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Abstract: Minimalism is a promising approach that supports consumers’ shift towards sustainable be-
haviors, with the perks of increasing emotional well-being. To understand which socio-psychological
factors and intrinsic values determine the adoption of a minimalist lifestyle, we employ an extended
framework of the theory of planned behavior to investigate the drivers behind the adoption intention.
We test, through a partial least squares path modelling analysis, a structural model that depicts:
(i) the influences of value orientations (altruistic, bioshperic, and egoistic) on attitudes; and (ii) the
influence of attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control on intention. The results
indicate positive effects for all examined relationships, with effect sizes highlighting that attitudes and
altruistic values should be prioritized in practical interventions that support a sustainable behavior.
Surprisingly, we find a positive effect also for egoistic values, suggestive of the need for future
cross-cultural research on minimalism and sustainability in Central and Eastern Europe.
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1. Introduction

Concerns on the effects of overconsumption have gradually progressed from criticizing
consumerism [1] towards incorporating the detrimental impact on the environment of high
consumption in food, energy, and transport [2]. Correspondingly, the growing public
awareness on the importance of sustainable and ecologically friendly lifestyles has led
to a variety of approaches among which minimalism has become increasingly popular.
A minimalist lifestyle illustrates the “less is more” principle by focusing on “reducing
consumption and lessening, limiting and maintaining the number of possessions owned to
a bare minimum” [3]. The origins of the minimalist phenomenon are traced in Asia, but
its pervasiveness became global after the 2008 financial crisis, with significant appeal in
Western societies (US, Europe) as a new mode of consumption [4] or a low-consumption
lifestyle [5]. Empirical research examining what determines people to embrace minimalism
provides a multi-level view [6]. Individually, minimalism is linked to self-development [7,8]
and personal growth [9], given its postulated health and emotional benefits [10,11]. Socially,
minimalism is placed in the realm of sustainable behaviors [12] and broader movements
such as degrowth [13,14], anti-consumption [15], sufficiency in consumption [16], and
pro-environmental initiatives [17].

The current period marked by the COVID-19 pandemic has induced more reflection
on the value and meaning of our consumption habits. While the initial waves of consumer
stockpiling [18] and panic buying [19] were linked to an increased consumption, the subse-
quent changes in consumer behavior were more structural [20] and inclusive of long-term
financial fears [21]. Such fears may amplify the drivers of minimalism, emphasizing the
importance of allocating resources judiciously, also due to potential economic constraints,
thus, of reducing consumption [22].
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This study seeks to explore the determinants of a minimalist lifestyle by employing
an extended version of the theory of planned behavior (TPB) that accounts for the role of
biospheric, egoistic and altruism values in shaping pro-minimalism attitudes. Similar to
the evidence outlining the case of pro-environmental behaviors [23–25], we believe that
a framework combining the rational consideration of TPB with personal values and self-
identity provides a more accurate and robust model [26,27]. Adding to the paucity of the
research on minimalism it is noteworthy to mention that there are yet no studies examining
how a minimalist lifestyle is perceived in former communist societies where one could
argue that forced minimalism was already in place due to the persistent product scarcity
on the official markets. The present research is a first attempt to examine minimalism in
such a context, by considering the case of Romania. The intricate transition process to a
market economy, started after the fall of communism in 1989, generated many lingering
socio-economic transformations [28], including consumerist tendencies [29,30] and low
levels of financial well-being [31], both being (opposing) factors linked to the emergence
of minimalism. While in definitions nowadays there is a clear voluntary dimension of
minimalism, a salient experience of past deprivation at a collective level may generate
resistance towards such a behavior, as has been examined in the case of collaborative
consumption (e.g., aversion towards collective ownership, [32]).

We contribute to the recent stream of research on minimalism in consumption, in
the need for more empirical evidence on the determinants of minimalism in non-Western
societies. We provide proof for the relevance of TPB as an explanatory framework, enhanced
with the influence of biospheric, egoistic and altruistic values. Not last, the PLS-PM analysis
offers extensive insights on the predictive value of the determinants, suggesting better
focused interventions.

2. Literature Review

The theory of planned behavior (TPB) is one of the most lucrative and empirically
informative models used to understand consumer behaviors [33]. According to TPB,
behaviors are dependent on intentions and, in turn, the intention is predicted by the beliefs
about the behavior (attitudes), about the expectations of others (subjective norms) and
about the extent to which one can influence that behavior (perceived behavioral control).
TPB, in standard form or with various extensions, has been used to explain intentions to
purchase green products [34,35] and green services [36], to engage in pro-environmental
behaviors (e.g., recycling, [37]; energy saving, [38]; waste reduction, [39]), sustainable
consumption [40,41] and collaborative consumption [42,43]. Therefore, it seems a natural
outlet to further be employed to explain intentions to adopt a minimalist lifestyle.

