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Abstract

Michelin Green Star restaurants combine sustainability with high-end dining, yet it remains
unclear whether motivation to visit and willingness to pay reflect the same psychological
process. Across two studies, we examined differentiated consumer responses to this hy-
brid context and the role of sustainability communication. Study 1 used survey data from
526 participants and structural equation modeling. Visit intention was positively associated
with descriptive norms (3 = 0.254), perceived behavioral control (3 = 0.356), and positive
anticipated emotions (3 = 0.302). Green consumer orientation, luxury restaurant hedonism,
and perceived sustainability were indirectly associated with intention, mainly through
positive anticipated emotions. Willingness to pay showed a narrower pattern, being pos-
itively associated with perceived behavioral control (8 = 0.171) and luxury restaurant
hedonism (3 = 0.359), whereas sustainability-related distal antecedents showed no signifi-
cant direct or indirect associations with this outcome. Study 2 experimentally compared
practice-based and experience-based messages among 102 participants. The messages did
not differ in their average effects, although intention increased overall following exposure.
The interaction between message condition and green consumer orientation predicted post-
message positive anticipated emotions (b = 0.447), and the index of moderated mediation
through positive anticipated emotions was significant (index = 0.200, 95% bootstrap CI
[0.069, 0.418]). Overall, motivational readiness and stated monetary allocation appear to
reflect partly distinct processes, while the preliminary experimental findings suggest that
communication effects depend on the alighment between communication orientation and
consumers’ environmental orientation.

Keywords: sustainable fine dining; Michelin Green Star; sustainable restaurants; Theory of
Planned Behavior; positive anticipated emotions; green consumer orientation; willingness
to pay; sustainability communication

1. Introduction

Sustainability has become an increasingly salient issue in the restaurant industry.
Restaurants contribute to environmental and social challenges through food sourcing,
energy use, waste production, menu design, and service practices, but they can also become
visible sites for promoting more sustainable forms of consumption [1-3]. In response to
growing environmental concerns, many restaurants have adopted sustainability-oriented
practices, giving rise to what the literature has described as green, sustainable, eco-friendly,
or environmentally responsible restaurants [1,3]. Recent systematic evidence shows that
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green restaurant research has expanded substantially over the last decade, reflecting in-
creasing academic and managerial interest in how restaurants can reduce their ecological
impact while maintaining attractive dining experiences [3].

Michelin Green Star restaurants provide a particularly informative context in which to
examine these issues. Unlike conventional green restaurants, they combine sustainability
commitments with fine dining, culinary excellence, and high-end experiential consump-
tion [4,5]. Sustainable gastronomy emphasizes local and seasonal sourcing, waste reduction,
environmental responsibility, ethical practices, and relationships with local communities,
whereas fine dining is associated with sensory pleasure, craftsmanship, innovation, ex-
clusivity, and memorable experiences [4-9]. Michelin Green Star restaurants therefore
represent a hybrid consumption context in which responsibility and indulgence coexist.
Sustainability may enrich the perceived authenticity, distinctiveness, and meaning of the
dining experience, but it may have limited influence when responsible practices are not
visible, credible, or personally relevant to consumers [10-12].

Research specifically addressing Michelin Green Star restaurants is emerging but
remains limited compared with the broader literature on green restaurants, luxury dining,
and sustainable hospitality. Existing studies have primarily examined the sustainability
characteristics and practices of these restaurants, their contribution to memorable dining
experiences, and the ways in which sustainability is communicated [4,5,10,12]. More
recent consumer research has moved beyond classical behavioral models by integrating
the Theory of Planned Behavior and the Norm Activation Model to explain responsible
luxury consumption in Michelin Green Star restaurants [5]. Building on this work, however,
two issues remain insufficiently examined.

First, previous research has not explicitly compared consumers’ motivational readiness
to visit Michelin Green Star restaurants with the maximum amount they state they would
spend on the dining experience. These outcomes may be related, but they are not equivalent.
Consumers may be interested in sustainable fine dining without being prepared to allocate
substantial financial resources to it, whereas attraction to and familiarity with high-end
dining may be particularly relevant to stated expenditure. It therefore remains unclear
whether visit intention and maximum stated expenditure share the same psychological
antecedents or represent partially differentiated consumer responses.

Study 1 addressed this issue using the TPB as a common proximal framework for exam-
ining consumer decision-making. Attitude, social norms, and perceived behavioral control
were included to capture consumers’ evaluations, perceived social influence, and perceived
feasibility of visiting Michelin Green Star restaurants [13]. Injunctive and descriptive norms
were considered separately because perceived social approval and perceptions of others’
behavior represent conceptually distinct sources of normative influence. Past behavior was
incorporated as an experiential extension of the TPB and differentiated across previous
experience with sustainable restaurants, luxury restaurants, and restaurants combining
sustainability and luxury. Positive anticipated emotions were included as an affective
extension to capture the satisfaction, pride, and happiness that consumers expected to
experience during a future visit [14-16].

The model also includes three context-relevant distal predictors operating at different
levels of specificity. Green consumer orientation reflects a broad individual orientation to-
ward environmentally responsible consumption. Luxury restaurant hedonism represents a
domain-specific attraction to the pleasurable, sensory, and experiential qualities of high-end
dining. Perceived sustainability represents a target-specific appraisal of the environmental
and social responsibility of Michelin Green Star restaurants. These distal factors may
shape consumers’ attitudes and anticipated emotions and may also be directly or indirectly
associated with visit intention and maximum stated expenditure. By examining these
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components within the same framework, Study 1 tested whether cognitive-evaluative, nor-
mative, feasibility-related, experiential, affective, sustainability-related, and luxury-dining
factors are similarly or differently associated with the two outcomes.

Second, it remains unclear how the hybrid value of sustainable fine dining should
be communicated to consumers. Michelin Green Star restaurants implement and com-
municate sustainability through multiple themes, including local sourcing, seasonality,
waste reduction, sustainable supply chains, community initiatives, entrepreneurial values,
and third-party recognition [10]. However, research has identified a gap between the
sustainability practices that restaurants implement and those they communicate, indicat-
ing that responsible practices do not automatically become visible, credible, or valuable
to consumers [12]. Communication may emphasize the concrete actions through which
restaurants pursue sustainability or translate those actions into the pleasurable, authentic,
and memorable qualities of the dining experience [6].

This distinction is consistent with research in health, food, and sustainable con-
sumption communication, which has differentiated informational or instrumental ap-
peals from affective or transformational appeals [17-20]. These approaches may activate
different psychological processes: practice-oriented communication may make sustain-
ability concrete and verifiable, whereas experience-oriented communication may connect
it to pleasure, emotional meaning, authenticity, and memorability. Nevertheless, their
relative implications for consumer responses to Michelin Green Star restaurants remain
insufficiently understood.

Study 2 therefore complemented Study 1 by experimentally comparing two commu-
nication orientations organized around parallel sustainability pillars. A practice-based
message foregrounded the environmental and social actions adopted by Michelin Green
Star restaurants, whereas an experience-based message emphasized the personal and expe-
riential implications of sustainable fine dining for consumers. The study examined whether
the two message conditions were differentially associated with post-message attitude,
positive anticipated emotions, and visit intention after accounting for their corresponding
pre-message levels.

It also investigated whether these relative associations varied according to green con-
sumer orientation, because explicit sustainability practices may be more personally relevant
to strongly environmentally oriented consumers, whereas experiential communication
may connect sustainability to pleasure and memorability among consumers for whom
environmental considerations are less central.

By combining a correlational study of psychological predictors with an experimen-
tal comparison of two communication orientations, the present research contributes to
Michelin Green Star and sustainable hospitality research in three ways. First, it provides
a consumer-focused examination specifically situated in the Michelin Green Star context,
where sustainability commitment, Michelin recognition, and high-end dining coexist. Sec-
ond, it distinguishes visit intention from maximum stated expenditure and examines
whether core TPB mechanisms, different forms of previous dining experience, positive
anticipated emotions, and context-specific consumer orientations and restaurant appraisals
are similarly or differently associated with these responses. Third, it connects the explana-
tory framework to sustainability communication by experimentally examining whether
practice-based and experience-based messages engage affective and motivational processes
differently depending on consumers’ green orientation. The contribution therefore lies not
in simply increasing the number of predictors included in an extended TPB, but in clarify-
ing how consumers respond to the coexistence of sustainability and high-end experiential
consumption and how this hybrid positioning may be communicated.
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2. Study 1: Predictors of Visit Intention and Willingness to Pay for
Michelin Green Star Restaurants

2.1. Theoretical Background

Building on the distinction introduced in the preceding section, Study 1 examined
whether visit intention and maximum stated expenditure were associated with the same or
different psychological components. The framework comprises three theoretically distinct
layers: core TPB predictors, experiential and affective extensions, and context-specific distal
antecedents. This structure allows us to examine how these components are associated
with two related but non-equivalent consumer responses.

2.1.1. Core TPB Predictors and Consumer Outcomes

The TPB conceptualizes behavioral intention as a function of attitude, subjective norm,
and perceived behavioral control [14]. It has been widely applied to restaurant-related
consumer decisions and is among the most frequently used theoretical frameworks in green
restaurant research [3].

Although the TPB primarily explains behavioral intention, consumer research has
often examined intention together with willingness to pay when a behavioral choice in-
volves purchasing a product or experience. These outcomes are related but conceptually
distinct: visit intention reflects motivational readiness, whereas willingness to pay captures
consumers’ economic commitment to a product, service, or attribute [19,21-23], assessed in
this study as the maximum amount consumers state they would allocate to the described
dining experience. Consumers may therefore intend to visit a Michelin Green Star restau-
rant without being willing to spend a correspondingly high amount [24]. Nevertheless,
stronger visit intention may be associated with greater willingness to pay. Accordingly,
we hypothesized:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Visit intention will be positively associated with willingness to pay for a
tasting menu at Michelin Green Star restaurants.

Attitude is a central predictor of consumers’ intentions to visit green restau-
rants [1,2,25-27] and luxury restaurants [7,28]. Prior research on Michelin Green Star
restaurants has also found attitude to be positively associated with responsible luxury
intention [5]. Attitude may additionally be relevant to willingness to pay, although previous
studies have operationalized this outcome differently. Attitudes toward green consumerism
have been associated with the price premium consumers are willing to pay for green restau-
rants [29], while attitude has also been linked to the intention to pay conventional hotel
prices for a green hotel [30]. These findings suggest that favorable evaluations of Michelin
Green Star restaurants may be associated with both visit intention and willingness to pay.
Accordingly, we hypothesized:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Attitude towards Michelin Green Star restaurants will be positively associated
with consumers’ visit intention (H2a) and willingness to pay (H2Db).

Subjective norm is another core TPB component and has been positively associated
with consumers’ intentions to visit environmentally responsible restaurants [1,2]. Social-
norm research distinguishes between injunctive norms, which refer to perceived social
approval or disapproval, and descriptive norms, which refer to perceptions of what other
people do [31,32]. Meta-analytic evidence indicates that these forms of normative influence
are conceptually distinct and that descriptive norms may contribute to behavioral intention
beyond the conventional subjective-norm measures [33,34].
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This distinction appears particularly relevant to sustainable food and restaurant
choices. Descriptive norms have been associated with both reported and intended se-
lection of sustainable dishes, whereas injunctive norms have not [35]. TPB-based normative
measures have also been implicated in willingness to pay more in locally sourced and
socially sustainable restaurant contexts [36,37], although these studies did not distinguish
between injunctive and descriptive norms. In the context of Michelin Green Star restaurants,
consumers may respond both to whether significant others approve of visiting these restau-
rants and to whether such visits are perceived as occurring within their social environment.
Accordingly, we hypothesized:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Injunctive norms will be positively associated with consumers’ visit intention
(H3a) and willingness to pay for Michelin Green Star restaurants (H3b).

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Descriptive norms will be positively associated with consumers’ visit intention
(H4a) and willingness to pay for Michelin Green Star restaurants (H4b).

Perceived behavioral control refers to the extent to which performing a behavior is
considered feasible and within one’s control. In green restaurant contexts, it has been asso-
ciated with consumers’ intention to dine at environmentally responsible restaurants [1,2,28].
It has also been linked to willingness to pay a premium for locally sourced food in restau-
rant contexts [36], and included among the TPB components explaining willingness to pay
in socially sustainable restaurant contexts [37]. In the present context, financial resources,
accessibility, planning, and familiarity with fine-dining conventions may influence both
the feasibility of visiting a Michelin Green Star restaurant and the amount consumers are
prepared to spend. Accordingly, we hypothesized:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Perceived behavioral control will be positively associated with consumers’ visit
intention (H5a) and willingness to pay for Michelin Green Star restaurants (H5b).

2.1.2. Experiential and Affective Extensions of the TPB

Beyond its core predictors, the TPB can be extended by including past behavior and
positive anticipated emotions, which capture distinct temporal dimensions of decision-
making. Past behavior reflects accumulated experience, familiarity, and continuity with
previous choices and may predict future behavior beyond attitudes, subjective norms,
and perceived behavioral control [38]. Positive anticipated emotions instead capture the
expected affective consequences of a future restaurant visit. In the context of Michelin
Green Star restaurants, past experience cannot be represented by a single general measure
because these restaurants combine sustainability and luxury. Experience with sustainable
restaurants reflects familiarity with environmentally responsible dining, experience with
luxury restaurants reflects familiarity with premium prices and fine-dining conventions,
and experience with sustainable luxury restaurants captures familiarity with the intersec-
tion of these domains. Given the limited evidence regarding which type of experience is
most relevant, these three forms should be examined separately.

Research Question 1 (RQ1). Which form(s) of past behavior—past behavior toward green
restaurants, luxury restaurants, or green luxury restaurants—are associated with consumers’ visit
intention (RQ1a) and willingness to pay for Michelin Green Star restaurants (RQ1b)?

Positive anticipated emotions constitute a further affective extension of the TPB,
capturing the feelings individuals expect to experience if they perform a behavior. As
prospective affective forecasts rather than current emotional reactions, they may influence
decisions by making a future action appear emotionally rewarding [15,39]. This component
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is particularly relevant in restaurant contexts, where consumers evaluate not only quality,
cost, and feasibility, but also how the experience is likely to make them feel. Previous
studies support their role in restaurant-related intentions. Anticipated regret has been
incorporated into the TPB to explain intentions to choose eco-friendly restaurants [40], while
positive anticipated emotions have been associated with the hedonic, utilitarian, and social
value of dining out and, indirectly, with dining-out intentions [14]. Similar associations
have also been observed across restaurant and food-service channels [41]. In sustainable
consumption, positive anticipated emotions may be particularly relevant because they
capture the expected emotional reward of acting consistently with environmental goals.
Anticipating pride from pro-environmental action may increase behavioral intentions more
strongly than anticipating guilt from inaction [16,42]. Consumers considering Michelin
Green Star restaurants may therefore evaluate not only the desirability, feasibility, and social
approval of the visit, but also the pleasure, satisfaction, pride, or moral reward associated
with choosing a prestigious sustainable dining experience. However, to our knowledge, no
previous study has examined positive anticipated emotions in this context. The present
study therefore considered them as proximal affective predictors of visit intention and
willingness to pay.

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Positive anticipated emotions will be positively associated with consumers’
visit intention (H6a) and willingness to pay for Michelin Green Star restaurants (H6D).

