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Preface
Choosing to do research into sustainable eating was a natural choice for me, as someone
who is always on the lookout for new developments in this area. As a ‘sustainable foodie’
myself, I have experienced quite some struggles and learning curves when it comes to
incorporating sustainable eating practices into my everyday life. Learning more about what
others struggled with and how they saw the issue, inspired me to have a broader outlook
and to keep seeing things from outside my own urban student ‘bubble’. I thoroughly enjoyed
reading participants’ thoughts and struggles when they tried to give up meat for a week.
Writing this thesis also made me excited for the future, where I want to continue working
towards a more healthy and sustainable diet for all.
Writing a thesis during the Covid-19 pandemic was not easy, to say the least. I missed the
buzzing and inspiring atmosphere of the university campus, as well as ‘real life’ contact with
my supervisor (Laura, who I still haven’t really met!) and other students. The national
lockdown also made primary data collection a lot harder, which is why I am very grateful to
Robin Walrecht and the Green Food Lab for allowing me to use parts of their data for a
secondary analysis. Having access to such a wealth of data was both a challenge and a joy,
and I learnt a lot from it.
During the thesis process, I also experienced some personal medical issues when my wisdom
teeth pulling did not go according to plan. I especially want to thank Laura for being so
understanding and supportive in this situation, you knew I needed more rest and recovery
even before I did! Besides this, I want to thank you for all the inspiring conversations, I
always left our meetings with the energy and motivation to keep working. I also want to
thank my dear friend Koen, for helping me create the pie charts and histograms, you helped
me create some order in the chaos. And thank you, Boy, for helping me visualise the figures I
had in my head. I could not have done it without you.
I look forward to utilising all the things I have learnt in my next endeavour, an internship at
Greendish, in order to keep making everyone’s plate a little greener.
Robin
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Executive summary
Background: On a global scale, there is on the one hand a rapidly increasing population which
requires an increase in food provision, and on the other there are detrimental climate consequences
due to the current food system. The current food system is unsustainable in a number of ways, two
of which are that it is detrimental to both human health and the environment. To link the two, the
foods most detrimental to human health are also those with the largest environmental impact. The
Western Diet relies heavily on animal protein and processed foods, which are also the food groups
with the largest impact. Thus, a shift towards sustainable diets is necessary, and consumer
consumption patterns are an essential part of this. The definition of a sustainable diet given by the
FAO and WHO in a 2019 report is the following: “sustainable diets are dietary patterns that promote
all dimensions of individuals’ health & wellbeing; have low environmental pressure and impact; are
accessible, affordable, safe and equitable; and are culturally acceptable”.
Currently, sustainable diets are being promoted through increasing availability, affordability and
accessibility of sustainable options. However, this is not leading to the large-scale change necessary.
Thus, there is a need to move beyond these aspects and to investigate the multiple factors involved
in sustainable eating practices. The research gap explored is that further investigation is needed into
the meaning and practices of sustainable diets in everyday life. The objective is to explore whether
there are more factors at play when transforming sustainable intentions into actions and leads to
the following research question: Which practices are involved in eating sustainably in everyday life?
Methodology: The Everyday Life Perspective (ELP) was used to form the theoretical lens for the
study. The ELP views behaviour on a continuum that is influenced by daily changing context and was
applied to investigate sustainable eating practices in everyday life. The theoretical lens is based on
the following principles: that behaviours (including planning, purchasing, selecting, preparing and
enjoying food) are all part of complex routines & habits, which are embedded in social practices and
settings. The ELP aided the research in interpreting both existing literature and empirical data. Use
of the ELP also determined that the findings are seen from a consumer perspective in everyday life.
A scoping review was done to provide insight into the meaning of sustainable eating in the everyday
lives of consumers. The SCOPUS database was used, with a search string formed by the theoretical
lens in combination with synonyms for ‘sustainable diet’. Articles were selected to look specifically
from a consumer perspective in light of everyday life behaviours. Furthermore, an empirical study
was done to investigate which practices are involved in sustainable eating in everyday life. A
secondary data analysis was performed on an online questionnaire created and conducted by the
Green Food Lab (a food consultancy and communications agency in the Netherlands). The sample
population included 2,234 participants in the ‘National Week Without Meat’, a yearly one-week
challenge in which meat is forgone. The results included multiple choice (MC) questions as well as
open questions. The MC questions were analysed using summary statistics, whereas the open
questions were categorized before using summary statistics.
Results: The literature review found that sustainable eating practices are centred around reducing
meat consumption, whereas organic and local food is seen as secondary. Consumers want to
improve their skills by learning more about the production of food items and their environmental
impact. Further, they want to be able to better find and understand information related to the
impact of their food. Then, the findings show that consumers’ values adapt to their setting. This
means that eating practices are situated within social settings, which influence consumers’ norms
and expectations of food. This can result in consumers moving between various values and
expectations associated with food depending on the setting, and this may cause tensions and
clashes between their values. Overall, the literature review found that the social setting of eating
practices is a very important factor for consumers, which can either enable them or form a barrier
for sustainable eating practices. This was further investigated in the empirical study. The empirical
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study supported these findings in that respondents struggled most with navigating the social setting
of their everyday eating practices in terms of reducing meat consumption. They were mostly
concerned about cooking for others, being able to say no to meat around others and being able to
understand the impact of their food. Respondents struggled with incorporating new ways of eating
without meat into their routines and habits, stating that it requires extra thinking and time. They
indicated that more presence in the food and media space could aid with this, providing support to
eat more sustainably. Lastly, respondents defined their skills in terms of their social setting.
Examples of this are that consumers see it as their main challenge to improve their cooking skills in
order to cook for others without meat, in such a way as to convince them eating without meat can
be tasty, that meat is not ‘missing’, and that they do not miss anything in terms of nutrition and/or
taste.
Conclusion: Three types of practices were identified in the study. Firstly, Consumers centralize their
choices around the amount and characteristics of one meal component, which is meat, rather than
considering their overall food intake and looking at aspects such as local and organic food. To
consumers, sustainable eating equals meat reduction. Secondly, consumers have different practices
for each social setting they find themselves in, rather than having a consistent practice (as part of
routine & habit) based on a consistent set of diverse values. For each setting, different sets of values
emerge, mostly depending on which other people are present. This drives a consumer’s eventual
(un)sustainable choice. Thirdly, clashes between different values - such as health and taste - emerge
mostly when there is a responsibility to involve others in preparation and enjoyment of food.
Recommendations: The findings show that the current focus in research, interventions and policy on
affordability, availability and convenience will likely not produce widespread change to everyday
eating practices. Instead, more focus should be put on the values associated with various social
settings, and how these impact eating practices. A different approach is warranted to promote the
adoption of sustainable diets, starting with providing more practical footholds such as information
on how to deal with certain social situations and training cooking skills. Further research could be
done to further understand values and social settings, and how these are related. This could be done
by investigating how various values are formed, how they may be altered, and how they are related
to specific social settings. For example, follow up interviews could be done for a more in depth look
at everyday eating practices and routines. The textual data in the empirical study provided an initial
insight, although these contained a maximum of one or two sentences. Interviews could further
explore the routines, habits and values involved in order to add to the current results.
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1.

Introduction
1.1 Societal relevance

The world population is growing exponentially with current predictions showing an increase
of two billion people by 2050 and another two billion fifty years later, reaching 11 billion
people on planet Earth by 2100 (Population | United Nations, n.d.). A growing world
population will spur a number of issues, perhaps the largest being how to continue to feed a
growing number of people. Current global health issues exhibit multiple contradictions, with
rising obesity levels and non-communicable diseases (NCDs) on the one hand, and
undernutrition, famine and poverty on the other (Mason & Lang, 2017). When looking at
environmental health, natural resources are being depleted and destroyed at an alarming
rate, through unsustainable farming practices as well as global warming and climate change
(Reisch et al., 2013).
Although technological advancements are able to alleviate some of these issues, the food
system in itself is not sustainable and will not be transformed by technological advancement
alone. As described by Reisch et al., “80-90 % reduction in [greenhouse gas emissions] GGEs
will require not only technical innovation in relation to provisioning, but also societal
reinvention of the current systems of consumption and production.” (2016, p. 239). The
current food system is simultaneously destroying human health and environmental health, as
well as contributing to global inequality in access to safe and nutritious food (Mason & Lang,
2017). This is partly caused by the current Western diet, which is excessively high in fat, sugar,
salt and energy due to its reliance on animal protein and processed foods (Mason & Lang,
2017). A diet high in animal protein has a detrimental effect on health and increases the
presence of NCDs, as well as being unsustainable in its production and use of resources
(Nelson et al., 2016). The Barilla Center for Food & Nutrition (2016) has demonstrated this in
their Double Pyramid, showing that the foods most detrimental to our health, are also those
with the largest environmental impact (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Double Pyramid (BCFN, 2016).