The attitude towards minimalism (ATT), thus, the favorable or unfavorable evaluation
of minimalism, is shaped by the role played by consumption and possession in one’s
life. If needs such as autonomy and competence are mainly satisfied through material
consumption, minimalism will probably not be perceived favorably [5], at least not from
an emotional point of view [44]. In a similar vein, the cognitive dimension of attitudes,
determined in this case by the information available about the consequences associated
with minimalism, has an equally relevant role in predicting behavioral intention. Thus, we
propose that:

H1. Attitude towards minimalism positively influences the intention to adopt a minimalist lifestyle.

Subjective norms (SN) account for the influence of others, most often described as
a degree of perceived social pressure [33]. The symbolic nature of consumption and its
signaling function (e.g., conspicuous consumption or status-seeking consumption, [45])
transfers also to low-consumption or anti-consumption behaviors, with evidence that there
is perceived social value in environmentally friendly behaviors [46]. In this spirit, we posit
the same for minimalist consumption and we propose that:

H2. Subjective norms positively influence the intention to adopt a minimalist lifestyle.
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Perceived behavioral control (PBC) stems from the beliefs related to the ease or the
difficulty associated with a certain behavior [33]. Considering the influence of PBC on
the adoption of a minimalist lifestyle, we can conceptualize such control beliefs about
finding consumption alternatives (accounting for prices and availability) or experimenting
with reduced consumption schemes (e.g., willingness towards recycling, [47]; composting
and decluttering, [48]; self-sufficiency and ecological transportation, [49]) in relation to
consumer inconvenience [50]. Therefore, we propose that:

H3. Perceived behavioral control positively influences the intention to adopt a minimalist lifestyle.

The following set of hypotheses aims to further improve the explanatory value of
TPB by postulating the indirect influence of values in adopting a minimalist lifestyle,
namely their influence in the process of attitude construction. Derived from the value-basis
theory [51] and defined as indirect drivers of people’s decisions and modes of conduct [52],
there are three categories of values considered relevant: biospheric values, altruistic values,
and egoistic values [53].

Biospheric values reflect the degree of preoccupation for the state of the environment
and the well-being of other species [43], to the extent of building upon a moral obligation
sense to behave pro-environmentally [51]. Empirical evidence confirms the positive as-
sociation between biospheric values and pro-environmental preferences and behaviors
(e.g., green consumerism, [54]; purchases of renewable energy, [55]), with the emphasis
that this class of values is the most effective determinant among the three categories [56].
As minimalism assumes a simplification of consumption routines and material posses-
sions, thus, a reduced environmental footprint, it is reasonable to assume that stronger
biospheric values will lead to a positive attitude on minimalism, so that attitudes mediate
their influence on behavioral intention.

H4a. Biospheric values have a positive influence on the attitude towards minimalism.

H5a. Attitude mediates the relation between biospheric values and the intention to adopt a minimal-
ist lifestyle.

Material wealth, success and authority are considered the main egoistic values, an
orientation that leads to self-enhancement. What makes them distinct is that “satisfying
egoistic needs is a common interest of all consumers” [57]. There are positive associations
between egoistic values and materialism [56], respectively, and negative ones with sustain-
able consumption [58]. Nonetheless, there also findings that illustrate how reputational
concerns may lead to the reverse so that egoistic values could increase engagement with
sustainable behaviors (e.g., organic consumption, [59]). We align to the more traditional
perspective, and we infer that:

H4b. Egoistic values have a negative influence on the attitude towards minimalism.

H5b. Attitude mediates the relation between egoistic values and the intention to adopt a
minimalist lifestyle.

Altruistic values are linked to concerns about the well-being of other humans. This
fits to a large extent to the spirituality dimension explored in minimalism, this lifestyle
being oriented towards human well-being and ethical consideration [7]. Altruism was
linked to sustainable behaviors [60], pro-environmental actions [61], engagement in circular
economy and green buying [62]. Thus, we propose that:

H4c. Altruistic values have a positive influence on the attitude towards minimalism.

H5c. Attitude mediates the relation between altruistic values and the intention to adopt a
minimalist lifestyle.