2.1.3. Context-Specific Distal Antecedents

Beyond the core TPB predictors and their experiential and affective extensions, con-
sumers’ responses may also be shaped by context-specific antecedents operating at different
levels of specificity. Green consumer orientation is an umbrella construct capturing the
extent to which sustainability is salient and self-relevant to consumers, encompassing
related concepts such as environmental self-identity, sustainability consciousness, and
green consumerism [43,44]. Identity-based and value-congruence perspectives suggest
that consumers are more likely to support consumption options consistent with personally
important values and self-definitions [45,46]. Consistent with this, hospitality research
links internalized environmental dispositions and perceptions of firms’ environmental
initiatives to green behavioral intentions, including patronage and willingness to pay [47].
In food-service contexts, green consumerism and green perceived value predict revisit
intention [48], while green self-identity has been associated with favorable restaurant im-
age, warm glow, willingness to purchase, and continued revisit intention following service
failure [49,50]. Evidence in premium dining remains limited, although sustainability con-
sciousness has been linked to green purchase intention in luxury restaurants [51], whereas
willingness to pay appears more conditional on price sensitivity and the communication
of environmental value. To our knowledge, no study has examined green consumer ori-
entation in relation to Michelin Green Star recognition. Consumers with a stronger green
orientation may perceive these restaurants as self-congruent settings, fostering favorable
attitudes, positive anticipated emotions, visit intention, and willingness to pay. Accordingly,
green consumer orientation was included as a distal predictor of these outcomes.

Hypothesis 7 (H7). Green consumer orientation will be positively associated with consumers’
attitudes (H7a), positive anticipated emotions (H7b), visit intention (H7c), and willingness to
pay for Michelin Green Star restaurants (H7d). In addition, green orientation will be indirectly
associated with visit intention through attitudes and positive anticipated emotions (H7e), indirectly
associated with willingness to pay through attitudes and positive anticipated emotions (H7f), and
indirectly associated with willingness to pay through visit intention (H7g).
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Luxury restaurant hedonism reflects a domain-specific consumer orientation toward
the pleasurable, sensory, and experiential qualities of fine dining. Hedonic consumption
is driven by emotional, sensory, and imaginative responses to products and services [47].
These motives are particularly salient in luxury contexts, where pleasure, novelty, escapism,
and emotional stimulation contribute to perceived value [48]. In the present study, luxury
restaurant hedonism was therefore conceptualized as a consumer disposition toward luxury
dining rather than as a measure of the perceived luxuriousness of Michelin Green Star
restaurants. Hospitality research indicates that customer hedonism is positively associated
with satisfaction, perceived value, and behavioral intentions [52]. Meta-analytic evidence
further identifies hedonic value as an antecedent of satisfaction and behavioral intentions
as a consequence of satisfaction [53]. Service quality, service scape, exclusivity, branding,
and personalization have also been identified as antecedents of customer hedonism [54],
whereas hedonism, ambiance, escapism, personalization, and convenience contribute to
guests’ overall experience in luxury hotels [54]. Luxury restaurant hedonism may be
particularly relevant to Michelin Green Star restaurants because these venues combine
environmental commitment with the sensory and experiential attributes of high-end dining.
Consumers who are more strongly attracted to luxury dining may evaluate these restaurants
more favorably, anticipate greater pleasure and emotional reward from visiting them, and
report stronger visit intentions and willingness to pay. Luxury restaurant hedonism may
also contribute indirectly to these outcomes through attitude and positive anticipated
emotions. Accordingly, we hypothesized:

Hypothesis 8 (H8). Luxury restaurant hedonism will be positively associated with consumers’
attitudes (H8a), positive anticipated emotions (H8b), visit intention (H8c), and willingness to
pay for Michelin Green Star restaurants (H8d). In addition, luxury restaurant hedonism will be
indirectly associated with visit intention through attitudes and positive anticipated emotions (H8e),
indirectly associated with willingness to pay through attitudes and positive anticipated emotions
(H8f), and indirectly associated with willingness to pay through visit intention, including serial
pathways involving attitudes and positive anticipated emotions (H8g).

At a more target-specific level, consumers’ responses to Michelin Green Star restau-
rants may depend on the extent to which they perceive these restaurants as socially and
environmentally sustainable. Such perceptions may shape both cognitive and affective
evaluations. In food-service settings, perceived eco-friendly practices have been found to
strengthen green image and, subsequently, customer attitudes [55], while restaurant green
practices have been associated with more favorable attitudes, emotional attachment, and
satisfaction [25]. Sustainability communication may also produce more positive attitudes
when it is consistent with consumers’ own understanding of sustainability [56]. Moreover,
recent restaurant research indicates that perceived sustainability-related corporate respon-
sibility positively influences positive anticipated emotions, which subsequently contribute
to behavioral intention [57]. Perceived sustainability may also contribute to consumers’
behavioral and economic responses. Perceived product sustainability has been positively
associated with purchase intention [58] and with willingness to pay more for luxury prod-
ucts, both directly and through increased consumer desire [59]. Sustainability-related
perceptions have also been associated with willingness to pay for food-packaging alterna-
tives [60], while restaurant research documents consumers” willingness to pay for green
dining options [29]. Accordingly, perceived sustainability was examined as a predictor of
attitude, positive anticipated emotions, visit intention, and maximum stated willingness

to pay.
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Hypothesis 9 (H9). Perceived sustainability of Michelin Green Star restaurants’ sustainability
commitment will be positively associated with consumers’ attitudes (H9a), positive anticipated
emotions (H9b), visit intention (H9c), and willingness to pay (H9d). In addition, perceived
sustainability will be indirectly associated with visit intention through attitudes and positive
anticipated emotions (H9e), indirectly associated with willingness to pay through attitudes and
positive anticipated emotions (H9f), and indirectly associated with willingness to pay through visit
intention, including serial pathways involving attitudes and positive anticipated emotions (H9g).

Taken together, these hypotheses outline a model in which proximal TPB predictors,
past behavior, positive anticipated emotions, and broader distal factors jointly contribute
to visit intention and willingness to pay. The resulting conceptual model is presented in
Figure 1.

CONTEXT-SPECIFIC
DISTAL ANTECEDENTS PROXIMAL PREDI(

Past Behavior
Green Consumer Orientation

I

Visit Intention T

Positive Anticipated
Emotions

‘ Luxury Restaurant Hedonism F

.;LLT

{ Injunctive Norms

{ Descriptive Norms

Perceived Behavioral
Control

T T

Perceived

lity

Willingness to Pay e
J( t 1

|

‘ ( Attitude toward Michelin Green Star
t restaurants

Core TPB Affective Experiential
Predictors Extension Extension

Figure 1. Theoretical model predicting visit intentions and willingness to pay for Michelin Green

Star restaurants.

2.2. Methods
2.2.1. Participants and Procedure

Ethical approval was granted by the Ethics Committee for Research in Psychol-
ogy (CERPS), Department of Psychology, Catholic University of the Sacred Heart, Milan
(14 April 2026, protocol number 31/26).

Participants were recruited via Prolific (Prolific Academic Ltd., London, UK) in May
2026. The study was presented as an online survey on dining-out habits, personal beliefs,
and attitudes toward food services. Eligibility was restricted to Italian residents aged
18 years or older. Before accessing the questionnaire, participants received information
about the study aims, voluntary participation, anonymity /confidentiality, data processing,
and their right to withdraw, and provided informed consent. The survey lasted approxi-
mately 9 min, and the average compensation of €10.44 was issued through Prolific following
completion and researcher approval.

An a priori power analysis was conducted using Soper’s A priori Sample Size Calcula-
tor for Structural Equation Models. The model included 11 latent variables and 36 observed
variables, comprising 33 observed dependent variables and three observed exogenous
predictors. Assuming « = 0.05, power = 0.80, and a medium anticipated effect size of
0.20, the estimated minimum sample size was 488 for detecting the specified effect and
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163 for the model structure. The larger estimate of 488 was therefore adopted as the
required minimum.

Eleven respondents failed the attention checks and were excluded from the dataset.
The final analytic sample comprised 526 participants, exceeding the recommended mini-
mum and suggesting that the study was adequately powered to estimate the overall SEM
under these assumptions.

Sociodemographic information was available for 500 participants. Of these, 254 (50.8%)
identified as male, 241 (48.2%) as female, and 5 (1.0%) preferred not to disclose their gender.
Most participants were aged 18-34 years (n = 302, 60.4%), followed by those aged 45 years
or older (n = 135, 27.0%) and 3544 years (1 = 63, 12.6%).

Household income was reported by 415 participants, whereas 85 (17.0%) declined to
provide it. Among respondents, 38 (9.2%) reported an income below €10,000, 68 (16.4%)
between €10,000 and €19,999, 81 (19.5%) between €20,000 and €29,999, 64 (15.4%) between
€30,000 and €39,999, 45 (10.8%) between €40,000 and €49,999, 53 (12.8%) between €50,000
and €74,999, and 66 (15.9%) €75,000 or more.

Regarding education, 12 participants (2.4%) had completed primary school, 190 (38.0%)
held a high school diploma, 16 (3.2%) a technical high school diploma, 128 (25.6%) a
bachelor’s degree or equivalent, 138 (27.6%) a master’s degree, and 16 (3.2%) a doctorate or
PhD. Sociodemographic information was unavailable for 26 participants.

2.2.2. Measures

A questionnaire comprising different psychological and behavioral measures was
administered via Qualtrics (Qualtrics LLC, Provo, UT, USA). The full wording of all items
is provided in Appendix A, Table Al.

Attitude toward Michelin Green Star restaurants. Attitudes toward dining at Miche-
lin Green Star restaurants were assessed using a six-item, 6-point semantic differential
scale [21], with three affective bipolar adjective pairs and three cognitive adjective pairs.

Social norms. Social norms were assessed with four items [21] measured on a 7-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The first two items cap-
tured injunctive norms, that is, the perception of social approval. The remaining two items
were selected to capture complementary forms of descriptive normative information. The
item “Most people I know go to restaurants with a Michelin Green Star” assessed a static
personal descriptive norm, referring to the current behavior of people known to the re-
spondent. The item “In recent years, more people are starting to dine at restaurants with
a Michelin Green Star” assessed a dynamic general descriptive norm, referring to the
perceived increase in the prevalence of this behavior over time. Because these two items
differ in both their social referent and temporal framing, their unique associations with the
study outcomes were also examined separately in a sensitivity analysis.

Perceived behavioral control. To measure perceived behavioral control, participants
rated their agreement with three items adapted from [13] on a 7-point Likert scale from
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Past behavior. Past behavioral frequency was assessed using three single-item mea-
sures, each asking participants how many times in the last 12 months they had dined
at a luxury restaurant, a sustainable restaurant, and a sustainable luxury restaurant,
respectively—adapted from [61]. Responses were recorded on a 5-point ordinal scale
ranging from “never” to “more than 5 times”.

Positive anticipated emotions. Three items adapted from [21] were employed to measure
positive anticipated emotions, on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 7 (strongly agree).
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Green consumer orientation. Green orientation was measured asking participants to
express their level of agreement with five items adapted from [29] on a 7-point Likert
scale: “I always prefer an environmentally friendly version of a product”; “I engage in
pro-environmental behaviors”; “I am concerned about protecting the environment”; “I
consider myself an environmentally conscious consumer”; “In my opinion, companies
should take measures to protect the environment”.

Luxury restaurant hedonism. Hedonic motivations toward luxury restaurants were
captured through five items adapted from [9], measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Perceived sustainability. Perceived sustainability of Michelin Green Star restaurants
was assessed with four items adapted from [11], on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Visit Intention. Intention to visit Michelin Green Star restaurants was measured with
three items (adapted from [62]) on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 7 (strongly agree).

Willingness to pay. Willingness to pay was measured using a single-item continuous
slider scale. Participants were shown three example tasting menus from Michelin Green
Star restaurants (meat-based, fish-based, and vegetarian) and informed that the average
total cost per person at such restaurants is approximately €150.00. The question read:
“What is the maximum price you would be willing to pay for a tasting menu at a Michelin
Green Star restaurant (cost per person)?” Responses were recorded on a slider ranging
from €0.00 to €300.00, in increments of €1.

Michelin Green Star awareness. Michelin Green Star awareness was assessed using
a single dichotomous item asking participants whether they were already aware of the
Michelin Green Star before participating in the study (no/yes). This measure captured
prior familiarity with the specific restaurant designation and was included as a background
covariate in the covariate-adjusted robustness analysis.

2.2.3. Data Analyses

Six nested structural models were estimated using Mplus (Version 8.3; Muthén &
Muthén, Los Angeles, CA, USA) to assess the incremental contribution of theoretically
relevant predictor blocks. All models retained the same constructs and measurement struc-
ture. Mplus default covariances were suppressed using MODEL = NOCOVARIANCES,
while the same 49 prespecified covariances were freely estimated through identical WITH
statements. All other unspecified covariances and residual covariances were fixed to zero.
Consequently, the models differed only in the regression paths freely estimated at each step.

Model 1, the baseline TPB model, included paths from attitude, injunctive norm,
descriptive norm, and perceived behavioral control to visit intention and willingness
to pay, as well as the path from visit intention to willingness to pay. Model 2 added
six paths from the three past-behavior indicators to the two outcomes, and Model 3 added
paths from positive anticipated emotions to both outcomes. Models 4-6 sequentially
added four paths—from each predictor to attitude, positive anticipated emotions, visit
intention, and willingness to pay—for green consumer orientation, luxury restaurant
hedonism, and perceived sustainability of Michelin Green Star restaurants, respectively.
Models 1-6 contained 163, 169, 171, 175, 179, and 183 freely estimated parameters.

Successive models were compared using robust scaled chi-square difference tests, AIC,
BIC, and changes in explained variance across the four endogenous constructs. Because
additional freely estimated paths increase model flexibility, chi-square improvements were
evaluated alongside AIC and BIC, which penalize model complexity. Changes in explained
variance were interpreted descriptively because cumulatively introduced predictor blocks
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may share explanatory variance and therefore cannot be treated as variance uniquely
attributable to each new block. Complete Mplus specifications, including the covariance
structure, are provided in Supplementary File S1.

Several supplementary analyses assessed the sensitivity and robustness of the find-
ings. First, because the descriptive-norm factor comprised static and dynamic norms, the
primary model was re-estimated by replacing it with two correlated observed predictors
entered simultaneously as predictors of visit intention and willingness to pay, while re-
taining the remaining specification. Second, the full structural model was re-estimated
using WLSMYV, treating the Likert-type indicators as ordered categorical variables and
willingness to pay as continuous, to assess sensitivity to the estimator and indicator treat-
ment. Finally, a covariate-adjusted model included age, household income, and Michelin
Green Star awareness as predictors of the endogenous variables. Because missing sociode-
mographic data reduced the analytic sample, a corresponding unadjusted model was
estimated in the same subsample to distinguish the effects of covariate adjustment from
those of sample composition.

2.3. Results
2.3.1. Distributional Characteristics of Willingness to Pay

Maximum stated willingness to pay ranged from €0 to €300 (M = €120.29, SD = €46.85;
Mdn = €120, IQR = €60, Q1 = €90, Q3 = €150). The distribution was moderately positively
skewed (skewness = 0.76, SE = 0.11) and leptokurtic (kurtosis = 1.05, SE = 0.22). Floor
and ceiling responses were uncommon: one participant (0.2%) selected €0 and four par-
ticipants (0.8%) selected €300. Overall, 70.3% of participants reported a value below the
€150 reference price, 8.9% selected exactly €150, and 20.8% selected a value above €150.
Some response heaping was observed at round amounts, particularly €100 (11.1%) and
€150 (8.9%).

