appled Ajzen and Fishbein’s 

theory of reasoned action/theory of planned behaviour; Freestone and McGoldrick (2008) 

applied the decisional balance scale to increase the understanding of ethical consumers’ 
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purchasing decisions and Szmigin et al. (2009) applied the theory of dissonance and 

flexibility to conceptualize conscious consumers. The latter found that even highly ethical 

consumers show inconsistencies in their buying behaviour due to the compromises 

necessitated by the clash of ethical beliefs and the consumers’ daily lives. More recently, 

Carrington et al. (2016) applied theories of ideology and ideology critique to explain how 

the ethical consumption gap relates to overall capitalistic structures. Moreover, Carrington 

et al. (2010) have proposed an integrated framework of the intention-behaviour gap of 

ethically minded consumers, yet to be subjected to empirical testing, and Bray et al. 

(2011) have proposed a model outlining the factors impeding ethical consumption.  

 

The latter found ethical consumption to manifest itself through either direct ethical 

consumption, where consumers’ purchase situations are influenced by ethical 

considerations, or through boycotts, where specific products or brands are avoided due to 

poor ethical standards. Bray and colleagues found this phenomenon to be related to 

consumers’ belief that their lack of knowledge limited their ethical consumption: 

“avoiding unethical products or companies that had received bad press seemed more 

important, and more achievable to group participants than proactively purchasing ethical 

products” (2010, p. 602). An earlier, animal-welfare focused study on consumer value 

conflicts in relation to ethical food purchases supports these findings: while all 

respondents claimed to care about animal welfare to some extent, they were generally 

uninformed about the different meat production systems, and found this to be a barrier 

towards consistent behaviour towards choosing animal products (Schröder & McEachern, 

2004). Moreover, while the respondents as moral citizens support the notion of helping 

society improve animal welfare standards, they, as consumers, avoid any cognitive 

associations with the live animals at the point of purchase. These ethical value conflics 

lead to attitude-behaviour gaps, meaning that a majority of consumers only sporadically 

act in accordance with their own ethical beliefs (Schröder and McEachern, 2004). 

 

Bray et al. (2011) suggest to further examine each individual factor impeding ethical 

consumption – e.g. boycotts – in order to further enhance our understanding of ethical 

consumers. Although the body of literature on ethical consumption is developing, a 

widely accepted framework for understanding ethical consumers has yet to be developed 

(Carrington et al. 2010), and still ”little is known about the motives that drive some 

toward, or deter others from, higher levels of ethical concern and action in their 

purchasing decisions” (Freestone & McGoldrick, 2008, p. 445).  
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2.1.2 Farm animal welfare 

2.1.2.1 Defining animal welfare 

Unlike other scientific fields, animal welfare science did not develop as a field of study 

merely due to scientific curiosity, but in large part due to pressure from society, that has 

voiced a growing ethical concern about the matter (Fraser et al. 1997). Ethical concerns 

over the quality of life, welfare or treatment of animals, can be defined in two manners:  

(1) concerns about environmental issues, such as pollution caused by certain farming 

practices, which are not grounded in concerns about the animals themselves, but rather on 

concerns about the overall environment, human virtue, and ‘doing the right thing’, and (2) 

‘quality-of-life’ concerns, which are grounded in a belief that non-human animals have 

intrinsic value, and that their interests are “legitimate objects of moral concern” (Fraser et 

al. 1997, pp. 189-190). According to Stafleu et al. (1996), the public concern that fuelled 

animal welfare debate was indeed a moral one. Despite its importance, the moral values-

based approach to animal welfare is fundamentally absent in animal welfare science, 

which science-based approach to the topic is purely empirical, focusing on measurements 

of the basic health of animals, and what a ‘satisfactory’ biological functioning of animals 

entail (see for example Ohl & van der Staay, 2012; Fraser, 2008; Fraser, 1999; Fraser et 

al. 1997; Stafleu et al. 1996).  

 

The closest to a universal definition of how to measure animals’ welfare status is the Five 

Freedoms, formulated by the Brambell Committee appointed by the UK government in 

1965. These state that farm animals must have freedom (1) from hunger and thirst, (2) 

from discomfort, (3) from pain, injury and disease, (4) to express normal behaviour, and 

(5) from fear and distress (Farm Animal Welfare Council, 2009, p. 2). The Five Freedoms 

are used worldwide in national legislation, and serve as guidelines for various NGOs (Ohl 

& van der Staay, 2012). However, it does not take a philosopher like Singer, or an animal 

scientist to pinpoint its shortcomings. While the Five Freedoms are tolerable guidelines 

for animal welfare standards, they lack in unambiguity, and the moral dimension sought 

after by consumers: The fact that animal welfare scientists and animal rights advocates 

apply different concepts and assumptions, makes it difficult to facilitate any development 

within the meat industry, and the two sides’ opposing approaches lead to confusion among 

consumers and policy-makers when these reach out to experts for knowledge (Fraser et al. 

1997; Ohl & van der Staay, 2012).  
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2.1.2.2 The price of farm animal welfare in the market 

While animal welfare is not priced in the market as a stand-alone good, some attributes 

related to it are priced indirectly via food labels. For instance: “price differentials between 

conventional and labeled eggs provide an idea of the implicit price of animal welfare in 

the market” (Lusk & Norwood, 2011, p. 475). While policy-makers are expected to take 

care of at least minimum farm animal welfare standards through regulation, these 

standards reflect a ‘baseline public morality’. Value-based product labelling thus allow 

the market to add value to consumers who are dissatisfied with the minimum standards set 

by the law (Schröder & McEachern, 2004). As this has increasingly become the case, so 

has an upsurge in the popularity of food labels in the meat category as well as in other 

product categories (e.g. the Fair Trade-mark). Animal welfare NGOs have contributed to 

the development of labels which denote a higher standard of welfare than what consumers 

get from conventional products. Examples are the American ‘Animal Welfare Approved’ 

label or the Danish ‘recommended by the Danish Animal Welfare Society’ (Animal 

Welfare Approved, 2013; Dyrenes Beskyttelse, 2016). Meat producers also increasingly 

utilize value-based advertising such as ‘natural’, ‘organic’ or ‘free-range’ to guide 

consumers who are interested in FAW toward more animal-friendly products. Several 

retailers have found animal welfare claims on product packaging to show profit potential. 

However, some consumers also find the considerable variety of different food labels and 

products carrying FAW-oriented claims confusing, and believe them to be intentionally 

misleading (Schröder & McEachern, 2004).  

 

A meta-analysis of previous studies on consumers’ willingness-to-pay (WTP) for FAW 

indicates that, while the public regard FAW as a general ethical issue, rather than a 

product attribute, consumers do “form distinct preferences for animal welfare 

improvement” (Lagerkvist & Hess, 2011, p. 70), when presented with FAW information. 

Lusk and Norwood’s (2012) study of consumers’ altruistic WTP for higher FAW 

standards revealed that one-third of respondents were not willing to pay any money to 

improve the lives of 1,000 or more farm animals. Of those who were willing to pay, the 

majority were not willing to pay more than three dollars. However, a few individuals – 

less than 10% – were willing to sacrifice large sums of money. The authors postulated that 

consumers with a high WTP for FAW constitute a very small minority of the population. 

This minority, however, radically increased their WTP to improve the lives of 1,000 

laying hens. The authors concluded: “policy-makers may find themselves deciding siding 

with a loud minority or a passive majority” (Lusk & Norwood, 2012, p. 209). 
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2.1.2 Vegetarianism 

Several characteristics have been linked to vegetarianism. While not all vegetarians are 

ethically motivated, as some are primarily motivated by personal health (Ruby, 2012), 

research does support that concern for animals is positively related to vegetarian-oriented 

attitudes and behaviour, i.e. consumers who feel considerable concern for animals are less 

likely to purchase meat products (Janda & Trocchia, 2001). Whereas one study found the 

relationship between concern over the environment and vegetarian-oriented attitudes and 

behaviour to be nonsignificant (Janda & Trocchia, 2001), other studies found vegetarians 

to place more emphasis on environmental protection than non-vegetarians (Ruby, 2012). 

Moreover, while an earlier study found personality characteristics to have a rather weak 

influence on vegetarian-oriented behaviour (Janda & Trocchia, 2001), other studies 

suggest that omnivores and vegetarians have distinctively different mindsets. Holding 

altruistic values has been found to be a positive predictor of vegetarianism, whereas 

holding traditional values has been found to be a negative predictor. Moreover, Western 

vegetarians have been found to have a tendency to be more liberal in their political views, 

and oppose conservative political views such as authoritarianism (Ruby, 2012). Lastly, 

both omnivore and vegetarian consumers have rated vegetarians to be ‘more moral’ than 

omnivores, which is consistent with the public attitude of vegetarians being ‘good’ and 

‘principled’. However, vegetarians are also perceived as a bit ‘weak’ and ‘feminine’ 

(Ruby, 2012). This perception is likely caused by the social stigma associated with 

vegetarian consumption habits maintained by males (Janda & Trocchia, 2001). Please 

refer to Ruby’s (2012) comprehensive review of literature on vegetarianism. 

 

2.2 Legitimacy 
The theoretical concept of legitimacy is derived from institutional theory and social 

psychology. The definition of legitimacy within institutional theory, recognized by 

researchers within consumer and management studies, is articulated by Suchman (1995): 

“Legitimacy is a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are 

desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, 

values, beliefs, and definitions” (p. 574). The concept of legitimacy was invented by 

researchers of organizational behaviour as a theoretical apparatus to address the non-

material and non-technological dynamics which “constrain, construct and empower 

organizational actors” (Suchman, 1995, 571). However, within the recent decade, a 

handful of researchers have applied this concept with the purpose of addressing why 

consumers perceive certain brands or consumption practices as legitimate, but not others 
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(Humphreys, 2010; Humphreys & LaTour, 2013; Kates, 2004). As put forward by 

Humphreys and LaTour (2013), some industries and consumption practices gain or lose 

legitimacy over time through gradual and complex processes within a given ‘socially 

constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions’. However, as initially 

established, consumer research has yet to realize the full potential of these legitimation 

processes despite their importance. As articulated by Tost (2011): 

 

[An] understanding of the microlevel dynamics of legitimacy judgments is crucial 

because individuals’ judgments and perceptions constitute the “micro-motor” […] 

that guides their behaviour, thereby influencing interactions among individuals, 

which, in turn, coalesce to constitute collective-level legitimacy and social reality 

[…] an understanding of the individual-level dynamics of legitimacy judgments 

can help scholars to better understand not only the dynamics of institutional 

change but also the critical role that individuals play in those change processes. 

(Tost, 2011, pp. 686-687). 

 

2.2.1 The different dynamics of legitimacy 

Legitimacy is an umbrella construct (Suchman, 1995), and different researchers have 

found various categories of legitimacy though which individuals evaluate industries and 

consumption practices. While the generalized definition of legitimacy apply to them all, 

“each type of legitimacy rests on a somewhat different behavioural dynamic” (Suchman, 

1995, p. 577). An overview on these different dynamics will be outlined in the following. 

 

2.2.1.1 Pragmatic legitimacy 

Pragmatic legitimacy – dubbed instrumental legitimacy within social psychology 

legitimacy (Tost, 2011) – is  evaluated on the basis of an individual’s self-interest. Here, a 

consumer would judge the legitimacy of any given consumption practice according to the 

pragmatic consequences that will follow if s/he adopts the practice, or, in turn, chooses not 

to (Suchman, 1995). Handelman and Arnold (1999) define pragmatic legitimacy as a 

judgment of legitimacy derived from an individual’s “egoistic motivation” (1999, p. 35), 

whose defining purpose is to increase utility and his or her own gains. According to 

Suchman, “audiences base pragmatic assessments largely on self-regarding utility 

calculations, and organizations often can purchase pragmatic legitimacy by directing 

tangible rewards to specific constituencies” (Suchman, 1995, p. 585). In the context of 
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consumption, egg producers often offer battery cage eggs to a considerably lower price 

than that of organic eggs. This incentive can be assessed as a type of ‘reward’ to the 

consumer. Regardless of the welfare standards for the hens, the battery cage egg producer 

achieves higher pragmatic legitimacy, as the consumer obtains more utility from the 

battery cage eggs than from the more expensive organic eggs. 

 

2.2.1.2 Moral legitimacy 

In stark contrast to pragmatic legitimacy is moral legitimacy, which “reflects a prosocial 

logic that differs fundamentally from narrow self-interest” (Suchman, 1995, p. 579). Tost 

(2011) defines the content of moral legitimacy judgments as “perceptions or beliefs 

related to the morality, ethicality, or integrity of an entity” (p. 694). Thus, where 

pragmatic legitimacy is based on whether a certain consumption practice is of advantage 

to me, moral legitimacy is based on whether it is “the right thing to do” (Suchman, 1995, 

p. 579). The moral legitimacy of a consumption practice is thus evaluated according to the 

consumer’s altruistic motivation to increase societal welfare. Previously, Kates (2004) 

applied the construct of moral legitimacy to examine how consumers in the gay men’s 

community accept or reject certain brands on the basis of their consistency with the ethical 

beliefs of the community. Using the egg-example, some Danish consumers may regard the 

consumption of organic eggs as more morally legitimate than consuming battery cage 

eggs, as the Danish welfare regulations for organic egg production are stricter than those 

that apply to battery cage egg production (Miljø- og Fødevareministeriet, 2016).   

 

2.2.1.3 Cognitive legitimacy 

In this paper’s introduction, it was put forward how legitimacy often is associated with a 

‘taken-for-grantedness’. A notion that appears consistent with the answer to why we breed 

pigs to eat them (because ‘it’s just the way things are’!). Researchers refer to this type of 

legitimacy as cognitive legitimacy. Kates (2004) offers the following definition: “When 

firms achieve long-term fits with their institutional environments and taken-for-granted 

meanings and habitual patterns of behavior are repeated by consumers, performed with 

minimal reflective thought, cognitive legitimacy is said to result” (p. 456). As put forward 

by Suchman (1995), this type of legitimacy is based on “cognition rather than on interest 

or evaluation” (p. 582). Therefore, where pragmatic and moral legitimacy judgments are 

consciously exercised on the basis of practical and moral concerns, the cognitive 

dimension of legitimacy implies that no evaluation or judgment take place at all 
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(Suchman, 1995; Tost, 2011). Based on this distinction, Tost (2011) argues that cognitive 

legitimacy does not represent a distinct dimension of the content of legitimacy 

evaluations, but rather the lack of content. This dimension of legitimacy may therefore be 

irrelevant for mapping the actual legitimacy judgment process, as no conscious judgments 

of cognitive legitimacy are formed. Cognitive legitimacy may then only be applied to 

entities that are fully legitimized and institutionalized in society (Suchman, 1995). 

However, Suchman deems cognitive legitimacy and its taken-for-grantedness to be “the 

most subtle and the most powerful source of legitimacy identified to date” (1995, p. 583). 

Indeed, if a certain consumption practice is perceived as inevitable, taken for granted, and 

any critique regarding its legitimacy in society is unspoken and unheard of – then change 

must be very difficult to bring about. 

 

2.2.1.4 Regulative legitimacy 

Regulative legitimacy, while not mentioned in Suchman’s work, is applied by Humphreys 

(2010) and Humphreys and LaTour’s (2013), who define it as: “the degree to which the 

industry conforms to existing rules and regulations, usually as defined by government 

institutions” (Humphreys & LaTour, 2013, p. 774). Across this dimension of legitimacy, 

individuals will thus judge a consumption practice based on whether it is in accordance 

with applicable laws.  

 

As in the case of cognitive legitimacy, Tost (2011) argues that the regulative element may 

be non-existent in the actual legitimacy judgment process. Instead, she reasons, regulative 

legitimacy is simply a manifestation of an authorization granted by authorities of the 

entity in question: “authorization does not, however, establish a particular basis on which 

to judge an entity to be legitimate; rather, it merely provides evidence that others have 

judged it to be legitimate” (2011, p. 693). She argues that, since this type of legitimacy is 

based on the established rules, which varies from society to society, what is established to 

be an outlawed consumption practice in one culture may be legal – authorized – in 

another. She therefore dismisses regulative legitimacy as “the use of others’ evaluations 

as heuristic substitutes for individual-level evaluation” (2011, p. 693). This paper agrees 

with Humphreys and LaTour, in finding the dimension of regulative legitimacy to be 

relevant and a potential dimension of content of consumption legitimacy judgments. 

Although regulative legitimacy rests on the legitimacy evaluations of others, it is plausible 

that authorization granted by government institutions may exert influence on consumers.  
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2.2.1.5 Relational legitimacy 

Relational – or social – legitimacy is found incorporated in Tost’s (2011) framework. She 

defines an entity that enjoys relational legitimacy as one that: “affirms individuals’ social 

identities and bolsters their sense of self-worth” (p. 690). In a consumer-context, we 

would expect consumers to judge a consumption practice as legitimate or illegitimate 

according to its social status, and whether it is accepted within his or her social group. 

Relational legitimacy is a construct unique to social psychology, and is thus absent in the 

content of legitimacy judgments within institutional theory. Tost (2011) argues that in 

some group cultures, there may be an overlap between the relational and moral dimension, 

whereas in other group cultures, where less prominent value systems prevail, the two 

constructs may be evaluated separately. However, empirical evidence suggests that the 

relational dimension influences individual-level legitimacy judgments (Tost, 2011).  

 

2.2.1.6 Environmental legitimacy 

The dimension of environmental legitimacy is, unlike pragmatic, moral, cognitive, 

regulative and relational legitimacy, not grounded in legitimacy theory within neither 

institutional theory nor social psychology. However, this paper would like to argue in 

favour of its relevance. 

 

In a model proposed by Giesler and Veresiu (2014), the process during which individuals 

become ‘responsibilized’, i.e. ethical, and learn to evaluate the legitimacy of an entity 

based on its effect on the environment, is outlined. They found four different processes 

through which the responsible consumer subject is shaped: through personalization, 

authorization, capabilization and transformation. The first, personalization, “exercises 

normative power over individuals by redefining the solution of the social problem at hand 

as a matter of developing a more ethical individual conduct rather than one of collective 

protection and redistribution” (p. 843). Here, individuals’ moral legitimacy judgments 

may come in to play in addressing the social problem at hand, e.g. animal welfare. Then, 

through authorization, “a variety of legitimational moves” will further seek to legitimize 

and substantiate the moralistic problem through scientific knowledge (p. 843). Through 

capabilization, “an infrastructure of products and services that support the individual’s 

active self-management” will be created (p. 843). These three processes will foster the 

behavioural change that introduces the responsible, ethical consumer subject. These 

consumer subjects are thus able to rationally evaluate entities – or, in this case, 

consumption practices – according to their environmental legitimacy. 
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Another recent study introduced the concept of environmental legitimacy in a more 

explicit manner. Unlike in Giesler and Veresiu’s study, Olsen and colleagues (2014) refer 

to legitimacy in a theoretical context with reference to Suchman (Olsen et al. 2014, p. 

124). The authors propose that a company’s performance in environmental impact factors 

such as greenhouse emissions creates environmental legitimacy for the company. 

Environmental legitimacy, fostered by green initiatives, will then spill over to the 

company brand and generate favourable attitudes toward green products launched by the 

company. In contrast, “when firms have lower environmental legitimacy […] any 

emphasis they place on launching green products will more likely be perceived as 

consumers as a greenwashing strategy aimed to sway their views” (Olsen et al. 2014, p. 

124). Thus, it is proposed that consumers also evaluate consumption practices across an 

environmental legitimacy dimension, based on its impact on the environment. The 

existence of such a dimension is deemed highly relevant given the public attention 

directed at environmentalism, sustainability and corporate social responsibility.  

 

2.2.1.7 Other dimensions of legitimacy 

So far, it has been established that six prevalent elements of legitimacy exists: pragmatic, 

moral, cognitive, regulative, relational and environmental. However, two additional types 

of legitimacy have been argued for in the literature, and although these are less 

represented in the literature, they will now briefly be mentioned.  

 

The first is normative legitimacy, applied by Humphreys (2010) and Humphreys and 

LaTour (2013). In the latter, normative legitimacy is defined as a type of legitimacy 

judged according to “the degree to which an industry is viewed as being socially 

acceptable according to dominant norms and values” (p. 774). However, the authors put 

forward that scholars have debated whether normative and cognitive legitimacy may be 

identical constructs. Some scholars have argued that the two are “analytically distinct but 

blurred empirically”, and others that they “can be both empirically and theoretically 

disentangled” (Humphreys & LaTour, 2013, p. 775). It is suggested that cognitive 

legitimacy will allow or prevent normative legitimacy; but, dependent on the sequence of 

elements in the individual legitimacy judgment process, some level of cognitive 

legitimacy may be required for normative legitimacy (Humphreys & LaTour, 2013). 