Figure 1 depicts the conceptual model, showing how the variables related with each
other as described by our research hypotheses.
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Figure 1. The research model.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Data

The data collection procedure consisted of an online, self-administered question-
naire. To gather the data, we used a combination of convenience sampling and snowball
technique [63]. The questionnaire was distributed through various social media platforms,
and each respondent was kindly invited to pass the questionnaire on to its own personal
network. Before completing the questionnaire, we notified the participants that their
responses are anonymous and used only for research purposes. By completing the ques-
tionnaire, respondents provided consent to be part of the study. The minimum sample size
recommended by WarpPLS 7.0 software was 410, if calculated using the inverse square root
method, and 390 if estimated using the gamma-exponential method. We used a significance
level of 0.05 and a power level of 0.990.

3.2. Measurement

Our conceptual model considered six predictors of the intention to adopt a minimal-
ist lifestyle, of which attitudes toward minimalism are modelled as mediators. Details
about the measurement items and their corresponding latent constructs are provided in
Appendix A. All items were measured on a Likert seven-point responses scale.

To quantify the intention to adopt a minimalist lifestyle, ATT towards minimalism, SN,
and PBC, we used the standard form of the theory of planned behavior [33,64]. For PBC,
we dropped the second item of the scale “For me to adopt minimalism in consumption
within the next month would be . . . 1 = impossible/7 = possible”, because of low loading.

To measure biospheric, altruistic, and egoistic values, we used the value inventory proposed
by [65], a reliable scale that performed well in relation with other constructs [43,66–68].
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3.3. Method

We use a partial least squares–path modelling (PLS-PM) analysis [69] to estimate the
relationships involved in our research model. The PLS-PM analysis aims to maximize the
variance of the behavioral intention to adopt a minimalist lifestyle, as explained by the TPB
predictors and the determinants of the attitudes, as presented in Figure 1. The PLS-PM is
an exploratory type of research that provides ground to inform practical interventions [70].
The method was broadly adopted not only because it does not impose any distributional
assumptions on the data [71], but also because it is capable to estimate complex models
based on what it is often referred to as “relatively small” sample sizes (see for instance [72]).

Section 4 reports the two parts of the PLS–SEM model: the measurement model, also
known as the outer model, assessing the relationships of the measurement items with their
corresponding latent constructs, and an inner (or structural) model that estimates the actual
relationships among the latent variables involved in the model. We conducted our analysis
using the WarpPLS 7.0 software.

4. Results

Our sample comprises 741 respondents (76.11% females and 23.89% males) with
an average age of 23.36 years (median = 20.00, sd = 7.73). Most respondents are aged
18–25 years (82.05%), with 25.78% of the respondents reporting an income level lower than
500 RON, while 22.27% stated an income level higher than 3000 RON. A proportion of
74.77% respondents declared high school as being their terminal degree. This aspect is
related to the average age of the respondents. The complete sample description is available
in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics.

Study Participants Total
N = 741 (100%)

Gender

Male Female

177 (23.89%) 564 (76.11%)

Age

18–25 146 (19.70%) 462 (62.35%) 608 (82.05%)

26–35 49 (6.61%) 11 (1.48%) 60 (8.09%)

36–45 12 (1.62%) 36 (4.86%) 48 (6.48%)

46–55 5 (0.67%) 16 (2.16%) 21 (2.83%)

56–65 3 (0.40%) 1 (0.14%) 4 (0.54%)

Income

Under 500 RON 45 (6.07%) 146 (19.71%) 191 (25.78%)

500–999 RON 26 (3.50%) 93 (12.56%) 119 (16.06%)

1000–1499 RON 16 (2.16%) 58 (7.83%) 74 (9.99%)

1500–1999 RON 13 (1.75%) 53 (7.15%) 66 (8.90%)

2000–2499 RON 19 (2.56%) 59 (7.96%) 78 (10.52%)

2500–2999 RON 10 (1.35%) 38 (5.13%) 48 (6.48%)

Above 3000 RON 48 (6.48%) 117 (15.79%) 165 (22.27%)

Education

High school 134 (18.08%) 420 (56.69%) 554 (74.77%)

Bachelor’s degree 34 (4.59%) 99 (13.36%) 133 (17.95%)

Master’s degree 6 (0.80%) 27 (3.65%) 33 (4.45%)

Doctoral degree 3 (0.40%) 18 (2.43%) 21 (2.83%)
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4.1. The Measurement (Outer) Model

Table 2 summarizes information about the reliability of the measurement for each latent
construct. The composite reliability values are high, above the recommended threshold
of 0.70 [73], ranging between a minimum of 0.828 for egoistic values and a maximum of
0.963 for the intention to adopt a minimalist lifestyle. The Cronbach’s alpha values are also
higher than 0.70, showing good internal consistency [74] with one exception: the egoistic
values have a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.686. Although below the threshold, this value is only
slightly lower than the recommendations and still above 0.5, the accepted threshold in
exploratory studies. Moreover, the composite reliability index of the egoistic values exceeds
the recommended threshold of 0.7 and confirms that this latent construct is reliable. The
last column of Table 2 shows that the average variance extracted (AVE) for each composite
variable is higher than the recommended threshold of 0.50 [75]. For all these reasons, the
reliability of measurement is confirmed.