This is where the notion of sustainable diets arises, described by Mason & Lang as
“understanding how to feed huge populations equitably, healthily and in ways that maintain
the ecosystem on which humanity depends.” (Mason & Lang, 2017, p. 2). Evidently, adopting
a sustainable diet would not only positively influence our health, but would have widespread
implications for agriculture, climate, and much more. The importance of a sustainable diet is
also recognized by the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) of the United Nations in their
2019 report, stating: “current food systems are being increasingly challenged to provide
adequate, safe, diversified and nutrient rich food for all that contribute to healthy diets due
to, inter alia, constraints posed by resource scarcity and environmental degradation, as well
as by unsustainable production and consumption patterns, food losses and waste, and
unbalanced distribution” (FAO & WHO, 2019). This same report defines sustainable diets as
“dietary patterns that promote all dimensions of individuals’ health and wellbeing; have low
environmental pressure and impact; are accessible, affordable, safe and equitable; and are
culturally acceptable” (FAO & WHO, 2019, p. 9).
Alongside changes in food production, governance and policies, consumer consumption is an
essential part of the challenge to redesign the way we eat. Reisch et al. (2016) highlight the
importance of sustainable lifestyles and patterns of consumption as having an important role
in addressing climate change, which puts more emphasis on consumer behaviour than on
9

production. Indeed, a sole focus on production ignores the complex and “crucial dynamics”
that are driven by consumption and social change (Mason & Lang, 2017). The question of
what a sustainable diet would look like for the global population is a complex one, but the
consensus recommends a dietary shift towards a higher proportion of plant foods relative to
animal foods, as depicted in Figure 1 (BCFN, 2016).
There is growing agreement between scientific experts that a shift in diet is necessary, and
this is reflected in policy responses across the world (Reisch et al., 2016). Sustainable diets
are in alignment with the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), relating to numerous
goals in relation to responsible consumption, health, and equity, allowing for the integration
of health and sustainability goals (Van Loo, Hoefkens, & Verbeke, 2017). In the Netherlands,
multiple political agreements (Grondstoffenakkoord, Nationaal Preventieakkoord &
Klimaatakkoord) have included sustainable and more plant-based diets in their policy goals in
recent years (De Krom et al., 2020). So far, however policies have not resulted in the
widespread change that is needed. Consumer diets have to adapt at a much larger scale
towards sustainable diets in order to see significant change, as food accounts for consumers’
biggest source of greenhouse gas emissions (Tukker et al., 2010). To address these concerns,
the current thesis places the consumer at the centre of the needed change, looking at diets
specifically and how these are and can be adapted from the perspective of the consumer.

1.2 Scientific interest & research gap
Consumer behaviour and diets are some of the most studied subjects in the social and
nutritional sciences. In relation to sustainability, it has been found that most consumers find
this an important issue, but that this does not translate into sustainable food consumption
for most of them (Van Dam & Van Trijp, 2013; Rejman et al., 2018; Mylan, 2018). This can be
partially explained by the intention-behaviour gap, showing that consumption is not directly
influenced by attitudes and information provision (Van Woerkum & Bouwman, 2014; Köster,
2009). Research suggests that there is more to consumption than merely the attitudes that
consumers hold, showing that affordability, desirability, convenience and habit are also
important markers for food choice (UNSCN, 2016). This has resulted in interventions that
focus on information provision, branding, and labelling, which has had limited success (Mason
& Lang, 2017; Reisch et al., 2016). To summarise, it has become clear that both research and
10

policy focus on only a part of the multiple factors involved in eating practices in daily life. By
placing the focus on for example, affordability and convenience, many other aspects of eating
practices are forgotten.
To illustrate this, it has been found that daily behavioural choices are not isolated events, but
the result of the interaction between individuals and their social and physical environment.
These choices are situated within a chain of actions and routines, as well as within social
practices (Van Woerkum & Bouwman, 2014). Group identity and dynamics also play an
important role in a consumer’s sense of efficacy and promoting sustained behavioural change
(Elf et al., 2019). Thus, it can be argued that eating is a dynamic process, involving interaction
between people as well as between people and their environment. Thus, in order for dietary
change to take place on a consumption level, many different aspects of eating have to be
targeted and transformed.
Moving away from the more singular focus on eating practices, Van Woerkum & Bouwman
(2014) argue that in order for a consumer to adopt a new dietary lifestyle, they have to be
able to understand how this can be integrated into their own daily lives. Analysis of policies
thus far has shown that sustainable consumption policy has focused on basic political
approaches including regulation, economic incentives and information provision, providing
“mixed toolboxes” instead of clear translation into practice (Schrader & Thøgersen, 2011).
This is supported by Wolff & Schønherr (2011), who argue that scientific evidence needs to
be interpreted and combined into effective policies, taking the societal context into account
as well as capturing the complexities of sustainable food choice in everyday life, which has
not been achieved so far. Thøgersen (2005) argues that policies that increase feelings of
empowerment and consequently motivation in consumers are more likely to be effective by
reducing personal constraints and limitations, as it is essential that consumers have a sense
of control and feeling of being able to accomplish change. Adding on to this, a recent report
by the Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency (PBL) stated that consumption is
situated within complex socio-cultural routines which need to be taken into account, instead
of the current focus on the economic and psychological aspects of consumption (De Krom et
al., 2020). They do not provide a concrete notion of what the social and practical organization
of sustainable eating entails in everyday life. This then leads to the question of how
sustainable eating practices should be approached.
11

The various sources above show that eating habits, and sustainable diets in particular, are
composed of many different influential factors. It has also demonstrated that current
research and policy is often focused on only a part of the multiple factors involved in
sustainable eating practices in everyday life. Some work has been done to attempt to
encompass all of the aspects of a sustainable diet, namely in Mason & Lang’s book on
Sustainable Diets (2017). According to their work, sustainable diets are determined by six key
features: health, social values, quality, environment, governance and economy. This is one of
the few bodies of research that includes such a vast array of features, instead of focusing on
just one aspect. It gives a comprehensive overview of the areas of society that are involved in
sustainable diets but does not yet explore how the multiple factors translate to sustainable
eating practices for consumers in everyday life, which is the research gap explored in the
current thesis. Exploration is necessary in regard to what a sustainable diet is from a consumer
perspective, and how they organize this into their everyday lives.
When it comes to sustainable diets and consumers’ eating practices, research has thus far
failed to capture the “how and why food arrived on the consumer’s plate” (Mason & Lang,
2017). This refers to the need to be critical of the current focus on accessibility, affordability
and convenience of food choice through exploring whether there are more factors at play
when transforming intentions into action. In short, the current thesis explores what eating
practices are involved in the adoption of a sustainable diet in everyday life.
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1.3 Research Question & Aim
The current thesis aims to bridge the research gap by exploring which factors comprise
sustainable eating practices. The objective of this research is to create a scientific body of
evidence on what factors play an important role in shifting towards eating sustainably, looking
at what sustainable eating practices mean and entail from a consumer perspective. The
research question is:
“Which practices are involved in eating sustainably in everyday life?”
In order to answer the above question, a theoretical lens was established through which the
research was viewed. This lens places sustainable eating practices in the experience of
everyday life and acknowledges that they are embedded in many complex features. Existing
literature was investigated in order to answer the research question through the theoretical
lens. Subsequently, empirical research is carried out by means of a questionnaire to
complement this body of knowledge with experiences of consumers and how they ascribe
meaning to sustainable diets, as well as exploring any barriers and facilitators that arise.
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2 Theoretical Lens
2.1 Everyday Life Perspective
The Everyday Life Perspective (ELP) views behaviour on a continuum that is influenced by
daily changing context and is applied here to investigate eating practices in everyday life. The
ELP sees behaviours not as isolated events but as part of interrelated routines and habits,
showing that consumers have to alter multiple routines and habits in order to adopt a
sustainable diet (Van Woerkum & Bouwman, 2014). The ELP is based on three principles: a)
health behaviour consists of a chain of activities/routines, b) routines are embedded in social
practices, which thus means that c) behaviour change deserves individually induced social
change. An important aspect of the ELP is its focus on communication amongst individuals,
showing that social context and exchange is central to achieving changed behaviour. In
application to sustainable eating practices, the everyday-life perspective can aid in
approaching this issue in a holistic manner, understanding that practical tools and skills are
necessary in multiple different settings. Van Woerkum & Bouwman further express that
changing eating behaviours involves many different steps, involving “planning, purchasing,
selecting, preparing and enjoying food” (2014). This includes a multitude of everyday actions
such as meal planning and meal composition (planning), navigating food purchasing in
supermarkets and other places (purchasing), identifying the appropriate food items
(selecting), cooking and baking (preparing) and eating food in a social setting (enjoying).

2.1.1 The Everyday Life Perspective and Sustainable Eating Practices
Sustainable eating practices are very much situated in the reality of everyday life; thus, this
perspective is vital to understanding the processes at play. Understanding dietary choices as
part of complex routines and habits will aid the research in nuancing the findings and placing
them into ‘real life’ application by consumers. The ELP is applied to understand the
interrelated behaviours, routines, tools and skills involved in eating sustainably in everyday
life. The everyday-life perspective will be applied throughout the research as a lens through
which to interpret both existing literature and the empirical data. This is done in an attempt
to encompass the multiple factors involved in sustainable eating practices (illustrated in
Figure 2), providing insight as to what a shift to a sustainable diet entails in everyday life.
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Figure 2. Sustainable eating practices through The Everyday Life Perspective.
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3 Scoping Literature Review
3.1 Search Strategies
The scoping literature review provided insight into the meaning of sustainable eating in the
everyday lives of consumers with regards to social setting, routines, habits and behaviours.
Research on sustainable diets and its applications are fairly new, but awareness and interest
in the impact of diets has largely increased over the last ten years. For this reason, articles will
be selected that were published in 2010 or later. A scoping literature review is chosen as this
is most useful for clarifying (new) concepts such as sustainable diets, as well as allowing for
snowballing. Scopus was selected as the database for the scoping literature review, as it has
a substantial database of peer-reviewed literature with abstracts and citations easily
available. Furthermore, the majority of its database is in the field of social- and life science
research, which is in line with the fields of interest for the current research. The scoping
review was completed in November 2020.
The search string was formed by terminology from the theoretical framework, including the
concepts for the everyday life aspect of diet (eating practices, skills, purchasing, etc.), and
finding synonyms for the term ‘sustainable diet’. This was done by entering ‘sustainable diet’
and ‘eating practices’ in Scopus, which resulted in synonyms used in other literature. A
complete overview of the included concepts is included in Appendix I.