 

The second dimension is physical reality, only applied by Humphreys (2010), in which 

she defined it as: “the establishment of physical reality, such as the construction of 
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buildings or the manufacture of products – adds legitimacy to a consumer practice” (p. 

491). The reasoning that applies here is that if an entity becomes established physically, 

the discourse about that entity would change, causing the foundation on which legitimacy 

judgments are passed to change as well. Consequently, physical reality would have the 

ability to alter an individual’s perception of the legitimacy of an entity.    

 

2.2.2 The legitimacy judgment process 

The number of distinct legitimacy constructs raises the question: how are these 

dimensions integrated into a legitimacy judgment process? The answer to this question is 

of critical importance, as it is the outcome of this process proposed to directly influence 

consumer behavior. An important contribution in this context is Tost’s (2011) integrative 

model of individual-level legitimacy. She argues, however, that individual-legitimacy is 

based on only three out of the six evaluations of legitimacy discussed in the previous: 

instrumental (pragmatic), relational and moral legitimacy.  
 
 

 
Figure 1. The legitimacy judgment formation. Source: Author’s own work, inspired by Tost (2011, p. 695)  

 

Tost distinguishes between a ‘formation’ stage and a ‘use’ stage. In the formation stage, 

individuals process information either passively or evaluative. In passive mode, 

individuals use “validity cues as cognitive shortcuts” (Tost, 2011, p. 696) to form a 

generalized legitimacy judgment; these cues are simply authorizations or endorsements of 

the entity from other individuals, as suggested in relation to regulative legitimacy. 

Conversely, in the evaluative mode, the individual actively considers the legitimacy of an 

entity along instrumental (pragmatic), relational, and moral dimensions. These 

considerations will again lead to a generalized legitimacy judgment, which, in the use 

stage, will guide the individual’s perception and behaviour in relation to the entity.  
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The use stage will continue until an exogenous jolt (“an experience of a dramatic viola-

tion of expectations”, Tost, 2011, p. 701), contradictions in institutional logics, or reflexiv-

ity (“the ability of individuals to consciously reflect on institutional arrangements”, Tost, 

2011, p. 702) activates the mental alarm, and causes the individual to reassess the 

legitimacy of an entity. In the reassessment stage, instrumental, relational and moral 

evaluations are carried out anew. It is at this stage that judgments of illegitimacy will 

likely form, and from these, wishes for institutional change arise. In a consumer-context, it 

is in this stage that consumer behaviour towards a practice is likely to be modified. 

 

In this chapter, relevant phenomena, constructs and relationships related to meat 

consumption in a farm animal welfare perspective were identified from previous studies in 

order to establish a conceptual framework for hypothesis development. Then, previous 

studies on legitimacy were examined in order to establish this paper’s theoretical 

framework. The legitimacy judgment formation model proposed by Tost (2011) is found 

to be highly insightful. However, researchers disagree as to which dimensions of 

legitimacy essentially is incorporated in the individual-level legitimacy judgment 

formation process. It has been assessed that the constructs of pragmatic, moral, cognitive, 

relational, regulative and environmental legitimacy constitute the most theoretically 

supported legitimacy dynamics in the present literature, while also being the most relevant 

constructs to be applied in a consumer-context. Furthermore, the review of previous 

studies supports the notion that results from this paper could serve to expand the existing 

literature in these fields in a meaningful way. 

 

3. Hypothesis Development  
Based on the theoretical material presented in the literature review, a selection of 

hypotheses is formulated in the following with the purpose of addressing this paper’s 

research question. These will be concerned with (1) hypothesized relationships between 

individual-level legitimacy judgments of meat consumption and a selection of outcome 

variables, and (2) hypothesized relationships between individual-level legitimacy 

judgments of meat consumption and its potential antecedents. Figure 2 depicts a 

conceptual model of how the proposed constructs are related. 
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Figure 2. Proposed conceptual model. Source: Author’s own work 

 

At the core of this study is consumption legitimacy, and how evaluations across the 

different dimensions of legitimacy affect consumption-related behaviour. Based on 

Suchman’s (1995) definition of generalized legitimacy, the legitimacy of meat 

consumption (LMC) may be defined as: “a generalized perception or assumption that 

meat consumption is desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed 

system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions”. Individuals judge LMC based on 

evaluations across six dimensions of legitimacy that were selected for the final conceptual 

model: pragmatic, moral, cognitive, regulative, relational and environmental legitimacy, 

and an overall, genral legitimacy construct.  

 

Two legitimacy dimensions were excluded. First, as little evidence have been provided 

that normative legitimacy exists independently from cognitive legitimacy, the normative 

dimension of legitimacy was not included in the final model. Additionally, as only one 

author has argued for the existence of physical reality as a distinct dimension of 

legitimacy evaluation, this construct was not included. Although physical reality may be 

argued to be appropriate in Humphrey’s (2010) study on the case of casino gambling, 
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physical reality makes less sense in the case of meat consumption, as meat production 

facilities have been firmly established around the world for decades. 

 

3.1 Outcomes of Legitimacy Evaluations 

3.1.1 Willingness-to-buy 

The starting point of the development of this study’s hypotheses is the relationship 

between individual-level legitimacy judgments of LMC and consumers’ willingness to 

buy (WTB) conventional meat products. It appears highly plausible that consumers ought 

to be more willing to seek out and purchase products they find ‘desirable’, ‘proper’ or 

‘appropriate’ (i.e. qualities linked with a legitimate consumption behaviour), and, 

conversely, less willing to buy products they do not find to be linked with these qualities. 

Thus, if consumers’ judgments of LMC ‘increase’ (i.e. judgments of higher legitimacy), 

their willingness to purchase meat products from conventional production should increase 

to a corresponding degree. The following hypothesis is proposed: 

 

H1. Consumer judgment of the legitimacy of meat consumption is positively 

related to consumers’ willingness to buy conventional meat. 

 

3.1.2 Word-of-mouth 

The overall construct word-of-mouth (WOM) is defined as “informal communication 

among consumers about products and services” (Liu, 2006, p. 74). Positive WOM include 

recommendations to others, and the exchange of pleasant experiences of a particular 

product or service, whereas negative WOM may include condemnation of products, 

spread of rumours, and talk about unpleasant experiences with a product or service. WOM 

may also be neutral (Anderson, 1998). It is widely acknowledged that consumers’ 

informal exchange of information about products and services has a powerful effect on 

consumers’ buying intentions. Moreover, the emergence of eWOM (electronic word-of-

mouth), rendered possible by social media, blogs, and a myriad of online message boards 

and forums dedicated to the discussion of nearly every topic imaginable, has only served 

to make WOM an even more influential communication channel in the marketplace 

(Allsop et al. 2007; Sohn, 2009). 

 



 
 

24 

Research conducted in 2006 of US adults (Allsop et al. 2007) revealed that within the 

categories ‘restaurants’ and ‘nutrition and healthy eating’, more than 50% seek 

information and advice from other people to some or great extent. Thus, in relation to food 

consumption, consumers tend to listen to other consumers’ opinions to guide their 

purchase decisions. As previously stated, some consumers find it increasingly difficult to 

navigate through the growing market of labelled meat products. However, research 

indicates that consumers may engage in WOM if they find it difficult to evaluate different 

alternatives (Liu, 2006). In addition, researchers suggest that dissatisfied costumers 

engage in greater WOM than those who are satisfied (Anderson, 1998). The ‘loud 

minority’ of consumers with vegetarian-oriented attitudes and behaviour and/or strong 

concern over FAW is expected to have a low willingness to generate positive WOM about 

conventional meat products. Therefore, a plausible assumption is that judgments of low 

legitimacy will lead to a low willingness to recommend conventional meat products to 

others. The following hypothesis is proposed: 

 

H2. Consumers who judge the legitimacy of meat consumption as low are more 

likely to generate negative word-of-mouth about conventional meat products. 

 

3.1.3 Willingness-to-pay 

Some consumers omit or reduce meat from their diet by choice. However, the small body 

of literature concerned with consumer willingness-to-pay (WTP) for increased FAW, and 

the discussion of an emergence of FAW-related food labels and advertising claims suggest 

that moral concern for FAW does not manifest itself solely through meat avoidance. Some 

consumers choose to continue to purchase and consume meat, but rather than purchasing 

conventional products from industrial livestock production, they seek out these 

alternatives to secure a guarantee of improved FAW. Based on this phenomenon, it is 

expected that consumers’ willingness to pay a price premium for these differentiated meat 

products will correspond to the level of which they evaluate LMC. The following 

hypothesis is proposed: 

 

H3. Consumer judgment of the legitimacy of meat consumption is negatively 

related to their willingness to pay a premium for labelled meat with increased 

farm animal welfare. 
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3.1.4 Attitude-behaviour gap 

The occurrence of attitude-behaviour gaps is a widely acknowledged phenomenon within 

both social psychology and consumer behaviour studies with a moral or ethical dimension. 

The growing research field devoted to green, environmental, sustainable and ethical 

consumption practices has especially addressed this issue: consumers, despite ethical 

attitudes and ethical purchase intentions, fail to ‘walk their talk’ at the cash register. 

Similarly, the amount of consumers with animal-friendly attitudes does not correspond to 

the amount of consumers who purchase organic meat products or convert to vegetarianism 

(Schöder & McEachern, 2004). However, researchers’ grasp of the attitude-behaviour gap 

phenomenon remains limited (Carrington et al. 2010).  

 

The theory of reasoned action and theory of planned behaviour are, as previously noted, 

one of the most common frameworks applied by researchers to understand the ethical 

purchasing gap (Carrington et al. 2010; Jackson, 2005). The reasoning underpinning the 

majority of studies devoted to explain this gap is thus based on the premise that consumer 

behaviour derive from the following progression of cognitive elements:  

 

 
Figure 3. The consumer decision-making process.  

Source: Author’s own work, inspired by Carrington et al. (2010) 

 

Moreover, social norms and behavioural control may moderate intentions and behaviour. 

According to Carrington et al. (2010), gaps may arise due to disparities between attitudes 

and intentions or between intentions and actual behaviour.  

 

This study would like to offer a different explanation to the attitude-intention-behaviour 

gap. As proposed, consumers form judgments of the general legitimacy of meat 

consumption based on evaluations across several different dimensions. However, while 

these distinct dimensions may reinforce each other, conflict across the dimensions may 

also arise (Tost, 2011; Suchman, 1995). To explain the value-action gap, Olson (2013) 

found consumers with pro-green attitudes to face trade-offs when choosing between green 

or non-green products, such as higher prices or lower quality. In a similar fashion, 

consumers may face trade-offs between conflicting legitimacy evaluations across different 

dimensions. To elaborate on this notion, imagine that some consumers may evaluate meat 

Beliefs Attitudes Intentions Behaviour
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consumption to have very low moral legitimacy due to the matter of animal ethics. 

Simultaneously, they may also evaluate the practice as having very high relational 

legitimacy, as they may associate eating meat with a social group that is popular. Or, they 

may evaluate pragmatic LMC to be low, but moral LMC to be high. As evaluations 

across, e.g. the moral and pragmatic legitimacy dimensions are based on fundamentally 

opposite underlying dynamics, intrinsic conflict may be bound to arise. According to Tost 

(2011): “individuals tend to resist viewing their social systems as illegitimate and thus 

tend to support the status quo” (p. 699). Thus, if LMC is evaluated to be very high across 

one dimension, it does not matter if it is evaluated to be illegitimate across another; the 

judgment of the consumption practice as legitimate will most likely prevail, thus causing a 

gap. The following hypothesis is proposed: 

 

H4. Attitude-behaviour gaps are more likely to occur among consumers whose 

evaluations of legitimacy across different dimensions move in opposite directions. 

 

3.1.5 Boycott intention 

A consumer boycott may be defined as “an attempt by one or more parties to achieve 

certain objectives by urging individual consumers to refrain from making selected 

purchases in the marketplace” (Friedman, 1985, pp. 97-98). Boycotts may either be (1) 

economic or marketing policy boycotts, or (2) political or ethical control boycotts (Sen et 

al. 2001; Klein et al. 2004; Kozinets & Handelman, 2004). The latter type is defined by 

Sen et al. (2001) as an attempt to ”coerce their targets toward specific ethical or socially 

responsible actions, ranging from responsible employment and manufacturing practices 

to the support of specific causes” (p. 400). Although some authors have argued boycotts to 

be “the most deliberate form of ethical purchase behaviour”, boycotts rarely feature in 

business ethics literature (Farah & Newman, 2010, p. 348). Kates’ (2004) found 

consumers to boycott certain brands that were regarded as illegitimate within their 

community. Thus, this study suggests that consumers’ evaluations of LMC affect their 

likelihood of boycotting meat from  intensive animal farming. The following hypothesis is 

proposed: 

 

H5: Consumers who evaluate the legitimacy of meat consumption as low are 

more likely to boycott meat products from industrial livestock productions. 
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3.2 Antecedent Variables 
A number of variables are proposed to influence consumers’ judgments of LMC, and 

thereby also the consequences of LMC judgments suggested in the prior sections: WTB, 

WOM, WTP, attitude-behaviour gap and boycott intention. The hypothesized predictor 

variables are outlined in the following.  

 

3.2.1 Consumer knowledge 

Knowledge and information processing are vital and on-going components of the 

legitimacy evaluation process, as consumers constantly collect and process new 

information relevant to the entity under evaluation. The level of knowledge possessed by 

consumers therefore affects the pragmatic, moral, cognitive, regulative, relational or 

environmental status of LMC as recognized by him or her (Tost, 2011).  

 

Consumer knowledge is a well-documented construct within the modelling of consumer 

behaviour. The construct is generally divided into two distinct constructs: objective 

knowledge and subjective knowledge. Objective knowledge is defined as actual, factual 

knowledge demonstrated by the consumer, whereas subjective knowledge may be defined 

as “a consumer’s perception of the amount of information they have stored in their 

memory” (Flynn & Goldsmith, 1999, p. 59). Findings on the interrelationship between the 

objective and subjective knowledge are contradictory in terms of their importance relative 

to each other. While some studies found them to influence consumer decision-making in 

different manners, e.g. subjective knowledge to be a stronger motivation of purchase-

related behaviours than objective knowledge (Flynn & Goldsmith, 1999), other studies 

indicate the constructs may be strongly correlated empirically (Cowley & Mitchell, 2003; 

Carlson et al. 2009). Ultimately, research suggests that the relationship between objective 

and subjective knowledge likely is contingent upon the product category involved 

(Cowley & Mitchell, 2003). However, due to the difficulties associated with developing 

valid measures of objective knowledge, some researchers use subjective knowledge as a 

proxy for objective knowledge. As this option is not recommended for studies involving 

societal issues or nondurable goods (Carlson et al. 2009), it is not appropriate in this case.  

 

As previously stated, interview participants commonly mention lack of information or 

their current level of knowledge as factors they believe hinders them in engaging in 

ethical (Bray et al. 2011) or animal-friendly consumption practices (Schröder & 

McEachern, 2004; Lagerkvist & Hess, 2011). Moreover, it can be argued that the public 
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generally is poorly informed about the conditions under which farm animals are kept 

(Lagerkvist & Hess, 2011). Therefore, this study expects consumers’ perception of their 

own level of knowledge of FAW to have a significant, negative effect on their judgments 

of LMC. The following hypothesis is proposed:  

 

H6. Subjective knowledge is negatively related to consumer judgment of the 

legitimacy of meat consumption. 

 

3.2.2 Human values 

Previously, it was emphasized how individuals who hold certain values or views were 

more likely to convert to vegetarianism and have a higher concern about FAW. Holding 

traditional values and conservative political views were found to be a negative predictor of 

vegetarianism, whereas holding altruistic values and democratic views were found to be a 

positive predictor (Ruby, 2012). Moreover, as indicated, a loud minority of consumers has 

a pure altruistic motivation for paying large sums of money (WTP) to improve the lives 

of farm animals (Lusk & Norwood, 2012). Holding altruistic values is imperative to the 

moral dimension of legitimacy, as the individual’s own altruistic motivation to increase 

the welfare of others are the basis for moral legitimacy evaluations (Suchman, 1995). 

Thus, theory indicates that human values may play an integral part in forming individual-

level legitimacy judgments. 

 

It is generally assumed that individuals hold a set of stable, basic human values 

(Thøgersen & Ölander, 2002). Schwartz, who established the Schwartz Value Survey for 

the assessment of ten basic human values, offers the following definition: “Values (1) are 

concepts or beliefs, (2) pertain to desirable end states or behaviors, (3) transcend specific 

situations, (4) guide selection or evaluation of behaviour and events, and (5) are ordered 

by relative importance” (Schwartz, 1992, p. 4). Values have been established to be a 

significant tool for consumer decision-making (Funk et al. 2010), and the value measures 

in Schwartz’s survey have been empirically established to be strong predictors of pro-

environmental attitudes and behaviour (Stern et al. 1998). The ten basic human values in 

Schwartz’s value apparatus are associated with four higher-order bipolar value 

dimensions: openness to change (consists of self-direction, stimulation and hedonism) vs. 

conservation (conformity, tradition and security), and self-transcendence (universalism 

and benevolence) vs. self-enhancement  (power, achievement and hedonism):  
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Figure 4. Schwartz's Basic Human Values. Source: Author’s own work, inspired by Schwartz (1992, p. 45) 

 

Conservation represents traditional values and resistance to change (Hansen, 2008; Stern 

et al. 1998). These values have been shown to predict a stronger endorsement of 

conservative political parties (Funk et al. 2010), and to be negatively related to 

environmental attitudes (Follows & Jobber, 2000). Self-transcendence represents the 

extent to which individuals are motivated to transcend their own interests, and promote 

the interests and welfare of others (Pepper et al. 2009; Hansen 2008). Self-transcendence 

values include biospheric (protecting the environment, harmony with other species) and 

altruistic values (social justice, care for the weak, equality) (Stern et al. 1998). Unlike 

conservation, self-transcedence has been shown to be positively related to environmental 

attitudes (Follows & Jobber, 2000).  

 

The bipolar nature of the values and compatibilities and conflicts between them implies 

that: “every hypothesis that specifies the association of one value type with an outside 

variable has clear implications for the associations of the other value types as well” 

(Schwartz, 1992, p. 54). This argues in favour of the inclusion of just one higher order 

value from each pole, i.e. conservation and self-transcendence. The following hypotheses 

are proposed:     

 

H7. Holding conservation values is positively related to consumer judgment of the 

legitimacy of meat consumption.  
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H8. Holding self-transcendence values is negatively related to consumer judgment 

of the legitimacy of meat consumption. 

 

Thus, consumers’ self-perceived level of knowledge, and holding conservation values and 

self-transcendence values, respectively, are predicted to significantly affect consumer 

judgment of consumption legitimacy.   

 

4. Methodology  
The first part of this chapter introduces the underlying research philosophy that underpins 

this study, and the chosen research design. Then, the appropriateness of the methodologi-

cal techniques employed in this study, from data collection, to construct measurements 

and sampling, is argued for.  

 

4.1 Philosophy of Science 
Philosophy of science – or research philosophy –– is occupied with the nature of 

knowledge, and how it is developed. When a researcher embraces a research philosophy, 

s/he chooses a set of assumptions concerned with how s/he views the world, and how s/he 

understands the nature of the knowledge s/he wishes to produce. As the purpose of this 

thesis is to develop new knowledge within the field of consumer behaviour, the 

significance of research philosophy is not to be denied – nor is its theoretical and practical 

importance for the choice of methodology. 

 

Crucial for understanding the relevance of philosophy of science is the notion of scientific 

paradigms. Many modern approaches to research philosophy are based on Thomas Kuhn’s 

theory of scientific revolution, which he reasoned is based on shifts in paradigms. A 

paradigm can be defined as: “a set of fundamental principles that guide a specific field of 

research” (Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012, p. 23). Presskorn-Thygesen (2012) claims that four 

different paradigms prevail within social science research today: positivism, hermeneutics, 

critical theory and constructivism. Each paradigm or research philosophy holds a set of 

epistemological, ontological, and methodological understandings. Epistemology concerns 

“what constitutes acceptable knowledge in a field of study” (Saunders et al. 2007, p. 102), 

and the knowledge one can achieve about reality, whereas ontology has to do with the 

nature of this reality. Then, methodology is concerned with how to best achieve 
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knowledge of that reality, i.e. which choice of method is appropriate. It is the answers to 

these fundamental questions that ought to guide one’s research approach, purpose and 

strategy (Saunders et al. 2007; Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012). 