Table 2. The reliability of measurement.

Variable Composite Reliability Cronbach’s Alpha Average Variance Extracted (AVE)

Intention to adopt a minimalist lifestyle (INT) 0.963 0.943 0.897

Attitudes (ATT) 0.956 0.944 0.783

Subjective norms (SN) 0.948 0.926 0.819

Perceived Behavioral control (PBC) 0.883 0.735 0.790

Biospheric values (BIO) 0.944 0.911 0.849

Egoistic values (EGO) 0.828 0.686 0.618

Altruistic values (ALT) 0.872 0.804 0.630

The combined loadings and cross-loadings of all measured items involved in the
reflective measurement of the latent constructs are included in Table 3.

Table 3. Combined loadings and cross-loadings.

INT ATT SN PBC BIO EGO AVO

INT1 0.940 −0.009 −0.030 −0.004 0.028 0.017 −0.029

INT2 0.947 −0.053 0.066 −0.024 −0.021 0.010 −0.019

INT3 0.954 0.061 −0.036 0.027 −0.007 −0.026 0.048

ATT1 0.019 0.895 −0.130 −0.012 0.019 −0.034 −0.013

ATT2 −0.041 0.908 −0.110 0.017 0.048 −0.054 0.032

ATT3 0.051 0.913 −0.043 −0.007 0.028 −0.010 −0.025

ATT4 0.022 0.884 0.047 −0.049 −0.030 0.042 0.033

ATT5 −0.050 0.839 0.144 0.018 −0.036 0.060 −0.064

ATT6 −0.005 0.868 0.107 0.033 −0.034 0.002 0.035

SN1 −0.030 0.005 0.892 −0.039 0.042 0.067 −0.042

SN2 0.001 0.074 0.912 0.014 −0.034 −0.023 0.034

SN3 −0.043 −0.046 0.930 0.022 0.021 −0.009 −0.020

SN4 0.075 −0.033 0.885 0.002 −0.029 −0.035 0.028

PBC1 0.026 0.019 0.075 0.889 0.024 −0.080 0.043

PBC3 −0.026 −0.019 −0.075 0.889 −0.024 0.080 −0.043

BVO1 −0.000 0.004 0.042 0.011 0.906 −0.005 0.050

BVO2 0.005 0.005 −0.023 −0.007 0.935 −0.030 0.005
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Table 3. Cont.

INT ATT SN PBC BIO EGO AVO

BVO3 −0.005 −0.009 −0.018 −0.004 0.922 0.036 −0.054

EVO1 −0.101 0.066 −0.144 0.084 0.276 0.701 0.144

EVO2 0.038 −0.008 −0.044 −0.050 −0.049 0.876 0.013

EVO3 0.049 −0.051 0.181 −0.019 −0.196 0.771 −0.145

AVO1 0.046 −0.111 0.040 −0.022 −0.092 −0.159 0.827

AVO2 0.018 −0.050 0.136 0.012 −0.151 −0.026 0.807

AVO3 −0.014 0.165 −0.082 0.035 −0.050 0.117 0.763

AVO4 −0.054 0.008 −0.103 −0.024 0.304 0.081 0.777

After dropping PBC2 for not relating well with its corresponding latent construct,
the loadings of the remaining measurement variables range from a lower value of 0.701
to an upper value of 0.954. All values are above the required theoretical threshold of
0.7. In addition, all off-diagonal values are lower than the diagonal value for each block
of measurement items. Similarly, all block diagonal values corresponding to each latent
construct, are higher in all cases than the corresponding off-diagonal values, as presented
in Table 4.

Table 4. Correlations among latent constructs with square roots of AVE.