3.1.1 Search String Scopus
TITLE-ABS-KEY (“practical application” OR “practice*” OR “practical organisation” OR
“practical organization” OR “practical aspects” OR “social organisation” OR “social
organization” OR “food preparation” OR “decision skills” OR “planning skills” OR
“purchasing skills” OR “cooking skills” OR “preparation skills” OR “social practices” OR “food
related knowledge” OR “food related skills” OR “food related competencies” OR “food
literacy” OR “social determinants” OR “emotional aspects” OR “cultural aspects” OR
“preservation skills”) W/15 (“sustainable diet” OR “sustainable food” OR “sustainable food
habits” OR “sustainable foodways” OR “sustainable nutrition” OR “sustainable eating” OR
“sustainable food consumption” OR “sustainable food choice” OR “vegetarian” OR “vegan”
OR “flexitarian” OR “plant based food” OR “meat avoidance” OR “less meat” OR “meat
curtailment” OR “reduced meat diet”) AND (“consumer*” OR “consumption” OR “daily life”
OR “everyday life”)
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3.2 Inclusion & exclusion criteria
Inclusion and exclusion criteria were formulated in order to select the most relevant articles
for the present research questions and aim (Table 1).

Inclusion Criteria

Exclusion Criteria

Language: English or Dutch

Articles related to sustainable food in other
settings than consumers and everyday life (e.g.
policies, restaurant perspective, etc.)

Year: after 2010

Articles related to the industry perspective on
sustainable diets

Full text available online

Articles related to nutritional quality and health
impact of sustainable diets

Article relating to the everyday life of consumers
and their perspectives

The medical professional perspective

Articles focusing on the food and eating aspect
of sustainability

In relation to agricultural sector/perspective

Articles describing attitudes and meaning
towards food

In relation to the food system as a whole

In relation to human subjects

Entrepreneurship/community based

Articles in relation to routines surrounding food

Regulations rather than practices

Western cultures: North America, Europe,
Australia, New Zealand

Regarding religious aspects of diet

Research focused on primary food providers

Discussing solely the environmental impact of
certain diets (not the experience, application,
meaning making, etc.)

Table 1. Inclusion & exclusion criteria for scoping review

The choice was made to only include articles in a Western setting (North America, Europe,
Australia & New Zealand), as these countries include high income economies and similar food
cultures. This was to ensure a certain overlap in the manner of food purchasing, preparation
and enjoyment to be able to draw broader conclusions.
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3.3 Selection of the literature
The search string yielded 282 articles. A possible explanation for the low initial search
results is that the search queries were narrowed down to an everyday-life setting, which is
not a perspective or terminology used by most research in the field of sustainable diets.
After the application of the criteria and a title sift and abstract sift, a total of 22 articles
remained. A full text sift excluded a further 9 articles, with 13 articles remaining. One article
(Godin & Sahakian, 2018) was selected from the reference list of Biermann & Rau (2020)
and found to be relevant to the research by providing perspective on the social positioning
of food. This resulted in a total of 14 articles (Figure 3). The low number of included articles
can be explained by the specificity of the inclusion/exclusion criteria. These included a very
specific perspective (consumer), in a specific context (everyday life), in relation to
sustainable eating practices.

Figure 3: Flow chart of article selection in scoping literature review

3.4 Critical appraisal
The critical appraisal of articles was done using the assessment criteria described by Kmet,
Cook & Lee (2004) for qualitative and quantitative research. These assessment criteria assess
18

the objectivity, clarity and validity of research papers, with separate criteria for qualitative
and quantitative research. For articles to be included in the literature review they must have
at least 75% of the score (15 out of 20 criteria). Most articles scored high on the objective,
study design and establishing credibility. Where most points were lost was in the description
of context, the sampling strategy and reflexivity. All 14 articles obtained the minimal score,
the full assessment is found in Appendix II.

3.5 Results

3.5.1 Research Characteristics
The 14 included articles provided insights into the consumer perspective on sustainable
eating practices. Ten studies were conducted in

European countries, including the

Netherlands, Italy and Switzerland (Biermann & Rau, 2020; Pohjolainen & Jokinen, 2020; Fink,
Ploeger & Strassner, 2018; Schösler & de Boer, 2018; Godin & Sahakian, 2018; Brons &
Oosterveer, 2017; O’Keefe et al., 2016; Niva, Mäkelä, Kahma & Kjærnes, 2014; Fonte, 2013;
Schösler, Boer & Boersema, 2012). Three studies were conducted in the United Kingdom
(O’Neill, Clear, Friday & Hazas, 2019; Twine, 2018; Megicks, Memery & Angell, 2012), and one
study was conducted in Ireland (Devaney & Davies, 2017). The research topics included
settings where people eat (Biermann & Rau, 2020), how they perceive their eating practices
(Pohjolainen & Jokinen, 2020), specific practices such as purchasing (Schösler & de Boer,
2018; Devaney & Davies, 2017; Megicks et al., 2012) and the influence of life course events
(O’Neill et al., 2019). About half of the studies included significantly more females than males,
as well as more highly educated consumers than any other education level. In one study the
inclusion of largely female shoppers was deemed as an accurate reflection of the gender
distribution amongst shoppers (Megicks, Memery & Angell, 2012). Some studies focused
specifically on respondents who identified with a specific diet (e.g. vegan), and these are
population groups that are predominantly female as well (Twine, 2018). Most studies
included participants that did not prescribe to a specific set of eating practices, except for the
study by Twine (2018) on vegans, Fonte’s (2013) case study on social purchasing groups and
a set of interviews with participants identifying as ‘sustainable food shoppers’ (Megicks et al.,
2012).
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3.5.2 Type of Studies
Ten articles had a qualitative study design, with a few studies using quantitative methods as
well in a mixed methods approach. Most of the selected studies carried out in-depth
interviews (Godin & Sahakian, 2018; Schösler & de Boer, 2018; Twine, 2017; Brons &
Oosterveer, 2017; Fonte, 2013; Megicks, Memery & Angell 2012; Schösler, de Boer,
Boersema, 2012). Four studies conducted surveys (Biermann & Rau, 2020; O’Neill et al., 2019;
Godin & Sahakian, 2018; Niva et al., 2014), with the main aim being to explore how food is
chosen, where it is purchased and habits and routines in relation to cooking and eating
sustainably. One study carried out a qualitative discourse analysis (Pohjolainen & Jokinen,
2020) and another study did a participant observation (Twine, 2017) in order to explore how
people organize eating practices in everyday life. Two studies conducted a workshop
experiment (Fink, Ploeger & Strassner, 2018; Devaney & Davies, 2016) aiming to generate
ideas from a consumer perspective on the organisation of sustainable eating practices in
everyday life. Three studies held focus groups (O’Neill, Clear, Friday & Hazas, 2019; O’Keefe,
McLachlan, Gough, Mander & Bows-Larkin, 2016; Megicks, Memery & Angell, 2012), in order
to explore how consumers define sustainability, motivation and how they incorporate issues
of food sustainability into their everyday eating practices.