 

This thesis is concerned with research of consumption legitimacy, and thus consumer 

psychology and behaviour. This paper therefore belongs to the overall scientific discipline 

we call social science. This fact is important to nail down, as different research 

philosophies dominate within different scientific disciplines. As it has hopefully been 

evident from the previous chapters, this study embraces a positivist research philosophy. 

Within positivism, reality consists of an observable social reality, which exists 

independently from the researcher. This enables the researcher to undertake research in a 

‘value-free’ way. This is in stark contrast to the ontological standpoint of the 

constructivist researcher, who will most likely believe that no reality exists independently 

from him/her, as reality is socially constructed. In terms of epistemology, the positivist 

considers it possible to find ‘truth’ and gain objective knowledge, whereas the 

constructivist considers it impossible, as science is distorted by social constructions 

(Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012).  

 

Thus, this study aims at conducting research which is free from the inclusion of the 

author’s own values, in order to gain ‘true’ objective knowledge of consumer behaviour. 

This should be rendered possible by adopting four theoretical sentiments that characterises 

positivism (Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012): (1) the underlying basis for research should be 

the observable reality, thus excluding any metaphysical, emotional, religious or political 

beliefs; (2) all scientific disciplines ought to adopt an identical and highly structured 

methodology “in order to facilitate replication” (Saunders et al. 2007, p. 104); (3) there is 

a natural explanation to all phenomena, and finally (4) researchers must strive for “law-

like generalisations” of cause and effect as the end product of their research (Saunders et 

al. 2007, p. 103). In order to generate law-like generalisations of causality, positivist 

researchers will most likely employ quantitative methods and experiments to uncover 

objective, “quantifiable observations that lend themselves to statistical analysis” 

(Saunders et al. 2007, p. 104). So far, this study has examined existing theory, and on this 

foundation, developed a series of hypotheses with the intention of subjecting them to 

statistical hypothesis testing. This approach is in line with positivist methodology 

(Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012; Saunders et al. 2007).  
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As Saunders et al. (2007) argue, although value-free research is desirable in theory, it is 

almost impossible to carry out in practice: a myriad of sometimes difficult choices are 

made by the researcher in terms of the chosen topic, research objectives, data collection 

and so on. The choices made in this particular study, and the considerations behind, will 

be described in further detail in the following. 

 

4.2 Research Design 

It has been made clear that this study embraces the ‘traditional’ methodology within 

positivist social science research in that so far, hypotheses have been formulated based on 

existing theory on legitimacy and meat consumption behaviour. This signifies the use of a 

deductive research approach. This is in contrast to an inductive approach, where data is 

collected initially, and theory is derived from analysing the data – rather than using the 

data to confirm or reject existing theory. The deductive research process follow four 

chronological steps (purple denotes steps that are to be described in later sections): 
 
 

 
Figure 5. The deductive research process  

Source: Author’s own work, inspired by Saunders et al. (2007, p. 117) 

 

Adopting a deductive approach implies that the constructs and hypotheses selected must 

be operationalized in a manner that allows for quantitative measurement (step 2). 

Moreover, deduction implies generalization (Saunders et al. 2007). In order to generalize 

statistically, the sample must be representative. Issues regarding sampling, measurements, 

reliability and validity will be discussed in later chapters.   

 

A research question will typically be phrased in such a way that it will demand an answer 

that either is primarily exploratory, descriptive or explanatory. Consequently, a study’s 

research purpose must also either be exploratory, descriptive or explanatory. However, 

these purposes are not necessarily mutually exclusive. Rather, a study may have elements 

from two or all three classifications, but will more often than not place emphasis on just 

one of them (Saunders et al. 2007). This study is classified as an explanatory study, as it 

seeks to explain the nature of the relationships between a set of variables. This purpose 

was embedded in the research question, where it was asked why a majority of consumers 
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perceive meat consumption as legitimate (i.e. consume meat) despite FAW issues, which 

called for inquiring which drivers that influence consumers to abstain from consuming 

meat or purchasing more animal-friendly products. This phrasing called for an explanation 

of the relationships between, initially, two variables, x and y: the relationship between 

consumer perception of meat consumption legitimacy, y, and potential drivers, x.  

 

However, neither the aspect of FAW nor the potential drivers were clearly defined when 

the research question was posed; nor were the legitimacy construct explored in detail. 

Neither the key variables nor their relationships were therefore very well defined initially. 

It was thus necessary to conduct exploratory research by means of a literature search to 

identify theoretical support and define key variables before the main purpose of this study 

could be pursued. This search was therefore carried out in the hope of understanding any 

relevant constructs and relationships that could provide meaningful answers to the 

research question. The result of this quest can be found in the first three chapters. 

 

In order to achieve the main research purpose, a cross-sectional survey strategy was 

adopted as data collection technique. A self-administered internet-mediated questionnaire 

was found to be an appropriate way to collect data given this study’s financial and time 

restraints, as well as the nature of the data desired. As discussed, this study calls for 

quantitative data eligible for statistical analysis. Data collected by means of a survey 

allows for such an analysis (Schmidt & Hollensen, 2010; Saunders et al. 2007). Moreover, 

as this study has embraced a positivist philosophy, which includes the aim of generating 

generalizable findings of cause and effect, it was necessary to collect data in a way that 

would allow for generalizability. This aim is arguably more realistic to achieve with a 

survey, than, say, with a case study strategy – on the assumption, mind, that the sample is 

representative (Saunders et al. 2007). The generalizability of this study’s results will be 

discussed in later chapters. 

 

There are other advantages of conducting a self-administered online survey rather than an 

interviewer-administered survey. It can be argued that respondents to self-administered 

surveys are less likely to provide certain answers because they find them to be more 

socially desirable (Saunders et al. 2007). The unfortunate tendency of respondents being 

unable or unwilling to provide truthful answers to questions that deal with sensitive topics 

is known as the social desirability bias (Fisher, 1993). According to Fisher, “research that 

does not recognize and compensate for social desirability bias may lead to unwarranted 
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theoretical or practical conclusions about consumers’ psychological traits [...] purchase 

motivations [...]; and attitudes, intentions, and behaviours” (1993, p. 303). This type of 

bias has been found to occur in all types of self-report measures in social sciences 

literature. Social desirability bias is likely to occur if respondents perceive questions as 

‘sensitive, embarrassing or threatening’ (Fisher, 1993; Schmidt & Hollensen, 2010). The 

social desirability bias is particularly relevant for this study, as it deals with several 

sensitive topics. First of all, the nature and scope of Western meat consumption has 

increasingly stimulated discussion. Nowadays, being an avid meat-eater, or a meat-eater at 

all may not be something that all respondents are eager to own up to. Moreover, the topic 

of FAW is in itself a sensitive and taboo-ridden topic for many. As shown from previous 

studies, the average consumer make determined efforts to not think about farm animals as 

something that is associated with the meat they eat at all; least of all the conditions under 

which these animals are kept. Therefore, to be confronted with the slightest suggestion 

that the act of eating meat may cause third-person harm and slaughter of farm animals is 

possibly both a sensitive, embarrassing and threating idea for many. Thus, taking 

precautions to reduce social desirability bias was imperative. 

 

A mono method was chosen for this study, rather than a multiple methods approach, due 

to limited time available to complete the data collection. Moreover, collecting exploratory, 

qualitative primary data was not found to be appropriate. However, there is no doubt that a 

multiple methods approach, allowing for triangulation, may have served to strengthen the 

validation of this study’s findings. Moreover, one could argue that conducting a series of 

in-depth interviews in the exploratory literature search phase could have enriched the 

author’s understanding of the subject matter before addressing them in the survey 

(Saunders et al. 2007). However, previous studies on legitimacy have called for future 

empirical research, rather than further theoretical or exploratory research. Thus, based on 

the indicated research gaps, the chosen methodology and focus on explanatory knowledge 

was reasoned to be appropriate. 

 

Scholars and practitioners recommend that surveys are pilot tested before they are used for 

data collection. A pilot study may be used both to test of the validity of the questionnaire 

items, and to render possible a preliminary analysis of the pilot test data to ensure that the 

questions provide answers suitable for analysis and thus hypothesis testing (Schmidt & 

Hollensen, 2010; Saunders et al. 2007). Saunders et al. (2007) recommend that a pilot 

study for a student questionnaire is tested on minimum ten individuals, whereas Schmidt 
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and Hollensen (2010) recommend a small sample of five to ten respondents, provided that 

the sample cover all subgroups of the target population. Ultimately, eight test respondents 

between the age of 25 and 65 completed the pilot questionnaire and provided feedback. As 

recommended by Bell (2005, pp. 147-148) for pilot testing of self-administered surveys, 

test respondents were given a ‘mini questionnaire’ where they were inquired about: (1) 

how long it took them to complete the survey, (2) whether the instructions were clear, (3) 

whether any questions were unclear or ambiguous, (4) whether they felt unwilling to 

answer some of the questions, (5) whether they felt any major topics were missing, (6) 

whether the layout was clear and attractive and (7) if they had any other comments. Based 

on the received feedback from the test respondents on the questions from Bell’s (2005) 

pilot study checklist, the survey was revised accordingly. This pilot study enabled the 

author to assess the ‘face validity’ of the survey and thereby eliminate any ‘blunders’, 

unclear or biased wording, and so on, before the survey was deemed ready for the main 

distribution. 

 

4.3 Measurements  
The variables to be measured in this paper’s conceptual framework are predominantly 

latent variables. The questionnaire items (i.e. manifest variables, or indicators) used to 

collect data on the latent constructs were, with a single exception, all adopted or adapted 

from previous studies published in top tier journals. Thus, an effort was made secure 

construct validity of the manifest variables, and to select scales reported to have high 

internal consistency reliability. The most frequently used method for the assessment of 

internal consistency of multi-item scales is the coefficient alpha, also known as 

Cronbach’s alpha (α) (Saunders et al. 2007). The alpha value ranges from 0 to 1, where 

values lower than .70 indicate unsatisfactory internal consistency (Hair et al. 1995). In the 

following, the scales and measurements used in this study will be argued for. For a 

complete list of all questionnaire items in chronological order, please refer to Appendix A. 

 

4.3.1 Consumption legitimacy 

To measure individual-level legitimacy of meat consumption, six individual consumption 

legitimacy scales were adopted from Kock and Josiassen (forthcoming) to assess each 

legitimacy dimension, including one for overall, general legitimacy. 
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To measure cognitive legitimacy, a 7-point semantic differential scale with six items was 

used to uncover whether respondents judged meat consumption to have the ‘taken-for-

granted’-quality linked with cognitive legitimacy. Items include: “eating meat is normal / 

abnormal”, “eating meat is conventional / unconventional” and “eating meat is ordinary / 

bizarre”.  

 

To measure moral legitimacy, a 5-item scale was used to assess respondents’ evaluations 

of meat consumption as being consistent with their moral beliefs and altruistic motivation 

to increase the welfare of others. Items include: “Meat consumption represents accepted 

values”, “Meat consumption is morally appropriate” and “Meat consumption is consistent 

with moral and ethical values”. The scale was measured on a 7-point Likert scale (1= 

strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree). 

 

To measure pragmatic legitimacy, a 4-item scale was used to assess respondents’ 

evaluations of meat consumption according to their egoistic motivation and self-interest. 

Items include “Meat consumption can be at the expense of other people and animals 

(including the consumer)”, “Meat consumption can have a direct negative impact on 

people and animals (including the consumer)” and “Meat consumption can be harmful to 

other people and animals (including the consumer)”. The reasoning applied to this scale is 

to uncover whether the negative (pragmatic) consequences of meat consumption is 

acknowledged (illegitimate) by the consumer or not (legitimate). The scale was measured 

on a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree). 

 

To measure environmental legitimacy, a 4-item scale was used to uncover respondents’ 

evaluations of meat consumption based on its effect on the environment. The items 

include: “Meat consumption has a negative impact on the environment” and “Meat 

consumption is not environmentally friendly”. Unlike the other legitimacy dimensions, 

scholars have already been attempted to measure environmental legitimacy; Olsen and 

colleagues employed ‘Newsweek’s Green Rankings’, a standardized measure with more 

than 700 metrics, which include factors such as a firm’s greenhouse gas emissions, water 

use and its level of solid-waste disposal (Olsen et al. 2014). However, Newsweek’s 

ranking provides an objective measure of companies’ environmental footprints, rather 

than a subjective measure from the perspective of consumers. As it is the latter that is the 

focal point in this study, the 4-item scale was reasoned to be the appropriate choice. The 
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scale was measured on a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree and 7 = strongly 

agree). 

 

To measure relational legitimacy, and thus uncover whether respondents find meat 

consumption to be consistent with their social identities, a 4-item scale was adopted. The 

items include: “Meat consumption has a social stigma”, “Meat consumption is seen as 

belonging to an unfavourable social group” and “Meat consumption is often done by 

individuals belonging to disapproved social groups”. The responses would then reveal 

whether respondents find the consumption practice to be legitimate in a social context. 

The scale was measured on a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree and 7 = strongly 

agree). 

 

To measure regulative legitimacy, and thus whether respondents find meat consumption to 

be legitimate according to applicable laws, a 4-item scale was used. The items include: 

“Meat consumption is legal”, “Meat consumption conforms to stated rules” and “Meat 

consumption is lawful”. The scale was measured on a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly 

disagree and 7 = strongly agree). 

 

The last measurement was one of an overall consumption legitimacy. The 4-item scale 

was designed to reveal whether respondents find meat consumption to be legitimate in a 

general sense. The items include: “Meat consumption is accepted”, “Meat consumption is 

legitimate” and “Meat consumption is an appropriate choice”. The scale was measured on 

a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree). 

 

4.3.2 Dependent variables 

4.3.2.1 Measurement of willingness-to-buy 

To measure respondents’ willingness to buy conventional meat products, Klein et al.’s 

(1998) modified 6-item WTB scale was adopted. The items were anchored with 1 = 

“strongly disagree” and 7 = “strongly agree”. Although the scale measures the WTB-

construct, some of the items ask the respondent to compare WTB relative in terms of 

products from one country rather than from another. For instance, Klein et al. (1998) use 

the scale to measure willingness to buy Japanese products compared to products from 

China. As the scale has been used to measure the effect of COO on WTB, including where 

respondents are asked to compare products with one COO compared to another, it is 
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argued that the scale must be suitable for this study’s purpose. Instead of countries, the 

scale is adapted to measure WTB conventional meat, and, in the selected items, in 

comparison to labelled meat. These items include: “I would feel guilty if I bought a 

conventional meat product”, “I would never buy a conventional meat product”, and 

“Whenever available, I would prefer to buy meat products from organic or free-range 

production”. The scale has been reported to have a high level of reliability (α = .949) in 

Josiassen et al. (2011). 

 

4.3.2.2 Measurement of word-of-mouth 

One of two sets of items was adopted from Cheema and Kaikati (2010) in order to 

measure respondents’ willingness to generate positive WOM about conventional meat 

products. As the first set of items is intended to measure respondents’ willingness to 

discuss details about a product, and it is not elaborated whether these details are positive 

or negative, these items were not included. However, the second set of items, intended to 

measure respondents’ willingness to recommend (positive WOM), was deemed 

appropriate. The three items are intended to measure respondents’ willingness to 

recommend conventional meat products to others, and include items such as: “I will 

recommend that others buy the product” and “How likely are you to tell friends and 

acquaintances positive things about the product?” The first items were anchored with 1 = 

“strongly disagree” and 7 = “strongly agree”, and the latter with 1 = “not at all likely” and 

7 = “very likely”. Cheema and Kaikati (2010) reported the second set of items to have a 

high level of internal consistency (α = .84). 

 

4.3.2.3 Measurement of willingness-to-pay 

Earlier studies that explore consumer willingness to pay for increased FAW or labelled 

products such as Fair Trade-products or products with organic labels use rather complex 

methods. Lagerkvist and Hess’ (2011) meta-analysis of 24 studies on consumer WTP for 

FAW revealed that the methodology in these studies have moved from contingent 

valuation studies or choice experiments to experimental auctions. This has also been the 

case in literature on WTP for value-labelled products. Loureiro et al. (2002) and Ureña et 

al. (2008) both use contingent valuation to measure WTP for organic products over 

conventional products. This method involve a dichotomous choice question (whether 

respondents were willing to pay a given amount to buy an organic product) with an open-

ended follow-up, where the respondents were asked to indicate the maximum premium 
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they were willing to pay; the WTP is then assessed using a double-bounded logit model. 

Didier and Lucie (2008) conducted a rather complex bidding-experiment to reveal 

respondents’ true WTP for organic and Fair Trade-products, and De Pelsmacker et al. 

(2005) conducted a conjoint analysis to measure WTP for Fair Trade-coffee.  

 

However, as the present study is not interested in WTP as a stand-alone construct, but 

rather how legitimacy evaluations affect the price premium consumers are willing to pay 

for a value-labelled meat product, it made little sense to use as complex measurements to 

assess WTP as the ones used in the studies described above. Thus, to measure WTP, a 

simpler method was adopted from Steenkamp et al. 2010, using a percentage price 

premium as a measure of WTP for FAW-labelled meat over conventional meat products. 

Steenkamp et al. (2010) found the measure to show significant convergent validity with 

the actual price premium in the market. Although the authors measured consumer WTP 

for national brands over private labels, they argue in their paper that the measure is 

comparable across consumers, categories and respondents. The question item in the 

survey was worded as follows: “In the category meat products, how much more are you 

willing to pay for a labelled organic and/or free-range product with increased animal 

welfare compared to a conventional product?” The respondents were offered a multiple-

choice list with nine potential responses: 0% (nothing), 10% more, 20% more, 30% more, 

40% more, 50% more, 75% more, 100% more (twice as much), more than 100% (more 

than twice as much). The latter category was recoded to 125 (Steenkamp et al. 2010).  

 

4.3.2.4 Measurement of attitude-behaviour gap 

As previously discussed, the notorious phenomenon of consumer attitude-behaviour gaps 

has been theorized to arise due to disparities between attitudes and purchase intentions, or 

between purchase intentions and actual purchase behaviour. As such, previous literature 

has not treated the attitude-behaviour gap as a separate, individual construct, but rather a 

consequence of misalignments between attitudes, intentions and behaviour towards 

specific consumption practices, products or services. Therefore, the few studies whose 

purpose is to empirically measure attitude-behaviour gaps have measured consumer 

attitudes and self-reported behaviour separately, and then sought to identify a gap between 

responses to the two separate constructs. For instance, de Barcellos et al. (2011) 

investigated a gap between Brazilian consumers’ sustainability attitudes, including 

attitudes towards pig production systems, and their consumption frequency of pork 

products. Measurement of attitudes and self-reported consumption of pork were 
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performed with separate scales in separate sections in the questionnaire. The authors then 

used conjoint analysis to map the attitudes, and cluster analysis to assess their coexistence 

with purchase behaviour. As in the case of WTP, such an approach may be argued to be a 

little too extensive for this study’s purpose. Moreover, the actual interest of the attitude-

behaviour gap phenomenon is the hypothesized ‘inner conflict’ that may arise when an 

individual regards meat consumption as legitimate across one dimension, but illegitimate 

across another (H4).  

 

The construct known as perceived self-efficacy could be argued to be similar to the 

hypothetical construct of self-reported, or perceived attitude-behaviour gap. Self-efficacy 

is closely related to perceived behavioural control, which refers to “people’s appraisals of 

their ability to perform a behaviour” (Sheeran et al. 2002, p. 254). Sheeran and 

collegeaues (2002) use Schwarzer’s generalized self-efficacy scale to measure this 

construct, and claim the scale’s 10 items refer to: ”people’s general beliefs about their 

ability to act according to their personal desires” (p. 260). Based on this definition, it 

appears similar to a hypothetical perceived attitude-behaviour gap. However, according to 

Sheeran et al. (2003), it is an individual’s actual behavioural control over their 

performance of a given behaviour that will moderate how well intentions translate into 

behaviour. Moreover, Carrington et al. (2010) hypothesize that disparities between 

perceived behavioural control and actual behavioural control may be “a key driver 

between purchase intentions and buying behaviour” (p. 146). If one wished to dig deeper 

into the ethical attitude-behaviour gap, one could attempt to subject the model proposed 

by Carrington and colleagues (2010) to empirical investigation. However, such an 

investigation is beyond the scope of this study.  