INT ATT SN PBC BIO EGO AVO

INT 0.947 0.745 0.573 0.567 0.312 0.097 0.383

ATT 0.745 0.885 0.486 0.618 0.418 0.139 0.481

SN 0.573 0.486 0.905 0.443 0.197 0.234 0.220

PBC 0.567 0.618 0.443 0.889 0.376 0.176 0.407

BIO 0.312 0.418 0.197 0.376 0.921 0.393 0.644

EGO 0.097 0.139 0.234 0.176 0.393 0.786 0.334

AVO 0.383 0.481 0.220 0.407 0.644 0.334 0.794

In addition, none of the off-diagonal correlations in Table 4 exceeds the recommended
value of 0.8, which is in line with the theoretical recommendations [76]. Therefore, both
convergent and discriminant validity hold.

4.2. The Inner Model

Table 5 presents the estimated coefficients of the research model along with the corre-
sponding effect sizes. The amount of variance explained (R2) for the behavioral intention
to adopt a minimalist lifestyle is 65.4%, with an adjusted R2 of 65.1%, and for the attitudes
towards minimalism is 29.9% with an adjusted value of 29.6%. All VIF values are lower
than 2.815, and the average block VIF (AVIF) is 1.588, which is below the minimum recom-
mended threshold of 3.3. The Tenehaus goodness-of-fit index is 0.617, ranked as a large
value. No bivariate causality direction was found, and the model does not suffer from
either Simpson’s paradox or statistical suppression.

4.2.1. The TPB Dimensions

Attitudes towards minimalism are positively related to the intention to adopt a min-
imalist lifestyle (β = 0.536, p < 0.001), which confirms H1. Subjective norms are also
positively related with the intention to adopt minimalism (β = 0.265, p < 0.001), and so
is perceived behavioral control (β = 0.106, p = 0.002). Thus, H2 and H3 are accepted.
Among the three TPB predictors, attitudes have the highest effect size (0.401) being the
predictor with the stronger influence on intention. Subjective norms follow, with an effect
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size of 0.153. The weakest predictor is PBC with an effect size of only 0.061. Considering
that effect sizes above 0.02 are suitable for practical interventions [77], the conclusion is
that all three TPB dimensions can be approached to inform policies. Table 6 summarizes
this information.

Table 5. Path coefficients, with p-values in parentheses.

Estimated Coefficients Direct Effects Indirect Effects
via Mediator Total Effects

Model Attitudes Intention Intention Intention

Attitudes - 0.536 ***
(p < 0.001) - 0.536 ***

(p < 0.001)

Subjective norms - 0.265 ***
(p < 0.001) - 0.265 ***

(p < 0.001)

Perceived Behavioral Control - 0.106 **
(p = 0.002) - 0.106 **

(p = 0.002)

Biospheric values 0.212 ***
(p < 0.001)

0.018
(p = 0.311)

0.114 ***
(p < 0.001)

0.132 ***
(p < 0.001)

Egoistic values 0.065 *
(p = 0.038)

0.069 *
(p = 0.029)

0.035 *
(p = 0.026)

0.104 **
(p = 0.002)

Altruistic values 0.393 ***
(p < 0.001)

0.056
(p = 0.064)

0.211 ***
(p < 0.001)

0.267 ***
(p < 0.001)

Age - 0.008
(p = 0.418) - 0.008

(p = 0.418)

R2/Adjusted R2 29.9%/29.6% 65.4%/65.1% - -

Tenehaus GoF 0.617 (large)

*** p-value < 0.001; ** p-value < 0.01; * p-value < 0.05.

Table 6. Effect sizes for direct, indirect, and total effects.

Estimated Coefficients Direct Effects Indirect Effects
via Mediator Total Effects

Model Attitudes Intention Intention Intention

Attitudes - 0.401 - 0.401

Subjective norms - 0.153 - 0.153

Perceived Behavioral Control - 0.061 - 0.061

Biospheric values 0.092 0.006 0.037 0.043

Egoistic values 0.009 0.008 0.004 0.012

Altruistic values 0.198 0.023 0.088 0.111

Age - 0.001 - 0.001

4.2.2. The Control Variables

Age is not statistically significant (β = 0.008, p = 0.418). For the rest of the control
variables measured as categories, we employed multigroup analysis to explore whether
the model behaves differently across categories. We illustrate the absolute path differences
between the estimated coefficients for models fitted within gender categories (Table 7), and
for education (Table 8).
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Table 7. Differences in path coefficients by gender (females versus males).

Estimated Coefficients Direct Effects

Model Attitudes Intention

Attitudes - −0.133 *
(p = 0.043)

Subjective norms - 0.045
(p = 0.294)

Perceived Behavioral control - 0.075
(p = 190)

Biospheric values −0.143 *
(p = 0.040)

−0.084
(p = 0.160)

Egoistic values 0.049
(p = 0.284)

0.006
(p = 0.473)

Altruistic values −0.155 *
(p = 0.029)

−0.132
(p = 0.058)

Age - −0.016
(p = 0.427)

*** p-value < 0.001; ** p-value < 0.01; * p-value < 0.05.

Table 8. Differences for path coefficients by education (middle education versus higher education).