2.3.2. Measurement Model

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to evaluate the measurement model
before testing the structural paths. The model showed an acceptable fit to the data,
x2(427) = 987.75, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.050, 90% CI [0.046, 0.054], CFI = 0.939, TLI = 0.929,
SRMR = 0.065. Although the chi-square test was significant, as commonly observed in
models with large samples and multiple indicators, the approximate fit indices supported
the adequacy of the measurement model. One item from the perceived sustainability scale
(“In general, I trust that the services of restaurants with a Michelin Green Star are verified
by an independent third party.”) was excluded from the final measurement model because
it showed a comparatively low standardized loading in the four-item solution (A = 0.603),
while the retained three-item scale showed stronger convergent validity. All standardized
factor loadings were statistically significant, p < 0.001. First-order standardized loadings
ranged from 0.594 to 0.944. For the second-order attitude factor, the standardized loadings
of affective attitude and cognitive attitude were 0.837 and 0.740, respectively. Composite
reliability values ranged from 0.674 to 0.920. Most constructs exceeded the conventional
0.70 threshold, with the exception of descriptive norm, which showed a slightly lower
composite reliability value (CR = 0.674), while still showing an acceptable AVE (0.508). AVE
values ranged from 0.508 to 0.851, supporting convergent validity. In addition, for all con-
structs, the square root of AVE exceeded the corresponding latent correlations, supporting
discriminant validity according to the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Appendix A, Table A2).
Full reliability and validity indices are reported in Table A1, and latent correlations are
reported in Table 1.
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Table 1. Latent correlations and square root of average variance extracted.
Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Attitude 0.790
Injunctive Norm 0.589 0.923
Descriptive Norm 0.417 0.520 0.713
Perceived Behavioral 0303 0380 0569  0.797
Control
Positive Anticipated 0769 0655 0482 0307  0.840
Emotions
Green Consumer Orientation 0.401 0.334 0.261 0.186 0.397 0.762
Luxury Restaurant 0525 0441 0347 0320 0646 0174  0.836
Hedonism
Perceived Sustainability 0.604 0452 0338 0253 0675 0200 0432  0.842
Visit Intention 0.610 0.519 0.677 0.661 0.669 0.376 0.495 0.430 0.878

Note. Values on the diagonal in bold are the square roots of the average variance extracted. Values below the diagonal
are latent correlations among constructs. Discriminant validity was evaluated using the Fornell-Larcker criterion.

To further examine whether the theoretically specified constructs were empirically
distinguishable, the hypothesized measurement model was compared with four alternative
specifications using the same sample, observed indicators, and MLR estimator. These alter-
native models represented attitude as a single first-order factor, combined injunctive and
descriptive norms into a single factor, combined attitude and positive anticipated emotions
into a single factor, or loaded all indicators onto a single factor. As shown in Table 2, the
hypothesized measurement model provided the most favorable overall fit, exhibiting the
lowest RMSEA, AIC, and BIC values and the highest CFI and TLI values. Although the
unidimensional-attitude model and the model combining attitude and positive anticipated
emotions yielded slightly lower SRMR values, both performed substantially worse on the
remaining fit indices. Overall, these comparisons supported the empirical distinctiveness
of the constructs represented in the hypothesized measurement model.

Table 2. Comparison of the hypothesized measurement model with alternative measurement models.

Measurement Model x2(df) RMSEA [90% CI] CFI TLI SRMR AIC BIC
Hypothesized
Theoretical 987.75 (427) 0.050 [0.046, 0.054]  0.939 0.929 0.065 46,482.00 47,049.28
Model
Unidimensional-
Attitude Model 1296.75 (428) 0.062 [0.058, 0.066] 0.906 0.891 0.053 46,848.80 47,411.82
Combined
Injunctive-Descriptive 1156.59 (435) 0.056 [0.052,0.060] 0922 0911 0.073  46,660.50 47,193.66
Norms
Combined
Attitude-Positive 1743.82 (436) 0.076 [0.072, 0.079] 0.858 0.838 0.062 47,351.52  47,880.42
Emotions
Single-Factor 5217.09 (464)  0.140[0.136,0.143] 0484 0448 0119 51,580.60 51,990.07

Model

Note. RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CI = confidence interval; CFI = comparative fit index;
TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual; AIC = Akaike information criterion;
BIC = Bayesian information criterion.
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2.3.3. Hierarchical Structural Models

Fit indices and information criteria for the nested structural models are reported in
Table 3; explained variance across the models is reported in Table 4.

Table 3. Hierarchical comparison of nested structural equation models.

Free ’ o Robust
Model Parameters x~(df) RMSEA [90% CI] CFI TLI SRMR AIC BIC Ax2(Adf)
. 1616.21
M1: Baseline TPB 163 (539) 0.062 [0.058,0.065] 0.891 0.873 0.171  56,867.16 57,562.40 —
M2: + Past 1582.22 38.16 (6)
Behaviors 169 (533) 0.061[0.058,0.065] 0.894 0.875 0.170 56,844.89 57,565.73 ok
M3: + Positive
Anticipated 171 1?555?1())6 0.061[0.057,0.064] 0.896 0.877 0171  56,828.23 57,557.60 102;3*7 @
Emotions
M4: + Green
Consumer 175 14(157297“;)2 0.059[0.055,0.062] 0904 0.885 0.131  56,742.88 57,489.31 66'}i @)
Orientation
M5: +
Luxury-Restaurant 179 1%56;136))8 0.052[0.048,0.056] 0.925 0910 0.075 56,508.10 57,271.59 222,'3*1 @
Hedonism
Mé: + Perceived 1148.22 146.41 (4)
Sustainability 183 (519) 0.048 [0.044, 0.052] 0936 0.923 0.060 56,386.41 57,166.96 ok
Note. TPB = Theory of Planned Behavior. All models were estimated using MLR and retained the same
measurement and prespecified covariance structure. Only the regression paths associated with each successive
predictor block were freed. Robust Ax? denotes the MLR-scaled chi-square difference test relative to the preceding
model. ***p < 0.001.
Table 4. Explained variance across the hierarchical structural models.
Positive Visit
Model Attitude R? (AR?) Anticipated Intention R? WTP R? (AR?)
Emotions R? (AR?) (AR?)
M1: Baseline
TPB-based Model o o 0729 (—) 0.128 (—)
M2: + Past Behaviors — — 0.718 (—0.011) 0.167 (+0.039)
M3: + Positive
Anticipated Emotions — — 0.693 (—0.025) 0.168 (+0.001)
M4: + Green
Consumer Orientation 0.197 (—) 0.198 (—) 0.714 (+0.021) 0.170 (+0.002)
M>: + Luxury-Restaurant 0.391 (+0.194) 0.527 (+0.329) 0.735 (+0.021) 0.247 (+0.077)
Hedonism
Mé: + Perceived 0.504 (+0.113) 0.652 (+0.125) 0.739 (+0.004) 0.250 (+0.003)
Sustainability

Note. TPB = Theory of Planned Behavior; WTP = willingness to pay. AR? indicates the change relative to the
preceding model in which R? was estimated for the same outcome. Dashes indicate that the outcome was not
regressed on structural predictors in that model or that no preceding comparable R? was available. Changes in R?
are descriptive and should not be interpreted as variance uniquely attributable to each successively introduced
predictor block.

Table 3 presents the results of the hierarchical comparison. The deliberately re-
stricted baseline TPB-based model showed inadequate fit, x2(539) =1616.21, p < 0.001,
RMSEA = 0.062, 90% CI [0.058, 0.065], CFI = 0.891, TLI = 0.873, and SRMR = 0.171. This
result indicates that the zero constraints imposed on the additional theoretically plau-
sible structural paths were not supported by the data; it should not be interpreted as
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evidence of inadequacy in the measurement structure or of the TPB constructs themselves.
Model fit improved after progressively freeing the paths from past behaviors, robust
Ax2(6) = 38.16, p < 0.001; positive anticipated emotions, robust AXZ(Z) =102.97, p < 0.001;
green orientation, robust Ax2(4) = 66.14, p < 0.001; luxury-restaurant hedonism, robust
Ax*(4) = 222.21, p < 0.001; and perceived sustainability of Michelin Green Star restaurants,
robust Ax?(4) = 146.41, p < 0.001. Because freeing additional paths necessarily increases
model flexibility and cannot worsen unadjusted chi-square fit, these reductions were not
considered in isolation. Instead, the robust scaled chi-square difference tests were evaluated
together with AIC and BIC, which penalize model complexity. AIC decreased at each step.
BIC increased slightly after the addition of past behaviors but subsequently decreased,
reaching its lowest value in the full extended model. The full model showed acceptable fit,
x%(519) = 1148.22, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.048, 90% CI [0.044, 0.052], CFI = 0.936, TLI = 0.923,
and SRMR = 0.060. Accordingly, Model 6 provided the best overall balance between fit,
parsimony, and theoretical completeness and was retained to examine the hypothesized
direct and indirect associations. Changes in explained variance across models are reported
in Table 4 and interpreted descriptively rather than as the variance uniquely attributable to
each successively introduced predictor block.

Table 4 reports the variance explained across the six models. The proportion of
variance explained in visit intention did not increase monotonically, changing from 0.729 in
Model 1 to 0.718, 0.693, 0.714, 0.735, and 0.739 in Models 2-6, respectively. Thus, the net
increase from the baseline to the full model was relatively small (AR? = 0.010). By contrast,
the variance explained in willingness to pay increased from 0.128 in Model 1 to 0.167,
0.168, 0.170, 0.247, and 0.250 in Models 2-6, respectively. Attitude and positive anticipated
emotions were first regressed on distal predictors in Model 4: their explained variance
increased from 0.197 and 0.198, respectively, in Model 4 to 0.504 and 0.652 in Model 6.

2.3.4. Final Structural Model: Direct and Indirect Effects

The final Model 6 showed an acceptable fit to the data, x*(519) = 1148.22, p < 0.001,
RMSEA = 0.048, 90% CI [0.044, 0.052], CFI = 0.936, TLI = 0.923, SRMR = 0.060. The model
explained 50.4% of the variance in attitude, 65.2% of the variance in positive anticipated
emotions, 73.9% of the variance in visit intention, and 25.0% of the variance in willingness
to pay. Complete results for all direct effects and bootstrapped indirect effects are reported
in Appendix A, Tables A3 and A4, respectively. Figure 2 summarizes the statistically
significant paths in the final structural model.

Visit intention was not significantly associated with willingness to pay, = 0.017,
p = 0.867; therefore, H1 was not supported. Attitude was not significantly associated with
visit intention, 3 = 0.133, p = 0.106, or willingness to pay, 3 = —0.072, p = 0.506; therefore,
H2a and H2b were not supported.

Regarding normative predictors, injunctive norms were not significantly associated
with visit intention, 3 = —0.082, p = 0.123, or willingness to pay, = —0.032, p = 0.643; thus,
H3a and H3b were not supported. Descriptive norms were positively associated with visit
intention, 3 = 0.254, p < 0.001, supporting H4a, but were not significantly associated with
willingness to pay, 3 = 0.082, p = 0.321; therefore, H4b was not supported.

Perceived behavioral control was positively associated with both visit intention,
B =0.356, p < 0.001, and willingness to pay, 3 = 0.171, p = 0.015, supporting H5a and H5b.
Positive anticipated emotions were positively associated with visit intention, § = 0.302,
p = 0.001, supporting Héa, but not with willingness to pay, 3 = —0.042, p = 0.740; therefore,
H6b was not supported.
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Figure 2. Statistically significant paths in the final structural model. Note. For transparency, we
declare that generative Al was used to assist in the drafting of the path diagram.

Regarding RQ1, none of the three past-behavior variables was significantly associated
with visit intention: past behavior toward green restaurants, 3 = 0.060, p = 0.083; past
behavior toward luxury restaurants, 3 = 0.056, p = 0.128; and past behavior toward green
luxury restaurants, = —0.002, p = 0.956. By contrast, past behavior toward luxury
restaurants was positively associated with willingness to pay, 3 = 0.144, p = 0.008, whereas
past behavior toward green restaurants, 3 = —0.059, p = 0.213, and past behavior toward
green luxury restaurants, 3 = —0.041, p = 0.504, were not significant. Thus, among the
three forms of past behavior examined in RQ1, only previous luxury-restaurant experience
was significantly associated with willingness to pay.

Green consumer orientation was positively associated with attitude, 3 = 0.253,
p <0.001, and positive anticipated emotions, = 0.219, p < 0.001, supporting H7a and
H7b. However, it was not directly associated with visit intention, 3 = 0.065, p = 0.105, or
willingness to pay, 3 = 0.001, p = 0.989; therefore, H7c and H7d were not supported. The
bootstrapped indirect effects showed that green orientation had a significant total indirect
association with visit intention, b = 0.156, 95% bootstrap CI [0.078, 0.257], p = 0.001. This
total indirect association was accounted for by the pathway involving positive anticipated
emotions, b = 0.104, 95% bootstrap CI [0.034, 0.193], p = 0.012, whereas the pathway in-
volving attitude was not significant, b = 0.053, 95% bootstrap CI [—0.009, 0.174], p = 0.278.
Thus, H7e was partially supported. By contrast, the total indirect effect of green orientation
on willingness to pay was not significant, b = —1.185, 95% bootstrap CI [—4.516, 1.412],
p = 0.426. Neither the specific indirect effect through attitude, b = —0.878, 95% bootstrap
CI[-5.344, 1.786], p = 0.619, nor the specific indirect effect through positive anticipated
emotions, b = —0.440, 95% bootstrap CI [—3.619, 2.566], p = 0.776, was significant. Therefore,
H7f and H7g were not supported.

Luxury restaurant hedonism was positively associated with attitude, = 0.289,
p <0.001, and positive anticipated emotions, = 0.413, p < 0.001, supporting H8a and
H8b. It was not directly associated with visit intention, 3 = 0.011, p = 0.837, so H8c was
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not supported. However, it was positively associated with willingness to pay, 3 = 0.359,
p < 0.001, supporting H8d. The bootstrapped indirect effects showed a significant total
association of luxury restaurant hedonism with visit intention, b = 0.197, 95% bootstrap
CI[0.106, 0.294], p < 0.001. This total indirect association was accounted for by the path-
way involving positive anticipated emotions, b = 0.151, 95% bootstrap CI [0.045, 0.261],
p = 0.006, whereas the pathway involving attitude was not significant, b = 0.046, 95% boot-
strap CI[—0.011, 0.148], p = 0.263. Thus, H8e was partially supported. The total indirect
effect of luxury restaurant hedonism on willingness to pay was not significant, b = —1.306,
95% bootstrap CI [—4.869, 1.950], p = 0.445. Neither the specific indirect effect through
attitude, b = —0.773, 95% bootstrap CI [-4.505, 1.698], p = 0.615, nor the specific indirect
effect through positive anticipated emotions, b = —0.640, 95% bootstrap CI [—5.099, 3.630],
p = 0.771, was significant. Therefore, H8f and H8g were not supported.

Perceived sustainability in Michelin Green Star restaurants’ sustainability commitment
was positively associated with attitude, 3 = 0.419, p < 0.001, and positive anticipated
emotions, = 0.443, p < 0.001, supporting H9a and H9b. However, perceived sustainability
was not directly associated with visit intention, 3 = 0.054, p = 0.303, or willingness to pay,
3 =0.018, p = 0.792; therefore, H9c and H9d were not supported. The bootstrapped indirect
effects showed a significant total indirect association of perceived sustainability with visit
intention, b = 0.308, 95% bootstrap CI [0.166, 0.469], p < 0.001. This total indirect association
was accounted for by the pathway involving positive anticipated emotions, b = 0.218, 95%
bootstrap CI [0.069, 0.381], p = 0.007, whereas the pathway involving attitude was not
significant, b = 0.091, 95% bootstrap CI [-0.022, 0.255], p = 0.223. Thus, H9e was partially
supported. The total indirect effect of perceived sustainability on willingness to pay was
not significant, b = —2.228, 95% bootstrap CI [—7.410, 2.464], p = 0.384. Neither the specific
indirect effect through attitude, b = —1.508, 95% bootstrap CI [-7.647, 3.298], p = 0.589, nor
the specific indirect effect through positive anticipated emotions, b = —0.923, 95% bootstrap
CI[—-7.340, 5.229], p = 0.770, was significant. Therefore, H9f and H9g were not supported.