 

To the best of this author’s knowledge, only one study has attempted to measure perceived 

attitude-behaviour gap as a distinct phenomenon. In a study of the gap between 

Canadians’ environmental values and behaviour (the ’environmental values-behaviour 

(EVB) gap’), the authors introduce ”the innovation of having respondents ”self-report” 

their EVB gap” (Kennedy et al. 2009, p. 153). As in this study, Kennedy and colleagues 

emphasize that they are not interested in actual behaviour, but rather to determine how 

many respondents actively acknowledge a gap between their values and behaviour. 

Similarly, this study is interested in whether respondents believe their FAW concerns 

translate into equally animal-friendly behaviour. In Kennedy et al.’s study, 72.3% of the 

respondents (n=1202) acknowledged a gap (Kennedy et al. 2009, p. 156). This number 
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appears to have reasonable resemblance to reality, and there is no doubt that many must 

be consciously aware of their own attitude-behaviour gap. This study would like to 

propose a modified version of the method used by Kennedy and colleagues. A conversion 

of the single-item multiple-choice question into a three-item scale is proposed, thus 

enabling a later assessment of internal consistency reliability. The items include: “My 

impact on farm animal welfare is a very low priority for me”, “I often consider what my 

impact is on farm animal welfare when I buy meat products, but often time and resources 

prevent me from doing what I feel is best” and “I have oriented my entire lifestyle around 

my concern for farm animal welfare”. In the second statement, the original wording 

‘always’ from Kenney et al.’s study was changed to ‘often’, as several test respondents 

had difficulties with this statement. The three items were measured on a 7-point Likert-

scale, anchored with 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree. 

 

4.3.2.5 Measurement of boycott intention 

To measure respondents’ behavioural intentions of boycotting conventional meat 

products, two 7-point (1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree) items were adopted 

from Farah and Newman (2010). The authors use the items to measure respondents’ 

intentions to participate or continue to participate in a boycott of American products. 

However, similar to the measurement of WTB, it is argued that a COO can be replaced 

with conventional vs. labelled, without eliminating construct validity. The items are: “I 

intend to start/keep on boycotting conventional meat products” and “I will try to start/keep 

on boycotting conventional meat products”. Farah and Newman (2010) reported the 

average correlation of the items to be high (α = .90).  

 

4.3.3 Independent variables  

4.3.3.1 Measurement of subjective knowledge 

To measure respondents’ subjective knowledge (SK) of FAW, Flynn and Goldsmith’s 

(1999) 5-item SK scale was adopted. The scale has been proven to be unidimensional, 

internally reliable, valid, and applicable to consumer researchers for hypothesis testing on 

the role of SK on consumer decision-making. The scale has been adopted in recent studies 

by other scholars. For instance, Nuttavuthisit and Thøgersen (2015) applied the scale to 

measure Thai consumers’ SK of organic food, and reported its reliability to be high (α = 

.83). This alpha, however, was based on only three of the five items derived from Flynn 

and Goldsmith’s scale.  
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According to its developers, the scale is delimited to assess ‘product category knowledge’, 

and thus neither perceived general knowledge nor brand knowledge, which should be 

treated as separate constructs (Flynn & Goldsmith, 1999). It can be argued that the 

manufacturing of meat products, i.e. farm animals, welfare included, is a vital  component 

and extension of the product category ‘meat’, although some consumers tend to forget this 

unpleasant fact. Thus, the scale items is intended to measure product category (meat) 

knowledge of FAW in particular. The five items were anchored with 1 = strongly disagree 

and 7 = strongly agree, and included: “I do not feel very knowledgeable about the 

conditions under which farm animals are kept”, “Among my circle of friends, I’m one of 

the “experts” on farm animal welfare” and “When it comes to farm animal welfare, I 

really don’t know a lot”. 

 

4.3.3.2 Measurement of conservation values 

Items were chosen from Stern and colleagues’ (1998) brief inventory of values (BIV), as 

these had already been subjected to a number of studies. BIV combines several items from 

the Schwartz Value Scale into one item, and is thus shorter and more manageable for both 

researchers and respondents. Moreover, the developers found close correspondence be-

tween the use of a short and long scale, and found the short particularly useful for research 

on environmental attitudes and behaviour (Stern et al. 1998). BIV was recently employed 

in Funk et al.’s (2010) study on consumer willingness to purchase hybrid products, where 

conservation and openness-values were tested as antecedent variables. They found the 

conservation values as measured with the short scale adopted from BIV to be reliable (α = 

.77). Respondents were asked: “How important is each item as a guiding principle in your 

life?” The values were measured on a 6-point scale, anchored with 1 = not at all important 

and 6  = extremely important. A six-point scale was chosen to follow the example of Funk 

and colleagues, who argue that the absence of a neutral category “would cause respond-

ents to consider their feelings […] more carefully, and be more discriminating in their 

responses” (Funk et al. 2010, p. 647). Items include: “Family security, safety for loved 

ones” and “Self-discipline, self-restraint, resistance to temptation”. 

 

4.3.3.3 Measurement of self-transcendence values 

In terms of self-transcendence-values, BIV differs from the Schwartz Value Scale, as the 

benevolence value type is absent. Stern et al. (1998) found benevolence to best fit with the 

conservation value cluster, rather than the self-transcendence. The self-transcendence 
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items therefore only contain universalism values. However: “benevolence and 

universalism have different foci, the former on the concern for the welfare of close others 

in everyday interaction and the latter on the welfare of all people and nature” (Thøgersen 

& Ölander, 2002, p. 627). As it is the latter that is hypothesized to influence LMC, it is 

perfectly appropriate that benevolence is not included in the self-transcendence BIV-scale. 

Stern and colleagues developed both a 3-item and 6-item scale for self-transcendence. 

However, as the 3-item scale had alpha scores below .70 for both studies conducted by 

Stern and colleagues, the 6-item scale, which exhibited higher internal consistency (α = 

.85, .83, see Stern et al. 1998) was chosen instead. The 6-item scale included three 

biospheric value-items, such as: “Protecting the environment, preserving nature”, 

“Respecting the earth, harmony with other species” and three altruistic value-items, 

including: “Equality, equal opportunity for all” and “A world at peace, free of war and 

conflict”. 
 

4.4 Questionnaire Design 
The survey began with a short introduction, where respondents were assured anonymity, 

asked to read each question carefully, and answer as truthfully as possible, in order to 

reduce to plausibility of common method bias (Mackenzie & Podsakoff, 2012). Moreover, 

they were asked to consider each question individually, despite the similarity between 

some of the items. The latter point was included as 50% of the test respondents expressed 

annoyance with the ‘identical’ wording of the consumption legitimacy items. The 

respondents were also given the opportunity to win one voucher (two of 250 DKK and 

one of 500 DKK) to gavekortet.dk. This served as an incentive to increase response rate. 

Lotteries have been argued to be the most effective type of reward for internet-based 

surveys (Deustskens et al. 2004). While some have hypothesized a negative link between 

incentives and data quality (Deustskens et al. 2004), some suggests that survey incentives 

in some instances may improve data quality, with respondents being more likely to 

complete the survey and take longer time doing it (Cole et al. 2015). Respondents who 

wanted to participate in the lottery were asked to provide their e-mail address at the end of 

the survey. Lastly, respondents were told that the questionnaire is in English, and were 

kindly asked to ignore said questionnaire if they regarded themselves as limited English 

proficient. However, in a few cases, a Danish translation was provided in parenthesis to 

clarify technical terms assumed to be lesser known to Danish respondents.  
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The first question served as a ‘simple, interesting and non-threatening’ introduction to the 

subject matter to generate interest before introducing more demanding questions with 

scaled-response formats (Schmidt & Hollensen, 2010). Respondents were asked: “Which 

description best fit your level of meat consumption?” and could choose from a list of three 

choices: (1) Omnivore/meat-eater ("I eat meat almost every day"), (2) Flexitarian/semi-

vegetarian ("I actively reduce meat from my diet, but still occasionally eat meat") or (3) 

Vegetarian/vegan ("I completely avoid some or all animal-derived products"). Test 

respondents believed the choices covered all possibilities, and found them to be neutral in 

wording. The next part of the survey comprised of the seven scales for the measurement 

of consumption legitimacy (Q2-Q8). It was split into four parts to make it more 

manageable for respondents (Schmidt & Hollensen, 2010). A slider-option was chosen for 

cognitive legitimacy to make the semantic differential items more ‘tangible’ and fun to 

respond to.  

 

Then, a transitionary page provided some comments about the next topic (Saunders et al. 

2007; Schmidt & Hollensen, 2010) of meat products, and a clarification of the distinction 

between conventional and labelled meat products. It was attempted to use counter-biasing 

statements to avoid social desirability bias (Schmidt & Hollensen, 2010); for instance, 

when introducing conventional meat products, it was emphasized that these “are the most 

common products in the supermarkets”, to avoid respondents’ feeling guilty. The next 

section comprised of the six willingness-to-buy items (Q9), the three positive word-of-

mouth intention items (Q10) and the two boycott intention items (Q11). A new 

transitionary page then introduced the topic of farm animals, which included a merry 

photo of cattle out in the green field to stimulate respondents’ cognitive associations with 

the new topic. The respondents were then introduced to the five subjective knowledge 

items (Q12), the three attitude-behaviour gap items (Q13) and the one willingness-to-pay 

item (Q14). As an introduction to the willingness to pay-question, a photo of a labelled 

minced meat product found in Danish supermarkets was provided for reference. Being 

able to include e.g. the slider-option for Q2, photos of products and in general use 

graphics and other visual devices to make the survey more intuitive and appealing to 

respondents is one of the unique advantages of internet-based questionnaires (Schmidt & 

Hollensen, 2010). 

 

Following the WTP-item, the three questions for the measurement of conservation values 

(Q15) and the six questions for self-transcendence values (Q16) were posed. The last 
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section comprised of socio-demographic questions. It was decided to place these at the 

end of the survey due to the fact that income and age are considered threatening by some 

respondents (Schmidt & Hollensen, 2010). Respondents were asked to indicate their 

gender (Q17), age (Q18), geographical location (Q19) and highest level of education 

completed (Q20). Geographical location and education categories were designed to match 

the categorizations of Danmarks Statistik (‘the Danish authority on Danish statistics’ 

DST), in order to ensure that the data was easily comparable with a demographic data 

extraction from DST’s database. Thus, demographic questions were included to render 

possible a check of the representativeness of the sample (Saunders et al. 2007).  

 

4.5 Sampling 
Due to time and budget constraints, it was impossible to survey the entire target 

population. The ‘next best thing’ is probability sampling, in which all individuals in the 

target population have an equal chance of being selected. However, “most samples chosen 

for applied research are non-probability samples, as a true probability sample, because of 

the stringent requirements, is likely to be far too expensive and too time-consuming for 

most uses” (Schmidt & Hollensen, 2010, p. 164). Data was therefore collected by use of 

convenience sampling (a non-probability sampling). To increase response rate and secure 

a more representative sample (i.e. prevent a sample misbalance between students and 

nonstudents), the author collaborated with market research agency EyeReply. The 

company distributed the survey on its Facebook page, where it has approx. 400 followers, 

who mainly consists of panellists from EyeReply’s own respondent panel.   

 

The questionnaire was created with SurveyXact and distributed to 772 respondents. This 

resulted in a nonresponse of 27%, and 40% respondents who began the survey but did not 

complete. The response rate was thus 33%. After data collection, those who were < 18 

years old were filtered out from the dataset, as the target population was set to be the adult 

(18-69 years old) population in Denmark. It was reasoned that non-adults who may still 

live at home with their parents presumably are less likely to have interest in, opinions of 

and any behaviour associated with purchase of FMCG such as meat products. This 

resulted in a sample size of n=254.  

 

After already less than 24 hours of the survey was posted online, an unexpected tendency 

started to materialize: more than half of respondents - 66% - selected the choice of 
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identifying as vegetarian in Q1. This percentage is way out of proportion with the 

estimated amount of vegetarians in the entire Danish population, which, according to a 

recent TNS Gallup study, is only 9% (Hesseldal, 2016). This type of sample selection 

error (Hair et al. 2009) was likely caused by the nature of the famous ‘loud minority’, 

comprised of a small group of vegetarians with strong opinions of the meat industry in 

general, and farm animal welfare in particular. Despite the neutral framing of the survey 

(‘a survey on Danes’ attitudes toward meat consumption’), this segment, due to their 

particular strong interest in the topic, was more eager to participate than those outside this 

segment, resulting in data skewed towards vegetarians. Besides the distribution for Q1, 

there was also an overwhelming amount of female participants (81%). As females are 

more likely to be vegetarian than men (Ruby, 2012), this at least partially explains the 

high number of vegetarians in the sample. The final distribution was a little less skewed, 

with 62% vegetarians, and a gender distribution of 26% men and 74% women. This 

means, however, that the sample is not gender representative. However, the number of 

respondents who identified as flexitarians (21%) is more corresponding to real life. 

According to the TNS Gallup study, 42% of Danes reported to have one or more meat-

free days per week (Hesseldal, 2016).  

 

While it is possible to employ statistical analysis methods on data collected from a 

nonprobability sample, the ability to generalize subsequent findings to the target 

population is questionable. However, a larger sample potentially reduces or eliminates 

sampling errors and increase data quality and generalizability (Hair et al. 2009). In 

structural equation modelling, a minimum of 50 respondents is required. However, Hair et 

al. (1995; 2009) recommend a sample size of 200 as the ‘critical sample size’, whereas a 

sample of more than 400 would make the method ‘too sensitive’ (1995, p. 637). A number 

from the interval 200-400 can therefore be regarded as appropriate. The final sample size 

of n=254 is thus deemed suitable for SEM. 

 

For the evaluation of the generalizability of the collected data, demographic data from the 

sample and demographic data for the entire target population were compared (Saunders et 

al. 2007). Age and geographical location statistics from the first quarter of 2016, and 

education level calculated in 2015 were derived from DST (Danmarks Statistik, 2016a; 

2016b): 
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Figure 6. Age group distribution of sample compared to the target population.  

Source: own data and data derived from Danmarks Statistik (2016a) 

 

As evident from Figure 6, the sample is not age representative, as there is an overweight 

of 30-39 year olds, and slight overweight of 20-29 year olds. However, all age groups are 

represented. 

 

 
Figure 7. Geographical location distribution of sample compared to the target population. 

 Source: own data and data derived from Danmarks Statistik (2016a) 

 
In terms of municipal structure (regions of Denmark), there is an overweight of 

respondents from the capital region of Copenhagen. Across the remaining regions, the 

sample is closer to being geographically representative. However, citizens in Copenhagen 

generally spend more money, and are more interested in, organic food (including meat) 

compared to the rest of Denmark (Danmarks Statistik, 2016c), which makes this segment 

more interesting from a marketing perspective. 
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Figure 8. Education level distribution of sample compared to the target population. ’Kort/mellemlang 

videregående’ for DST comprises of data from the DST groupings H30, H40 and H50.  
Source: own data and data derived from Danmarks Statistik (2016b) 

 

The sample is not representative in terms of education. The lack of non-educated, and 

overweight of respondents with university degrees, might correlate with the 

misrepresentation of respondents from the age group 50-69. However, apart from the 

minorities on the opposite ends of the spectrum, all levels of education are present in the 

sample. 

 

In summation, as the sample is not entirely demographically representative, results based 

on this data cannot be generalized. However, the data is suitable for the SEM-analysis. 

The next chapter is concerned with SEM and hypothesis testing. 
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5. Results 

5.1 Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling 
Partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) is the statistical method of 

analysis chosen for this study. Structural equation modelling (SEM) stems from the family 

of multivariate analysis techniques. SEM was deemed to be the most appropriate 

multivariate technique for this study’s purpose, as it allows for the test of multiple 

hypothesized causal relationships of dependent and independent variables, i.e. the 

estimation of seperate multiple regression equations simultaneously. This is highly useful 

for this study’s purpose, which requires the examination of eight individually specified 

relationships between consumption legitimacy and selected outcome variables and 

antecedents, further divided into the different dimensions of legitimacy. 

 

SEM additionally allows for incorporating latent variables into the analysis, and, more 

importantly, for assessing the quality of the measurement scales used for these variables. 

This is one of the unique advantages of SEM, which is of great importance to this study, 

which conceptual model only incorporates latent variables. SEM thus combines aspects of 

multiple regression – the examination of causal relationships – and factor analysis – 

investigation of latent constructs and their manifest variables (Hair et al. 1995). Finally, 

SEM is “particularly useful when one dependent variable becomes an independent varia-

ble in subsequent dependence relationships” (Hair et al. 1995, p. 617). Legitimacy, the 

focal point of this study, is positioned at the center of the conceptual model, and thus are 

the legitimacy variables both dependent (relationship to predictor variables) and 

independent (relationship to outcome variables). Based on these advantages, SEM was 

considered to be a fitting method for data analysis. 

 

There are several arguments for the choice of the variance-based partial least squares 

structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) method over the covariance-based (CB-SEM). 

Unlike the maximum likelihood-based CB-SEM, PLS-SEM is based on a series of ordi-

nary least squares (OLS) regressions, meaning it can handle smaller sample sizes, while 

still maintaining great statistical power; using PLS-SEM over CB-CEM has been argued 

to reduce the probability of Type II error (Hair et al. 2012; 2016). Moreover, PLS-SEM is 

the appropriate choice if a model incorporates single-item constructs (Hair et al. 2016) 

such as willingness-to-pay. Another important argument in favour of PLS-SEM is that 

CB-SEM requires indicator variables to be normally distributed. In contrast, PLS-SEM 
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results are robust even if data is highly skewed (Hair et al. 2012; 2016), which can be 

expected from data derived from non-probability sampling. Lastly, Hair et al. (2016) 

recommend choosing PLS-SEM over CB-SEM if the model is complex, i.e. has a high 

number of constructs and indicators. This study incorporates 18 distinct constructs (three 

antecedents, six outcome variables and seven legitimacy constructs), measured by, in 

total, 60 manifest variables. The complexity of the conceptual model and number of 

underlying manifest variables thus speaks in favour of PLS-SEM. 

 

In short, SEM analysis comprises of a structural model and a measurement model. The 

structural model allows for the construction of a path diagram, which represents all causal 

relationships between the latent variables proposed in the conceptual framework. The path 

diagram is translated into a series of structural equations. These render possible the 

statistical hypothesis testing necessary for determining the significance of the relation-

ships hypothesised in H1-H8. The measurement model, on the other hand, specifies the 

contribution of each construct indicator to their respective latent variable. This model al-

lows for the evaluation of scale reliability as well as the validity of the latent variables. 

The measurement model thus takes measurement error into account (Hair et al. 1995). 

Specifying and evaluating the measurement model is the vital first step in SEM analysis, 

as it will ensure that subsequent hypothesis testing is meaningful. 

 

For PLS-SEM, the software SmartPLS (version 3.2.3) was used (Ringle et al. 2015). The 

dataset was initially exported from SurveyXact to Excel in order to inspect the responses 

for suspicious response patterns such as straight lining (Hair et al. 2016), and to recode 

reversed scored items. The coded dataset could thus be imported to SmartPLS as a .csv 

file.  SmartPLS automatically identifies the distribution of the sample. The distribution in 

the dataset is considered nonnormal according to the general guideline for normally 

distributed data, i.e. an exhibition of skewness with a number no greater than +1 (‘right-

tailed’) or lower than -1 (‘left-tailed’), and for kurtosis, no higher than +1 (distribution of 

data is too peaked), or lower than -1 (too flat) (Hair et al. 2016, p. 70). More than half (34) 

of the indicators were unexpectedly within the acceptable range (18 for both skewness and 

kurtosis), whereas 24 indicators did not meet the criteria. A few indicators were extremely 

nonnormal; environmental legitimacy exhibited a kurtosis number in the range 7.273-

11.041. The high values exhibited by these items are likely associated with the high 

number of vegetarian respondents in the sample (Ruby, 2012). Please refer to Appendix B 

for a complete list of indicators and their related kurtosis and skewness. 
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5.2 Evaluation of the Measurement Model  

5.2.1 Evaluation criteria 

When creating the measurement model (also referred to as the outer model), SmartPLS 

distinguishes between formative and reflective variables. It is important to identify which 

variables are which, as different evaluation criteria apply to each type. For instance, while 

internal consistency must be assessed for reflective measures, it is meaningless to assess 

for formative measures, as these, unlike reflective variable indicators, not necessarily have 

high inter-correlations. Please refer to Table 1 on the next page for the evaluation criteria 

applied to the reflective outer model. 