Estimated Coefficients Direct Effects

Model Attitudes Intention

Attitudes - 0.175 *
(p = 0.013)

Subjective norms - −0.047
(p = 0.278)

Perceived Behavioral control - −0.152 *
(p = 0.031)

Biospheric values 0.007
(p = 0.465)

−0.062
(p = 0.226)

Egoistic values 0.037
(p = 0.329)

0.055
(p = 255)

Altruistic values −0.026
(p = 0.309)

0.040
(p = 0.317)

Age - 0.042
(p = 0.309)

*** p-value < 0.001; ** p-value < 0.01; * p-value < 0.05.

Gender differences are reported as coefficients of the research model estimated for the
females’ category minus the corresponding coefficients estimated for the same conceptual
model applied to males’ categories. The estimated coefficient for attitudes is lower for
women than for men (difference = −0.133, p = 0043). The same applies to biospheric
(difference = −0.143, p = 0.040) and altruistic (difference = −0.155, p = 0.029) values in
predicting attitudes.

As for education, we find that the only difference between those with lower levels
of education and those with higher education stems for the contribution of attitude into
intention: for those with middle education attitude contributes more to the intention to
adopt a minimalist lifestyle than in the case of those with higher education.

4.2.3. The Mediation Effects

Table 5 also shows that all three types of values are statistically significant in predicting
the attitudes towards minimalism. Biospheric values (β = 0.212, p < 0.001) and altruistic
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values (β = 0.393, p < 0.001) are highly significant, with effect sizes indicating that both are
suitable for interventions. Altruistic values rank first with an effect size of 0.198, followed
by biospheric values (effect size = 0.092). Egoistic values, although statistically significant
(β = 0.065, p = 0.038), has a very low effect size, of only 0.009, and therefore do not appear
as policy relevant. In addition, egoistic values hold an unexpected positive sign that
contradicts the corresponding hypothesis. As such, H4a and H4c are supported while H4b
are rejected.

The indirect effects via the mediators are, all three, statistically significant. With
positive indirect effects, attitude towards minimalism mediates the relationship between
biospheric values and the intention to adopt a minimalist lifestyle (β = 0.114, p < 0.001),
egoistic values and intention (β = 0.536, p < 0.001), as well as between altruistic values
and intention (β = 0.035, p = 0.026). This confirms H5a, b and c. Considering that after
controlling for the mediator, the direct effect of each of the three types of values on the
intention remains statistically significant, we admit that attitude is a partial mediator.

5. Discussion

The objective of this paper was to understand which socio-psychological factors and
intrinsic values determine the adoption of a minimalist lifestyle, a promising approach
for increasing well-being, but rather challenging to implement [78]. Our structural model
built upon a comprehensive TPB explains a large amount of variance, namely 65.4%, in the
behavioral intention to adopt minimalism. We emphasize the applicability of TPB in this
context (with all the traditional variable having a significant influence) and we highlight
the positive role of altruistic, biospheric and egoistic values, pointing to the importance of
integrating the value–belief–norm framework [79].

5.1. Theoretical Implication

Illustrating the relevance of the TPB framework for gaining a better grasp on the
minimalism phenomena is a significant theoretical contribution because it provides a solid
basis for more comparative research and other types of extensions. The acknowledged
significance obtained for each core determinant of the TPB positions minimalism in line with
more investigated sustainable behaviors, sensitive to the same type of influences. The role
of attitude remains central as intensity, followed by subjective norms and PBC. Considering
the relative novelty of the preoccupation for minimalism, and the many overlapping
concepts around it, we can assume that norms and beliefs about minimalism are not yet well
established. The social distancing perpetuated through the COVID-19 pandemic may have
blocked the manifestation of social pressure, while it may have increased the PBC for certain
consumption choices. Indeed, the positive effect of PBC, albeit weak, may indicate that, by
contrast to accounts portraying low chances of escaping the consumerist culture [80], there
is enough consumer agency and free will for individuals to adopt minimalism.

The study further advances the existing body of theory by accounting for the indirect
relationship between values and intention, through the mediating effect of attitude. The
positive influence of consumers’ biospheric values on their attitudes towards minimalism
is consistent with the established relationship between such values and attitudes towards
environmental protection (Nguyen et al., 2016) and pro-sustainable behaviors [25].