2.3.5. Sensitivity and Robustness Analyses

The model separating the two descriptive-norm indicators showed acceptable fit,
x2(515) = 1201.62, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.050, 90% CI [0.047, 0.054], CFI = 0.929, TLI = 0.915,
and SRMR = 0.073. The two indicators were positively correlated, r = 0.450, p < 0.001. When
entered simultaneously, the static personal descriptive norm was positively associated with
visit intention, 3 = 0.169, p < 0.001, whereas the dynamic general descriptive norm was not,
3 =0.058, p = 0.156. Neither the static personal descriptive norm, (3 = 0.040, p = 0.456, nor
the dynamic general descriptive norm, 3 = 0.030, p = 0.536, was significantly associated with
willingness to pay. The remaining structural associations were substantively unchanged.
Therefore, the association between the broader descriptive-norm factor and visit intention
found in the primary model appeared to be mainly attributable to respondents’ perceptions
of the current behavior of people personally known to them.

The WLSMV model also showed satisfactory fit, x2(519) = 1360.53, p < 0.001,
RMSEA = 0.056, 90% CI [0.052, 0.059], CFI = 0.969, TLI = 0.962, and SRMR = 0.041. The
findings concerning willingness to pay were closely consistent with the primary MLR
estimates. Perceived behavioral control (3 = 0.155, p = 0.018), luxury-restaurant hedonism
(B =0.387, p < 0.001), and previous luxury-restaurant behavior (3 = 0.144, p = 0.003) re-
mained significant positive predictors, whereas the other associations with willingness to
pay remained nonsignificant. The explained variance in willingness to pay was also similar,
R? = 0.259, compared with 0.250 in the primary model. The separate ML analysis using
bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals yielded the same inferential conclusions for
the indirect effects.
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The covariate-adjusted model, estimated among the 414 participants with complete
covariate data, showed acceptable fit, x2(588) = 1120.71, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.047, 90%
CI [0.043, 0.051], CFI = 0.933, TLI = 0.917, and SRMR = 0.063. The central pattern of
findings was generally stable. Among the covariates, age was positively associated with
attitude ( = 0.162, p = 0.003). Household income was negatively associated with visit in-
tention (3 = —0.078, p = 0.034) but positively associated with willingness to pay ( = 0.121,
p = 0.011), whereas Michelin Green Star awareness was positively associated with willing-
ness to pay ( = 0.098, p = 0.030). All other covariate paths were nonsignificant. After
adjustment, the association between previous luxury-restaurant behavior and willingness
to pay was attenuated and no longer statistically significant (3 = 0.112, p = 0.075). In the
corresponding unadjusted model estimated in the same subsample, this association was
somewhat stronger and statistically significant (5 = 0.145, p = 0.020). The adjusted model
explained 75.4% of the variance in visit intention and 31.4% of the variance in willingness

to pay.

2.4. Discussion

Study 1 showed that visit intention and willingness to pay represent partly differ-
entiated consumer responses to Michelin Green Star restaurants. Visit intention was not
significantly associated with willingness to pay, indicating that motivational readiness did
not translate linearly into the maximum amount participants stated they would spend.
The two outcomes also showed different predictor profiles: visit intention was associated
with descriptive norms, perceived behavioral control, and positive anticipated emotions,
whereas maximum stated expenditure was associated with perceived behavioral control
and luxury-restaurant hedonism. The substantially greater variance explained in visit
intention further suggests that the psychosocial variables examined here captured moti-
vational readiness more fully than absolute monetary allocation. We return to possible
explanations for the nonsignificant association between intention and willingness to pay
later in the Discussion. In the next paragraphs, we examine the individual contribution of
each model component.

Among the core TPB predictors, attitude was significantly associated with visit in-
tention in the restricted baseline model, together with descriptive norms and perceived
behavioral control, whereas injunctive norms were not. However, this model did not
achieve adequate overall fit. In the final model, the unique association between attitude
and intention became nonsignificant, while descriptive norms and perceived behavioral
control remained significant. This attenuation may reflect the variance shared between
attitude and the additional predictors, particularly positive anticipated emotions, rather
than the absence of a meaningful relationship between attitude and intention. Meta-analytic
evidence similarly indicates that anticipated affect explains variance in intention beyond
that accounted for by the core TPB predictors and may reduce the unique contribution of
attitude once both constructs are included [63]. Thus, favorable evaluations of Michelin
Green Star restaurants may remain relevant to visit intention, but their association may be
partly captured by the positive emotions consumers anticipate experiencing during the
visit. Attitude was also not associated with willingness to pay, suggesting that a favorable
evaluation of Michelin Green Star restaurants was insufficient to account for the amount
consumers were prepared to allocate.

The different findings for descriptive and injunctive norms are consistent with ev-
idence that these normative components provide distinct forms of social information
and that descriptive norms may contribute to intention beyond the standard TPB predic-
tors [33,34]. Injunctive norms were nonsignificant even in the baseline model, whereas
descriptive norms remained associated with visit intention in the final model. Similar differ-
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ences have been found for sustainable food choices and green restaurant intentions [27,35].
The sensitivity analysis further indicated that the association was mainly attributable to
the static personal norm rather than to the dynamic general trend. Thus, participants’
intentions appeared to be more closely associated with the perceived behavior of people
they knew than with a broader perception that Michelin Green Star dining was becoming
more common. Neither normative component was associated with willingness to pay.

Perceived behavioral control was the only core TPB predictor associated with both visit
intention and willingness to pay. This finding is consistent with research linking perceived
behavioral control to intentions to visit environmentally responsible restaurants [1,2,27]
and with research applying the TPB to willingness to pay more in locally sourced restaurant
contexts [36]. Michelin Green Star restaurants may require sufficient financial resources,
advance booking, travel, planning, and familiarity with fine-dining conventions. Perceived
control may therefore function as a practical enabling condition: both readiness to visit
and maximum stated expenditure may remain constrained when the experience is not
considered feasible.

Past behavior showed a selective pattern. None of the three previous dining behaviors
was associated with visit intention once the psychological predictors were considered.
Previous luxury-restaurant behavior was associated with willingness to pay in the primary
model, whereas previous experience with green and green luxury restaurants was not.
However, the association with luxury-restaurant experience became nonsignificant after
adjustment for age, household income, and Michelin Green Star awareness. Familiarity
with luxury dining may therefore partly overlap with socioeconomic resources and prior
knowledge rather than independently accounting for stated expenditure. This interpreta-
tion is consistent with evidence that previous restaurant experience may be associated with
willingness to pay more for green practices, although the present results indicate that its
unique contribution should be interpreted cautiously [64].

Positive anticipated emotions were associated with visit intention but not with willing-
ness to pay. Consumers who expected to feel satisfied, proud, or happy reported stronger
intentions to visit. This is consistent with goal-directed accounts in which anticipated
emotions influence decisions by representing the expected affective consequences of fu-
ture actions [15,39]. It also aligns with evidence that anticipated pride can strengthen
pro-environmental intentions [16], that anticipated emotions are associated with restaurant
intentions through perceived value [14], and that anticipated regret contributes to explain-
ing eco-friendly restaurant choice [40]. Sustainable fine dining may therefore motivate
interest when environmental responsibility is combined with expected pleasure, pride,
refinement, and memorability. These affective expectations did not, however, account for
how much consumers stated they would spend.

The distal antecedents further clarified the motivational-affective pattern associated
with visit intention. Green consumer orientation, luxury restaurant hedonism, and per-
ceived sustainability were all associated with attitude and positive anticipated emotions,
but their indirect associations with visit intention were accounted for mainly by positive
anticipated emotions. Green consumer orientation may make sustainable fine dining more
personally relevant and consistent with consumers’” environmental self-definition. This in-
terpretation is consistent with research linking environmental identity to pro-environmental
preferences, intentions, and behavior [46,65], including responses to eco-friendly restau-
rants [49]. Because green consumer orientation is broader than environmental self-identity,
however, this literature should be understood as supporting its identity-related component
rather than as defining the entire construct.

Luxury restaurant hedonism was associated with positive anticipated emotions and
indirectly with visit intention, while also showing a direct association with willingness
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to pay. This pattern is consistent with the multisensory and emotional nature of hedonic
consumption and with evidence that hedonism is associated with favorable evaluations
of luxury restaurants and hospitality experiences [9,52,66]. Consumers attracted to luxury
dining for its pleasure and experiential value may therefore anticipate a more rewarding
Michelin Green Star experience and be prepared to allocate more to it.

Perceived sustainability was associated with attitude and positive anticipated emo-
tions and indirectly with visit intention, but not with willingness to pay. Sustainability
perceptions may support favorable evaluations and make the restaurant’s environmental
and social commitment more emotionally meaningful. This interpretation aligns with evi-
dence linking perceived green practices to restaurant image and attitudes [55], emotional
attachment and satisfaction [25], and positive anticipated emotions and participation inten-
tion in restaurant sustainability contexts [57]. Because many responsible practices cannot
be directly observed by consumers, perceiving the restaurant as genuinely sustainable may
facilitate psychological openness towards the experience without necessarily increasing the
maximum amount allocated to it.

The indirect associations of the three distal antecedents should not be interpreted as
evidence of causal mediation. Study 1 was cross-sectional, and the proposed ordering
cannot establish that green consumer orientation, luxury restaurant hedonism, or perceived
sustainability caused changes in positive anticipated emotions or intention. The findings
instead indicate that sustainability-related and luxury-related factors converged in their
associations with the anticipated emotional appeal of Michelin Green Star restaurants.

By contrast, maximum stated expenditure showed a narrower luxury-feasibility pat-
tern. Green consumer orientation and perceived sustainability were not directly or in-
directly associated with this outcome, whereas perceived behavioral control and luxury
restaurant hedonism were. Consumers may therefore be genuinely interested in visit-
ing a Michelin Green Star restaurant while selecting a relatively modest maximum price.
Monetary judgments may involve additional considerations not fully represented in the
present model, including available economic resources, familiarity with restaurant prices,
and previous experience with premium dining. Prior restaurant research has linked in-
come and previous experience to willingness to pay for green dining practices, while
sustainable-luxury research also indicates that perceived ethicality and quality can con-
tribute to premium valuation [29,64,67]. Because price sensitivity and broader fine-dining
spending propensity were not directly assessed, the mechanisms underlying the non-
significant association between intention and willingness to pay cannot be established
conclusively. More generally, visit intention and maximum stated expenditure represent
related but distinct consumer judgments. Intending to visit a Michelin Green Star restaurant
does not necessarily imply a willingness to allocate a higher amount to the experience.
Consumers may perceive the restaurant as attractive, desirable, and feasible to visit while
still setting a relatively modest spending limit. Conversely, maximum stated expenditure
may depend more strongly on personal budget constraints, price expectations, familiarity
with fine-dining costs, and the perceived value of the overall experience. The nonsignificant
association between intention and maximum stated expenditure may therefore indicate
that interest in visiting does not automatically translate into a willingness to spend more.
In addition, monetary judgments may depend on how realistic and personally relevant the
prospect of a future visit appears, with psychologically distant or hypothetical scenarios
potentially producing more variable estimates [68].

Overall, Study 1 suggests an integrative motivational-affective pattern for visit inten-
tion and a narrower luxury-feasibility pattern for willingness to pay. Sustainability-related
and luxury-related antecedents converged in their associations with positive anticipated
emotions and, through this component, with visit intention. They diverged when the
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consumer response concerned maximum stated expenditure, which was more closely
associated with practical feasibility and attraction to luxury dining.

These findings provided the conceptual basis for Study 2. Positive anticipated emo-
tions were selected as a central proximal response because they were associated with
visit intention and accounted for the indirect associations of all three distal antecedents.
Luxury restaurant hedonism informed an experience-based communication orientation
emphasizing pleasure, authenticity, refinement, and memorability, consistent with evidence
that sustainable practices can contribute to memorable experiences in Michelin Green Star
restaurants [6]. Perceived sustainability informed a practice-based orientation emphasizing
concrete and verifiable sustainability actions, while green consumer orientation provided
the rationale for examining message-recipient fit. Study 2 therefore did not experimen-
tally reproduce the structural model tested in Study 1; rather, it extended its theoretical
implications to a distinct communication question by examining whether two theoretically
grounded communication orientations were differentially associated with baseline-adjusted
post-message responses according to consumers’ green orientation.

3. Study 2: Communicating Sustainable Fine Dining: An Experimental
Test of Practice-Based and Experience-Based Messages

3.1. Theoretical Background

A growing body of research has shown that sustainability-related communication can
rely on different types of persuasive content. In health, food, and sustainable consumption
domains, informational appeals, often described as instrumental or rational, and affective
appeals, often described as emotional or transformational, have been shown to activate
different psychological processes and shape consumer responses in distinct ways [17-20].
These studies suggest that sustainability-related messages should not be treated as in-
terchangeable, because different contents may emphasize different routes of persuasion.
However, whether similar distinctions apply to the promotion of sustainable fine dining
remains largely unexplored.

This issue is particularly relevant in the hospitality sector, where sustainability com-
munication does not merely inform consumers about environmental practices, but also
contributes to the construction of affective components related to perceived sustainabil-
ity, authenticity, and perceived value [11,69]. Prior research suggests that sustainability
messages are often less effective than expected because they remain too factual, generic,
or organization-centered, rather than being translated into personally relevant and emo-
tionally meaningful benefits for consumers [70]. At the same time, in hospitality and
tourism contexts, consumers may respond differently to messages that emphasize social
or environmental benefits, personal benefits, emotional meanings, or concrete responsible
practices [69,71,72]. Thus, the way sustainability is communicated may be as important as
the sustainability practices themselves.

In sustainable fine dining, this communication challenge becomes particularly pro-
nounced. Michelin Green Star restaurants are associated with a wide range of sustain-
ability practices, including local sourcing, seasonality, waste reduction, energy efficiency,
circular initiatives, responsible supply chains, community engagement, and chef-led val-
ues [4,10,73]. However, these practices do not automatically become visible or meaningful
to consumers. Unless they are communicated effectively, consumers may fail to recognize
their relevance to the quality, authenticity, and overall value of the dining experience [5-7].

Indeed, recent research has pointed to a communication gap among Michelin Green
Star restaurants. Ref. [10] showed that these restaurants communicate sustainability
through multiple themes, including sustainable technologies, diversified culinary offerings,
community-focused initiatives, sustainable supply chains, entrepreneurial values, and
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certifications. Similarly, Ref. [12] highlighted an implementation-communication gap in
Italian Michelin Green Star restaurants, showing that, while some visible practices, such as
sustainable menus, are frequently communicated, less tangible initiatives, such as energy
efficiency and community engagement, remain undercommunicated. These findings sug-
gest that sustainability efforts do not automatically become visible, credible, or valuable to
consumers unless they are effectively translated into communication.