 

In order to assess internal consistency reliability, researchers traditionally use Cronbach’s 

alpha. However, the related composite reliability is technically more appropriate for PLS-

SEM, as this measure takes the different outer loadings of indicators into account, whereas 

Cronbach’s assumes equal reliability of all indicators (tau-equivalence) (Hair et al. 2012; 

2016). However, Cronbach’s tends to underestimate internal consistency reliability, 

whereas composite reliability tends to overestimate it; the ‘true’ estimate thus lies 

somewhere in between those two values. In terms of convergent validity, outer loadings 

between .40-.70 should only be removed if removal leads to an increased composite 

reliability or AVE. Moreover, removal must not negatively affect content validity.  

 

In terms of composite reliability, a value above .95 is not desirable, as it indicates that 

some manifest variables might be redundant. In such a case, it can be a better solution to 

delete the items in question or opt for a single-item construct instead (Hair et al. 2016). 

However, the use of single-item measures should also be exercised with caution (Sarstedt 

et al. 2015). In terms of discriminant validity, researchers have recently begun questioning 

the use of traditional approaches of  discriminant validity assessment, i.e. the Fornell-

Larcker criterion and cross-loadings, in variance-based SEM. Studies indicate that cross-

loadings fail to reveal discriminant validity issues when two constructs are highly 

correlated. Moreover, Fornell-Larcker has been shown to perform poorly if indicator 

loadings of a construct did not differ substantionally, e.g. if all loadings are within a .60-

.80 interval (Hair et al. 2016). Henseler and colleagues (2015) therefore suggest to instead 

examine the heterotrait-monotrait ratios (HTMT). 
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Criteron Definition Approach Rule of thumb References

Internal consistency reliability
Estimate of reliability based on 
intercorrelations of the observed indicator 
variables

Composite reliability 
and/or Cronbach's 
alpha.

α / composite reliability ≥ 
0.70, < 0.95

Hair et al. 2016; 
Hair et al. 2012

Convergent validity The extent to which a measure correlates 
with other measures of the same construct - - -

      Indicator reliability How much of the variation in an item is 
explained by the construct

Squared standardized 
outer loadings Outer loadings ≥ 0.708 Hair et al. 2016

      Convergent validity
      (construct level)

The average amount of  indicator variance a 
construct can explain

Average variance 
extracted (AVE) AVE ≥ 0.50 Hair et al. 2016

Discriminant validity Whether a construct is unique and not 
represented by other constructs in the model - - -

     Fornell-Larcker criteron The construct correlations are compared 
with the square root of the AVE values

Fornell-Larcker 
criteron matrix

Each construct’s AVE 
should be higher than its 
squared correlation with 
any other construct 

Hair et al. 2016; 
Hair et al. 2012

     Cross-loadings

If cross-loadings exceed the indicator's 
loadings on its assosicated construct, it casts 
doubt on the construct's discriminant 
validity

Cross-loadings matrix
Each indicator shall load 
highest on its associated 
construct 

Hair et al. 2016; 
Hair et al. 2012

     Heterotrait-monotrait ratio
The average of the heterotrait-heteromethod 
correlations relative to the average of the 
monotrait-heteromethod correlations

HTMT ratios as well 
as confidence 
intervals for HTMT

HTMT  < 0.90 /  < 0.85; 
confidence intervals must 
not include 1 

Henseler et al. 2015; 
Hair et al. 2016 

Table 1. Evaluation criteria. Source: Author’s own work, criteria derived from Hair et al. (2016), Hair et al. (2012) and Henseler et al. (2015) 
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Due to the vast amount of variables included in this study, breaking down the 

measurement model evaluation task into several stages was necessary: (1) evaluation of 

the measurement model with the legitimacy constructs incorporated, (2) evaluation of 

measurement model with the outcome variables incorporated, and lastly (3) evaluation of 

the measurement model with the antecedent variables incorporated. 

 

5.2.2 Modelling consumption legitimacy 

As indicated in the methodology section, all antecedent and outcome variables are reflec-

tively measured. The six distinct legitimacy dimensions (including the general legitimacy 

variable) are also considered to be reflective. However, as outlined in the literature re-

view, organizational legitimacy theory suggests a ‘generalized legitimacy’ construct as a 

product, or outcome, of evaluations across several legitimacy dimensions (as also seen 

incorporated in Tost’s legitimacy judgment process model, see Figure 1). This would re-

quire the test of a formative higher-order generalized legitimacy construct with several 

reflective indicator variables. Certain advanced methods of SEM would allow for testing 

such a model. A hierarchical component model of the reflective-formative type would 

render possible a model with a formative relationship between a higher-order component 

(generalized legitimacy) and several lower-order components (the six legitimacy dimen-

sions), measured by reflective indicators (Hair et al. 2016). However, this approach im-

plies advanced methods of analysis that is beyond the scope of this study. 

 

As the legitimacy dimensions have been proposed to be theoretically distinct, there is no 

motive to examine a potential generalized legitimacy construct neither as a simple 

formative nor reflective variable measured by all 31 legitimacy indicators. Instead, a 

measurement model was constructed with all seven reflective latent legitimacy variables 

and one outcome variable (WTB). This important first stage in creating the measurement 

model served the purpose of ensuring reliability and validity of the legitimacy constructs – 

the core of the conceptual model – before the addition of other variables.  

 

As recommended by Hair et al. (2016), the PLS algorithm settings were set to default 

throughout the analysis (weighting scheme: path; maximum iterations: 300; stop criterion 

(10^-X): 7), as were the initial settings for bootstrapping (required for the assessment of 

confidence intervals for HTMT, see Henseler et al. 2015) with 500 subsamples; parallel 

processing; bias-corrected and accelerated bootstrap; two-tailed 0.05 significance level).  
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5.2.2.1 Step 1: Initial evaluation  

Please refer to Appendix C for step 1 results. Please note: Henceforth, all tables are the 

author’s own work, created in Excel based on output from calculations in SmartPLS. 

Results from the first PLS algorithm calculation revealed that both cognitive (COG), 

environmental (ENV) pragmatic (PRAG) and regulative (REG) legitimacy constructs 

exhibited satisfactory internal consistency reliability, convergent and discriminant 

validity. However, the first algorithm and bootstrapping run revealed convergent and 

discriminant validity problems with general (GLMC), moral (MORAL) and relational 

(SOC) legitimacy constructs. One manifest variable for SOC, soc_2, exhibited a loading 

value below the threshold. However, the construct did otherwise meet the criteria for 

AVE, internal consistency and discriminant validity. GLMC and MORAL both exhibited 

an indicator loading that did not meet the indicator reliability criterion (Table 2).  

 

 

With a value of .594, MORAL barely 

met the AVE criterion, and thus 

exhibited dubious convergent validity 

(Table 3). The Fornell-Larcker matrix 

revealed that the square root of the AVE 

for GLMC was not higher than the 

correlations of the construct with 

MORAL, indicating that GLMC and 

MORAL are not valid measures of 

unique concepts. With a value of .947, 

the HTMT ratio for the pair GLMC/MORAL did not meet the liberal HTMT criterion of 

.90. A test of the significance of the HTMT ratios revealed that the 97.5% confidence 

interval for MORAL -> GLMC included the value 1.009. Thus, discriminant validity of 

the constructs GLMC and MORAL could not be established.  

 

The guidelines for treating discriminant validity problems provided by Henseler et al. 

(2015, pp. 129-130) were followed. The first step involved retaining the problematic con-

structs and to decrease HTMT by increasing the average monotrait-heteromethod correla-

tions of GLMC and MORAL’s measures. Thus, glmc_2 and moral_1 were removed, as 

these had low correlations with their associated indicators. Although SOC did not display 

discriminate validity problems, soc_2 was removed, as it did not meet the indicator 

Table 2. Unsatisfactory legitimacy loadings  GLMC MORAL SOC
glmc_1 0.916
glmc_2 0.574
glmc_3 0.812
glmc_4 0.903
moral_1 0.475
moral_2 0.841
moral_3 0.894
moral_4 0.766
moral_5 0.807
soc_1 0.859
soc_2 0.690
soc_3 0.883
soc_4 0.870
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reliability criterion. It was assessed that the constructs’ content validity would be upheld 

despite the removals, as the indicators in question did not capture any domain facets of the 

construct, that the other indicators did not. The phrasing of glmc_2 may have been too 

vague for respondents to grasp: ‘Meat consumption is accepted’ (for whom?), whereas 

moral_1 differentiated from the other four moral items by stating: ‘Meat consumption 

represents x’ rather than: ‘Meat consumption is x’. The low loading value exhibited by 

soc_2 could be ascribed to the semantically difficult ‘social stigma’, which is a term not 

all Danes might be familiar with. 

 

5.2.2.2 Step 2: Treating discriminant validity problems 

Please refer to Appendix D for step 2 results. The second algorithm and bootstrapping run 

revealed that removal of the indicators increased composite reliability, Cronbach’s alpha 

and AVE for all three constructs (Table 3). The removal of indicators was thus justified. 

 

 
Table 3. Composite reliability, alpha and AVE before and after removal of legitimacy indicators 

 
Although the HTMT ratio decreased, it still exceeded the liberal threshold of .90 (Table 

4). An assessment of the significance revealed that the confidence interval was below 1, 

but came rather close with a value of .997. In terms of the Fornell-Larcker criterion, the 

square root of the GLMC AVE were also still close to the correlations of the construct 

with MORAL, exhibiting values of .884 / .821.  
 

 
Table 4. HTMT ratios for legitimacy – algorithm run no 2 

Composite 
reliability α AVE

Composite 
reliability 
(new)

α (new) AVE (new)

COG 0.922 0.903 0.664 0.922 0.903 0.664
ENV 0.961 0.946 0.861 0.961 0.946 0.861
GLMC 0.883 0.830 0.661 0.914 0.860 0.782
MORAL 0.876 0.822 0.594 0.902 0.857 0.697
PRAG 0.936 0.907 0.786 0.936 0.907 0.786
REG 0.910 0.867 0.717 0.910 0.867 0.717
SOC 0.897 0.849 0.688 0.913 0.859 0.778

Column1 COG ENV GLMC MORAL PRAG REG
ENV 0.287
GLMC 0.480 0.652
MORAL 0.404 0.690 0.934
PRAG 0.315 0.745 0.755 0.720
REG 0.453 0.181 0.439 0.329 0.230
SOC 0.487 0.163 0.261 0.190 0.151 0.298
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Discriminant validity for GLMC and MORAL could therefore still not be established at 

this point. The second approach to treating the discriminant validity problems of GLMC 

and MORAL was to merge the problematic constructs into one construct (Henseler et al. 

2015). This move necessitated a re-evaluation of the discriminant validity as well as 

internal consistency reliability and convergent validity of the new merged construct. 

 

5.2.2.3 Step 3: Merging constructs 

Please refer to Appendix E for step 3 results. The third algorithm and bootstrapping run 

revealed that the new construct exhibited great convergent validity and high internal con-

sistency reliability, as outer loadings, composite reliability, Cronbach’s alpha and AVE all 

met the stated criteria (Table 5).  
 

 
Table 5. Composite reliability, alpha and AVE after merging general and moral legitimacy 

 

All HTMT ratios (Table 6) were lower than even the more conservative threshold value of 

.85, as did the HTMT confidence intervals not include the value 1. This thus speaks in 

favour of discriminant validity of the merged construct GLMC/MORAL. 

 

 
Table 6. HTMT ratios for legitimacy – algorithm run no. 3 

 

As the merging of the GLMC and MORAL, and the new GLMC/MORAL construct could 

be deemed successful, and all legitimacy constructs measures had been proven valid and 

reliable, the next step in the evaluation of the measurement model could be taken. 

Constructs Composite reliability α AVE

COG 0.922 0.903 0.664
ENV 0.961 0.946 0.861
GLMC/MORAL 0.932 0.915 0.665
PRAG 0.936 0.907 0.786
REG 0.910 0.867 0.717
SOC 0.913 0.859 0.778

Constructs COG ENV GLMC/MORAL PRAG REG
ENV 0.287
GLMC/MORAL 0.446 0.686
PRAG 0.315 0.745 0.750
REG 0.453 0.181 0.385 0.230
SOC 0.487 0.163 0.226 0.151 0.298
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5.2.3 Incorporating endogenous variables   

Please refer to Appendix F for results. A new PLS algorithm was run on a model with the 

six legitimacy variables and five dependent (endogenous) variables: WTB, WOM, boycott 

(BC), attitude-behaviour gap (GAP) and WTP. As the correlation between a single 

indicator and a single-item construct is always 1 (Hair et al. 2016), it is not meaningful to 

report internal consistency reliability and convergent validity for WTP.  

 
Table 7. Outer loadings - endogenous variables  

 

WTB indicators wtb_4 and wtb_6 were 

below .40 (Table 7) and should therefore 

be removed regardless of the effect on 

composite reliability (Hair et al. 2016).  

GAP exhibited poor indicator reliability, 

and, as the only variable in the model, 

very poor internal consistency reliability 

(Table 7 and Table 8).  

 

 

 

The low values for WTB could be ascribed to the inclusion of the extra dimension ‘meat 

products from organic/free-range production’ in both items. This element might not have 

worked well for the high number of vegetarian respondents. While they may exhibit low 

WTB for conventional meat products, as they do not buy meat products at all, they would 

not have preference for organic products over conventional ones, as they presumably 

prefer neither.  

 

The occurrence of a negative value for gap_1 could be ascribed to the fact that while 

gap_2 and gap_3 both include some element of desire to improve animal welfare, gap_1 

indicate the opposite (‘My impact on farm animal welfare is a very low priority for me’). 

This serves as an indication that the item should not have been reverse coded. The low 

value for gap_2 could be ascribed to the inclusion of technically two statements in one 

item (‘I often consider what my impact is on farm animal welfare when I buy meat 

products / but often time and resources prevent me from doing what I feel is best’). As 

two out of three items performed poorly, and the construct exhibited poor internal 

Indicators BC GAP WOM WTB

bc_1 0.985
bc_2 0.985
gap_1 -0.814
gap_2 0.596
gap_3 0.911
wom_1 0.952
wom_2 0.961
wom_3 0.878
wtb_1 0.912
wtb_2 0.882
wtb_3 0.869
wtb_4 0.079
wtb_5 0.909
wtb_6 0.255
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consistency reliability, it was considered irresponsible to retain the variable. Additionally, 

any removal of indicators would challenge its content validity argued for in the 

measurements chapter. GAP was thus removed from the model, as were the WTB 

indicators wtb_4 and wtb_6.  

 

Composite reliability for BC exceeded the threshold of .95. One could therefore argue in 

favour of removing an indicator and converting it to a single-item construct (Hair et al. 

2016). However, the two items capture two distinct facets of intention: ‘I will try to’ and 

‘I intend to’. While the latter denotes an actual expectancy of boycotting, the former 

implies a willingness of attempt. While the variable might have worked with only bc_1, 

both indicators were retained.  

 

The second algorithm and bootstrapping revealed that the removal of WTB indicators 

increased composite reliability and AVE (Table 8).  

 

 
Table 8. Composite reliability, alpha and AVE before and after removal of endogenous indicators 

 

HTMT ratios all exhibited values below the conservative threshold. Discriminant validity 

for BC, WOM, WTB and WTP could thus be established. As all endogenous variables had 

proven valid and reliable after the removal of GAP, step (3) could be entered.  

 
 

5.2.4 Incorporating exogenous variables 

Please refer to Appendix G for results. The three exogenous (independent) variables, 

subjective knowledge (SK), conservation values (CONS) and self-transcendence values 

(ST) were added to the measurement model, and a new PLS algorithm was run.  

 

Constructs
Composite 
reliability α AVE

Composite 
reliability 

(new)
α (new) AVE (new)

BC 0.985 0.969 0.970 0.985 0.969 0.970
GAP 0.295 -0.582 0.616
WOM 0.951 0.923 0.867 0.951 0.923 0.867
WTB 0.848 0.808 0.544 0.941 0.916 0.799
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Table 9. Outer loadings - exogenous variable indicators 

 
 
As shown in Table 9, cons_1 exhibited an extremely low factor loading of .107, and the 

construct did not otherwise meet the criteria for neither internal consistency reliability nor 

convergent validity (Table 10). The lack of internal consistency for scale may be ascribed 

to the ‘universal’ nature of cons_1 (“Family security, safety for loved ones”), which 

makes this item less explicitly conservation-oriented than cons_2 (Honoring parents and 

elders, showing respect) and cons_3 (“Self-discipline, self-restraint and resistance to 

temptation”). The CONS variable was thus removed from the model. SK met all criteria 

for internal consistency reliability and convergent validity.  

 

ST, on the other hand, exhibited two indicator loadings below the threshold. Removal of 

st_5 and st_6 slightly increased composite reliability and AVE, but also decreased ST’s 

alpha value. Both problematic indicators belonged to the altruistic values indicators. 

While all six belong to Schwartz’ original self-transcendence cluster, Stern et al. have 

recommended researchers on environmentalism to “treat biospheric and altruistic values 

separately to see whether they emerge as distinct value types in some future sample” 

(1998, p. 994). While this study technically is not on environmentalism, it does have an 

ethical dimension. ST was therefore split into two constructs, biospheric values (ST_B) 

and altruistic values (ST_A). This yielded higher results for both composite reliability, 

Cronbach’s and AVE (Table 10), as were the ST loadings considerably higher after the 

split (Table 9). The new constructs ST_A and ST_B were retained in the model. 

Indicators CONS SK ST ST_B ST_A
cons_1 0.107

cons_2 0.775

cons_3 0.767

sk_1 0.886

sk_2 0.744
sk_3 0.837
sk_4 0.768
sk_5 0.896
st_1 0.814 0.868
st_2 0.753 0.847
st_3 0.843 0.904
st_4 0.710 0.847
st_5 0.659 0.890
st_6 0.612 0.866



 
 

60 

 
Table 10. Composite reliability, Cronbach's alpha and AVE - exogenous variables 

 

HTMT ratios confirmed discriminant validity for the remaining 13 constructs, with no 

values exceeding the conservative .85 threshold. As all constructs in the measurement 

model had proven reliable and valid, an assessment of the structural model results could 

be carried out. Figure 9 depicts the final measurement model. 

 

 

 
Figure 9. Final measurement model. Source: Author’s own work, created in SmartPLS 

Constructs Composite reliability α AVE

CONS 0.602 0.545 0.400

SK 0.916 0.886 0.686

ST 0.875 0.835 0.542

ST (removed) 0.880 0.817 0.651

ST_A 0.902 0.837 0.753

ST_B 0.906 0.848 0.763
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5.3 Evaluation of the Structural Model 
The structural (inner) model “represents the underlying structural theories of the path 

model” (Hair et al. 2016, p. 180). Evaluation of the structural model involves examining 

PLS algorithm and bootstrapping results for (1) the model’s predictive capabilities and (2) 

the significance of the relationships between constructs. Please refer to Appendix G for 

the coefficient confidence intervals and HTMT ratios for the final measurement model. 

 

5.3.1 Predictive power  

The R2 values (coefficient of determination) of the endogenous variables were assessed in 

order to evaluate the predictive power of the structural model. Different rules of thumb 

apply to different research areas. Hair et al. (2016) suggest values of .75 = substantial, .50 

= moderate and .25 = weak predictive power, whereas Henseler et al. (2009) refer to 

values of .67 = substantial, .33 = moderate and .19 = weak.  

 

The model is at a moderate level able to explain 

boycott intention, word of mouth, willingness to 

buy and general/moral legitimacy, and at a weak-

to-moderate level able to explain environmental 

and pragmatic legitimacy. The predictive power 

for cognitive, regulative and relational legitimacy, 

as well as willingness to pay, is weak. R2 thus 

indicates a moderate support for the conceptual 

model. 

 
 

5.3.2 Hypothesis testing 

A bootstrapping routine was run to assess the significance of path coefficients (Henseler et 

al. 2009), assuming a significance level of 5% (two-tailed test). The routine was initially 

run on a pre-specified number of 500 bootstrap samples (SmartPLS default). A second 

bootstrapping routine run on an increased number of 5000 samples did not change the 

statistical significance of any path relationships. Table 12 provides the p values for the 

relationships between legitimacy and endogenous variables, and the p values for the 

relationships between exogenous and legitimacy variables (* = statistically significant at 

0.05, ** = statistically significant at 0.01, *** = statistically significant at 0.001). 