Egoistic values also have a positive effect, contrary to what we have postulated. We
interpret this finding considering that minimalism can be easily seen as a fashionable
philosophy [81], with strong signaling appeal of one’s interest for others and for the en-
vironment, while in fact it serves reputational purposes only (similar to the relationship
between green narcissists and pro-environmental behaviors, [82]. This result provides evi-
dence that minimalism in Romania is perceived to a significant degree as an individualized
phenomenon [12], in line with the established relationship between materialism, and thus
egoistic values, and self-enhancement values: “a person with a self-enhancement value
orientation would be aware of and focus on those situations or objects that pose threats
to his or her valued objects like wealth, power, and authority” [83]. In other words, indi-
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viduals with egoistic values may adopt a minimalist lifestyle because they are concerned
that environmental degradation will affect their daily life (e.g., health and well-being at a
personal level) [84,85].

For example, the decision to live car-free by choice is partially motivated by the desire
to embrace a minimalist lifestyle, a reasoning associated in the study more with personal
interest than with collectivist concerns [86]. Likewise, other studies point out a salient
economic dimension as a predictor of frugal behaviors [87]. Activating altruistic values
also generates important shifts in the attitude towards minimalism and the associated
intention, as it has been proved in relation to other socially and environmentally responsible
initiatives [88,89].

5.2. Practical Implications

The effect sizes point to attitude as the most important factor in shaping intention,
followed by subjective norms and PBC. The central role of attitude is a prominent result
in the literature on TPB applications, justifying the importance of understanding its role
as a mediator between values and intention, and making it a solid departing point for
interventions. To that purpose, among the three types of values identified as predictors of
the attitudes, the altruistic values have the highest effect size, and therefore rank first, with
an effect size of 0.198. According to our findings, the altruistic values hold an estimated
coefficient of 0.393, suggesting that as this type of value develops, so does the intention to
adopt a minimalist lifestyle. However, we find that the true relationship between the two
variables is not linear, as Figure 2 presents.
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Figure 2. The non-linear relationship between altruistic values and the intention to adopt a
minimalist lifestyle.

In fact, there is a range of altruistic values up to which the effect of an increase in this
variable will not result in any significant change of the intention. Practical interventions,
if attempted, should target higher levels of altruistic values in order to achieve a signif-
icant result. In a similar vein, the relation between the altruistic values and the attitude
towards minimalism is barely linear (see Figure 3). In fact, only if altruistic values exceed a
standardized value of −1.3, a clear relationship with attitudes is formed.
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Efforts should be made by educational and non-governmental organizations to en-
hance altruistic values among the younger generation by increasing awareness and knowl-
edge about the benefits of minimalism. Namely, minimalism deserves attention, not only
in relation to consumer behaviors, but also considering its effect on well-being. Extrapolat-
ing from research on voluntary simplicity, the increase in well-being could be explained
through a moderation of consumption desires [10] and a restructuration in one’s personal
goals and values (e.g., less materialism, more altruism and human relationship).

The non-linear findings suggest also that we should not ignore the variables with
small effect sizes, such as egoistic values. There is experimental evidence showing how
egoistic frames were effective in strengthening consumers’ motivation to curtail their
consumption [57]. The caveat here is that we should not necessarily expect behavior
changes based on this variable, but rather a potential shift in attitude.

The moderate effect encountered for subjective norms is encouraging for interventions
that may involve opinion leaders, especially in the digital environment and social media.
The focus should be on building favorable social pressure to stimulate lifestyles less focused
on consumption, with careful consideration on how the perception on these lifestyles can
be better associated with high status.

Marketing and corporate social responsibility experts may also employ such cam-
paigns to signal their companies’ commitment to biospheric and altruistic values, linked to
their products (e.g., maximal longevity of products, repairing and reusing products, [90])
and promotion actions (e.g., awareness-raising education, carbon-labels on products, [91]).
This is an important trend highlighting the opportunity for businesses to act as enablers of
sufficiency, beyond the business-as-usual rhetoric, both as a response to societal demand
on sustainability and as a company-internal statement adherence to ethical considera-
tions guiding their activity and their role on changing the meaning of consumption in
society [92,93].

6. Conclusions

This study shows that the intention to embrace a minimalist lifestyle is determined by
attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control. In turn, attitudes towards
minimalism act as a partial mediator between value orientations (biospheric, egoistic and
altruistic) and behavioral intention. With the long-term view of strengthening minimalism
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in consumption, our findings reveal that it is worth focusing on developing favorable
attitudes towards this approach through the promotion of values such as environmental
preservation, the well-being of other people, and personal well-being. Similarly, strategies
promoting minimalist consumption should consider the activation of subjective norms
combined with perceived behavioral control by creating a more supportive opinion on
low-consumption lifestyles and by improving information about consumption alternatives.