Importantly, sustainable practices should not be viewed solely as technical or oper-
ational features. Ref. [6] showed that they can also contribute to memorable customer
experiences by enhancing functionality, authenticity, emotionality, engagement, and expres-
sivity. This suggests two distinct communication routes. A practice-based route emphasizes
what restaurants do to operate sustainably, through actions such as local sourcing, season-
ality, waste reduction, energy efficiency, circular initiatives, and responsible supply-chain
management. By making these practices concrete and visible, this type of message may
strengthen perceptions of transparency and credibility. An experience-based route instead
emphasizes how sustainability enriches the sensory, emotional, authentic, and memorable
qualities of the dining experience, linking responsible practices to anticipated pleasure,
distinctiveness, and experiential value.

Although conceptually distinct, practice-based and experience-based elements often
coexist in real-world sustainability communication. Communication related to Michelin
Green Star restaurants may convey both concrete practices, such as responsible sourcing
and relationships with local suppliers, and the values and experiential qualities associated
with their cuisine [10]. However, it remains unclear whether emphasizing one route rather
than the other produces distinct consumer responses. The practice-based condition was
designed to foreground the visibility and concreteness of sustainability practices, whereas
the experience-based condition was designed to foreground their personal, emotional, and
experiential implications.

Study 2 examined attitude and positive anticipated emotions as two proximal psy-
chological responses to message exposure. Attitude was retained because it represents the
central evaluative construct in the TPB and a common target of persuasive communica-
tion, although it was not significantly associated with visit intention in Study 1. Positive
anticipated emotions were included because they emerged as a significant predictor of visit
intention in Study 1 and capture the affective rewards consumers expect from the dining
experience. Based on previous research showing that sustainability-related messages can
promote favorable evaluations, positive affective responses, and behavioral intentions, we
expected participants to report increases in attitude, positive anticipated emotions, and
visit intention following message exposure.

Hypothesis 10 (H10). Participants’ attitude (H10a), positive anticipated emotions (H10b), and
intention (H10c) will increase from pre- (T1) to post-message (T2) exposure.

We then examined whether changes in these proximal responses were associated with
changes in visit intention. Given the positive association between anticipated emotions
and visit intention observed in Study 1, and the motivational role attributed to anticipated
emotions in goal-directed decision-making, we expected participants reporting greater
increases in positive anticipated emotions to also report greater increases in visit intention.

Hypothesis 11 (H11). Post-message positive anticipated emotions will be positively associated
with post-message visit intention after accounting for their pre-message levels.
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Because attitude was not significantly associated with visit intention in Study 1, we
did not formulate a directional hypothesis regarding the association between post-message
and post-message visit intention after accounting for their pre-message levels.

Research Question 2 (RQ2). Is post-message attitude associated with post-message visit intention
after accounting for their pre-message levels?

Finally, although both messages were designed to promote favorable responses to-
ward sustainable fine dining, they emphasized different persuasive routes. We therefore
examined whether the experience-based and practice-based messages produced different
post-message responses after accounting for participants’ pre-message levels.

Research Question 3 (RQ3). Do experience-based and practice-based messages differ in their
associations with post-message attitude, positive anticipated emotions, and visit intention after
accounting for the corresponding pre-message levels?

Building on Study 1, Study 2 examined green orientation as a potential moderator
of message effectiveness. Identity-based persuasion research suggests that sustainability
messages may be more persuasive when their content is congruent with recipients’ self-
concept and values [74-78]. A practice-based message may therefore resonate more strongly
with consumers high in green orientation because it makes the restaurant’s environmental
commitment explicit and verifiable [79]. By contrast, an experience-based message may be
more appealing when sustainability is less central to consumers’ self-concept, because it
connects responsible dining with pleasure, authenticity, and memorability rather than with
environmental obligation [80,81]. However, existing evidence does not clearly establish
which communication route should be more effective at different levels of green orientation.
We therefore examined whether green consumer orientation moderated the associations
of message condition with post-message attitude, positive anticipated emotions, and visit
intention, as well as the indirect associations with intention through post-message attitude
and positive anticipated emotions, controlling for their pre-message levels.

Research Question 4 (RQ4): Does green consumer orientation moderate the associations of mes-
sage with post-message attitude, positive anticipated emotions, and visit intention after accounting
for their pre-message levels?

Research Question 5 (RQ5): Does green consumer orientation moderate the indirect association
between message condition and post-message visit intention through post-message attitude and
positive anticipated emotions change, after accounting for their pre-message levels?

3.2. Methods
3.2.1. Participants and Procedure

This study was conducted under the same ethical approval as Study 1 (see Section 2.2.1).

Data collection took place in June 2026 through the Prolific platform. The study
was advertised as an online survey investigating dining-out habits, personal beliefs, and
attitudes toward food services, as well as reactions to communication messages about
sustainable fine dining. To be eligible, participants had to be residents of Italy and at least
18 years old. Prior to their involvement, participants were fully informed about the purpose
of the study, its voluntary nature, the anonymity and confidentiality of their responses,
how their data would be processed, and their right to withdraw at any time. Informed
consent was obtained from all participants before they could access the questionnaire.
Qualtrics automatically managed the random allocation of participants to the experimental
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conditions. The survey lasted approximately 11 min, and the average compensation of
€12.75 was issued through Prolific following completion and researcher approval.

An a priori power analysis was conducted using G*Power 3.1.9.4 for the time X message
condition interaction in the repeated-measures analyses T. Assuming « = 0.05, power = 0.80,
a small-to-medium effect size (f = 0.15), a correlation among repeated measures of 0.50, and a
nonsphericity correction of ¢ = 1, the required sample size was N = 90.

No formal a priori power analysis specifically tailored to the moderated mediation
model was conducted. Given the complexity of the model and the limited sample size, the
moderated mediation findings were interpreted cautiously and require confirmation in a
larger independent sample.

Only two respondents were excluded from the analysis for failing attention checks.

The final sample included 102 participants, with 51 participants assigned to the
experience-based message condition and 51 participants assigned to the practice-based
message condition. Gender information was available for 101 participants: 55 participants
identified as male (54.5%), 44 as female (43.6%), and 2 preferred not to answer (2.0%).
Age-group information was available for 101 participants: 56 participants were aged
18-34 years (55.4%), 16 were aged 35—44 years (15.8%), and 29 were aged 45 years or older
(28.7%). Regarding household income, 23 participants preferred not to answer (22.5%),
8 reported an income below €10,000 (7.8%), 17 reported €10,000-€19,999 (16.7%), 10 reported
€20,000—€29,999 (9.8%), 11 reported €30,000-€39,999 (10.8%), 6 reported €40,000—€49,999
(5.9%), 12 reported €50,000-€74,999 (11.8%), and 15 reported €75,000 or more (14.7%). With
respect to education level, 1 participant reported primary school as the highest completed
level of education (1.0%), 24 reported a high school diploma (23.5%), 4 reported technical
high school (3.9%), 36 reported a bachelor’s degree or equivalent (35.3%), 33 reported a
master’s degree (32.4%), and 4 reported a doctorate/PhD (3.9%).

3.2.2. Measures

The same measures used in Study 1 were employed for attitudes toward Michelin
Green Star restaurants, positive anticipated emotions, intention to visit Michelin Green Star
restaurants—assessed both before and after message exposure, and green orientation.

The six-item, 6-point semantic differential scale for attitudes [21] showed good internal
consistency, both before message exposure, o = 0.855, and after message exposure o = 0.913.
Positive anticipated emotions, assessed with the three items adapted from [21], also showed
good internal consistency at both time points, with o = 0.830 pre-exposure and « = 0.886
post-exposure. Intention to visit Michelin Green Star restaurants, measured with the three
items adapted from [62], likewise showed good reliability, with « = 0.892 prior to the
intervention and « = 0.910 following the intervention. Green orientation, measured with
five items adapted from [29], showed acceptable internal consistency (x = 0.785).

3.2.3. Message Intervention

To develop the practice-based and experience-based messages, we drew on two
complementary theoretical and empirical sources. Practice-based communication was
informed by research on sustainability practices in the food service sector, with particular
attention to Michelin Green Star restaurants [4,82], and by official descriptions and criteria
provided by the Michelin Guide [83]. Experience-based communication was informed by
research on customer experience and sustainable luxury dining [6,10], particularly on how
environmental and social commitments can be translated into sensory, emotional, authentic,
and memorable consumer experiences [9,11].

This process identified six pillars shared across the two conditions: seasonal and
sustainable sourcing, local heritage, food-waste reduction, high quality, pro-environmental
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ethical standards, and social ethical standards. For each pillar, we developed two messages
that retained the same underlying sustainability theme while varying the focal perspective
through which it was communicated. In the practice-based condition, the restaurant was
presented as the agent implementing a concrete sustainability practice or policy. In the
experience-based condition, the consumer was presented as the beneficiary of the personal,
sensory, emotional, or social implications of the same sustainability theme.

Accordingly, the manipulation involved a systematic shift in grammatical subject,
agency, self-reference, and benefit focus. In the practice-based condition, communication
centered on the sustainability actions undertaken by restaurants, whereas in the experience-
based condition it centered on the personal and experiential implications of those practices
for consumers. These features were part of the operationalization of the two communication
orientations. The introductory message in each condition served to present Michelin Green
Star restaurants and orient participants to the messages that followed.

The six pillars were operationalized as follows.

- Pillar 1—Seasonal and Sustainable Sourcing. Seasonal and sustainable sourcing was
presented either as the restaurant’s selection of fresh, seasonal, and locally sourced
ingredients, or as an opportunity for the consumer to feel connected to nature and its
rhythms, drawing on nature connectedness [84].

- Pillar 2—Local Heritage. Local heritage was communicated either as the use of locally
produced food, or as an opportunity to discover local culture and traditions, consistent
with place-attachment research [85].

- Pillar 3—Food-Waste Reduction. Food-waste reduction was described either through
the restaurant’s reduction in leftovers and reuse of ingredients, or through the con-
sumer’s participation in a more respectful relationship with food, drawing on self-
transcendence values [86].

- Pillar 4—High Quality. High quality was presented either as a food-processing stan-
dard, or as an experience of excellence and refined pleasure, reflecting the compatibility
between sustainability and luxury when luxury is grounded in quality [87].

- Pillar 5—Pro-Environmental Ethical Standards. Pro-environmental ethical standards
were communicated either as formal environmental and animal-welfare criteria, or as
access to an environmentally aligned context.

- Pillar 6—Social Ethical Standards. Social ethical standards were presented either as
concrete actions protecting actors throughout the food chain, or as an opportunity
for consumers to contribute to socially responsible outcomes, consistent with the
warm-glow mechanism [88].

The messages were iteratively drafted by two authors. And subsequently reviewed by
all authors and two researchers who were not otherwise involved in the study. The review
assessed correspondence with the intended sustainability pillar and communication orien-
tation, clarity, approximate length, and visual consistency. Concerns were discussed until
agreement was reached on the final wording. The final messages were then used to create
seven images for each condition: one introductory image followed by the six sustainability
pillars. Qualtrics presented the images sequentially to all participants in the fixed order
reported in Table 5. Exposure time was recorded by Qualtrics, and the comparison of
reading times between conditions is reported in Section 3.3.1. The messages were designed
to be comparable in topic, approximate word count, tone, and visual style within each
pillar following the standard message manipulation logic [89].
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Table 5. Practice-based and experience-based message texts.

No. Practice-Based Messages Experience-Based Messages
Michelin Green Star restaurants are ~ Michelin Green Star restaurants are
0 awarded for sustainable awarded for sustainable
gastronomy practices gastronomy experiences
Michelin Green Star restaurants In Michelin Green Star restaurants,
1 select fresh, seasonal and locally you can feel personally connected to
sourced ingredients nature and its rhythms

. . I icheli
Michelin Green Star restaurants n Michelin Green Star restaurants,

2 i local heri
choose locally produced food you can discover oca neritage,
culture, and traditions
Michelin Green Star restaurants In Michelin Green Star restaurants,
3 reduce leftovers and you can feel part of a more respectful
reuse ingredients approach to food
Michelin Green Star restaurants offer In Michelin Gr'een Star restaurants,
4 . . . you can experience excellence and
high-quality food processing .
refined pleasure
Michelin Green Star restaurants In Michelin Green Star restaurants,
5 respect ethical criteria in terms of you can join environmentally
environmental and animal protection friendly contexts
Michelin Green Star restaurants In MlCheh.n Green St.a r restaurants,
. . you can actively contribute to socially
engage in concrete action to protect . .
6 responsible actions that support all

the rights of all actors of the food

. actors of the food chain, from
chain, from producers to employees

producers to employees

Note. No. indicates the presentation order of the messages. Message No. 0 corresponds to the introductory
message for each condition.

Full message texts are reported in Table 5, whereas examples of the message illus-
trations shown to participants are presented in Figure 3. The complete set of images is
provided in Appendix B, Figures A1 and A2.

Practice-based condition Experience-based condition
Message P2. Local Heritage Message E2. Local Heritage

%ﬁ

MICHELIN GREEN STAR
RESTAURANTS

%5

IN MICHELIN GREEN STAR
RESTAURANTS

you can discover local
heritage, culture, and
traditions

I

Figure 3. Message illustrations shown to participants in the two experimental conditions for the

choose locally produced

food

I

Pillar 2—Local Heritage.

In accordance with MDPI’s guidelines, we acknowledge that generative Al was used
to create the illustrations accompanying the introductory messages (images E0 and PO in
Figures Al and A2, Appendix B), in order to avoid depicting identifiable real individuals
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or events. For transparency, generative Al was also used to assist in drafting the graphics
of two figures. This information is disclosed in the footnote of the respective figures.

3.2.4. Data Analyses

Preliminary analyses were conducted to examine whether the two experimental con-
ditions differed in baseline psychological variables, sociodemographic characteristics, and
green consumer orientation. A multivariate general linear model was conducted with mes-
sage condition as the between-subjects factor and baseline intention, positive anticipated
emotions, and attitude as dependent variables. Chi-square tests were conducted to examine
whether the two message conditions differed in gender, age group, household income, and
education level. A univariate general linear model was also conducted to test whether
green consumer orientation differed between the two message conditions.

To test H10 and address RQ2 and RQ3, separate repeated-measures GLMs were
conducted for attitude, positive anticipated emotions, and intention. Time was included as
the within-subjects factor and message condition as the between-subjects factor. Message
condition was coded 0 = experience-based message and 1 = practice-based message.

To test H11 and address RQ4 and RQ5, a baseline-adjusted parallel moderated me-
diation model was estimated in Mplus using maximum likelihood estimation. Message
condition predicted post-message intention through post-message attitude and positive
anticipated emotions, with green consumer orientation moderating the paths from message
condition to both mediators and to intention. Green consumer orientation was mean-
centered, all pre-message measures were included as covariates in each equation, and the
mediator residuals were allowed to correlate. Indirect effects and indices of moderated me-
diation were estimated using 10,000 bootstrap samples with bias-corrected 95% confidence
intervals. Conditional effects were examined at the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles of the
moderator and probed using Johnson-Neyman analyses. Holm corrections were applied
separately to the three interaction tests and the two mediator-specific indices. An omnibus
Wald test was obtained from an otherwise identical non-bootstrap model, and global fit
indices were not interpreted because the observed-variable model was saturated.

3.3. Results
3.3.1. Preliminary Results

Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations among the main study vari-
ables are reported in Table 6.