Table 11. R square values 

Column1 R2

BC 0.575
COG 0.158
ENV 0.276

GLMC/MORAL 0.379
PRAG 0.288
REG 0.074
SOC 0.061
WOM 0.650
WTB 0.608
WTP 0.078
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Table 12. P values for path relationships  

 

The results from the hypothesis testing are briefly described in the following section. H4 

and H7 could not be tested, as the attitude-behaviour gap and conservation values variable 

were removed from the final model. Table 13 provides an overview of the results from 

testing H1, H2, H3 and H5.  

 
 

 
Table 13. Hypothesis overview – H1-H3, H5 

 

1 Boycott intention Word of mouth Willingness to buy Willingness to pay
Cognitive 0.567 0.854 0.001** 0.165
Environmental 0.038* 0.000*** 0.030* 0.863
GLMC/Moral 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.024*
Pragmatic 0.000*** 0.009** 0.000*** 0.048*
Regulative 0.152 0.219 0.657 0.756
Relational 0.343 0.494 0.679 0.201

. Cognitive Environmental GLMC/Moral Pragmatic Regulative Relational

SK 0.001** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.133 0.111
ST_A 0.670 0.250 0.414 0.236 0.693 0.917
ST_B 0.000*** 0.032* 0.000** 0.001** 0.005** 0.002**

Hypothesis Legitimacy dimension Coefficient p value Result

Cognitive legitimacy 0.165 0.001 SUPPORTED
Environmental legitimacy 0.159 0.030 SUPPORTED
General/moral legitimacy 0.375 0.000 SUPPORTED
Pragmatic legitimacy 0.244 0.000 SUPPORTED
Regulative legitimacy -0.018 0.657 REJECTED
Relational legitimacy 0.015 0.679 REJECTED
Cognitive legitimacy 0.007 0.854 REJECTED
Environmental legitimacy 0.274 0.000 SUPPORTED
General/moral legitimacy 0.428 0.000 SUPPORTED
Pragmatic legitimacy 0.178 0.009 SUPPORTED
Regulative legitimacy 0.043 0.219 REJECTED
Relational legitimacy 0.025 0.494 REJECTED
Cognitive legitimacy 0.105 0.165 REJECTED
Environmental legitimacy -0.010 0.863 REJECTED
General/moral legitimacy -0.178 0.024 SUPPORTED
Pragmatic legitimacy -0.116 0.048 SUPPORTED
Regulative legitimacy -0.025 0.756 REJECTED
Relational legitimacy -0.098 0.201 REJECTED
Cognitive legitimacy -0.030 0.567 REJECTED
Environmental legitimacy -0.160 0.038 SUPPORTED
General/moral legitimacy -0.391 0.000 SUPPORTED
Pragmatic legitimacy -0.266 0.000 SUPPORTED
Regulative legitimacy -0.069 0.152 REJECTED
Relational legitimacy 0.061 0.343 REJECTED

H1. Consumer judgment of the 
legitimacy of meat consumption is 

positively related to consumers’ 
willingness to buy conventional meat.

H2. Consumers who judge the 
legitimacy of meat consumption as 

low are more likely to generate 
negative word-of-mouth about 
conventional meat products.

H3. Consumers' judgments of the 
legitimacy of meat consumption is 

negatively related to their willingness 
to pay a premium for labelled meat 
with increased farm animal welfare.

H5. Consumers who evaluate the 
legitimacy of meat consumption as 
low are more likely to boycott meat 
products from industrial livestock 

productions.
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H1. The paths from cognitive (.16, p < .01), environmental (.15, p < 0.05) general/moral 

(.37, p < .001), and pragmatic legitimacy (.24, p < .001) to willingness-to-buy are all 

significant and positive. The paths from regulative (-.01, n.s.) and relational legitimacy 

(.01, n.s.) to willingness-to-buy were nonsignificant (n.s.). The findings thus fully support 

H1 for cognitive, environmental, general/moral and pragmatic legitimacy dimensions, but 

reject H1 for regulative and relational legitimacy. 

 

H2. The paths from environmental (.27, p < .001), general/moral (.42, p < .001) and 

pragmatic legitimacy (.17, p < .01) to word-of-mouth are all highly significant and 

positive, which fully support H2 for these dimensions. Cognitive (.00, n.s.), regulative 

(.04, n.s.) and relational legitimacy (.02, n.s.) did not significantly affect consumer 

intention of generating positive word of mouth, thus rejecting H2 for these dimensions. 

 

H3. The paths from general/moral (-.17, p < .05) and pragmatic legitimacy (-.11, p < .05) 

to willingness-to-pay are both significant and negative, thus supporting the hypothesized 

direction for these relationships. Paths from cognitive (.10, n.s.), environmental (-.01, 

n.s.), regulative (-.02, n.s.) and relational legitimacy (-.09, n.s.) were nonsignificant, thus 

rejecting H3 for these legitimacy dimensions. 

 

H5. The paths from environmental (-.16, p < .05), general/moral (-.39, p < .001) and 

pragmatic legitimacy (-.26, p < .001) to boycott intention are significant and negative, 

providing support for H5 on these dimensions. The paths from cognitive (-.03, n.s.), 

regulative (-.06, n.s.) and relational legitimacy (.06, n.s.) to boycott intention were not 

statistically significant. The findings could therefore not support H5 on these dimensions. 

 

Table 14 provides an overview of the results from the test of H6 and H8.  
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Table 14. Hypothesis overview – H6, H8 

 

H6. The paths from subjective knowledge to cognitive (-.20, p <. 01), environmental (-

.38, p < .001), general/moral (-.36, p < .001) and pragmatic legitimacy (-.30, p < .001) are 

all highly significant and in a negative direction, thus providing strong support for H6 

concerning these dimensions. The paths from subjective knowledge to regulative (-.09, 

n.s.) and relational legitimacy (.11, n.s.) were not statistically significant. H6 could 

therefore not be supported for these two dimensions. 

 

H8. Biospheric values. The findings related to the relationships between biospheric self-

transcendence values and legitimacy evaluations were all in the hypothesized directions. 

The paths from biospheric values to cognitive (-.25, p < .001), environmental (-.14, p < 

.05), general/moral (-.26, p < .001), pragmatic (-.24, p < .01), regulative (-.19, p < .01) and 

relational legitimacy (-.23, p < .01) are all significant and negative. The findings thus fully 

support H8 for biospheric self-transcendence values. 

 

H8. Altruistic values. The paths from altruistic self-transcendence values to cognitive 

(.02, n.s.), environmental (-.09, n.s.), general/moral (-.04, n.s.), pragmatic (-.08, n.s.), 

regulative (-.02, n.s.) and relational legitimacy (-.00, n.s.) were nonsignificant. The 

findings do therefore reject H8 for altruistic self-transcendence values.  

 

Hypothesis Legitimacy dimension Coefficient p value Result

Cognitive legitimacy -0.202 0.001 SUPPORTED
Environmental legitimacy -0.386 0.000 SUPPORTED
General/moral legitimacy -0.366 0.000 SUPPORTED
Pragmatic legitimacy -0.308 0.000 SUPPORTED
Regulative legitimacy -0.095 0.133 REJECTED
Relational legitimacy 0.114 0.111 REJECTED
Cognitive legitimacy -0.259 0.000 SUPPORTED
Environmental legitimacy -0.147 0.032 SUPPORTED
General/moral legitimacy -0.268 0.000 SUPPORTED
Pragmatic legitimacy -0.240 0.001 SUPPORTED
Regulative legitimacy -0.193 0.005 SUPPORTED
Relational legitimacy -0.237 0.002 SUPPORTED
Cognitive legitimacy 0.024 0.670 REJECTED
Environmental legitimacy -0.097 0.250 REJECTED
General/moral legitimacy -0.046 0.414 REJECTED
Pragmatic legitimacy -0.081 0.236 REJECTED
Regulative legitimacy -0.026 0.693 REJECTED
Relational legitimacy -0.007 0.917 REJECTED

H8. (altruistic.) Holding self-
transcendence values is negatively 

related to consumer judgment of the 
legitimacy of meat consumption.

H6. Subjective knowledge is 
negatively related to consumer 

judgment of the legitimacy of meat 
consumption.

H8. (biospheric). Holding self-
transcendence values is negatively 

related to consumer judgment of the 
legitimacy of meat consumption.
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Figure 10. Final structural model. Source: Author’s own work, created in SmartPLS 

 

Figure 10 depicts the structural model of the significant paths relationships and their 

related path coefficients. Thicker lines between constructs indicate stronger relationships. 

The results obtained from the SEM analysis will now be discussed. 

 

6. Discussion 
In this chapter, the key findings are first discussed in the context of the research question 

and formulated hypotheses. The results are considered in the context of the relative 

importance of the path relationships. For a discussion of the importance of assessing the 

relevance of significant relationships by examining individual standardized path 

coefficients, please refer to Hair et al. (2016), pp. 185-186. The hypothesis discussion is 

divided into two sections: (1) discussion of hypotheses 1-3 and 5 and (2) discussion of 

hypothesis 6 and 8. This is followed by a discussion of the findings’ implications for 

researchers and marketers. This section is divided into two sections, providing first a (1) 

theoretical, then a (2) managerial interpretation of the results. The chapter closes with a 

review of this study’s limitations and suggestions for further research.   
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6.1 Hypothesis Discussion 

6.1.1 The role of legitimacy in consumer behaviour  

Results from the conducted SEM analysis indicate that consumption legitimacy plays an 

important role in affecting consumer behaviour patterns. Legitimacy evaluations proved to 

have a significant effect on consumers’ willingness to buy conventional meat products, 

their intentions of generating positive word of mouth about conventional meat products, 

their willingness to pay a price premium for FAW-labelled meat products, and their 

intentions of boycotting conventional meat products, thus supporting H1, H2, H4 and H5. 

 

The overall hypotheses are only partially supported, as legitimacy did not significantly 

affect consumers across all legitimacy dimensions. Regulative and relational (social) 

legitimacy did not seem to significantly affect willingness-to-buy, word-of-mouth, 

willingness-to-pay, nor boycott intention. A possible explanation as to why regulative 

legitimacy did not affect any of the variables is that meat consumption currently is 

legitimate from a legal point of view. I.e., meat consumption is, per se, ‘legal’ and 

‘lawful’, ‘conforms to stated rules’, and ‘in line with existing regulations’. Respondents 

could have judged meat consumption to be illegitimate across all other dimensions, but 

would still not be able to deny that legislators have validated it.  

 

It is unexpected, however, that relational legitimacy did not have a significant effect, as 

this dimension, unlike regulative legitimacy, is based on personal evaluation rather than 

on the opinions of policymakers. Moreover, it would be assumed that the increased atten-

tion to the negative implications of meat consumption would also lead to less favourable 

legitimacy evaluations across the social dimension. For example, the purchase of battery 

cage eggs could be argued to carry a social stigma (for example, last year, McDonald’s 

pledged to use 100% cage-free eggs by 2025; see Jargon & Beilfuss, 2015). But, as 

indicated by relational legitimacy’s nonsignificant effect, this tendency might not have 

spilled over to meat just yet. In the previous it was put forward that Ruby (2012) 

concluded, based on an extensive literature review of studies of vegetarianism, that public 

attitude towards vegetarians has shifted towards a positive view (sans the ‘weak’ and 

‘feminine’ vegetarian-stereotype). Another study conducted by Cole and Morgan (2011), 

however, found a derogatory portrayal of vegetarians in UK national newspapers (coined 

‘vegaphopia’). The authors emphasized that newspapers consistently “tend to discredit 

veganism through ridicule” (p. 134), which reproduces specieism – or carnism, to use 

Joy’s (2010) terminology – in society, and marginalizes vegans (Cole & Morgan, 2011). 
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Thus, although vegetarianism is on the rise, social stigma does not necessarily disappear 

as fast as people shift away from their carnivorous diets.  

 

While their underlying dynamics differ, the nonsignificance of regulative and relational 

legitimacy is likely caused by the plausible situation that meat consumption, as it is, 

generally is perceived as legitimate in a legal as well as social context. These dimensions 

may therefore not contribute actively to individuals’ judgment formation of general meat 

consumption legitimacy, and hence do not significantly influence behaviour associated 

with this consumption practice. However, as flexitarianism and vegetarianism become 

more and more common, it is expected that these dimensions’ effect on consumer 

behaviour patterns will become significant with time. 

 

The four remaining dimensions of legitimacy did, however, all significantly affect willing-

ness-to-buy, word-of-mouth, willingness-to-pay, and boycott intention. Of all six dimen-

sions, general/moral legitimacy demonstrated the greatest effect on all the tested path 

relationships. Thus, the greater extent to which consumers judge meat consumption to be 

e.g. consistent with moral and ethical values (moral_5), appropriate (glmc_1), and 

legitimate (glmc_3), the greater is their willingness to buy and generate positive word of 

mouth about conventional meat products. Similarly, the lesser extent to which consumers 

judge meat consumption to be appropriate and consistent with moral and ethical values, 

the more likely they are to boycott conventional meat products, and the more willing they 

are to pay a higher price premium for ‘improved animal welfare’-labelled meat products. 

General/moral legitimacy has the strongest relationship with word-of-mouth intention 

(.42), followed by boycott intention (-.39) and willingness to buy (.36). The relevance of 

these relationships is deemed to be considerable. The relative importance of the relation-

ship between general/moral legitimacy and willingness-to-pay (-.17) is less profound, but 

may still warrant managerial attention.  

 

Thus, consumers’ judgments related to the “morality, ethicality, or integrity” (Tost, 2011, 

p. 694) of meat consumption, as well as their perception of it being “desirable, proper, or 

appropriate” (Suchman, 1995, p. 574), exercise considerable influence on their patterns of 

behaviour towards meat consumption. As this construct incorporates the overall legiti-

macy-indicators, the merged general/moral legitimacy construct is most likely what comes 

closest to a construct of a generalized evaluation of overall consumption legitimacy. 

Following this reasoning, it is logical that this variable exerted the greatest effect.   
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Pragmatic legitimacy is the only other dimension to demonstrate a highly significant 

relationship with all endogenous variables. Moreover, it is, together with general/moral 

legitimacy, the only legitimacy variable to significantly affect consumers’ willingness to 

pay a price premium. A stronger judgment of low pragmatic legitimacy, i.e. an assessment 

of the extent to which meat consumption is ‘at the expense of other people and animals 

(including the consumer)’ (prag_1) significantly increase the price premium consumers 

are willing to pay for a value-labelled product with improved FAW. Likewise, a judgment 

of high pragmatic legitimacy decreases consumers’ willingness to pay for improved FAW. 

However, demonstrating a rather weak effect of -.11, it is questionable whether this 

relationship warrants managerial attention. The overall findings on pragmatic legitimacy 

support the notion that consumers’ egoistic motivation to increase self-utility significantly 

affects their behavioural intentions toward meat consumption.  

 

Findings support that environmental legitimacy has a significant effect on willingness-

to-buy, word-of-mouth and boycott intention. Environmental legitimacy has the greatest 

effect on consumers’ intentions of generating positive word-of-mouth about conventional 

meat products (.27). The relative importance of this relationship is moderately considera-

ble, and exceeds the importance of the path relationship between pragmatic legitimacy and 

word-of-mouth (.17). Consumers’ legitimacy judgments, formed by the evaluation of meat 

consumption’s potential negative consequences for the environment, thus significantly 

effect consumers’ intentions of speaking favourably of and recommending conventional 

meat products to others. As does meat consumptions’ implications for the environment 

significantly effect consumers’ willingness to buy (.15) and boycott conventional meat 

products (-.16). These effects, however, being rather weak, may not warrant managerial 

attention. Environmental legitimacy did not significantly affect willingness-to-pay (-.01, 

n.s.). This finding suggests that animal welfare concerns and implications of environmen-

tal damage are not significantly related in the marketplace, i.e. the latter does not translate 

into a higher price premium for improved farm animal welfare. 

 

The least influential legitimacy dimension, cognitive legitimacy, did demonstrate a 

significant effect on willingness-to-buy (.16). Due to the nature of this dimension’s 

underlying dynamic in terms of taken-for-grantedness, however, it would be expected that 

this variable either affected all outcome variables or none. Yet, consumer judgments of 

meat consumption as being e.g. typical (cog_1) and normal (cog_3) negatively influenced 

their willingness to purchase conventional meat products. However, while the relationship 
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was significant (p < .001), the effect of cognitive legitimacy on willingness-to-buy is 

marginally weaker than that of general/moral and pragmatic legitimacy, and may not war-

rant managerial attention. The coefficient for the path relationship between cognitive 

legitimacy and willingness to pay, while not statistically significant (.10, p value of .165), 

does indicate that judgments of cognitive legitimacy could prove to have an effect on 

consumers’ willingness to pay for improved FAW. Testing a larger sample may confirm 

this.  

 

The results for cognitive legitimacy neither confirm nor reject that meat consumption 

generally is “performed with minimal reflective thought” (Kates, 2004, p. 456), as 

associated with an entity that has achieved cognitive legitimacy. The results do, however, 

indicate that consumer evaluations of meat consumption across the cognitive dimension 

does not significantly affect neither their willingness-to-pay, nor their intentions of 

boycotting; neither do these evaluations significantly affect their willingness to generate 

positive word-of-mouth about conventional meat products. This suggests that the general 

‘taken-for-grantedness’ of meat consumption in society does not, for the most part, 

directly influence individual consumers’ own consumption patterns. Joy’s (2010) theory 

that the conception of eating meat as being ‘normal’ is supporting people’s consumption 

of (conventional) meat and works against the alternatives, does, as indicated in this study, 

not directly translate into behavioural consequences. However, as cognitive legitimacy did 

have a significant effect willingness-to-buy, the results for this dimension are conflicting. 

Further research is needed.   

 

6.1.2 Predictors of consumption legitimacy judgments 

Several interesting inferences can be drawn from the findings on the effect of subjective 

knowledge and self-transcendence values on legitimacy. Consumers’ level of subjective 

knowledge of FAW had a significant negative effect on their judgments of the cognitive, 

environmental, general/moral and pragmatic status of meat consumption legitimacy. Self-

perceived knowledge had the greatest effect on judgments of the environmental (-.38) sta-

tus of meat consumption legitimacy. This finding, however, is inconsistent with the 

nonsignificant path relationship between environmental legitimacy and consumers’ 

willingness to pay for improved farm animal welfare. A possible explanation is that 

environmentally conscious consumers perceive themselves as well informed of the 

environmental consequences of animal husbandry (such as pollution), and on such 

grounds evaluate meat consumption as illegitimate. However, concern for the environ-
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ment does not, as indicated by the findings, increase willingness-to-pay for improved 

FAW – nor does improvement of welfare necessarily entail a reduction of the 

environmental consequences of meat production. A further examination of the link 

between vegetarian-oriented attitudes and behaviour, farm animal welfare concern and 

environmental consciousness is needed.  

 

Subjective knowledge additionally had considerable effects on general/moral (-.36) and 

pragmatic (-.30) legitimacy evaluations. These findings confirm that a higher knowledge 

of the conditions under which farm animals are kept is associated with less favourable 

judgments of the general, moral and pragmatic legitimacy status of meat consumption. 

Level of perceived knowledge demonstrated a slightly weaker, if still relevant, effect on 

cognitive legitimacy (-.20). Consumers who perceive themselves as knowledgeable of 

FAW thus perceive meat consumption as less normal and ‘taken-for-granted’. The signifi-

cance of this particular path relationship emphasizes the importance of knowledge, and 

raises the question: if everyone perceived themselves as highly knowledgeable of farm 

animal conditions, would everyone stop perceiving meat consumption as normal? Thus, 

the significance of all these path relationships should warrant managerial attention.  

 

Subjective knowledge did not demonstrate a significant effect on the judgments of the 

regulative (-.09, n.s.) and relational (.11, n.s.) status of meat consumption legitimacy. It is 

important to remember, however, that self-perceived knowledge, in this case, may not be 

strongly correlated with the actual level of knowledge possessed by the consumers. As 

previous studies suggest, the public is generally uninformed about the different production 

systems in the meat industry, and the implications of these for farm animal welfare condi-

tions. Moreover, many have naïve misconceptions of welfare standards to be above the 

actual (Schröder & McEachern, 2004; Lusk & Norwood, 2012). A high level of subjective 

knowledge can therefore rely upon limited knowledge or false assumptions. However, 

regardless of whether the possessed information is accurate or adequate, results indicate 

that its effect on consumers’ evaluations of meat consumption legitimacy is powerful. 

 

A split of self-transcendence into two constructs revealed that in the context of meat 

consumption, biospheric and altruistic values could be distinguished empirically, and 

demonstrated considerably different effects on legitimacy. Holding altruistic values did, 

unexpectedly, not significantly affect legitimacy evaluations across any dimensions. This 

result contradicts previous findings of the relationship between altruistic values and 
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vegetarian-oriented attitudes and behaviour and animal welfare concern, which have 

indicated strong associations between altruistic values and vegetarianism (Ruby, 2012), as 

well as and strong associations between pure altruism and willingness-to-pay for FAW 

(Lusk & Norwood, 2012).  