3.5.3 Findings
The results are viewed through the theoretical lens to explore sustainable eating practices in
everyday life through consumers’ routines, habits and behaviours, and how this is influenced
by their social setting. This is divided in two main themes: a) Social Setting and b) Complex
routines, habits and behaviours.
a) Social Setting
The setting of food consumption influences the priorities of values consumers associate with
their food. Biermann & Rau (2020) found that consumers adhering to all types of diets (vegan,
vegetarian, flexitarian and omnivore) value their health and taste the most in the home
setting, but that this value significantly changes to only taste when they are in a restaurant
setting. They concluded that this led to a larger consumption of meat when eating at
restaurants, even amongst consumers identifying with a flexitarian (reduced meat) diet. This
also indicates that consumers expect a meat dish to be tastier than a vegetarian dish, when
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comparing the two in a restaurant setting. Thus, few people eat sustainably in all settings and
eating practices change depending on settings and moments; consumers seem to be aware
of this change and make decisions based on the situation they are in, and who they are with.
An explanation Biermann & Rau (2020) provide for this is that the norms and expectations of
food change per setting and differ significantly from that at home, where social interaction is
much less important than out of the home. Social interaction has a large impact on eating
practices, where a consumer’s social considerations and adhering to certain norms and
prescriptions can outweigh their environmental considerations. Time as a resource is also
mentioned several times, with consumers viewing this as a main constraint to adopting a
sustainable diet. They find it should be more convenient and that a sustainable diet involves
a lot of cooking and preparing (Pohjolainen & Jokinen, 2020; Godin & Sahakian, 2018; O’Neill
et al., 2019; Twine, 2017). Consumers often mention time and convenience in relation to
sustainable diets in that it takes an investment of time to come to decisions in regards to food,
cooking and eating; whereas ready-made meals are more convenient and allow consumers
to spend time doing things other than cooking (Fink, Ploeger & Strassner 2018; O’Neill et al.,
2019).
Eating practices are also shaped by socio-cultural practices, routines and customs. For
example, Biermann & Rau (2020), when investigating attitudes towards serving guests plantbased foods, found that plant-based diets are viewed as less hospitable, less generous and
not representing the “good life”. Eating practices are often situated within social practices,
context and relations, such as fulfilling familial expectations for food (O’Neill et al. 2019;
Devaney & Davies 2016). Amongst self-identified ‘normal’ as well as ‘sustainable’ food
practitioners, O’Neill et al. (2019) found that consumers centre their food practices around
what is expected of them in their specific situation (family situation, personal relationships,
etc). Most of the time these feelings of obligation are prioritised over their interest in
sustainable food practices. For example: a wife cooking for her husband what he considers
‘proper’ food (including meat), or children in the familial setting having certain ideas and
wishes in regard to food. Devaney & Davies (2016) had similar findings through a workshop
approach with consumers, aiming to disrupt their household food consumption and to adopt
sustainable food practices. They found that a consumer’s outcome in adopting sustainable
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eating practices was largely influenced by the “social context, social relations and
micropolitics of everyday life”.
The socio-cultural position of eating practices is another way of exploring the different
meanings that food can take on, where expectations of what food should be and what it looks
like are most important. As the social component of eating practices is so prominent,
consumers find it hard to fit sustainability into this. This is supported by Fink et al. (2018),
finding that eating practices are communal, including the practices of producing, purchasing,
cooking and eating. The communal nature of eating shapes how consumers think about what
and how they should eat, and how these are placed within their everyday life (Godin &
Sahakian, 2018). Food should be “pleasurable” and “balanced”, which are traditionally more
associated with meat products than plant-based foods. However, it was found that the
communality of eating can also be positive towards sustainability, where consumers create
their own food network and have a shared critique of the mainstream food system, which is
how they give meaning to a sustainable diet and enact eating practices (Fonte, 2014; Schösler
& de Boer, 2018).
Referring back to O’Neill et al.’s (2019) article, they explored how particular moments were
an enabling factor in consumers turning their intentions into eating practices. These fractures
were heavily reliant on social relationships and family composition. Significant life changing
moments such as retiring or having children provide consumers with the opportunity to
change their complex daily routines, which are otherwise hard to alter so drastically (O’Neill
et al., 2019; Devaney & Davies, 2018). These changes are related to a loss of skill, a loss of
time or changes in food eating habits in general. Furthermore, the life changes found all relate
to a drastic change in social relationships and family composition, relating back to earlier
findings that sustainable eating practices are heavily influenced by the socio-cultural domain
and settings. The article by O’Neill et al. (2019) is the only study in the present literature
review that focused on particular moments and ‘fractures’ in the life course that caused
people to adopt more sustainable eating practices. In all, the actual practice of sustainable
diets in everyday life is part of a complex system influenced by each individual consumer’s
time, setting, social situation, availability, meanings, knowledge and skills (O’Neill et al.,
2019).
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b) Complex routines, habits & behaviours
The routines of people are found to be influenced when they receive information on the
impact of their food (Pohjolainen & Jokinen, 2020), as well as changes in the life course and
exposure to new perspectives (O’Neill et al., 2019). This can also clash, for instance when
people’s various meanings in regard to food change and evolve (O’Neill et al., 2019; Godin &
Sahakian, 2018). An example of this is that consumers find their impact on the environment
important and see meat reduction as the most impactful way to alleviate this (Biermann &
Rau, 2020; Pohjolainen & Jokinen, 2020). However, when these notions are present in
different settings, they can clash with other previously held beliefs. For example, out of home
eating is associated with pleasure and treating oneself, values that are also associated with
meat consumption. Thus, the consumption of a vegetarian meal is not always compatible with
this notion of treating oneself, and the two notions clash Biermann & Rau, 2020). This is
backed up by Godin & Sahakian’s (2018) finding that consumers think food should be a
‘balanced meal’ and it should be ‘pleasurable’, which in turn are two notions that are not
often associated with plant-based foods. Consumers are aware that their food has an impact
and ascribe a certain value to this, but this value seems to be more or less important
depending on the setting and which notions are associated with that. This is also supported
by the fact that consumers are not exactly sure what the impact entails, and how this should
be reflected in their personal food choices such as shopping routines (Pohjolainen & Jokinen,
2020).
The routines of consumers were found to include various types of diets (vegan, vegetarian,
flexitarian, pescatarian & omnivore), with the reduction of meat consumption being the most
central to a consumer’s definition of how to practice a sustainable diet (Biermann & Rau,
2020; Pohjolainen & Jokinen, 2020; O’Neill, 2019; Godin & Sahakian, 2018; Schösler & de
Boer, 2017; Twine, 2017; Devaney & Davies, 2016; O’Keefe et al., 2016; Schösler et al., 2012).
Organic and local food was found to be a much smaller part of the sustainable eating routines
of consumers (Niva et al., 2014; Fonte, 2014; Megicks et al., 2014). The consumer perspective
on vegetarian food itself is becoming more positive, being associated with health, taste, trend
and seen as part of sustainable eating practices (Pohjolainen & Jokinen, 2020; O’Neill et al.,
2019).
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Availability and convenience of food items are important aspects within consumers’ everyday
habits and routines, they want a sustainable diet to be as easy as following a ‘conventional’
diet, fitting into the habits and convenience of everyday life (Fink et al., 2018). These aspects
were found to influence eating practices within multiple settings such as the grocery store,
business canteens and restaurants (O’Neill et al., 2019; Fink et al. 2018).
Adopting a sustainable diet involves multiple stimulants and barriers, as consumers attempt
to fit their concept of sustainable eating practices into the complexity of everyday life.
Consumers perceive barriers towards sustainable eating practices including finding nutritious
and culturally appropriate alternatives (Pohjolainen & Jokinen, 2020), having the skills to
implement alternatives into actual food choices (Schösler et al., 2012) and dealing with
inconvenience in purchasing (Megicks et al., 2012). Consumers are often concerned that they
lack the practical skills needed to identify, purchase and prepare sustainable food products.
They are interested in improving these skills through learning about the production of food
items, being able to find & understand information on products and their environmental
impact (Fink et al., 2018; Devaney & Davies, 2016). Consumers do not mention price and
availability as the main driver for their sustainable food purchases, but if the more sustainable
option is significantly more expensive or harder to obtain, they will not want to buy it
(Megicks et al., 2012). This is reflected in the fact that most participants from the selected
studies do their main shopping at big supermarkets. Even consumers that are enacting
sustainable eating practices and buying from local shops and farms, still get the bulk of their
food items from the big supermarkets (Fonte, 2014; O’Neill et al., 2019).
Looking at the preparation of food, consumers are often concerned that they do not possess
the cooking skills to prepare tasty and healthy sustainable dishes (Pohjolainen & Jokinen,
2020), identify and find the right ingredients and use leftovers successfully (Schösler & de
Boer, 2018). In terms of meat reduction, consumers find meat substitutes the easiest way to
compose a meal as it requires minimal changes to their usual provisioning and preparing
routines (Twine, 2017; O’Keefe et al., 2016), although they also felt that a successful
vegetarian dish has to be constructed in an entirely different way (Pohjolainen & Jokinen,
2020). Sustainable diets can also be approached in a different way, where consumers apply
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meat reduction in the form of a shift from quantity to quality (Schösler & de Boer, 2018;
O’Keefe et al., 2016).

3.5.4 Summary of results

Figure 4. Results of literature review in relation to the theoretical lens.

The results of the literature review are summarised above in Figure 4. The consumer
perspective on sustainable diets seems to be in line with the scientific recommendations on
how to eat more sustainably, namely that a sustainable diet should be based around reducing
the consumption of animal protein and increasing plant-based options. However, the
concepts of local and organic food are potentially an aspect of sustainable eating that could
grow to become more important, as it has come up in several studies, coming second after
the aspect of meat consumption (Niva et al., 2014; Fonte, 2014; Megicks et al., 2014). Another
interesting concept that consumers used to describe a sustainable diet, is that meat
consumption is reduced and replaced with a small amount of quality (often meaning organic)
meat (Biermann & Rau, 2020; Schösler & de Boer, 2018; Godin & Sahakian, 2018). It is also
interesting to point out that a consumer’s view on the importance and relevance of these
sustainable eating practices may change depending on the setting. This is reflected in the
findings by for example Biermann & Rau (2020), where consumers that are in a different
physical (i.e. restaurant) setting and social (with other people) setting, they find certain
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features more or less important. Here, it seems, the environmental aspect of diet is lessened
in importance, and overtaken by social values and quality.

3.5.5 Application to the empirical study
What was found is that the social setting of eating practices are very important for consumers
and enable or form a barrier for sustainable eating practices. Furthermore, the various
features and values associated with food are found to be influenced by social settings as well.
These findings will be further investigated in the empirical study by seeing whether
consumers encounter the same influences by their social setting and whether their values in
terms of food change as well. The literature already alluded to the answer to the research
question, but more evidence is required to answer it full in the context of everyday life. How
does this consumer perspective on sustainable eating practices translate to their everyday
lives? What meaning does it take on? How does this translate to everyday eating practices
such as planning, purchasing, preparing and enjoying? The empirical study will give further
insight into the complex routines, habits and behaviours involved in sustainable eating in
everyday life. It will do this by comparing to the literature review to see whether consumers
identify the same issues and themes in terms of their eating practices.
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4 Empirical Study
The aim of the empirical study was to build a scientific body of evidence on practices involved
in eating sustainably in everyday life. It was investigated how consumers viewed their eating
practices in terms of their (social) setting, routines & habits, and their behaviours (planning,
preparing, selecting, and enjoying). The empirical study consisted of secondary analysis of
data from a questionnaire conducted by Green Food Lab, a food consultancy &
communications agency in the Netherlands. Green Food Lab organises the campaign ‘the
National Week Without Meat (Dutch: de Nationale Week Zonder Vlees) since 2018 during
which participants are challenged to not eat meat for a week. Participants are supported with
recipes, challenges and information. The reason for choosing this empirical data is that meat
reduction was identified as one of the main components of sustainable eating practices, as
discussed above in the scoping literature review. Therefore, the questionnaire gives insight
into how consumers view meat reduction and how this is applied in the various aspects of
their eating practices.