Table 6. Descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations among the main study variables.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Attitude at T1 478 0.81 (0.86)
Attitude at T2 4.83 092  0.82* (091)
Positive Anticipated

emotions T1

5.22 114 068* 0.65* (0.83)

Positive Anticipated
emotions T2

5.25 1.23 0.67* 0.77* 0.76*  (0.89)

Intention at T1

4.13 1.56 0.53* 0.52* 0.59* 0.57*  (0.89)

Intention at T2

434 162 051* 058* 050* 0.66* 081* (0.91)

Green Consumer Orientation 4.80 0.99 020* 0.22* 033* 032* 043* 030* (0.79)

Note. Values on the diagonal are Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. * p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.
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Preliminary analyses were conducted to examine whether the two experimental con-
ditions differed in baseline psychological variables, sociodemographic characteristics, and
green consumer orientation. Descriptively, participants in the experience-based message
condition reported baseline intention of M = 4.22, SD = 1.35, positive anticipated emotions
of M =5.32,SD =1.11, attitude of M = 4.80, SD = 0.62, and green orientation of M = 4.98,
SD = 0.89. Participants in the practice-based message condition reported baseline intention
of M = 4.04, SD = 1.75, positive anticipated emotions of M = 5.12, SD = 1.17, attitude of
M =4.75,SD = 0.97, and green orientation of M = 4.63, SD = 1.07.

An independent-samples t-test showed no significant difference between the experience-
based and practice-based conditions in the time spent reading the intervention messages.
Participants in the experience-based condition spent, on average, 3.87 s per message (SD = 2.65)
and 27.05 s across all messages (SD = 18.52), whereas participants in the practice-based
condition spent 4.55 s per message (SD = 3.57) and 31.82 s across all messages (SD = 24.96).
These differences were not statistically significant, t(100) = —1.10, p = 0.276, d = —0.22.

The multivariate effect of message condition on baseline intention, positive anticipated
emotions, and attitude was not significant, Pillai’s trace = 0.010, F(3, 98) = 0.33, p = 0.805,
indicating no overall baseline differences between the two conditions. Consistently, uni-
variate tests showed that participants in the experience-based and practice-based message
conditions did not differ in baseline intention, F(1, 100) = 0.35, p = 0.556, baseline positive
anticipated emotions, F(1, 100) = 0.81, p = 0.371, or baseline attitude, F(1, 100) = 0.09,
p=0.762.

The two message conditions also did not significantly differ in gender distribu-
tion, x?(2, N = 101) = 2.37, p = 0.305. Age-group distribution, based on three age
groups, 18-34 years, 3544 years, and 45 years or older, was also comparable across con-
ditions, x?(2, N = 101) = 1.19, p = 0.551. No significant differences emerged between the
two conditions in household income, x2(7, N = 102) = 3.07, p = 0.878, or education level,
x>(5, N = 102) = 2.14, p = 0.829.

Finally, the two message conditions did not significantly differ in green consumer ori-
entation, although the effect approached significance, F(1, 100) = 3.29, p = 0.073, R? =0.032.

Opverall, these preliminary analyses showed no evidence of significant baseline imbal-
ance between the experience-based and practice-based message conditions in psychological
variables, sociodemographic characteristics, or green consumer orientation.

3.3.2. Main Results

Means and standard deviations by message condition and time point are reported
in Table 7. Separate repeated-measures GLMs were conducted to examine the main
effect of time on attitude, positive anticipated emotions, and intention, as well as the
time x message condition interaction for each outcome.

Table 7. Descriptive statistics among the main study variables.

Experience-Based Practice-Based
Variable Message Message
M (SD) M (SD)

Attitude at T1 4.80 (0.62) 4.75 (0.97)

Attitude at T2 4.80 (0.79) 4.86 (1.04)

Positive anticipated emotions at T1 5.32 (1.11) 5.12 (1.17)
Positive anticipated emotions at T2 5.33 (1.03) 5.18 (1.40)
Intention at T1 4.22 (1.35) 4.04 (1.75)

Intention at T2 4.39 (1.55) 4.28 (1.69)

Note. N = 51 in each message condition. Higher scores indicate higher levels of the corresponding construct.
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For attitude, the main effect of time was not significant, F(1, 100) = 1.13, p = 0.290,
np? = 0.011. In the experience-based message condition, attitude remained stable from
pre-message exposure, M = 4.80, SD = 0.62, to post-message exposure, M = 4.80, SD = 0.79.
In the practice-based message condition, attitude slightly increased from pre-message
exposure, M = 4.75, SD = 0.97, to post-message exposure, M = 4.86, SD = 1.04. Therefore,
H10a was not supported. The time x message condition interaction was not significant,
F(1,100) =1.00, p = 0.319, np2 = 0.010, indicating that the two message conditions did
not differ significantly in their effect on attitude change. Thus, with regard to attitude,
RQ3 showed no evidence of differential effectiveness between the experience-based and
practice-based messages.

For positive anticipated emotions, the main effect of time was not significant,
F(1,100) = 0.19, p = 0.662, np? = 0.002. In the experience-based message condition, positive
anticipated emotions were similar before, M = 5.32, SD = 1.11, and after message exposure,
M =5.33, SD = 1.03. In the practice-based message condition, positive anticipated emo-
tions slightly increased from pre-message exposure, M = 5.12, SD = 1.17, to post-message
exposure, M = 5.18, SD = 1.40. Therefore, H10b was not supported. The time X mes-
sage condition interaction was also not significant, F(1, 100) = 0.08, p = 0.781, an =0.001,
suggesting that the two message conditions did not differ significantly in their effect on
positive anticipated emotions change. Thus, with regard to positive anticipated emotions,
RQ3 showed no evidence of differential effectiveness between the two message conditions.

For intention, the main effect of time was significant, F(1, 100) = 4.46, p = 0.037,
np? = 0.043, indicating an overall increase in intention from pre-message exposure,
M =4.13, SD = 1.56, to post-message exposure, M = 4.34, SD = 1.62. Intention increased
in both the experience-based condition, from M = 4.22, SD = 1.35, to M =4.39, SD = 1.55
and the practice-based message condition, from M = 4.04, SD = 1.75, to M = 4.28, SD = 1.69.
The time x message condition interaction was not significant, F(1, 100) = 0.14, p = 0.713,
an =0.001, indicating that the increase in intention did not significantly differ between
the two message conditions. Thus, with regard to intention, RQ3 again showed no ev-
idence of differential average effectiveness between the experience-based and practice-
based messages.

Overall, these analyses showed a significant pre-post increase only in intention,
whereas attitude and positive anticipated emotions did not significantly change over time.
Because we did not include a no-message or neutral-message control condition, this increase
cannot be uniquely attributed to message exposure and is therefore characterized as a pre-
post change observed across the two active message conditions. Moreover, no significant
time X message condition interactions emerged, indicating that the experience-based and
practice-based messages did not produce significantly different average pre-post changes.

3.3.3. Baseline-Adjusted Moderated Mediation

The baseline-adjusted model explained 70.3% of the variance in post-message attitude,
66.6% in positive anticipated emotions, and 75.6% in visit intention. The omnibus Wald
test of the three interaction terms was significant, x2(3) = 14.10, p = 0.003.

The interaction between message condition and green consumer orientation was not
associated with post-message attitude, b = 0.080, SE = 0.092, p = 0.384, p_Holm = 0.384,
95% BC bootstrap CI [-0.098, 0.265]. By contrast, the interaction significantly predicted
post-message positive anticipated emotions, b = 0.447, SE = 0.149, p = 0.003, p_Holm = 0.009,
95% BC bootstrap CI [0.164, 0.741] (Figure 4). The contrast between the practice-based and
experience-based messages was nonsignificant at low, b = —0.414, 95% BC bootstrap CI
[—0.880, 0.028], and median green consumer orientation, b = —0.021, 95% BC bootstrap CI
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[—0.320, 0.280], but was positive at high green consumer orientation, b = 0.537, 95% BC
bootstrap CI [0.132, 0.892].
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Figure 4. Interaction between message condition and green consumer orientation in predicting
baseline-adjusted post-message positive anticipated emotions.

Post-message positive anticipated emotions were positively associated with post-
message intention, b = 0.449, SE = 0.134, p = 0.001, 95% BC bootstrap CI [0.190, 0.716],
whereas post-message attitude was not, b = 0.244, SE = 0.199, p = 0.219, 95% BC bootstrap CI
[—0.162, 0.621]. The message condition x green consumer orientation interaction was also
associated with post-message intention, b = 0.372, SE = 0.164, p = 0.023, p_Holm = 0.046,
95% BC bootstrap CI [0.046, 0.694], although none of the conditional direct effects at the
three selected moderator values had bootstrap confidence intervals excluding zero.

The index of moderated mediation through positive anticipated emotions was signifi-
cant, index = 0.200, 95% BC bootstrap CI [0.069, 0.418], p_Holm = 0.040. The conditional
indirect association was negative at low green consumer orientation, b = —0.186, 95% BC
bootstrap CI [—0.466, —0.007], nonsignificant at the median, b = —0.009, 95% BC bootstrap
CI [—0.142, 0.148], and positive at high green consumer orientation, b = 0.241, 95% BC
bootstrap CI [0.056, 0.530]. The index through attitude was not significant, index = 0.020,
95% BC bootstrap CI[—0.017, 0.130], p_Holm = 0.546. The total index across both mediators
was significant, index = 0.220, 95% BC bootstrap CI [0.065, 0.444].

Johnson—-Neyman analyses based on bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals
indicated that the conditional association between message condition and post-message
positive anticipated emotions was significant below a centered green consumer orientation
value of —1.06 and above 0.74, but not between these values. No region of significance
emerged for post-message attitude. The conditional direct association with post-message
intention was significant only at very low values of green consumer orientation, below
—2.39, and at very high values, above 1.66, while remaining nonsignificant across the
intermediate range. The conditional indirect association through post-message positive
anticipated emotions was significant below —0.87 and above 0.65, but not between these
values; no region of significance emerged for the indirect association through attitude.

Thus, regarding RQ4, green consumer orientation moderated the associations of
message condition with post-message positive anticipated emotions and visit intention, but
not with attitude. Regarding RQ5, moderated mediation was supported through positive
anticipated emotions, but not through attitude. Specifically, the practice-based message was
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Message Condition

0 = Experience-based Message
1 =Practice-based Message

indirectly associated with stronger intention at high green consumer orientation, whereas
the experience-based message showed the more favorable indirect association at low green
consumer orientation. The baseline-adjusted moderated mediation model is summarized

in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Baseline-adjusted moderated mediation model. Note. Unstandardized coefficients are
reported. Message condition was coded: 0 = experience-based message and 1 = practice-based
message. All post-message variables were adjusted for pre-message attitude, positive anticipated
emotions, and visit intention; covariate paths are omitted for clarity. Solid lines indicate statistically
significant paths and dashed lines indicate nonsignificant paths. Holm-adjusted p values are reported
for the interaction terms. Bias-corrected confidence intervals for the indices of moderated mediation
were based on 10,000 bootstrap samples. For transparency, we declare that generative Al was used to
assist in the drafting of the path diagram.

3.4. Discussion

Study 2 compared practice-based and experience-based messages about Michelin
Green Star restaurants. Visit intention increased from pre- to post-exposure across both
message conditions, whereas attitude and positive anticipated emotions did not change
significantly. The two messages did not differ in their average pre-post patterns. Because the
study was designed to compare two active communication strategies and did not include a
no-message or neutral-message control condition, the overall increase in intention cannot
be attributed specifically to message exposure and may reflect repeated measurement,
increased familiarity with the Michelin Green Star, or demand effects.

The absence of average differences between the two messages can be interpreted
in light of research distinguishing informational or instrumental appeals from affective
or experiential appeals [18,19,72,90], which suggests that their relative effectiveness may
depend on recipients’ characteristics and self-congruence [74,75]. Comparable identity-
contingent reversals have been reported for other sustainability messaging strategies, where
audience fit, not message content per se, determined persuasive impact [76,78]. Consistent
with this conditional perspective, green consumer orientation moderated the association
between message condition and post-message positive anticipated emotions, but not
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attitude. At high green consumer orientation, the practice-based message was associated
with higher positive anticipated emotions than the experience-based message, whereas
the contrast was nonsignificant at the selected low and median levels. The interaction was
also associated with post-message intention, although none of the conditional direct effects
was significant. Thus, neither message was uniformly superior; their relative association
with intention emerged primarily through anticipated affect and depended on consumers’
green orientation.

This pattern is consistent with identity-based persuasion research, which suggests that
messages may acquire greater personal relevance when their content aligns with recipients’
self-concepts and values [74-78]. Concrete and verifiable practices about sourcing, waste
reduction, ethical standards, and responsible supply chains may therefore be more relevant
for consumers with a stronger environmental orientation [79]. This is compatible with
evidence that identity-congruent messaging strengthens engagement with environmental
appeals [76,77]. Those with a weaker green orientation, for whom sustainability is less
central to self-definition, may instead respond better when the same practices are reframed
around pleasure and distinctiveness rather than environmental duty, connecting sustain-
ability with pleasure, authenticity, refinement, and memorability [80,81]. This is consistent
with evidence that luxury consumers reconcile sustainability with indulgence when it
enhances rather than constrains the hedonic experience [87].

Importantly, post-message positive anticipated emotions were positively associated
with post-message intention after accounting for their baseline levels, whereas post-message
attitude was not. This converges with Study 1, in which positive anticipated emotions,
rather than attitude, emerged as the proximal component associated with visit intention.
Overall, this pattern is consistent with message-recipient fit operating primarily through
anticipated affect.

Overall, Study 2 suggests that the relative implications of practice-based and
experience-based communication depend less on the average superiority of one message
and more on its fit with consumers’ environmental orientation. The evidence is strongest
for a conditional indirect association through positive anticipated emotions, not for a direct
effect of either message on intention. These findings should nevertheless be interpreted
cautiously given the limited sample, the simultaneous post-message assessment of media-
tor and outcome, and the absence of an independent manipulation check and a no-message
control condition.

4. General Discussion

The present research uses Michelin Green Star restaurants as a theoretically infor-
mative case for examining how consumers respond to sustainability within high-end
consumption contexts. By integrating a correlational model of psychological predictors
with an experimental test of sustainability communication, the two studies show that
sustainable fine dining is perceived neither as a purely environmental choice nor as a
conventional luxury experience. Rather, it represents a hybrid consumption context in
which sustainability, pleasure, credibility, social visibility, and perceived feasibility jointly
shape consumer responses.

Across the two studies, one central conclusion emerges: interest in Michelin Green
Star restaurants is primarily linked to a motivational-affective route. Across both studies,
positive anticipated emotions consistently emerged as the central mechanism linking
consumer characteristics and communication to visit intention. This convergence suggests
that consumers’ responses to sustainable fine dining depend not only on how they evaluate
these restaurants, but also on how they expect the experience to make them feel.
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Within the scope of this absolute measure, maximum stated expenditure was con-
sistently associated with perceived behavioral control and luxury restaurant hedonism.
Previous luxury-restaurant behavior was also associated with maximum stated expenditure
in the primary model, but this relationship was attenuated and became nonsignificant
after adjustment for age, household income, and Michelin Green Star awareness. Its
role should therefore be interpreted cautiously, as it may partly reflect socioeconomic or
familiarity-related differences. Moreover, because no otherwise comparable non-Green-
Star restaurant was included, these findings should not be interpreted as evidence of a
sustainability-related price premium.

This distinction is important because sustainable consumption research often assumes
that favorable responses to sustainability should translate into willingness to pay a pre-
mium. The present research suggests a more cautious interpretation: sustainability may
increase meaning and emotional attractiveness, but economic commitment appears to
depend more on consumers’ familiarity with, and appreciation of, luxury dining itself.
This distinction also helps clarify the specific nature of Michelin Green Star restaurants.
These restaurants combine environmental responsibility with high-end gastronomy, but the
two dimensions do not appear to operate in the same way. The sustainability dimension
seems especially relevant for making the experience meaningful, credible, and emotion-
ally attractive, whereas the luxury dimension seems especially relevant for economic
commitment. Thus, sustainable fine dining may require both routes: an affective sustain-
ability route that motivates interest and a luxury-value pattern associated with higher
stated expenditure.