 

In contrast, holding biospheric values significantly affected evaluations across all 

legitimacy dimensions. As would be expected, holding biospheric values demonstrated 

powerful effects on especially judgments of general/moral (-.26, p < .001) and pragmatic 

(-.24, p < .01) legitimacy. However, more interestingly, it also demonstrated strong effects 

on cognitive (-.25, p < .001) and relational legitimacy (.23, p < .01). Thus, the larger the 

extent to which a consumer is concerned with nature, the environment and harmony with 

other species, the less likely is s/he to evaluate meat consumption as normal and taken-for-

granted, and the more likely is s/he to evaluate meat consumption as illegitimate within a 

social context. 

 

As previously indicated, associations with one value type with an outside variable has 

clear implications for the associations of other value types as well (Schwartz, 1992). A 

significant, positive relationship between self-enhancement values (achievement, power, 

hedonism) and judgments of meat consumption legitimacy is therefore highly plausible. 

The effect of conservation values vs. openness to change on legitimacy is less certain, as 

conservation values could not be tested due to poor internal consistency reliability and 

convergent validity of the construct. However, a significant positive relationship is still 

expected between conservation and legitimacy, and, equally, a significant negative 

relationship between openness to change and legitimacy evaluations. In summation, it is 

logical that concern with nature and environment (including ‘harmony with other species’, 

see indicator st_3) is associated with judgments of lower legitimacy of meat consumption, 

whereas holding altruistic values, which only reflect concern with the welfare of others 

(humans), is not associated. However, these findings emphasize the importance of 

distinguishing between the two constructs when appropriate.  
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6.2 Implications 

6.2.1 Theoretical implications 

The empirical findings of this study suggest that consumption legitimacy significantly 

influences consumers’ purchase-related behaviour. This thesis thus answers the call from 

Kates (2010) and Humphreys (2010) to further develop the concept of legitimacy and its 

application to consumer research in order to enhance researchers’ understanding of the 

drivers of consumer perception and practice.  

 

When the evaluation of the measurement model was conducted, it was found that 

discriminant validity could not be established for general legitimacy and moral legitimacy. 

Following the guidelines for treating discriminant validity problems as offered by 

Henseler et al. (2015), the two constructs were ultimately merged into one construct, as 

discriminant validity could still not be established, despite efforts to increase the average 

monotrait-heteromethod correlations of the two measures. In other words, the two 

measures were highly correlated, indicating that the manifest variables for general legiti-

macy and indicators for moral legitimacy did in fact measure the same construct.  

 

The items for the general legitimacy construct attempt to capture the essence of a general-

ized legitimacy evaluation, i.e. the perception that a consumption practice is legitimate 

and “appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and 

definitions” (Suchman, 1995, p. 574), whereas the items for moral legitimacy seeks to 

capture the essence of moral legitimacy evaluation, which content is the assessment of 

whether the consumption practice “conforms to moral values and ethical principles” 

(Tost, 2011, p. 692). The fact that these items correlated suggests that, for consumers, the 

overall legitimacy, appropriateness and acceptability of consumption is closely associated 

with its moral appropriateness and consistence with ethical values.  

 

Moreover, the significant path relationships between the merged construct, and willing-

ness-to-buy, word-of-mouth, willingness-to-pay and boycott intention were greater than 

that of those with the other five legitimacy constructs. This supports findings from studies 

on the social psychology of legitimacy judgments, which indicated that the moral dimen-

sion often is more important in legitimacy evaluations than pragmatic and relational con-

cerns (Tost, 2011). Thus, morality and ethics is highly associated with evaluations of 

overall legitimacy, and, in a meat consumption-context, these evaluations exert greater 

influence on purchase-related behaviour than that of evaluations across any other dimen-
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sion. This suggests that the moral and ethical values of individual consumers may be of 

greater importance to their purchase-related behaviour than previously expected. 

 

The findings also have considerable theoretical implications for the remaining consump-

tion legitimacy constructs. Within institutional theory, Suchman (1995) claimed that 

cognitive legitimacy does not, unlike pragmatic and moral legitimacy “rest on discursive 

evaluation” (p. 585), and therefore not contribute to the formation process of a generalized 

legitimacy judgment (Tost, 2011; Suchman, 1995). However, this study found evaluations 

of the cognitive legitimacy status of meat consumption to significantly affect consumers’ 

willingness to purchase conventional meat products. This suggests that individual-level 

legitimacy judgments of an entity’s normality and taken-for-grantedness indeed may af-

fect behaviour towards that entity in a consumption context. While the effect of cognitive 

legitimacy was less considerable than that of the other dimensions of legitimacy, it should 

not be discarded as irrelevant for consumers’ purchase-behaviour. 

 

The findings revealed that evaluations across the relational and regulative dimensions did 

not significantly affect any of the outcome variables. Thus, relational and regulative legiti-

macy do not, in the context of meat consumption, contribute to the content of legitimacy 

judgments in any way that significantly affects behaviour. This challenges Tost’ (2011) 

perception that relational (along with moral and pragmatic) concerns constitute the actual 

underlying dimensions of legitimacy, but also supports her argument that regulative legiti-

macy “represents the validity of an entity (i.e., indicators of collective-level legitimacy) 

but does not represent a substantive domain of judgment content in itself” (Tost, 2011, p. 

692). However, it must be emphasized that what constitutes the content of legitimacy 

judgments in an organisational legitimacy context is not necessarily associated with what 

may constitute the content of legitimacy judgments in a consumption legitimacy context. 

 

As previously discussed, the relative importance of each underlying dimension may also 

change with time. It is plausible that the social stigma associated with vegetarianism may 

be transferred to carnivorism in due time as consumers change their attitudes and 

behaviour towards the use of animal-derived products. If the current flexitarian trend 

continue, it is likely that judgments of legitimacy in the context of social identities will 

appear to have a significant effect on consumer behaviour patterns. This reasoning implies 

some dimensions may be ‘dormant’. For instance, the social or legal status of a 

consumption practice’s legitimacy may be taken for granted at the present time, but as 
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evaluations across the relational and regulative dimensions interacts with the other dimen-

sions, across which legitimacy may be more debatable (e.g. its moral status), its legal or 

social status may be altered as a consequence of evaluations across the other dimensions. 

The importance and effect of each underlying dimension is likely also context-specific. 

Consider the example of tobacco consumption. According to legislation in several coun-

tries, this consumption practice is per se illegal in e.g. public areas, restaurants and even 

private workplaces. In contrast to 50 years ago, smoking is also increasingly associated 

with a social stigma. Evaluations of tobacco consumption legitimacy across the regulative 

and relational dimensions can therefore be expected to exercise significant influence on 

purchase-related behaviour towards smoking. The fact that some dimensions may not be 

relevant for all consumption practices does not necessarily signify that they do not consti-

tute distinct factors of legitimacy evaluation. Regulative and relational legitimacy should 

therefore not, based on this study’s findings on meat consumption, be regarded as irrele-

vant objects of legitimacy judgments.  

 

This study also introduced the dimension of environmental legitimacy in an individual 

level consumption legitimacy judgment context. Evaluations across this dimension had a 

significant effect on consumers’ willingness-to-buy and positive word-of-mouth inten-

tions. The findings for this construct thus suggest that environmental legitimacy constitute 

a distinct factor of legitimacy evaluation in a consumption context.  

 

Additionally, the study answers the call from Ruby (2012) of investigating the psychology 

of vegetarians and the changing attitudes and behaviours towards animal products. The 

findings provide evidence that legitimacy evaluations indeed affect behaviours towards 

animal products. Moreover, holding biospheric values, rather than altruistic values, as sug-

gested in previous literature, as well as an increase in subjective knowledge of farm ani-

mal welfare conditions, appear to predict a rejection of this consumer practice and an 

orientation towards vegetarianism and differentiated meat products that carry FAW 

advertising claims or labels.  

 

Overall, the theoretical implication of these findings is that any future study investigating 

‘problematic’ consumer practices, vegetarianism, ethical consumption, or environmentally 

conscious consumers should consider the influence of consumption legitimacy on 

consumers’ purchase-related behaviour. 
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6.2.2 Managerial implications 

The findings of this study indicate several potential implications for marketing managers, 

policy-makers and NGOs. For marketing managers, the findings on the effect of 

consumption legitimacy on individuals’ purchase-related behaviour has considerable 

implications. First, the importance of legitimacy for purchase-related behavioural 

intentions offers a valuable insight into the minds of consumers. Findings indicate that in 

purchase-related situations, consumers’ decision-making regarding a specific product or 

product category is affected by their evaluations of the cognitive, environmental, moral 

and pragmatic status of the associated consumption practice. Marketing managers should 

therefore consider the positioning of their brand or product category in relation to these 

five concerns.  

 

Brand managers could benefit from applying the consumption legitimacy framework to 

brand consumption legitimacy, thereby evaluating the positioning and legitimacy status of 

their brand in the minds of consumers. I.e., ‘is my brand normal or ordinary (cognitive 

legitimacy)? Is my brand morally appropriate (moral legitimacy)? Is my brand associated 

with a social group that is unpopular (relational legitimacy)? And so forth. Applying the 

consumption legitimacy framework to a branding context could offer explanations as to 

why some segments reject or adopt certain brands. Moreover, judgments of low legiti-

macy across some dimensions would pinpoint the areas where the brand image needs 

improvement or could be polished. 

 

Findings revealed that environmental, moral and pragmatic concerns affect consumers’ 

willingness to generate positive word-of-mouth. This emphasizes the importance of brand 

positioning in relation to these concerns, in order to avoid consumer exchange of 

disapproving information about one’s company name, brand or product and thereby a di-

rect negative effect on buying intentions associated with these. Emphasizing the 

environmental, moral and pragmatic legitimacy of products in the most explicit manner 

possible could prove to be a crucial step in avoiding so-called social media ‘shitstorms’, 

which are negative eWOM at its most harmful. Likewise, such an emphasis would weaken 

consumers’ intentions of participating in a company, brand or product boycott. Boycotts 

as a consequence of questionable ethics (moral legitimacy) of a company’s endeavours – 

often in relation to links in its supply chain – have fatal economic consequences for a 

company and its brand image (Bray et el. 2011).  
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In addition, the findings of this study offers promising implications for the increasing 

number of companies involved in, or considering to become involved in, the fast-growing 

industry of products and services that caters to consumers with a flexitarian or vegetarian 

orientation. The results indicate that consumers and their purchase-related behaviours in 

general are affected by environmental, pragmatic and, in particular, moral concerns. The 

market segment for these products and services – for example, various meat substitutes 

such as tofu – is likely bigger, and less niche than assumed. Using the framework of 

consumption legitimacy as a segmentation tool could be advantageous for these 

companies. As there is likely still a social stigma associated with vegetarianism, extremely 

vegetarian-oriented advertising and branding strategies may be repellent to many potential 

customers. Finding the right balance in accordance with consumers’ evaluation of the 

moral, environmental and pragmatic status of meat consumption would serve to broaden 

these companies’ customer base. 

  

The market for meat products has become increasingly differentiated in terms of farm ani-

mal welfare improvement, which can be assumed to, at least in part, be a result of con-

sumer demand. It is highly plausible that this demand is associated with evaluations of 

low legitimacy of the meat industry. Companies and retailers’ product packaging and 

advertising claims, labels and quality schemes should, to a larger extent, place emphasis 

on the moral dimension in these efforts (e.g. ‘the moral choice’). Consumers are willing to 

pay a premium for products that represent, and are consistent with, their moral and ethical 

values. More than ten years ago, Schöder and McEachern (2004) concluded that: “the food 

chain is aware of consumers’ reluctance to acknowledge and confront the animal origin 

of meat, and regards this as a significant barrier against the promotion of differentiated 

animal production systems” (p. 176). While they still may be reluctant to confront, they 

are certainly influenced by the animal origin of meat: consumers’ self-perceived 

knowledge of the conditions under which farm animals are kept exercised great influence 

on their judgments of meat consumption legitimacy. This finding additionally has strong 

implications for policy-makers, animal welfare and animal rights NGOs who should 

acknowledge that consumers are neither mindless nor immoral, but are, to a great extent, 

affected by moral concerns, including those about animals. These concerns have so far not 

been verbalized to a satisfactory extent. Consumption legitimacy provides a framework 

for a discourse that consumers understand. Using this framework will allow government 

institutions and NGOs to stimulate discussion with citizens on the sustainability and future 

of problematic consumption practices such as the billion-dollar meat industry. 
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6.3 Limitations and Future Research 
Several methodological and theoretical limitations of this paper should be considered. In 

relation to the acquirement of data, the sample consisted of Danish consumers only, of 

which there was an overweight of 30-39 year old respondents from the larger capital area 

of Copenhagen. The sample was also skewed towards vegetarian consumers. These 

factors thus cast doubt on the external validity of this study. Moreover, the focus on meat 

consumption in a farm animal welfare perspective limits the results to one particular 

consumption practice as seen from one particular perspective. An application of the 

consumption legitimacy framework to other product categories, such as tobacco, alcohol 

or pharmaceuticals, could lead to exciting discoveries. Further research of such an 

application across a wide range of products and services would provide further evidence 

of the value that this framework can bring to marketers.  

 

H4 concerning the outcome variable attitude-behaviour gap and H7 concerning the 

antecedent conservation values were not examined, as the internal consistency reliability 

and convergent validity of these constructs could not be established. H4, however, could 

not have been examined with a statistical test in SmartPLS even if the construct measures 

had proven reliable and valid. The formulation of the hypothesis was not operational in 

terms of the chosen method of analysis, and would likely have caused challenges from a 

methodological perspective. The relationship between legitimacy and consumers’ attitude-

behaviour gap, however, remains promising, and could be a worthwhile avenue for future 

researchers.  

 

Partial least squares structural equation modelling was used to test the hypotheses and 

analyse the data. There are several limitations to this approach. First, PLS-SEM does not 

allow for the incorporation of variables measured on a nominal or ordinal scale in a simple 

cause-effect PLS path model (Hair et al. 2016). It was therefore not possible to incorpo-

rate categorical variables as neither endogenous nor exogenous variables in the basic path 

model. Objective knowledge (OK) could, for example, have proved to be an interesting 

predictor variable to legitimacy, but OK-variables are often dummy coded based on re-

sponses to a number of quiz-type items (Flynn & Goldsmith, 1999; Cowley & Mitchell, 

2003). Comparisons of legitimacy evaluations across demographic dimensions such as 

gender, age and socio-economic status may also have yielded interesting findings. The 

SmartPLS features permutation and PLS-MGA allow the researcher to conduct mul-

tigroup analysis in order to test differences between group-specific path model estimations 
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and the statistical significance of these differences. Future research could replicate this 

study and conduct multigroup analysis on, for example, males versus females, or other 

observed heterogeneity in the dataset such as vegetarian versus omnivore respondents. 

However, performing multigroup analysis has extensive implications with regards to test-

ing for measurement invariance, which, if not established, make interpretations of group 

membership differences of path coefficients erroneous (Sarstedt et al. 2011; Henseler et 

al. 2009).  

 

For marketers, analysis of the findings from this study for segmentation purposes might 

have yielded rich results. However, as PLS path modelling was chosen in part because of 

its distribution-free character, the use of PLS-SEM in combination with other techniques 

such as independent-sample t-tests, ANOVA or CB-SEM would have been inappropriate, 

as these methods make distributional assumptions (Henseler et al. 2009). For profiling 

target segments, SPSS’ k-means clustering is a useful tool (Schmidt & Hollensen, 2010). 

This method, however, does only take indicators into account and thus not the latent varia-

bles. However, SmartPLS offer latent class techniques, such as PLS-POS (PLS prediction 

oriented segmentation) as a segmentation method that accounts for latent variables, and 

has no distributional assumptions (Hair et al. 2016). 

 

Another limitation concerns the predictive power of the tested conceptual model. The 

explanatory power of the chosen antecedents to predict legitimacy evaluations was, with 

the exception of moral legitimacy, rather weak. Thus, future research needs to identify 

additional predictors of consumption legitimacy evaluations. An incorporation of 

Schwartz’s value apparatus (Schwartz, 1992) in its entirety might yield interesting 

findings. Moreover, consumption legitimacy dimensions were examined as independent 

predictors of WTB, WOM, WTP and boycott intention. Further research might examine 

how legitimacy evaluations interact with impeding factors such as ethical obligation (Bray 

et al. 2011; Shaw, 2003; Shaw et al. 2000) or other mediators and moderators, such as 

behavioural control (Carrington et al. 2010; Shaw, 2003). 

 

In summation, the introduction of consumption legitimacy offers a research framework 

which hopefully will encourage and facilitate further studies in a consumer context of the 

otherwise neglected concept of legitimacy. 
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7. Conclusion 
This thesis contributes to the marketing literature by examining the role of legitimacy in 

consumer behaviour. The study aimed to respond to the question as to why a majority re-

gards meat consumption as legitimate, despite the complex issue of animal ethics raised 

by this consumption practice. The study thus wished to identify the drivers that may influ-

ence the small, but vociferous minority of vegetarian consumers, and consumers with an 

altruistic motivation for paying large sums of money to improve the lives of farm animals.  

 

In order to answer the research question, the theoretical concept of legitimacy was ex-

plored. This study identified six distinct dynamics of legitimacy to be applied in a con-

sumer behaviour context: cognitive, environmental, moral, pragmatic, regulative and rela-

tional legitimacy. An additional construct of overall legitimacy, which strongly correlated 

with moral legitimacy, was incorporated into the analysed path model. In order to examine 

the effect of legitimacy on meat consumption behaviour, five relevant purchase-related 

outcome variables of legitimacy were identified in the academic literature. Four of these 

were ultimately tested: willingness-to-buy, word-of-mouth, willingness-to-pay and boy-

cott intention.  

 

Evaluations across the cognitive, environmental, pragmatic and a merged construct of 

moral and overall legitimacy significantly affected all or some of the outcome variables. 

Judgments of the regulative and relational legitimacy of meat consumption did not signifi-

cantly influence consumers’ purchase-related behaviour towards meat products. The re-

sults indicate that consumers’ level of self-perceived knowledge of farm animal welfare, 

as well as the extent to which they hold biospheric self-transcendence values, significantly 

affect their judgments of meat consumption legitimacy. Unexpectedly, holding a set of 

altruistic self-transcendence values was not found to be a significant predictor of judg-

ments of meat consumption legitimacy. 

 

Based on these findings, the answer to the stated research question is: “Individuals’ 

perception of meat consumption as legitimate is likely based upon a combination of 

judgments of consumption legitimacy in relation to cognitive, environmental, moral and 

pragmatic concerns. Evaluations of low consumption legitimacy across these dimensions 

drive consumers toward a rejection of conventional meat consumption. Strongly holding 

onto biospheric values and having high level of subjective knowledge of farm animal 

welfare, in turn, seem to influence these evaluations.” 
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This study enhances researchers and marketers’ understanding of the dynamics that may 

influence consumer choice, and the findings carry several interesting implications. The 

obtained results indicate that evaluations of low consumption legitimacy deter consumers 

from products associated with a consumption practice, whereas judgments of higher 

legitimacy drive consumers towards any given consumption practice. The framework of 

consumption legitimacy provides researchers, brand managers, policy-makers and NGOs 

with a strategic instrument for assessing these important drivers of consumption, and the 

behavioural change that is likely to occur in the wake of judgments of illegitimacy. 
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9. Appendices 

APPENDIX A. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS 
 

* Reverse scored items 

 

Q1. Which description best fit your level of meat consumption? 

q Omnivore/meat-eater ("I eat meat almost every day") 

q Flexitarian/semi-vegetarian ("I actively reduce meat from my diet, but still 

occasionally eat meat") 

q Vegetarian/vegan ("I completely avoid some or all animal-derived products") 

 

Q2. Please use the slider to indicate what best fits your beliefs about meat 

consumption across these six traits. "Eating meat is..."  