4.1 Methodology
The sampling and design of the questionnaire was done by Green Food Lab as part of their
campaign ‘National Week Without Meat’ (NWWM) in 2020. At the end of the yearly
campaign, a questionnaire was spread amongst participants of all three editions of the
campaign (2018-2020) with the aim to gain insight into their personal experiences and
challenges. Green Food Lab already had an established questionnaire that was utilised in
previous years, and this was further expanded by fellow student Robin Walrecht during her
internship at Green Food Lab. Her goal was to include an assessment of “facilitators and
barriers behind the development of long-term engagement to reduce meat intake”
(Walrecht, 2021). In order to do so, Walrecht utilised the Everyday Life Perspective, which is
also part of the theoretical lens of this thesis. Walrecht included questions related to skills
participants have, struggle with, or would like to gain in relation to eating without meat in the
(social) settings of everyday life. Permission was granted to utilise the gathered data for
several selected question items for the present thesis. The selected items are described in
further detail below.
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4.1.1 Sampling
The target population was consumers who have actively tried to change their everyday eating
practices by eating less meat. This included Dutch subscribers to the NWWM online magazine
during the 2018, 2019 and 2020 editions. The total sample involved 42.473 subscribers who
received the questionnaire via email, of which 2.234 respondents completed the
questionnaire.

4.1.2 Study Design
Participants received a questionnaire including open and closed questions. The general
questionnaire included questions on how respondents perceived and participated in the
NWWM in 2020. As described above, Robin Walrecht then included several additional
question items. Firstly, two closed questions were included “on the desire of participants to
learn more about eating meat [which] related to which capacities people wished to develop
with regards to eating less meat and how they felt the NWWM could support them in this
development” (Walrecht, 2021). Secondly, open questions were added which “provided the
participants to share alternative ideas in comparison to the set of questions posed in the
general questionnaire” (Walrecht, 2021). The full questionnaire can be found in Appendix II.
For the present thesis, a total of ten question items were selected to include consumer
perspectives on the social setting, routines, habits and behaviours involved in sustainable
eating practices. An overview of the selected questions is presented according to the
theoretical lens, making a distinction in social setting (table 2) and routines, habits and
behaviours (table 3). These included various open questions in order to provide space for
respondents to share their own ideas and experiences in free form text, allowing for the
exploration of any unexpected categories that might emerge in the data. The question items
included were not mandatory, leading to a varying number of responses for each question.
Furthermore, respondents were able to choose multiple answers for each question (e.g. they
could specify their reason for participation was ‘animal welfare’ AND provide another answer
for ‘other’). The choice was made to not analyse questions focusing on: the amount of meat
people eat (e.g. How many times a week do you eat meat?), the practicalities of the campaign
(e.g. How did you hear about the NWWM?) and the brands of products they buy (e.g. What
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is your favourite brand of meat substitutes? / How do you rate a company that works with the
NWWM?).

Subject/Results

Question

Type of question + # of
responses

Aim

1. Reasons for
participation

What was the most
important reason for
you to join the
NWWM?

7 multiple choice (MC)
options including ‘other’
1289 responses
of which 79 ‘other’

Explore consumer
perspective on the
aspects of meat
reduction as part of
sustainable eating
practices

5.1 Did respondents
miss anything?

Did you miss anything
in the NWWM
campaign of 2020?

Yes/No question
1289 responses

Indicate respondents’
perspective of needed
support in skills,
competences, physical
and social environment

5.1 Did respondents
miss anything?

Did you miss anything
in the NWWM
campaign of 2020?
Optional further
explanation of your
answer

Open question
135 responses

Indicate respondents’
perspective of needed
support in skills,
competences, physical
and social environment

6. Main challenges

What is the biggest
challenge in eating
without meat?

13 MC options including
‘other’
1289 responses of which
246 ‘other’

Identify barriers found in
aspects, settings and/or
moments involved in
sustainable eating in
everyday life

Table 2. Overview of questions included in the empirical study regarding social settings

Subject/Results

Question

2. What respondents
learned

What did you learn from
the NWWM?

3. How did my diet
change?

Can you explain how
your eating pattern has
changed since the
NWWM?
What would you like to
become better at?

Open question
769 responses

What would you like to
become better at?

Open question
559 responses

4.1 Desired skills

4.1 Desired skills

Type of question + # of
responses
8 MC options including
‘other’
1289 responses of which
43 ‘other’

13 MC options including
‘other’
1892 responses of which
103 ‘other’

Aim
Explore moments of
change and skills &
competences involved in
sustainable eating in
everyday life
Exploring changes to
aspects, settings and/or
moments in everyday
eating practices
Identify desired skills &
competences deemed
important for
sustainable eating
practices
Identify desired skills &
competences deemed
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Optional further
explanation of your
answer

important for
sustainable eating
practices

7.1 Desired help

What can the NWWM
do in the next edition to
help you?

12 MC options including
‘other’
1892 responses of which
101 ‘other’

7.1 Desired help

What can the NWWM
do in the next edition to
help you? Optional
further explanation of
your answer

Open question
318 responses

Indicate respondents’
perspective on aspects,
settings and/or
moments needed for
sustainable eating
practices
Indicate respondents’
perspective on aspects,
settings and/or
moments needed for
sustainable eating
practices

Table 3. Overview of questions included in the empirical study regarding routines, habits & behaviours.

4.2 Data Analysis

4.2.1 Type of analysis
The results of the multiple-choice questions were analysed using summary statistics and
depicted using percentages in pie charts, generated in the program R. Further analysis was
done on each of the items including the ‘other’ option as well as the open questions, in
which respondents could add an answer in free form text. The results included a significant
amount of textual data. Grouping the answers resulted in categories. The theoretical
framework guided the creation of the categories by focusing on the aspects, moments
and/or settings of eating practices as described in the answers. For example, the following
answers were included in the category ‘Cooking vegetarian for others’ under ‘Main
Challenges’: “my family doesn’t like the vegetarian things I cook” and “being able to make
meals where others don’t miss the meat”. Answers included in this category indicated the
challenges that accompany eating practices in social settings.
The resulting categories were used to run a quantitative analysis per question in R with
small summary statistics in order to get an overview of the results in the form of histograms.
The data analysis is depicted in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Methodology for data analysis of empirical data

Answers that fell outside of the resulting categories were gathered to see if there were any
important categories not yet addressed, and otherwise were left out of the analysis. For
example, when looking at ‘1. Reasons for Participation’ the following answers were excluded
because they were only mentioned once: “for spiritual reasons” and “the unequal availability
of sufficient food for the world population”. Other answers were excluded based on their
irrelevance to the question, such as “I’m against intensive animal agriculture” when asked
about ‘Desired Skills’. An overview of the excluded items is shown in Table 4.
Question

Number of entries excluded

1. Reasons for participating

34

2. What respondents learned

10

3. How did my diet change?

9

4. Desired skills

58

5. Did respondents miss
anything?

7

6. Main challenges

23

7. Desired help

83

Table 4. Number of excluded items per question.
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4.3 Results

4.3.1 Characteristics of the study population
Of the 2,234 participants 91% identified as female, 8.5% as male and 0.4% as non-binary. The
age range was between 15 to 89 years old, with a mean age of 44.6 and standard deviation
(SD) of 16.8. Most of the respondents (67.8%) were highly educated, meaning they completed
at least a bachelor’s degree. Looking at the income level, most respondents (40.7%) indicated
an €1,000-€2,500 net monthly income. Other respondents earned less than €1,000 (15.6%)
or between €2,500-€5,000 (17.5%). Only 1% indicated that they earn more than €5,000 per
month. To provide some perspective on these numbers, the average income in the
Netherlands is around €2,500 per month (CBS, 2020). Most respondents live in the larger
urban areas in the west of the Netherlands, also known as ‘de Randstad’.

4.3.2 General Observations
The categorisation of the open question sections resulted in various types of categories,
spread across social setting, routines & habits and behaviours. The categories related to social
setting referred to the consumption of meat around others, preparing meat-less food for
others, skills in relation to inspiring or convincing others not to eat meat, gathering
information on the larger impact of consumers’ food, and regarding the presence of no-meat
products in the food & media space. Looking at routines and habits, categories referred to
consumers’ struggle to incorporate a meat-less diet into their automatic routines and the
desire to develop these skills in order to form new routines and habits. In terms of specific
behaviour, various categories arose related to all aspects of planning, preparing, purchasing,
selecting and enjoying food. Similar to the literature review, the results of the empirical study
are divided into the two categories of the theoretical lens: A) Social Setting and B) Routines,
habits & behaviours. This division is also depicted above in Table 2 and 3. As shown in the
theoretical lens, each category is interrelated to the other, which is important to keep in
minding when interpreting the results.
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4.3.3 Findings
A) Social Setting
Reasons for participation

Figure 6. Reasons for participation (multiple choice answers)

Figure 7. Other reasons for participation (open question answers)

Almost one third of the participants indicated that concerns about the environment was the
reason for participating in the challenge to eat less meat. This was followed by concerns about
animal cruelty (26.2%), their health (22.9%) and looking for more varied cooking methods and
recipes (13.4%). Only very few participants said the social environment was the reason for
participation. Other reasons (2.6%, N=45) included curiosity and interest (n11), challenging
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themselves (n10), inspiring others (n9), the taste of meat (n8), information & education (n5)
and financial reasons (n2).
Main challenges

Figure 8. Main challenges multiple choice answers

Figure 9. Main challenges open question answers
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Almost a quarter of the participants indicated that their main challenge is that the people
they eat with like to eat meat (20.5%). Other challenges surrounding meat are that
respondents found it hard not to eat meat around others (7.2%), that they like meat too
much (8.3%) and that eating without meat is tasteless and boring (0.9%), as well as
incomplete (0.3%). Looking at challenges with regard to eating alternatives, respondents
indicated they do not like meat substitutes (10.1%), or legumes & nuts (3%) and that
products are too expensive (7.3%). In terms of preparing food, respondents found they
struggled to get used to eating without meat (4.8%) and did not know what to cook (4.3%).
Other challenges (12.6%, N=242) included that respondents found meat irreplaceable in
certain situations and dishes (n28), most meat substitutes are unhealthy (n27), that there are
not enough options to eat without meat outside of the house (n26) and that it is difficult to
prepare meals with all the right nutrition (n24). This was followed by respondents indicating
that they found it difficult to combine certain diets & allergies with vegetarian eating (n19),
that preparing food is more work (n17), that it is difficult to cook vegetarian for others (n15),
not knowing what to put on their bread (n15), cooking varied dishes (n11) and having to
explain themselves to others (n9). Lastly, respondents indicated that they struggled with:
needing special & expensive ingredients (n8), their friends & family wanting to eat meat (n7),
feeling like a burden to others (n7), cooking in a way that is good for the environment (n5),
not liking the taste of meat substitutes (n5), eating vegetarian on holidays, at BBQs and
parties (n5), breaking the habit of eating meat (n5) and making traditional (Dutch) meals
vegetarian (n4).
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Did respondents miss anything?