Our contribution is not without limitations. Since, to our knowledge, there is no
other academic research on the adoption of a minimalist lifestyle in Romania, our work
calls for further studies on nationally representative samples that may provide insights
into the correlation between minimalist consumption tendencies and life-cycle patterns.
Considering our online data collection, it is noteworthy to acknowledge that we probably
did not reach less technologically savvy individuals and it would be interesting to see the
role played by technology in minimalist consumption.

Furthermore, connecting different sustainable consumption practices, from traditional
second-hand buying [57] and sustainable food and clothing habits [94] to more recent
practices condoned within the sharing economy framework (e.g., online peer-to-peer
swapping, [95]; clothing libraries, [96]), to minimalist lifestyles would serve in better
defining the components of this rather new phenomenon. To that extent, experimental
designs and longitudinal studies should also be employed to increase the robustness of
findings in terms of antecedents and causal mechanisms.

Further studies can also make use of other psychological variables such as moral
values, personality, or mindset, respectively, of cultural traits, such as individualism and
collectivism, to account for more refined and precise directions of intervention.
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Appendix A. The Measurement Items

Latent Structure Observed Variables

Intention to adopt a minimalist lifestyle (INT) [33,64]
Appoints an individual conscious decision to adopt or not a

minimalist lifestyle; INT1–INT3;

Attitudes (ATT)
[33,64]

Reflect the positive and negative features of adopting a
minimalist lifestyle; ATT1–ATT6;

Subjective norms
(SN)

[33,64]

Refers to the perceived social pressure concerning the adoption
of a minimalist lifestyle; SN1–SN4;

Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC)
[33,64]

Refers to the perceived ease or difficulty to accede to a
minimalist lifestyle; PBC1, PBC3;

Biospheric values (BIO)
[43,65,66,68,97]

Concern about the environmental preservation and well-being
of other species; BVO1–BVO3;

Egoistic values (EGO)
[43,65,66,68]

Encompasses the tendency toward material wealth, desire for
success and authority; EGO1–EGO3;

Altruistic values (ALT)
[43,65,66,68]

Concern for the well-being of other individuals.
AVO1–AVO4;
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Dimensions Item Abbreviation Item

Intention

INT1 I intend to adopt minimalism in consumption within the next month.

INT2 I plan a minimalist consumption activity within the next month.

INT3 I will try minimalism in consumption within the next month.

For me minimalism in consumption within the next month would be . . .

Attitude

ATT1 1 = Harmful/7 = beneficial

ATT2 1 = Good/7 = bad

ATT3 1 = Worthless/7 = valuable

ATT4 1= Unpleasant/7 = pleasant

ATT5 1 = Dull/7 = exciting

ATT6 1 = Unenjoyable/7 = enjoyable

Social Norms

SN1
Most people who are important to me think that I . . .

1 = should not adhere to minimalism in consumption within the next month/
7 = should adhere to minimalism in consumption within the next month.

SN2
The people in my life whose opinion I value would . . .

1 = disapprove minimalism in consumption within the next month/
7 = approve minimalism in consumption within the next month

SN3 Most people who are important to me adopt minimalism in consumption.

SN4 Many people like me adhere to minimalism in consumption.

Perceived Behavioral
Control

PBC1
If I wanted to, I could adhere to minimalism in consumption within the

next month.
1 = definitely false/7 = true

dropped
For me adhere to minimalism in consumption within the next month

would be . . .
1 = impossible/7 = possible

PBC3
How much control do you have over minimalism in consumption within the

next month?
1 = not control/7 = full control

How important or unimportant is . . . as a guiding principle in your life
1 = unimportant/7 = very important

Altruistic Value
Orientation

AVO1 . . . equality/equal opportunity for all

AVO2 . . . helpful (working for the welfare of others)

AVO3 . . . social justice (correcting injustice, care for the weak)

AVO4 . . . a world at peace (free of war and conflict)

Biospheric Value
Orientation

BVO1 . . . unity with nature (fitting into nature)

BVO2 . . . protecting the environment (preserving nature)

BVO3 . . . respecting earth (harmony with other species)

Egoistic Value
Orientation

EVO1 . . . successful (achieving goals)

EVO2 . . . wealth (material possessions, money)

EVO3 . . . authority (the right to lead or command)
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