The findings also extend the literature on sustainability communication by showing
that the relative implications of the two communication orientations cannot be understood
independently of recipient characteristics. Practice-based communication was not generally
more effective than experience-based communication, nor was the reverse true. Instead,
the baseline-adjusted analysis indicated a crossover pattern in the conditional indirect
association with intention through positive anticipated emotions. Practice-based commu-
nication showed the more favorable indirect association among consumers with stronger
green consumer orientation, whereas experience-based communication showed the more
favorable association among consumers with weaker green orientation. The evidence was
therefore strongest for message-recipient fit operating through anticipated affect, rather
than for a general or direct superiority of either communication strategy. Our findings also
speak to recent research on Michelin Green Star restaurants and sustainable hospitality
communication. Previous work has shown that Michelin Green Star restaurants adopt and
communicate sustainability through multiple themes, including local sourcing, sustainable
supply chains, community initiatives, certifications, and chef-driven values [10], but that
sustainability practices are not always effectively translated into visible or meaningful
communication [12]. The present research suggests that this communication gap is not only
a matter of quantity or visibility. Communicating more sustainability information may
not be sufficient if the message does not connect with consumers’ motives, emotions, and
identities. Sustainable fine-dining communication may need to make practices credible
while also translating them into personally relevant experiences.

Overall, the two studies suggest that Michelin Green Star restaurants may be persua-
sive when sustainability is presented neither as a purely moral attribute nor as a detached
luxury signal, but as a credible part of the fine-dining experience. The challenge is therefore
not simply to demonstrate that responsible practices exist, but to make those practices
psychologically relevant: believable, emotionally rewarding, and coherent with the broader
value proposition of sustainable fine dining.
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4.1. Limitations

Several limitations should be acknowledged. First, both studies recruited Italian
Prolific participants who were relatively young and highly educated; moreover, household
income varied widely and was unavailable for some participants. Sociodemographic
and economic characteristics may influence restaurant selection, particularly when price,
service format, dining occasion, and experiential value are salient [91-93]. Age may affect
the importance assigned to fine-dining selection criteria [92], while age- and income-
related factors have been associated with willingness to pay and other responses to green
restaurants [29,64]. Evidence is not entirely consistent, however, as some studies have found
limited sociodemographic effects once psychological predictors are considered [27]. The
findings should therefore be generalized cautiously, and future research should examine
whether the motivational-affective route identified in Study 1 and the message-recipient fit
observed in Study 2 hold across more diverse populations and consumer segments.

Second, the outcomes were self-reported and hypothetical and may not correspond
to actual behavior [94]. Participants were instructed to report what they would genuinely
pay and were informed that a Michelin Green Star tasting menu costs approximately €150.
Although floor and ceiling responses were rare, responses clustered at €100 and €150,
indicating possible anchoring that cannot be quantified because the reference price did not
vary. Moreover, because the study included neither a comparable non-Green-Star restaurant
nor a measure of general fine-dining spending propensity, willingness to pay represents
maximum stated expenditure for the overall experience rather than a sustainability-specific
price premium. The adjusted model included age, household income, and Michelin Green
Star awareness, while previous luxury-restaurant behavior was already included as a
focal predictor in the primary model. Nevertheless, previous behavior is not equivalent
to general fine-dining expenditure propensity, and geographical accessibility and dietary
preferences were not measured. Future studies should vary or omit the reference price,
compare equivalent Green-Star and non-Green-Star options, assess general luxury-dining
expenditure, geographical accessibility, and relevant dietary preferences, and employ
behavioral or incentive-compatible outcomes such as reservation interest, menu choice,
price acceptance, or actual payment.

Third, Study 1 was cross-sectional, and the focal variables were measured concurrently
through self-report. Although the structural ordering was theoretically specified, the data
cannot establish temporal or causal relationships among distal predictors, anticipated
emotions, visit intention, and willingness to pay. The indirect effects should therefore
be interpreted as patterns of association consistent with the proposed model rather than
evidence of causal mediation, and reverse or reciprocal relationships remain possible.
Although the single-factor model fit considerably worse than the theoretically specified
measurement model, this comparison cannot rule out common-method variance [95]. More-
over, the final structural model was not compared with alternative directional specifications
or validated in an independent sample. Comparisons with reversed or reciprocal specifi-
cations could have provided information about relative model fit, although they would
not have established causal priority; their absence nonetheless limits the assessment of
structural robustness. Split-sample validation was not performed because it would have
produced two subsamples of approximately 263 participants, each well below the a priori
minimum of 488 required for estimating the full SEM. The proposed ordering should there-
fore be examined using longitudinal or experimental designs, compared with theoretically
plausible alternative specifications, and replicated in an independent sample. Although
Study 2 experimentally manipulated message condition, it did not test the full structural
model examined in Study 1.

Some further limitations concern Study 2.
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First, in Study 2, the two message conditions addressed the same sustainability pillars
but differed in their practice- versus experience-based orientation, operationalized through
coordinated differences in grammatical subject, agency, self-reference, and benefit focus.
Because these features were manipulated jointly, the observed conditional effect cannot be
attributed to any single message feature. Moreover, the messages were not independently
pretested; therefore, although their content was designed to reflect the intended communi-
cation orientations, participants’ perceptions of this distinction were not directly validated.
We did not include a post-exposure manipulation check because the study prioritized
participants” immediate attitudinal, affective, and motivational responses, and explicitly
asking them to evaluate the communication focus could have encouraged more analyt-
ical processing and influenced the subsequent outcome measures. Nevertheless, future
research should independently pretest the messages by assessing perceived practice- versus
experience-based orientation and its intended dimensions, including agency, self-reference,
and benefit focus. Such pretesting should also determine whether potentially confounding
attributes—such as informativeness, valence, credibility, vividness, concreteness, readabil-
ity, and perceived sustainability—are comparable across conditions.

Second, participants were exposed to the messages only once, with attitudes, positive
anticipated emotions, and intentions measured immediately before and after exposure.
This design does not indicate whether any effects would persist over time, nor does it
reflect the channels through which consumers are more likely to encounter this kind
of communication, such as the restaurant’s menu, website, or social media profile [96].
Each message integrated six sustainability pillars (seasonal and sustainable sourcing, local
heritage, food waste reduction, high quality, environmental ethics, and social ethics) into the
same communication intervention. While this allowed us to cover multiple sustainability
themes and dimensions, it prevented isolating the contribution of individual dimensions
or determining whether some were more effective under one framing than the other.

Third, Study 2 compared two active message conditions but did not include a neutral-
message or no-message control condition. This choice reflected the primary aim of the exper-
iment, which was to compare two theoretically relevant ways of communicating the same
sustainability content—practice-based versus experience-based communication—rather
than to determine whether sustainability communication about Michelin Green Star restau-
rants was more effective than no communication. Moreover, a neutral message would not
necessarily have been psychologically neutral, as even a minimal description of Michelin
Green Star restaurants could have activated participants” pre-existing associations with
sustainability, Michelin recognition, fine dining, luxury, price, quality, or exclusivity. Never-
theless, without an appropriate control condition, the observed pre—post increase in visit
intention cannot be attributed specifically to message exposure and may reflect repeated
measurement, demand characteristics, or increased familiarity with the Michelin Green
Star. Future studies seeking to estimate the absolute effect of sustainability communication
should therefore include an appropriate control condition.

Finally, although the sample size was adequate for the prespecified time X message
condition comparison, it remained limited for detecting moderated mediation effects. The
conditional direct and indirect estimates should therefore be interpreted cautiously and
replicated in a larger, independently recruited sample.

4.2. Theoretical Implications

The present findings also have several implications for theory. First, the findings of
Study 1 refine existing models of responsible luxury consumption by showing that visit
intention and willingness to pay should be treated as distinct consumer outcomes. Previous
research has primarily focused on explaining whether consumers intend to engage in
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responsible luxury dining. In the present study, however, visit intention and willingness to
pay showed distinct antecedent structures: intention was shaped by normative, control-
related, and affective predictors—including the indirect contribution of green consumer
orientation, luxury restaurant hedonism, and perceived sustainability through anticipated
emotions—whereas willingness to pay depended more narrowly on perceived behavioral
control and luxury hedonism, with no comparable role for sustainability-related predic-
tors. These findings indicate that the factors making Michelin Green Star restaurants
attractive and emotionally rewarding do not necessarily determine how much consumers
state they would spend. Theoretically, future models of responsible luxury consumption
should therefore distinguish the formation of motivational readiness from the formation of
monetary valuation.

Second, Study 2 indicates that the conditional association between communication
orientations and visit intention operated primarily through positive anticipated emotions
rather than attitude. Anticipated-emotion research further suggests that discrete emotions
may have distinct, and sometimes opposing, motivational implications. For example,
anticipating pride from pro-environmental action has been found to strengthen behavioral
intentions more than anticipating guilt from inaction [8], while anticipated regret has been
incorporated into the TPB to explain eco-friendly restaurant choice [38]. Future research
should therefore distinguish among specific positive emotions, such as pride, joy, and satis-
faction, rather than treating positive anticipated emotions as a unitary construct, to clarify
which emotional responses underlie the conditional indirect association identified here.

Third, the role of green consumer orientation documented here may not generalize
uniformly across dining contexts. Prior research has linked green consumer orientation to
consumer responses in a range of settings, including eco-friendly restaurants [49], green
restaurants following service failure [50], green hotels [97], and luxury hotels [98], sug-
gesting that its influence may vary depending on the type of restaurant or hospitality
setting. It would therefore be useful to investigate green self-identity across these different
dining contexts, to clarify whether the identity-based moderation pattern observed in the
present work is specific to the prestige and scarcity associated with Michelin Green Star
restaurants or extends to sustainable dining settings that differ in price, exclusivity, and
everyday accessibility.

Fourth, the identity-congruence mechanism examined here was specific to green
orientation, but broader accounts of identity-based persuasion suggest that self-relevant
identities in general, not only environmental ones, can shape how favorably a message
is received [74-78]. Future studies should therefore also test forms of self-identity that
may be relevant to fine dining, such as health identity, which has been shown to predict
health-related food intentions and behavior independently of attitude, subjective norms,
and perceived behavioral control, including in Italian samples [99-101].

Fifth, given the evaluative nature of attitudes [13], and the fact that post-message
attitude was not significantly associated with post-message intention in Study 2, it re-
mains unclear whether more knowledge-based processes play an independent role in
how consumers respond to sustainability messages of this kind. Further research should
examine whether other rational processes contribute to message effects, such as consumers’
knowledge about sustainability in the restaurant domain [102,103] or broader forms of
food literacy [104], alongside or independently of the affective pathway identified in the
present study.

Sixth, it would also be worthwhile to manipulate descriptive norms, which emerged
as a significant proximal predictor in Study 1, to experimentally test their effect on visit
intention and willingness to pay for Michelin Green Star restaurants. However, because
sustainable fine dining remains a minority behavior, descriptive norm information of this
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kind may carry limited persuasive weight if it signals that only a few people currently
engage in it. Research on dynamic norms suggests that communicating an increasing
trend in a behavior, rather than its current prevalence, can be persuasive even when the
behavior itself remains uncommon [105]. Thus, a promising avenue for future research is
to manipulate dynamic descriptive norms in particular.

Finally, perceived behavioral control was associated with willingness to pay in
Study 1, consistent with prior evidence that perceived behavioral control can contribute
to willingness-to-pay decisions in sustainable restaurant contexts [36,37]. Because this
association was based on correlational data, future studies should manipulate perceived
behavioral control as well, for example by varying the perceived ease of accessing or book-
ing a Michelin Green Star restaurant or giving relevant tips and information, in order to
test its causal influence on maximum stated willingness to pay.

4.3. Practical Implications

The findings offer several implications for Michelin Green Star restaurants and for
sustainable fine-dining communication more broadly. First, sustainability should not
be communicated merely as a generic environmental attribute or as a separate technical
component of the restaurant experience. Instead, connecting responsible practices with
the sensory, emotional, and symbolic value of fine dining may provide additional value.
For example, seasonal sourcing can be presented as contributing to freshness and culinary
creativity, relationships with local producers as enhancing authenticity and territorial
identity, food-waste reduction as reflecting craftsmanship and resourcefulness, and ethical
supply-chain standards as supporting the quality and integrity of the overall experience.
In this way, sustainability can be made personally meaningful without being framed as a
sacrifice or as incompatible with pleasure, refinement, and memorability.

Second, the results provide preliminary support for communication that is differen-
tiated according to consumers’ green orientation rather than uniformly framed. Practice-
based messages may be particularly relevant to consumers with a stronger green orien-
tation, who may respond more favorably to concrete and verifiable information about
local sourcing, waste reduction, ethical standards, environmental protection, and supply-
chain responsibility, and may generate more favorable anticipated emotions. By contrast,
experience-based messages may be more useful for consumers with a weaker green ori-
entation by connecting sustainability with pleasure, authenticity, cultural discovery, re-
finement, and memorability. These communication orientations may therefore be used
complementarily across channels. Practice-based information may be particularly suitable
for sustainability sections, menus, newsletters, press materials, and restaurant websites,
whereas experience-based storytelling may be more appropriate for social media, booking
platforms, chef narratives, video content, and visual communication [90]. However, these
recommendations concern the broader message configurations tested here, rather than
the isolated contribution of any single communication feature, and are based on condi-
tional indirect associations rather than significant conditional direct effects on intention.
They should therefore be tested in larger field experiments before informing definitive
targeting strategies.

Third, at the restaurant level, sustainability practices should be made visible and cred-
ible through specific and verifiable information. Menus may identify seasonal ingredients,
local suppliers, sourcing criteria, and selected waste-reduction practices through concise
explanations rather than extensive technical descriptions. Restaurant websites may pro-
vide dedicated sustainability sections reporting concrete initiatives, supplier relationships,
certifications, and progress over time. Front-of-house staff may also explain how selected
practices contribute to ingredient quality, culinary innovation, and the dining experience.
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Because perceived behavioral control was associated with both visit intention and maxi-
mum stated expenditure, restaurants should additionally make practical information clear
and accessible, including menu options, price ranges, reservation procedures, location,
accessibility, and the expected duration of the experience.

Fourth, restaurants should not assume that increasing interest in visiting will automat-
ically translate into a higher maximum expenditure. Sustainability may contribute to the
overall value proposition of green restaurants, but the present findings do not establish
that it commands a distinct price premium. Visit intention and maximum stated expen-
diture should therefore be treated as different communication objectives. Affective and
experiential appeals may strengthen the attractiveness of a visit, whereas price acceptance
may require a broader demonstration of the value of the overall dining experience. Because
luxury restaurant hedonism was associated with maximum stated expenditure, restau-
rants should communicate sustainability alongside culinary quality, creativity, service,
exclusivity, craftsmanship, and sensory enjoyment, rather than presenting environmental
responsibility alone as a justification for higher prices. More generally, communication
strategies should distinguish between generating desire, making the visit appear feasible,
and explaining the value underlying the price, as the same message may not achieve all
three objectives.