Figure 10. Did respondents miss anything? Open question answers

When respondents were asked if they missed anything during the NWWM challenge, of the
135 answers most indicated that they missed more presence in the food & media space (n37),
referring to supermarkets, restaurants, social media, radio, television, etc. This was followed
by respondents indicating they missed healthier recipes without meat substitutes (n20),
recipes & information on paper (n14) and information on the environmental impact & animal
welfare (n13). Lastly, respondents indicated they missed more original recipes (n10), more
vegan recipes & inspiration (n9), information on how to motivate & convince others (n8),
more health information (n6), easier & faster recipes (n6), recipes with ‘normal’ ingredients
(n5), bread topping inspiration (n4), recipes for 1 person (n3) and more information on the
financial aspects of a diet without meat (n3).
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B) Routines, habits & behaviours:
What respondents learned

Figure 11. What respondents learned: multiple choice answers

Figure 12. Other lessons learnt: open question answers

Almost one third of the participants indicated that they learnt new recipes during the NWWM
campaign (29.7%). This was followed by learning that eating without meat is tasty (18.2%),
learning more about the impact of meat as a resource (14.3%), eating without meat is easy
(13.6%), how to replace meat (12.8%) and how to motivate others (8.4%).
Other reasons (1.5%, N=33) included that respondents felt they were already doing all of the
above-mentioned things (n13). This was followed by learning that it is becoming easier &
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more mainstream to eat without meat (n8), that consumers are more aware of their
consumption (n5), they find it hard to incorporate eating without meat into their routines
(n3), learnt how to be creative in different settings (n2) and that it requires skills & knowledge
to eat without meat (n2).
Dietary Changes

Figure 13. How did my diet change? Open question answers

Of the 769 answers to how their diet has changed, by far most respondents indicated that
they now eat less or no meat (n249). This is followed by respondents indicating that not much
has changed (n117), that they are more conscious of their meat consumption (n80), improved
their cooking skills & knowledge (n77) and that their diet is more varied (n74). Other answers
included: that their diet is more plant-based (n32), they experienced a collective diet change
with family & friends (n25), they eat more meat substitutes (n25), use more vegetarian bread
toppings (n22), changed purchasing habits (n19), still eating meat outside of the house (n18),
eating more legumes, veggies, nuts & beans (n17), not missing meat (n15), eating tastier food
(n15) and buying more organic products (n13).

38

Desired skills

Figure 14. Desired skills: multiple choice answers

Figure 15. Other desired skills: open question answers

When asked about their desired skills, most participants indicated they want to learn to: cook
vegetarian meals (16.7%), be creative in the kitchen (15.5%) and inspire others to eat less
meat (13.8%). This was followed by the desire to know how to: be aware of what food does
to their health (13.2%), be aware of what they eat (9%), know the impact of meat on nature
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& animal welfare (7.7%) and replace meat (7.3%). A smaller percentage of participants
indicated that they wanted to know more about nature & agriculture (4.4%), learn how to
plan meals (3.9%), how to say no to meat around others (2.9%), know why not eating meat is
important (1.9%) and how to make food an important part of their lives (1.8%).
Other desired skills found in this multiple choice question (1.9%, N=346) as well as the open
question (n559) included learning new recipes, inspiration & cooking skills (n62), getting all
the right nutrients & vitamins (n35), nothing (n35) and knowing how to inspire others to eat
less or no meat (n32). This was followed by wanting to be able to understand the climate
consequences of food (n25), cook tasty meals for others (n18), cook in a way that meat is not
missing (n18), being more conscious of cooking and eating (n17), arguing vegetarianism well
(n16) and eating more plant-based (n16). Lastly, answers included wanting to be better at
communicating the wish to eat vegetarian (n13), cooking quick and simple recipes (n13),
preparing a healthy, responsible and complete meal (n12), how to stop thinking in terms of
meat (n11), cooking without meat substitutes (n10), knowing more about alternatives and
where to find them (n6), eating less meat (n5) and learning how to plan meals (n4).
Desired Help
Almost a quarter of participants indicated they would like more help in terms of inspiration
from vegetarian cuisines (23.6%). This was followed by wanting help through receiving
updates about new vegetarian products (13.9%), cooking videos and recipes (12.9%), tips for
resources on vegetarian eating (12.1%) and websites and social media (9.4%). Lastly,
respondents also desired help by receiving information on the environmental impact of
agriculture (8.6%), ways to avoid meat for a day (7.1%), where to eat vegetarian outside of
the house (4.2%), daily reflection challenges (3.2%), reflective journal (1.3%), and having
access to an online community (1.9%).
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Figure 16. Desired help: multiple choice answers

Figure 17. Other desired help: open question answers

Other desired help described in this multiple-choice question (1.8%) as well as the open
question (n318) found that most participants wanted more tips for inspiration and varied
recipes (n48). This was followed by the desire to receive more information on the impact of
food (n35), getting all the essential vitamins and nutrients (n28), accessible recipes (n24) and
information on convincing others and creating awareness (n21). This was followed by no
desire to receive any support (n16), but also to receive more support in the area of improving
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cooking skills (n12), cooking for others (n9), information on available products (n9), recipes
without meat substitutes (n9), receiving recipes on paper (n9) and information on making
diet appropriate recipes (n9). Lastly, respondents indicated they desired help by receiving
deals for vegetarian products (n8), practical tips and to-do’s (n7), learning from others
following a vegetarian diet (n6), how to deal with social pressure (n6), tips for restaurants
with good vegetarian options (n6), a reflective journal (n5), tips for vegan cooking (n5) and
recipes for the holidays (n3).

4.3.4 Summary of results
The empirical study largely supported the findings from the scoping literature review. It found
that consumers define their tools and skills in planning, purchasing, selecting, preparing and
enjoying food in terms of how this relates to their social setting (Figure 18). An example is
that consumers see it as their main challenge to improve their cooking skills in order to cook
for others in such a way that they do not miss anything in terms of taste and/or nutrition
when cooking without meat. Another important aspect is that consumers want to know how
to deal with social situations, being able to say no to meat around others and being able to
convince others of the importance of meat reduction. Furthermore, the values of health (“Am
I getting the right nutrition?”) and taste (“I don’t like the taste of meat substitutes” / “I want
to be able to make a meal where meat isn’t missing”) are seen as important.

Figure 18. Summary of empirical study and literature review according to theoretical lens
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5 Conclusion
This study aimed to investigate which practices are involved in eating sustainably in
everyday life. It did this by looking at practices in terms of social setting, complex routines,
habits, and behaviours in everyday life. The results revealed three main types of practices.
Firstly, consumers centralize their choices and everyday eating practices around the amount
and characteristics of just one meal component, which is meat. (Sustainable) eating
practices are defined by either eating with, or without, meat. This is found in all aspects of
everyday eating practices, namely in terms of social setting, but also complex routines,
habits, and behaviours. Consumers do this rather than considering their overall food intake
and looking at aspects such as local and organic food. Eating practices involving local and/or
organic food was found to be less central to consumers’ definition of sustainability. To
consumers, sustainable eating equals meat reduction. Secondly, of the three aspects of
everyday eating practices investigated (social setting, complex routines & habits, and
behaviours), social setting was found to be the most important when looking at sustainable
eating practices. Sustainable eating practices were found to be greatly impacted by the
social setting of the consumer, finding that they change regularly and are not a consistent
part of their routines and habits. Rather, practices are based on a consistent set of diverse
values. For each setting consumers are in, different sets of values emerge, which are mostly
dependent on which other people are present. This drives a consumer’s eventual
(un)sustainable choices and eating practices. Thirdly, as these varying values emerge, so do
potential clashes between them. These value clashes – such as between health and taste –
emerge mostly when there is a responsibility to involve others (e.g. family or friends) in the
preparation and enjoyment of food.
Overall, the current thesis can conclude that the types of sustainable eating practices found
do not exist in isolation. What consumers eat is related to who they eat with, as well as
where they eat. This supports the notion that sustainable eating is a very complex issue,
going far beyond the aspects of availability, affordability and accessibility. Consumers
indicate a plethora of aspects involved in their everyday eating practices, things they need
to actively think about or have to change in their routines, habits and behaviours. This
shows that sustainable eating involves a large variation of practices. (Sustainable) eating
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practices are deeply interwoven with many aspects of everyday life, making it a very
complex issue.