  

cog_1   1. Typical   7. Atypical* 

cog_2  1. Common   7. Uncommon* 

cog_3  1. Normal   7. Abnormal* 

cog_4  1. Conventional   7. Unconventional*  

cog_5  1. Usual   7. Unusual* 

cog_6  1. Ordinary   7. Bizarre*  

 

Q3. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements: 

moral_1 Meat consumption represents accepted values 

moral_2 Meat consumption is immoral* 

moral_3 Meat consumption is morally appropriate 

moral_4 Meat consumption is inoffensive 

moral_5 Meat consumption is consistent with moral and ethical values 

 

Q4. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements: 

prag_1 Meat consumption can be at the expense of other people and animals 

(including the consumer)* 

prag_2  Meat consumption can have a direct negative impact on people and  

  animals (including the consumer)* 
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prag_3  Meat consumption can be harmful to other people and animals (including 

  the consumer)* 

prag_4  Meat consumption can have negative consequences for other people and  

  animals (including the consumer)*  

 

Q5. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements: 

env_1  Meat consumption has a negative impact on the environment* 

env_2  Meat consumption is not environmentally friendly* 

env_3  Meat consumption pollutes the environment* 

env_4  Meat consumption can harm the environment* 

 

Q6. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements: 

soc_1  Meat consumption is associated with a social group which is unpopular* 

soc_2  Meat consumption has a social stigma* 

soc_3  Meat consumption is seen as belonging to an unfavourable social group* 

soc_4 Meat consumption is often done by individuals belonging to disapproved 

social groups* 

 

Q7. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements: 

reg_1  Meat consumption is legal 

reg_2  Meat consumption conforms to stated rules 

reg_3  Meat consumption is in line with the existing regulations 

reg_4  Meat consumption is lawful 

 

Q8. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements: 

glmc_1  Meat consumption is appropriate 

glmc_2  Meat consumption is accepted 

glmc_3  Meat consumption is legitimate 

glmc_4  Meat consumption is an appropriate choice 

 

Q9. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements: 

wtb_1  I would feel guilty if I bought a conventional meat product* 

wtb_2  I would never buy a conventional meat product* 

wtb_3  Whenever possible, I avoid buying conventional meat products* 
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wtb_4 Whenever available, I would prefer to buy meat products from organic or 

free-range productions* 

wtb_5  I do not like the idea of owning conventional meat products* 

wtb_6 If two products were equal in quality, but one was from a conventional 

production and one was from an organic or free-range production, I 

would pay 10% more for the product from the organic production* 

 

Q10. (A) Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements 

about conventional meat products: 

wom_1  I have good things to say about the product 

wom_2  I will recommend that others buy the product 

 

Q10. (B)  

wom_3 How likely are you to tell friends and acquaintances positive things about 

the product? 

 

Q11. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements: 

bc_1  I intend to start/keep on boycotting conventional meat products 

bc_2  I will try to start/keep on boycotting conventional meat products 

 

Q12. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements: 

sk_1 I know pretty much about the conditions under which farm animals are 

kept 

sk_2 I do not feel very knowledgeable about the conditions under which farm 

animals are kept* 

sk_3 Among my circle of friends, I'm one of the "experts" on farm animal 

welfare 

sk_4 Compared to most other people, I know less about the conditions under 

which farm animals are kept* 

sk_5  When it comes to farm animal welfare, I really don't know a lot* 

 

Q13. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements: 

gap_1  My impact on farm animal welfare is a very low priority for me* 



 
 

92 

gap_2 I often consider what my impact is on farm animal welfare when I buy 

meat products, but often time and resources prevent me from doing what I 

feel is best 

gap_3 I have oriented my entire lifestyle around my concern for farm animal 

welfare* 

 

 
 

Q14. In the category meat products, how much more are you willing to pay for a 

labelled organic and/or free-range product with increased animal welfare compared 

to a conventional product? 

q 0% (nothing) 

q 10% more  

q 20% more 

q 30% more 

q 40% more 

q 50% more 

q 75% more 

q 100% more (twice as much) 

q More than 100% (more than twice as much) 

 

Q15. How important is each item as a guiding principle in your life? 

cons_1  Family security, safety for loved ones 

cons_2  Honoring parents and elders, showing respect 

cons_3  Self-discipline, self-restraint and resistance to temptation 
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Q16. How important is each item as a guiding principle in your life? 

st_1  Protecting the environment 

st_2  Unity with nature, fitting into nature 

st_3  Respecting the earth, harmony with other species 

st_4  A world at peace, free of war and conflict 

st_5  Social justice, correcting injustice, care for the weak 

st_6  Equality, equal opportunity for all 

 

Q17. Please indicate your gender: 

q Male 

q Female 

 

Q18. Please indicate your age: 

_____ 

 

Q19. Please indicate where you live: 

q Region Hovedstaden 

q Region Sjælland 

q Region Syddanmark 

q Region Midtjylland 

q Region Nordjylland 

 

Q20. Please indicate your highest level of completed education: 

q I have no formal education 

q Folkeskole 

q Gymnasium 

q Faglært/kort videregående uddannelse 

q Bachelorgrad 

q Kandidatgrad 

q PhD 
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APPENDIX B. SKEWNESS AND KURTOSIS  
 

Red cells denote values higher than +1 or lower than -1; green cells denote values within 

the acceptable range for normally distributed data.  

 

 
 

 

	
	
 
 
 

Column1 Excess 
Kurtosis

Skewness Indicators_2 Excess 
Kurtosis2

Skewness2

cog_1 -0.194 -0.968 wtb_1 0.513 1.380
cog_2 1.728 -1.619 wtb_2 -0.885 0.854
cog_3 -1.364 -0.425 wtb_3 2.274 1.836
cog_4 -0.396 -0.984 wtb_4 -0.622 0.748
cog_5 0.089 -1.173 wtb_5 1.399 1.630
cog_6 -1.660 -0.160 wtb_6 0.122 1.061
moral_1 -1.148 -0.471 wom_1 1.036 1.511
moral_2 -0.400 0.965 wom_2 2.313 1.814
moral_3 -0.279 0.990 wom_3 1.410 1.613
moral_4 -0.809 0.636 bc_1 1.504 -1.665
moral_5 -0.613 0.820 bc_2 1.439 -1.645
prag_1 2.126 1.668 sk_1 0.951 -1.248
prag_2 6.501 2.485 sk_2 -0.281 -0.913
prag_3 4.881 2.212 sk_3 -0.554 -0.609
prag_4 5.807 2.339 sk_4 1.633 -1.254
env_1 11.041 3.043 sk_5 1.343 -1.389
env_2 8.058 2.788 gap_1 2.222 -1.637
env_3 8.094 2.676 gap_2 -1.054 0.396
env_4 7.273 2.565 gap_3 -1.014 0.586
soc_1 0.720 -0.972 wtp -0.440 1.033
soc_2 -0.715 -0.571 cons_1 3.512 -1.709
soc_3 0.884 -1.122 cons_2 -0.219 -0.605
soc_4 0.851 -1.052 cons_3 -0.370 -0.315
reg_1 3.066 -1.860 st_1 1.215 -1.055
reg_2 0.006 -0.836 st_2 -0.420 -0.506
reg_3 -0.296 -0.763 st_3 0.906 -1.155
reg_4 -0.401 -0.638 st_4 2.449 -1.448
glmc_1 -0.165 1.012 st_5 3.392 -1.599
glmc_2 0.092 -1.085 st_6 3.006 -1.689
glmc_3 -1.409 -0.175
glmc_4 -0.074 1.081
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APPENDIX C. (1) PLS CALCULATIONS - LEGITIMACY  
 
Table 1: Outer loadings 
 

 
 
 
Table 2: Fornell-Larcker matrix  
 

 

Indicators COG ENV GLMC MORAL PRAG REG SOC

cog_1 0.835
cog_2 0.798
cog_3 0.867
cog_4 0.754
cog_5 0.843
cog_6 0.787
env_1 0.942
env_2 0.882
env_3 0.942
env_4 0.943
glmc_1 0.916
glmc_2 0.574
glmc_3 0.812
glmc_4 0.903
moral_1 0.475
moral_2 0.841
moral_3 0.894
moral_4 0.766
moral_5 0.807
prag_1 0.751
prag_2 0.936
prag_3 0.896
prag_4 0.948
reg_1 0.732
reg_2 0.851
reg_3 0.907
reg_4 0.885
soc_1 0.859
soc_2 0.690
soc_3 0.883
soc_4 0.870

Constructs COG ENV GLMC MORAL PRAG REG SOC
COG 0.815
ENV 0.294 0.928
GLMC 0.492 0.581 0.813
MORAL 0.439 0.625 0.818 0.771
PRAG 0.328 0.695 0.659 0.656 0.886
REG 0.394 0.169 0.396 0.316 0.216 0.847
SOC 0.422 0.153 0.262 0.179 0.145 0.241 0.829
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Table 3: HTMT ratios 
 

 
 
 
 
Table 4: HTMT confidence intervals 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Constructs COG ENV GLMC MORAL PRAG REG
ENV 0.287
GLMC 0.553 0.605
MORAL 0.489 0.681 0.947
PRAG 0.315 0.745 0.697 0.723
REG 0.453 0.181 0.494 0.407 0.230
SOC 0.480 0.170 0.353 0.231 0.162 0.282

Variables Original Sample Sample Mean Bias 2.5% 97.5%
ENV -> COG 0.287 0.287 -0.000 0.193 0.374
GLMC -> COG 0.553 0.550 -0.003 0.435 0.649
GLMC -> ENV 0.605 0.608 0.003 0.500 0.717
MORAL -> COG 0.489 0.484 -0.005 0.372 0.589
MORAL -> ENV 0.681 0.685 0.003 0.600 0.780
MORAL -> GLMC 0.947 0.947 0.000 0.887 1.009
PRAG -> COG 0.315 0.320 0.005 0.242 0.412
PRAG -> ENV 0.745 0.752 0.007 0.656 0.872
PRAG -> GLMC 0.697 0.699 0.002 0.615 0.800
PRAG -> MORAL 0.723 0.727 0.004 0.642 0.821
REG -> COG 0.453 0.453 0.000 0.324 0.579
REG -> ENV 0.181 0.183 0.002 0.072 0.309
REG -> GLMC 0.494 0.492 -0.003 0.372 0.611
REG -> MORAL 0.407 0.402 -0.005 0.268 0.505
REG -> PRAG 0.230 0.234 0.004 0.136 0.350
SOC -> COG 0.480 0.480 -0.000 0.356 0.604
SOC -> ENV 0.170 0.173 0.003 0.079 0.280
SOC -> GLMC 0.353 0.359 0.006 0.253 0.482
SOC -> MORAL 0.231 0.243 0.012 0.138 0.395
SOC -> PRAG 0.162 0.173 0.012 0.092 0.301
SOC -> REG 0.282 0.290 0.008 0.159 0.458
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APPENDIX D. (2) PLS CALCULATIONS - LEGITIMACY 
 
Table 1: Outer loadings after removal of indicators 
 

 
 
 
Table 2: Fornell-Larcker matrix  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Indicators COG ENV GLMC MORAL PRAG REG SOC
cog_1 0.835
cog_2 0.798
cog_3 0.867
cog_4 0.754
cog_5 0.843
cog_6 0.787
env_1 0.942
env_2 0.882
env_3 0.942
env_4 0.943
glmc_1 0.934
glmc_3 0.794
glmc_4 0.918
moral_2 0.853
moral_3 0.900
moral_4 0.766
moral_5 0.815
prag_1 0.751
prag_2 0.936
prag_3 0.896
prag_4 0.948
reg_1 0.732
reg_2 0.851
reg_3 0.907
reg_4 0.885
soc_1 0.867
soc_3 0.881
soc_4 0.897

Constructs COG ENV GLMC MORAL PRAG REG SOC
COG 0.815
ENV 0.294 0.928
GLMC 0.464 0.599 0.884
MORAL 0.404 0.632 0.821 0.835
PRAG 0.328 0.695 0.680 0.657 0.886
REG 0.394 0.169 0.373 0.282 0.216 0.847
SOC 0.423 0.149 0.225 0.161 0.137 0.247 0.882
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Table 3: HTMT confidence intervals 
 

 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Variables Original Sample Sample Mean Bias 2.5% 97.5%
ENV -> COG 0.287 0.287 0.000 0.196 0.376
GLMC -> COG 0.480 0.477 -0.003 0.365 0.574
GLMC -> ENV 0.652 0.653 0.001 0.545 0.754
MORAL -> COG 0.404 0.405 0.002 0.296 0.508
MORAL -> ENV 0.690 0.693 0.003 0.608 0.789
MORAL -> GLMC 0.934 0.935 0.001 0.875 0.997
PRAG -> COG 0.315 0.324 0.009 0.259 0.426
PRAG -> ENV 0.745 0.747 0.003 0.634 0.858
PRAG -> GLMC 0.755 0.755 -0.000 0.660 0.845
PRAG -> MORAL 0.720 0.723 0.002 0.642 0.810
REG -> COG 0.453 0.451 -0.002 0.285 0.572
REG -> ENV 0.181 0.186 0.004 0.075 0.312
REG -> GLMC 0.439 0.441 0.003 0.351 0.556
REG -> MORAL 0.329 0.334 0.005 0.223 0.460
REG -> PRAG 0.230 0.235 0.005 0.141 0.343
SOC -> COG 0.487 0.487 -0.000 0.360 0.609
SOC -> ENV 0.163 0.161 -0.002 0.058 0.257
SOC -> GLMC 0.261 0.259 -0.003 0.133 0.381
SOC -> MORAL 0.190 0.196 0.006 0.087 0.324
SOC -> PRAG 0.151 0.159 0.008 0.073 0.293
SOC -> REG 0.298 0.303 0.005 0.176 0.457
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APPENDIX E. (3) PLS CALCULATIONS - LEGITIMACY 
 
Table 1: Outer loadings 
 

 
 
 
Table 2: HTMT confidence intervals 
 

 
 

Indicators COG ENV GLMC/
MORAL PRAG REG SOC

cog_1 0.835
cog_2 0.798
cog_3 0.867
cog_4 0.754
cog_5 0.843
cog_6 0.787
env_1 0.942
env_2 0.882
env_3 0.942
env_4 0.943
glmc_1 0.905
glmc_3 0.716
glmc_4 0.878
moral_2 0.857
moral_3 0.852
moral_4 0.717
moral_5 0.760
prag_1 0.751
prag_2 0.936
prag_3 0.896
prag_4 0.948
reg_1 0.732
reg_2 0.851
reg_3 0.907
reg_4 0.885
soc_1 0.867
soc_3 0.881
soc_4 0.897

Constructs Original Sample Sample Mean Bias 2.5% 97.5%
ENV -> COG 0.287 0.285 -0.002 0.184 0.370
GLMC/MORAL -> COG 0.446 0.442 -0.004 0.327 0.524
GLMC/MORAL -> ENV 0.686 0.688 0.002 0.597 0.774
PRAG -> COG 0.315 0.318 0.004 0.235 0.410
PRAG -> ENV 0.745 0.745 0.001 0.628 0.850
PRAG -> GLMC/MORAL 0.750 0.752 0.002 0.671 0.841
REG -> COG 0.453 0.452 -0.001 0.324 0.573
REG -> ENV 0.181 0.180 -0.001 0.065 0.302
REG -> GLMC/MORAL 0.385 0.379 -0.006 0.247 0.477
REG -> PRAG 0.230 0.227 -0.003 0.120 0.333
SOC -> COG 0.487 0.487 0.000 0.359 0.602
SOC -> ENV 0.163 0.161 -0.002 0.056 0.256
SOC -> GLMC/MORAL 0.226 0.225 -0.001 0.112 0.335
SOC -> PRAG 0.151 0.157 0.007 0.065 0.271
SOC -> REG 0.298 0.297 -0.001 0.154 0.434
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APPENDIX F. PLS CALCULATIONS - ENDOGENOUS VARIABLES 
 

Table 1: Outer loadings – run no. 2 

 
 

 

Table 2: HTMT ratios – run no. 2 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Indicators BC WOM WTB
bc_1 0.985
bc_2 0.985
wom_1 0.952
wom_2 0.961
wom_3 0.878
wtb_1 0.912
wtb_2 0.882
wtb_3 0.869
wtb_5 0.911

0 BC COG ENV GLMC/
MORAL PRAG REG SOC WOM WTB

COG 0.322
ENV 0.635 0.287
GLMC/MORAL 0.736 0.446 0.686
PRAG 0.709 0.315 0.745 0.750
REG 0.301 0.453 0.181 0.385 0.230
SOC 0.112 0.487 0.163 0.226 0.151 0.298
WOM 0.763 0.359 0.733 0.807 0.740 0.308 0.210
WTB 0.828 0.464 0.661 0.771 0.731 0.282 0.232 0.845
WTP 0.277 0.086 0.197 0.246 0.243 0.096 0.116 0.302 0.317
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APPENDIX G. STRUCTURAL MODEL RESULTS 
 
 
Table 1: Confidence intervals 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Original Sample Sample Mean 2.5% 97.5%
COG -> BC -0.030 -0.031 -0.131 0.066
COG -> WOM 0.007 0.010 -0.058 0.077
COG -> WTB 0.165 0.164 0.066 0.270
COG -> WTP 0.105 0.104 -0.053 0.252
ENV -> BC -0.160 -0.152 -0.301 0.014
ENV -> WOM 0.274 0.260 0.117 0.403
ENV -> WTB 0.159 0.153 0.013 0.275
ENV -> WTP -0.010 -0.010 -0.108 0.093
GLMC/MORAL -> BC -0.392 -0.391 -0.525 -0.244
GLMC/MORAL -> WOM 0.428 0.430 0.272 0.585
GLMC/MORAL -> WTB 0.376 0.375 0.232 0.511
GLMC/MORAL -> WTP -0.178 -0.170 -0.329 0.008
PRAG -> BC -0.266 -0.277 -0.446 -0.144
PRAG -> WOM 0.178 0.187 0.070 0.329
PRAG -> WTB 0.244 0.251 0.122 0.390
PRAG -> WTP -0.116 -0.120 -0.245 -0.012
REG -> BC -0.069 -0.067 -0.153 0.014
REG -> WOM 0.044 0.042 -0.023 0.109
REG -> WTB -0.018 -0.015 -0.092 0.067
REG -> WTP -0.025 -0.025 -0.185 0.131
SK -> COG -0.204 -0.206 -0.320 -0.096
SK -> ENV -0.362 -0.368 -0.530 -0.223
SK -> GLMC/MORAL -0.374 -0.378 -0.510 -0.256
SK -> PRAG -0.298 -0.304 -0.455 -0.180
SK -> REG -0.115 -0.118 -0.237 0.002
SK -> SOC 0.089 0.085 -0.067 0.217
SOC -> BC 0.062 0.058 -0.050 0.184
SOC -> WOM 0.026 0.025 -0.047 0.094
SOC -> WTB 0.015 0.017 -0.056 0.087
SOC -> WTP -0.097 -0.098 -0.237 0.041
ST-A -> COG 0.016 0.018 -0.090 0.117
ST-A -> ENV -0.109 -0.107 -0.283 0.061
ST-A -> GLMC/MORAL -0.073 -0.074 -0.204 0.043
ST-A -> PRAG -0.095 -0.100 -0.244 0.027
ST-A -> REG -0.047 -0.041 -0.163 0.088
ST-A -> SOC -0.012 -0.009 -0.129 0.110
ST-B -> COG -0.269 -0.270 -0.395 -0.141
ST-B -> ENV -0.184 -0.179 -0.313 -0.048
ST-B -> GLMC/MORAL -0.308 -0.304 -0.432 -0.170
ST-B -> PRAG -0.277 -0.268 -0.395 -0.126
ST-B -> REG -0.175 -0.180 -0.303 -0.050
ST-B -> SOC -0.269 -0.274 -0.421 -0.147
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Table 2: HTMT ratios  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Constructs BC COG ENV GLMC/MORAL PRAG REG SK SOC ST-A ST-B WOM WTB
COG 0.322
ENV 0.635 0.287
GLMC/MORAL 0.736 0.446 0.686
PRAG 0.709 0.315 0.745 0.750
REG 0.301 0.453 0.181 0.385 0.230
SK 0.467 0.305 0.504 0.560 0.483 0.219
SOC 0.112 0.487 0.163 0.226 0.151 0.298 0.115
ST-A 0.264 0.174 0.315 0.348 0.337 0.173 0.300 0.131
ST-B 0.502 0.388 0.437 0.570 0.511 0.280 0.510 0.280 0.529
WOM 0.763 0.359 0.733 0.807 0.740 0.308 0.506 0.210 0.316 0.529
WTB 0.828 0.464 0.661 0.771 0.731 0.282 0.591 0.232 0.300 0.632 0.845
WTP 0.277 0.086 0.197 0.246 0.243 0.096 0.296 0.116 0.152 0.278 0.302 0.317