Finally, communication managers should ensure that sustainability information is
accurate, coherent across channels, and integrated into the restaurant’s broader positioning.
Technical claims should be translated into consumer-relevant meanings without overstating
environmental performance. Communication should therefore combine evidence about
what the restaurant does with an explanation of why those practices matter for the qual-
ity, authenticity, and distinctiveness of the dining experience. This may help strengthen
perceived sustainability while preserving the experiential and luxury value of fine din-
ing. The Michelin Guide and other certification organizations may also contribute by
making sustainability recognition more transparent and consumer-facing. Restaurant pro-
files could provide concise explanations of the practices underlying certification, links to
verified sustainability information, and standardized descriptions that allow consumers
to understand how recognition was awarded. Certification bodies could also offer com-
munication guidelines helping restaurants translate technical sustainability criteria into
accessible, credible, and personally meaningful information while reducing the risk of
vague or exaggerated claims.

5. Conclusions

The present research shows that consumer responses to Michelin Green Star restau-
rants are shaped by the hybrid nature of sustainable fine dining, where environmental
responsibility intersects with pleasure, credibility, social visibility, and perceived feasibility.
Across two studies, visit intention emerged as primarily linked to a motivational-affective
route, in which positive anticipated emotions played a central role. At the same time,
maximum stated willingness to pay was more closely related to perceived feasibility and
luxury-dining orientations. The findings also suggest that sustainability communication
should not rely on a single generic message. Although practice-based and experience-
based messages did not differ in their average effects, their relative indirect associations

with visit intention through positive anticipated emotions varied according to consumers
green orientation.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https:

//www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su18158007/s1, File S1: Complete Mplus input specifications for
the six nested structural equation models (M1-M6) estimated in Study 1.
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Appendix A

Table Al. Standardized factor loadings, composite reliability, average variance extracted, and
discriminant validity indices.

Standardized

Construct, Dimension, and Indicator Loading (A) CR AVE VAVE  MSV
Attitude 0.768 0.624 0.790 0.591
Affective attitude—first-order dimension 0.836
Dining at Michelin Green Star restaurants for me 0.850
is/would be disgusting—tasty '
Dining at Michelin Green Star restaurants for me 0.839
is/would be sad—joyful '
Dining at Michelin Green Star restaurants for me
. 0.879
is/would be unpleasant—pleasant
Cognitive attitude—first-order dimension 0.741
Dining at Michelin Green Star restaurants for me 0.816
is/would be foolish-wise '
Dining at Michelin Green Star restaurants for me
. 0.912
is/would be useless—useful
Dining at Michelin Green Star restaurants for me 0.810
is/would be disadvantageous—advantageous '
Injunctive Norm 0.919 0.850 0.922 0.429
People who are important to me would approve if I 0.938
chose restaurants with a Michelin Green Star )
People I know would approve if I chose restaurants with 0.906

a Michelin Green Star
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Table Al. Cont.

Construct, Dimension, and Indicator Standardized — op Ayp  AVE  MsV
Loading (A)
Descriptive Norm 0.674 0.508 0.713 0.457
Most people I know go to restaurants with a Michelin
0.737
Green Star
In recent years, more people are starting to dine at 0.688
restaurants with a Michelin Green Star '
Perceived Behavioral Control 0.836 0.632 0.795 0.437
Choosing restaurants with a Michelin Green Star is 0.893
something I can afford to do whenever I want '
Deciding to go to a restaurant with a Michelin Green Star
. s 0.672
is largely within my control
If I wanted to, I could easily choose a restaurant with a 0.805
Michelin Green Star '
Positive Anticipated Emotions 0.876 0.704 0.839 0.591
In the next six months, if I went to a restaurant with a 0.874
Michelin Green Star, I would feel satisfied ’
In the next six months, if I went to a restaurant with a 0.756
Michelin Green Star, I would feel proud )
In the next six months, if I went to a restaurant with a 0.881
Michelin Green Star, I would be happy '
Green Consumer Orientation 0.872 0.581 0.762 0.168
I always prefer an environmentally friendly version of
0.747
a product
I engage in pro-environmental behaviors 0.860
I am concerned about protecting the environment 0.776
I consider myself an environmentally 0.809
conscious consumer '
In my opinion, companies should take measures to
. 0.591
protect the environment
Luxury Restaurant Hedonism 0.920 0.697 0.835 0.410
A luxury restaurant is/would be truly a joy 0.883
Dining in luxury restaurants truly feels like an escape 0.798
Time spent dining in luxury restaurants is/would be
; 0.893
truly enjoyable
Ilike/would like to immerse myself in exciting new 0.871
experiences in luxury restaurants '
While dining in luxury restaurants, I feel/would feel a
0.716
sense of adventure
Perceived Sustainability of Michelin Green 0.879 0.709 0.842 0.454
Star Restaurants
Restaurants with a Michelin Green Star are more
. . 0.765
socially responsible
Michelin Green Star restaurants protect the environment 0.877
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Table Al. Cont.

Construct, Dimension, and Indicator Standardized — op Ayp  AVE  MsV
Loading (A)
In general, restaurants with a Michelin Green Star tend to 0.879
operate in a sustainable manner '
Visit Intention 0.909 0.770 0.878 0.457
In the next twelve months, I intend to visit Michelin
0.927
Green Star restaurants
In the next twelve months, I am planning to visit 0.878
restaurants with a Michelin Green Star '
In the next twelve months, I want to visit restaurants 0.825

with a Michelin Green Star

Note. Bold = construct name; italics = sub-dimension; standard text = item wording. \/AVE = square root of the
average variance extracted.

Table A2. Heterotrait-monotrait ratios of correlations.

Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Affective L
Attitude
2. Cognitive
Attitude 0672 —
3. Injunctive Norm 0428 0.519 —
4. Descriptive Norm 0236 0.456 0.530 —
5. Perceived
Behavioral 0.139 0354 0377 0.547 —
Control
6. Positive 0.595 0.667 0651 0511 0305 —
Anticipated Emotions ’ ' ' ’ ’
7. Green
Consumer 0325 0365 0347 0268 0.178 0.417 —
Orientation
8. Luxury
Restaurant 0435 0438 0446 0361 0292 0.644 0.192 —
Hedonism
9. Perceived Sustainability 0476 0526 0462 0347 0246 0.700 0.279 0.448 —

10. Visit Intention 0400 0.628 0521 0.690 0.630 0.699 0375 0518 0.532 —
Note. HTMT = heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correlations. Because attitude was specified as a second-order
construct, HTMT was assessed separately for its affective and cognitive first-order dimensions. Willingness to pay
and past-behavior variables were not included because they were measured using single items. All HTMT values
were below the conservative threshold of 0.85, supporting discriminant validity.

Table A3. Direct effects across the six nested structural equation models.
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
H/RQ Path B () B (») B () B () B (p) B (p)

Visit intention — Willingness

H1 —0.398 (0.927)  0.046 (0.991)  0.268(0.936)  0.455(0.892)  0.516(0.868)  0.512 (0.867)

to Pay
H2a Attitude — Visit Intention ~ 1.049 (<0.001)  0.958 (<0.001) 0310 (0.070)  0.296 (0.092)  0.301 (0.087)  0.282 (0.118)
H2b Attitude — Willingness 7.632(0.353)  6.488(0.374)  —3.796(0.614) —3.913(0.609) —4.480(0.523) —4.696 (0.511)

to Pay
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Table A3. Cont.
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
H/R Path
/RQ at B () B () B () B () B () B ()
H3a Inlund“;flgr‘l’tri‘;f VIt 5116(0.189) 0071 (0402)  —0.078 (0205 —0.089 (0.147)  —0.090 (0.139)  —0.092 (0.125)
Injunctive Norms —
H3b Willingness to Pay —0.899 (0.761) —0.768 (0.783)  —1.189(0.642) —1.032(0.689) —1.107 (0.636)  —1.087 (0.644)
Hda De“npﬂl‘ftgl‘t’ir;i‘f = VISt 05330013)  0491(0.007) 0360 (0.001)  0.347 (0.001) 0339 (<0.001) 0333 (<0.001)
Descriptive Norms —
H4b Willingness to Pay 3.402 (0.617) 6.126 (0.307) 3.557 (0.455) 3.399 (0.473) 3.337 (0.331) 3.308 (0.327)
Perceived Behavioral
H5a Control -5 Visit Intontion 0.351 (<0.001)  0.336(<0.001)  0.373(<0.001)  0.367 (<0.001)  0.363 (<0.001)  0.351 (<0.001)
Perceived Behavioral Control
H5b —. Willingness to Pay 9.128 (0.001) 4.972 (0.048) 5.705 (0.022) 5.722 (0.020) 5.151 (0.017) 5.151 (0.016)
Positive Anticipated
Héa Emotions s Vieit Intontion — — 0.470 (<0.001)  0.465 (<0.001)  0.458 (<0.001)  0.425 (0.001)
Positive Anticipated
Héb Emotions — Willingness — — 7973(0.110)  8251(0.101)  —1.498(0.778) —1.802 (0.741)
to Pay
Past Behavior toward Green
RQla Restaurants —s Visit Intention — 0.096 (0.008) 0.084 (0.009) 0.065 (0.052) 0.068 (0.045) 0.059 (0.084)
Past Behavior toward Luxury
RQla o ot Infention — 0.073 (0.176)  0.063(0.180)  0.074 (0.117)  0.062(0.198)  0.073 (0.130)
Past Behavior toward Green
RQla Luxury Restaurants — Visit — —0.062 (0.415) —0.019 (0.781)  —0.008 (0.901) —0.011 (0.863)  —0.003 (0.956)
Intention
Past Behavior toward Green
RQIb  Restaurants — Willingness — —2.721(0.043) —2.992 (0.029) —2.844 (0.050) —1.751(0.202) —1.759 (0.212)
to Pay
Past Behavior toward Luxury
RQ1b Restaurants — Willingness — 9.249 (<0.001) 9.031 (<0.001) 8.913 (<0.001) 5.848 (0.009) 5.778 (0.009)
to Pay
Past Behavior toward Green
RQ1b Luxury Restaurants — — —1.652 (0.603) —0.893 (0.779)  —0.940 (0.768)  —2.080 (0.509)  —2.099 (0.507)
Willingness to Pay
Green Consumer
H7a Orientation — — — — 0.323 (<0.001)  0.251 (<0.001)  0.187 (<0.001)
Attitude
Green Consumer
H7b Orientation = — — — 0.488 (<0.001) 0348 (<0.001)  0.244 (<0.001)
ositive
Anticipated Emotions
Hyc ~ Green Consumer Orientation — — — 0.086 (0.180)  0.093 (0.146)  0.102 (0.104)
— Visit intention
Green Consumer
H7d Orientation — — — — —1.140 (0.677)  —0.143 (0.956) 0.036 (0.989)
Willingness to Pay
Luxury Restaurant
H8a Hedonism — — — — — 0.265 (<0.001) 0.165 (<0.001)
Attitude
Luxury Restaurant
H8b Hedonism = — — — — 0513 (<0.001)  0.355 (<0.001)
Positive
Anticipated Emotions
Luxury Restaurant
H8c Hedonism — Visit Intention — — — — 0.013 (0.837) 0.013 (0.837)
H8d Luxury Restaurant Hedonism . . . . 13.175 13.306
— Willingness to Pay (<0.001) (<0.001)
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Table A3. Cont.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
H/R Path
/RQ at B () B () B () B () B () B ()
Perceived
Hoa Sustainability — Attitude o o o o o 0.321 (<0.001)
Perceived
H9% Sustainability — Positive — — — — — 0.512 (<0.001)
Anticipated Emotions
Perceived Sustainability —
Hoe Visit Intention - - - - - 0.088 (0-303)
Hod Perceived Sustainability — . . . . o 0.905 (0.793)

Willingness to Pay

Table A4. Bootstrapped indirect effects tested in the final structural equation model.

H Indirect Path b p
H7e Green Consumer Or1entat}on — Attitude — Visit 0.053 0.278
Intention
H7e Green Consumer Orientation — Positive Anticipated Emotions — Visit Intention 0.104 0.012
H7e Green Consumer Orientation Total Indirect Effect — Visit Intention 0.156 0.001
H7f Green Consumer Orientation — Attitude — Willingness to Pay —-0.878  0.619
H7 Green Consumer Orientation — Positive Anticipated Emotions — Willingness 0440 0776
to Pay
H7g Green Consumer Orientation — Visit Intention — 0.052 0.891

Willingness to Pay

Green Consumer Orientation — Attitude — Visit
H7g Intention — Willingness to Pay 0.027 0931

Green Consumer Orientation — Positive Anticipated Emotions — Visit

H7g Intention — Willingness to Pay 0.053 0886
H7f-H7g Green Consumer Qr1§ntat10n Total Indirect Effect — 1185 0426
Willingness to Pay
H8e Luxury Restaurant Hedonism — Attitude — Visit Intention 0.046 0.263
Luxury Restaurant Hedonism — Positive
Hge Anticipated Emotions — Visit Intention 0.151 0.006
H8e Luxury Restaurant Hedonism Total Indirect Effect — Visit Intention 0.197  <0.001
H8f Luxury Restaurant Hedonism — Attitude — Willingness to Pay —-0.773  0.615
Luxury Restaurant Hedonism — Positive
H8f Anticipated Emotions — Willingness to Pay —0640 0771
H8g Luxury Restaurant Hedonism — Visit Intention — Willingness to Pay 0.007 0.977
H8g Luxury Restaurant Hedonism — Attitude — Visit Intention — Willingness to Pay ~ 0.024 0.929
Luxury Restaurant Hedonism — Positive
H8g Anticipated Emotions — Visit Intention — 0.077 0.886
Willingness to Pay
H8{-H8g Luxury Restaurant Hedonism Total Indirect Effect — Willingness to Pay —1306  0.445
H9e Perceived Sustainability Of Michelin Green Star Restaurants” Sustainability 0.091 0.223

Commitment — Attitude — Visit Intention

Perceived Sustainability of Michelin Green Star Restaurants’ Sustainability
H9%e Commitment — Positive 0.218 0.007
Anticipated Emotions — Visit Intention
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Table A4. Cont.
H Indirect Path b p
Perceived Sustainability of Michelin Green Star Restaurants’ Sustainability
Hoe Commitment Total Indirect Effect — Visit Intention 0308 <0.001
Perceived Sustainability of Michelin Green Star Restaurants’ Sustainability
Hof Commitment — Attitude — —1.508  0.589
Willingness to Pay
Hof Perceived Sustainability of Michelin Green Star Restaurants’ Sustainability 0923 0.770
Commitment — Positive Anticipated Emotions — Willingness to Pay ' ’
Ho Perceived Sustainability of Michelin Green Star Restaurants’ Sustainability 0.045 0.909
& Commitment — Visit Intention — Willingness to Pay ' '
Ho Perceived Sustainability of Michelin Green Star Restaurants’ Sustainability 0.046 0.926
& Commitment — Attitude — Visit Intention — Willingness to Pay ’ '
Perceived Sustainability of Michelin Green Star Restaurants’ Sustainability
H9g Commitment — Positive Anticipated Emotions — Visit Intention — 0.111 0.884
Willingness to Pay
HOf-H9g Perceived Sustainability of Michelin Green Star Restaurants’ Sustainability 2208 0384

Commitment Total Indirect Effect — Willingness to Pay

Note. b = unstandardized bootstrapped indirect effect. The final model refers to Model 6. The indirect effects on

willingness to pay are reported in the metric of the willingness-to-pay outcome.

Appendix B
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Figure Al. Practice-based messages shown to participants.
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E(. Introductory message

%

MICHELIN

E1. Sourcing

%ﬁ

IN MICHELIN GREEN STAR
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you can feel personally
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Figure A2. Experience-based messages shown to participants.

you can experience
excellence

from producers

to employees
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