6 Discussion
The results indicate that there are multiple factors involved in eating sustainably in everyday
life which go beyond the current focus on availability, affordability and accessibility of
sustainable food. These factors consist of three types of practices: the centralisation of meat
consumption, the influence of social settings, and the clash between different values. The
following discussion section starts with the interpretations and implications of the results,
followed by the strengths and limitations of the study and recommendations.

Sustainable food ¹ conventional food
Sustainable eating practices seem to be influenced significantly by social settings. A possible
reason for this is that consumers see sustainable eating as fundamentally different from
‘conventional’ eating. This might further clarify why consumers feel they have to shift their
values in order to satisfy themselves and others present in their social setting. Cultural values
in terms of what is healthy, how one should treat guests, and how familial roles are fulfilled
are also likely to play a big part in this. When looking at Dutch food culture, there is a large
element of sharing food practices with others as well as creating an aspect of ‘sociability’
(gezelligheid) (Plessz & Wahlen, 2020; van Amsterdam & Knoppers, 2018). These aspects of
the food culture might not be compatible with sustainable eating practices. However, Dutch
food consumption has shifted towards a larger percentage of plant-based products (fruits and
vegetables) and a smaller percentage of animal products (dairy and meat) in recent years (van
Rossum et al., 2018). This would indicate that Dutch food culture is moving towards a more
sustainable food culture, however the animal products consumption (and especially meat) is
still higher than recommended for minimising environmental impact.

Availability, affordability and accessibility
Availability, affordability and accessibility were not found to be the most important aspects
of sustainable eating practices in the everyday lives of consumers. This is supported by the
finding that the availability and accessibility of food items becomes relevant to consumers
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only if they are significantly less available and accessible compared to ‘conventional’ food.
This could mean that the sustainable eating domain could benefit from a more holistic
approach. On the one hand improving availability, affordability and accessibility of
sustainable food products, in so that they are as (or more) available as ‘conventional’
products. And on the other hand, providing insights and tools for the integration of
sustainable eating practices at a social and cultural level, at the level of consumers’ everyday
practices. When comparing the current topic with the health domain, similar suggestions for
the integration of health promotion and the social determinants of health have been voiced
(Jackson et al., 2013; Lieberman et al., 2013).

Value clashes
It was found that clashes between values emerge mostly when there is a responsibility to
involve others in the preparation and enjoyment of food. A possible reason for this is that
familial expectations are a large part of everyday eating practices. The respondents in both
the empirical and literature study included mostly women, which might be more focused on
these expectations as they are traditionally more geared towards females. These findings
support those discussed by Godin & Sahakian (2018), stating that consumers have multiple
prescriptions they adhere to when it comes to eating practices. A healthy meal may clash with
the notion of a sustainable meal, or with that of a ‘fun’ or ‘family’ meal.

Broader context & societal relevance
Broadly speaking, the study aimed to contribute to the issue of environmental and human
health, which are both impacted by the current unsustainable diet (Reisch et al, 2016). It was
found that the foods most detrimental to our health are also those most detrimental to the
environment (Barilla Center for Food & Nutrition, 2016). Thus, a call for the promotion of
more sustainable diets has arisen, of which an important aspect is the consumer perspective
and practice of sustainable eating in their everyday lives (Reisch et al., 2016; Tukker et al.,
2010). The growing agreement on the importance of sustainable diets had led to policy
responses (Reisch et al., 2016) which have mostly focused on aspects like affordability,
availability and convenience, with limited success (Mason & Lang, 2017; Reisch et al., 2016).
The findings of this study indicate that consumers centralize sustainable eating practices
around the consumption of meat. As meat is one of the most impactful forms of animal
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protein, this finding is positive in that focusing on meat reduction will have a positive
influence on the environmental impact of the food system. However, the findings also show
that the policy focus on affordability, availability and convenience will likely not produce
widespread change to everyday eating practices. Instead, more focus should be put on the
values associated with various social settings, and how these impact eating practices. A
different approach is warranted to promote the adoption of sustainable diets, starting with
providing more practical footholds such as information on how to deal with certain social
situations and training cooking skills.

6.1 Bias & Limitations

Limitations of theoretical lens
The Everyday Life Perspective (ELP) provided to be a pragmatic tool through which to look at
sustainable eating practices. Seeing behaviours such as planning, purchasing, preparing and
enjoying food as residing within complex routines and habits and social settings was very
valuable. It showed to fit well with the current thesis and its findings. The social setting in
which the complex routines, habits and behaviours of consumers reside is already very
multidimensional on its own, reflecting the various situations consumers find themselves in
in their everyday lives. A possible limitation of the theoretical lens is that by focusing very
much on the everyday life, the ‘here and now’, it may have overlooked certain explanations
on why eating practices are shaped this way. For example, how the familial expectations of
food and the consumer’s role in this were shaped by certain experiences or background. The
findings of the current thesis may have been broadened by using, for example, the Life Course
Approach.

Limitations of literature review
In the scoping literature review, most study samples had more female participants than male,
thus it is important to realise that gender can have an impact on food and health-related
behaviour, as women tend to eat more healthily and consciously than men (Oncini, Ghetto,
2017). In regard to the participant samples used, it is possible that respondents often already
have an interest in sustainable eating practices or already identify with consuming a
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sustainable diet. This would take away perspective or possible comparison with ‘normal’
consumers. The high education level overrepresentation can be argued to be a typical bias in
internet surveys (Dillman, 2013), which is what a lot of the chosen studies employed as one
of their methods. High education level can have an effect on food consumption, as social
stratification plays a role and it is strongly affected by economic and cultural resources (Fink
et al., 2018). It is interesting to note that the quantitative research methods would have had
to operationalise parts of eating practices in order to research them quantitatively. This
causes some form of interpretation and missing out on data. Most of the studies included
were qualitative, reflecting the aim of the study in finding out what is behind sustainable
diets, not just what this entails and how many people ‘do’ it.

Limitations of empirical study
In the empirical study, there were significantly more female participants than male or other.
What is also important to note is that most of the participants were middle aged women,
which are often the main food providers in a household. This allowed for the exploration of
issues they run into in terms of the social aspect of sustainable eating practices, and where
any potential problems or barriers arise. In regard to the participant sample, they all took part
in the campaign of the National Week Without Meat. Therefore, the participants had already
invested time and effort in reducing their meat intake for a week, indicating they were already
interested and motivated in this regard. This, as similarly found in the literature review, could
take away from the perspective or possible comparison with regular consumers who did not
take part in the campaign. It may also be a source of bias in terms of the focus on a week
without meat, potentially influencing the conclusions’ focus on meat. Furthermore, the
empirical data also showed an overrepresentation of a higher education and income level,
which is, similar to the literature review, possible that it is a typical bias of internet surveys
(Dillman, 2013). A possible explanation for the finding that availability, affordability and
accessibility are not main drivers is that a majority of respondents in both the empirical and
literature study were highly educated with relatively high-income levels. Furthermore, the
empirical study included a majority of respondents from more densely populated urban
areas. These factors could have influenced the results, as a wide variety of foods are easily
available in these areas.
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6.2 Recommendations
The findings show that the current focus in research, interventions and policy on affordability,
availability and convenience will likely not produce widespread change to everyday eating
practices. Instead, more focus should be put on the values associated with various social
settings, and how these impact eating practices. This could be done by investigating how
various values are formed, how they may be altered, and how they are related to specific
social settings. For example, follow up interviews could be done for a more in depth look at
everyday eating practices and routines. The textual data in the empirical study provided an
initial insight, although these contained a maximum of one or two sentences. Interviews could
further explore the routines, habits and values involved in order to add to the current results.
A different approach is warranted to promote the adoption of sustainable diets, starting with
providing more practical footholds such as information on how to deal with certain social
situations and training cooking skills. This is a more interdisciplinary approach in terms of not
just providing education and information, but also very practical tools such as cooking skills
and shopping skills that consumers need to be able to enact eating practices in their individual
situation. Current studies are increasingly acknowledging the importance of the consumer
consumption and perspective part of it, but do not explore yet the practical interventions
needed for this (Reisch et al. 2016). Reports like that of the UNSCN (2016) advocate for
structural change by improving affordability, availability and accessibility. However, these
types of approaches need to be combined with a more small-scale community-based
approach that can better provide situation-specific solutions for consumers in their social
setting.

6.3 Closing remarks
In summary, sustainable eating practices in everyday life are very complex and depend on
multiple different factors. Availability, affordability and convenience may play a role in
influencing these everyday practices, but many more large and small determinants are at
play. Understanding social settings and the values associated with them is crucial.
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Appendix I: Concepts included in scoping literature review search string
Concept 1: Eating practices in
everyday life

Concept 2: Sustainable diets

Concept 3: consumers

practices

Sustainable diet

consumption

Practical organisation/organization

Sustainable food

Daily life

Practical aspects

Sustainable food habits

Everyday life

Social organisation/organization

Sustainable foodways

Food preparation

Sustainable nutrition

Decision skills

Sustainable eating

Planning skills

Sustainable food consumption

Purchasing skills

Sustainable food choice

Cooking skills

Vegetarian

Preparation skills

Vegan

Social practices

Flexitarian

Food related knowledge

Plant-based food

Food related skills

Meat avoidance

Food-related competencies

Less meat

Food literacy

Meat curtailment

Social determinants

Reduced meat diet

Emotional aspects
Cultural aspects
Preservation skills
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Appendix II: Quality assessment articles
Overview critical appraisal qualitative articles:
Article

Score

Notes

Pohjolainen & Jokinen (2020)

15/20

Data collection & analysis methods
not clearly described

O’Neill et al. (2019)

16/20

Context could be more specific, as
well as sampling strategy

Fink et al. (2018)

17/20

Context & data analysis not
detailed

Schösler & de Boer (2018)

17/20

Connection to wider body of
knowledge missing

Twine (2018)

15/20

Missing central aim and specific
reflexivity

Devaney & Davies (2016)

17/20

Context & theoretical framework
minimal

Brons & Oosterveer (2017)

16/20

Missing verification with other
findings in field

O’Keefe et al. (2016)

16/20

Missing reflexivity of the account

Fonte (2013)

17/20

Sample insufficiently described

Megicks et al. (2012)

17/20

Minimal connection to theoretical
framework & reflexivity

Godin & Sahakian (2018)

16/20

Missing sampling strategy for
discourse analysis

Overview critical appraisal quantitative articles:
Article

Score

Notes

Biermann & Rau (2020)

18/22

Control method for confounding
factors not described

Niva et al. (2014)

19/22

Analytic methods and control for
confounding not detailed

Schösler et al. (2012)

18/22

Reasoning sample choice &
analytic methods brief
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Individual assessment qualitative articles:
Article: Pohjolainen & Jokinen (2020) Points: 15/20
Criteria

Yes (2)

1.Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2. Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3. Context for the study clear?

2

4. Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5. Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

2

6. Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

Partial (1)

No (0) N/A

1: briefly
described

7. Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

0: not
descri
bed
enoug
h

8. Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

0: not
descri
bed

9. Conclusions supported by the results?

2

10. Reflexivity of the account?

2

Article: O’Neill, Clear, Friday & Hazas (2019). Points: 16/20
Criteria

Yes (2)

1.Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2. Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3. Context for the study clear?

Partial (1)

No (0) N/A

1: UK
specific
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context
could be
more
elaborate
4. Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5. Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

6. Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

1: could
use more
explanation
on the
purposeful
sampling of
phone
interviews
2

7. Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

1: brief

8. Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

2
(intervi
ews +
focus
groups
)

9. Conclusions supported by the results?

2

10. Reflexivity of the account?

1: brief

Article: Fink, Ploeger, Strassner (2018). Points: 17/20
Criteria

Yes (2)

1.Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2. Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3. Context for the study clear?
4. Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

Partial (1)

No (0) N/A

1
2
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5. Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

2

6. Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

2

7. Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

1: could be
more
detailed

8. Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

1

9. Conclusions supported by the results?

2

10. Reflexivity of the account?

2

Article: Schösler, de Boer (2018). Points: 17/20
Criteria

Yes (2)

1.Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2. Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3. Context for the study clear?

2

4. Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

No (0) N/A

1: cultural
context
explained
but not
specifically
a wider
body of
knowledge
per se

5. Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

2

6. Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

2

7. Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

Partial (1)

1: brief
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8. Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

1

9. Conclusions supported by the results?

2

10. Reflexivity of the account?

2

Article: Twine (2018). Points: 15/20
Criteria

Yes (2)

1.Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2. Study design evident and appropriate?

Partial (1)

No (0) N/A

1: aim
could be
more
centrally
identified
2

3. Context for the study clear?

1: context
spread
throughout
article

4. Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2:
relate
to
materi
ality &
practic
e

5. Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

2

6. Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

1: missing
detail

7. Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

1: brief

8. Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

2

9. Conclusions supported by the results?

2

59

10. Reflexivity of the account?

1:
reflexivity
doesn’t
detail the
study’s
specific
participant
s enough
(more on a
broad,
overall
level)

Article: Devaney & Davies (2016). Points: 17/20
Criteria

Yes (2)

1.Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2. Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3. Context for the study clear?

2

4. Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

No (0) N/A

1: both
context
and
connection
to wider
body of
knowledge
are
minimal
(straight
into study
design)

5. Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

2

6. Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

2

7. Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

Partial (1)

1:
collection
moves into
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outcomes
without
extensive
analysis
description
8. Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

2:
compa
ring to
other
studies
and
finding
s

9. Conclusions supported by the results?

2

10. Reflexivity of the account?

1: brief

Article: Brons & Oosterveer (2017). Points: 16/20
Criteria

Yes (2)

1.Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2. Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3. Context for the study clear?

2

4. Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5. Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

2

Partial (1)

6. Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

1:
participant
observatio
n collection
methods
not very
clear

7. Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

1: analysis
of

No (0) N/A
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interviews
clear,
participant
observatio
n not
8. Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

0: not
prese
nt,
discus
sion/c
onclu
sion
mostl
y
based
on
own
findin
gs &
theori
sing

9. Conclusions supported by the results?

2

10. Reflexivity of the account?

2

Article: O’Keefe, McLachlan, Gough, Mander & Bows-Larkin (2016). Points: 16/20
Criteria

Yes (2)

1.Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2. Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3. Context for the study clear?

2

Partial (1)

4. Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

1: wider
body of
knowledge
/context is
the same

5. Sampling strategy described, relevant

1:

No (0) N/A
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and justified?

described
and
relevant
but not
justified
per se

6. Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

2

7. Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

2

8. Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

2: clear
compa
rison
of
theory
during
analysi
s

9. Conclusions supported by the results?

2

10. Reflexivity of the account?

0: not
discus
sed

Article: Fonte (2013). Points: 17/20
Criteria

Yes (2)

1.Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2. Study design evident and appropriate?

3. Context for the study clear?

Partial (1)

No (0) N/A

1: work on
which the
study
design is
based is
not
described
clearly
2
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4. Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5. Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

1: sample
insufficientl
y described

6. Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

2

7. Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

2

8. Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

2

9. Conclusions supported by the results?

2

10. Reflexivity of the account?

1:
reflexivity
is onesided (the
case study,
not the
researcher
itself)

Article: Megicks, Memery & Angell (2012). Points: 17/20
Criteria

Yes (2)

1.Question / objective sufficiently
described?

Partial (1)

No (0) N/A

1: not
centrally
described

2. Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3. Context for the study clear?

2

4. Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

1: minimal
connection

5. Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

2

6. Data collection methods clearly

2
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described and systematic?
7. Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

2

8. Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

2:
resear
ch
implica
tions
section
extensi
ve

9. Conclusions supported by the results?

2

10. Reflexivity of the account?

1: brief

Article: Godin & Sahakian (2018). Points: 16/20
Criteria

Yes (2)

1.Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2. Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3. Context for the study clear?

4. Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?
5. Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

Partial (1)

No (0) N/A

1: overall
context
clear, study
specific
context
could be
more
elaborate
2
1: sampling
strategy of
article
discourse
analysis not
described
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6. Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

2

7. Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

1: practical
details
analysis
missing
(coding
etc.)

8. Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

2

9. Conclusions supported by the results?

2

10. Reflexivity of the account?

1:
scattered
throughout
article

Individual assessment quantitative articles:
Article: Biermann & Rau (2020) Points: 18/22
Criteria

Yes (2)

1. Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2. Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3. Method of subject/comparison group
selection or source of information/input
variables described and appropriate?

2

4. Subject (and comparison group, if applicable)
characteristics sufficiently described?

2

Partial (1)

No (0) N/A

5. If interventional and random allocation was
possible, was it described?

n/a

6. If interventional and blinding of investigators
was possible, was it reported?

n/a

7. If interventional and blinding of subjects was
possible, was it reported?

n/a
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8. Outcome and (if applicable) exposure
measure(s) well defined and robust to
measurement/misclassification bias? Means of
assessment reported?

2

9. Sample size appropriate?

10. Analytic methods described/justified and
appropriate?

1: seems
appropriat
e, but not
elaborate
d on in
text
2

11. Some estimate of variance is reported for the
main results?

1:
mentione
d but not
extensivel
y
described

12. Controlled for confounding?

0: not
descri
bed

13. Results reported in sufficient detail?

2

14. Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Article: Niva, Makela, Kahma, Kjoernes (2014). Points: 19/22

Criteria

Yes (2)

1. Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2. Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3. Method of subject/comparison group
selection or source of information/input
variables described and appropriate?

2

4. Subject (and comparison group, if applicable)
characteristics sufficiently described?

2

Partial (1)

No (0) N/A
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5. If interventional and random allocation was
possible, was it described?

n/a

6. If interventional and blinding of investigators
was possible, was it reported?

n/a

7. If interventional and blinding of subjects was
possible, was it reported?

n/a

8. Outcome and (if applicable) exposure
measure(s) well defined and robust to
measurement/misclassification bias? Means of
assessment reported?

2

9. Sample size appropriate?

2

10. Analytic methods described/justified and
appropriate?
11. Some estimate of variance is reported for the
main results?

1: brief,
not very
detailed
2

12. Controlled for confounding?

0: not
prese
nt

13. Results reported in sufficient detail?

2

14. Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Article: Schösler, de Boer, Boersema (2012). Points: 18/22

Criteria

Yes (2)

1. Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2. Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3. Method of subject/comparison group
selection or source of information/input
variables described and appropriate?

Partial (1)

No (0) N/A

1:
reasoning
behind
sample
choice
could
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have been
elaborate
d on
4. Subject (and comparison group, if applicable)
characteristics sufficiently described?

2

5. If interventional and random allocation was
possible, was it described?

n/a

6. If interventional and blinding of investigators
was possible, was it reported?

n/a

7. If interventional and blinding of subjects was
possible, was it reported?

n/a

8. Outcome and (if applicable) exposure
measure(s) well defined and robust to
measurement/misclassification bias? Means of
assessment reported?

2

9. Sample size appropriate?

2

10. Analytic methods described/justified and
appropriate?
11. Some estimate of variance is reported for the
main results?

1: yes but
very brief
2

12. Controlled for confounding?

0

13. Results reported in sufficient detail?

2

14. Conclusions supported by the results?

2
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Appendix III: Full original questionnaire by The Green Food Lab
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