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PREFACE
When looking at the list of thesis topics, I was immediately enthusiastic about the topic sustainable
eating. I wrote my bachelor thesis on the topic of engagement in sustainable diets with much
enthusiasm, and I was eager to expand my knowledge about this topic.
I really enjoyed conducting the interviews. It felt very much like a passionate conversation I would have
with a friend who shares my interest in sustainable eating. Not only did I gather valuable evidence for
my thesis. On top of that I felt like my own experiences and struggles with eating sustainability were
shared and recognized by others and I could learn from their tips and tricks. Therefore, I thank my
participants for the inspirational conversations I had with them which helped by write my thesis and
grow as a person.
Covid-19 is the cliché answer to many questions about what has been challenging over the past year,
but it applies to my thesis as well. It was lonely at times as opposed to the company of warmth and
friendship I experienced whilst writing my bachelor thesis. Nonetheless, I found solace and joy among
the people closest to me when I needed to vent, could use some fresh input or was in need of a pep talk.
Of course, my supervisor, Laura, was the one who knew exactly what was going on in my thesis, and
therefore the one person who was at the receiving end of all my ideas, questions, struggles, and
uncertainties. She challenged me not to be satisfied with a first attempt, but to keep finding different
views on the topic and manners of documentation. I learned a lot from this challenge and feel confident
that I can apply this perseverance in my further career. I think I am starting to share her love for figures
and tables to clarify the content.
I think this thesis has further fuelled my ambition to contribute to a more sustainable food system. I
look forward to see where all this new knowledge and enthusiasm will take me in my next endeavours.

Puck
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background: The world food system has changed drastically over the past fifty years. While it has
greatly increased the scale of food production, it simultaneously has detrimental environmental and
health effects. Hence, the global food system requires rearranging towards more sustainable food
behaviour (SFB) to counteract some harmful developments. Consumers need to become widely
engaged in SFB to create this change. Spillover enables SFB to come about in dynamic settings. Yet
little is understood about how spillover occurs and which resources are involved in this process. This
research looks into which intrapersonal resources are involved in spillover of SFB among young adults.
Theoretical framework: A combination of two theories underpins this research. Salutogenesis takes a
positive approach to spillover of SFB by looking at how movement towards SFB can be stimulated. It
also provides a theoretical explanation of the different types of intrapersonal resources. Those
resources that promote positive spillover of SFB are categorized as General Resistance Resources
(GRRs). Secondly, the everyday life perspective places SFB in context by looking at where, when and
with whom SFB occurs and how this can prevent or stimulate spillover.
Methods: A twofold approach was taken to answer this research question. First, a scoping literature
review was used to map the evidence of the intrapersonal resources involved in spillover of sustainable
behaviour. A search query was used to conduct a systematic search in the databases Scopus and Web
of Science. Following a critical appraisal, 36 articles were included. Secondly, empirical research with
the use of interviews into the experiences of young adults gave insight into the intrapersonal resources
that facilitate and prevent spillover of SFB in everyday life. Nine participants ranked values of food
behaviour in different settings prior to the interviews. This assignment was discussed in the interviews
to explore the value of sustainability, to explore the influence of different contexts. Lastly, their
experiences since moving out of their elderly home were discussed to identify the developments since
independently determining their food behaviour. A thematic content analysis was applied to identify
the dominant themes that emerged in the interviews.
Results: The scoping literature review found a range of resources related to spillover of SFB. They were
classified as valuative-attitudinal, cognitive, emotional, material and physical resources. The empirical
research shed light on the dominant resources that act as GRRs and barriers to spillover of SFB in a
range of contexts. Five themes emerged from the interviews: 1) dynamic circumstances 2) learning 3)
versatility 4) establishing rules, and 5) notifying barriers.
Conclusion: Five conclusions emerge from this research. Firstly, to answer the research question, many
resources are available to individuals that influence spillover of SFB, they only become GRRs when the
individual chooses to use them, which is dependent on the social and physical context. Secondly, many
psychological mechanisms are described in resources in literature, which were recognized in the
interviews as well. An additional layer of intrapersonal resources is expressed in the interviews that
take on meaning in people’s everyday lives. Furthermore, intrapersonal resources involved in spillover
of SFB are of contextual, dynamic, and interrelated nature. Additionally, while participants were willing
to engage in SFB, it has to be feasible for spillover of SFB to occur. Lastly, learning and the use of action
rules emerge as newfound resources.
Recommendations: This research emphasizes the importance of each unique context in which
spillover can occur. Future research should expand the types of settings in which spillover can occur,
to gain a comprehensive understanding of how contextual spillover can occur. Secondly, different
population groups can be targeted to determine if and how their experiences with SFB differ, and thus
iii

the intrapersonal resources that facilitate or prevent spillover of SFB among different groups. Lastly,
the values involved in SFB in different settings should be explored more thoroughly, to understand
when and how conflicts arise between sustainability and other values. Consequently, this will provide
valuable insight into how this can be prevented or overcome.
Recommendations for practice include enhanced transparency and development of food outlets of the
future. Transparency can be enhanced by developing a tool that displays the sustainability of a product
on the package. In this way, the path towards sustainable food choices becomes clearer for the
consumer. Secondly, food outlets of the future should take the lead in stimulating new action rules.
Action rules are enabled by the physical environment. By expanding the types of sustainable food
products that are offered in food outlets, normalisation of SFB is promoted, and new action rules can
be established, thereby facilitating more spillover of SFB.
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1 INTRODUCTION
The world food system has changed drastically over the past fifty years, in which current production,
distribution, and consumption patterns have shifted (Willett et al., 2019). While the food system can
make health and environmental developments thrive, it is currently a failing system in these respects.
A large part of the population either has insufficient access to food or consume low-quality diets
(Willett et al., 2019). In addition, food production is the leading cause of environmental change,
accounting for 30% of the greenhouse gas emissions and 70% of the freshwater use (Vermeulen et al.,
2012). Households contribute greatly to this, as nearly 30% of household environmental impact
originates from food consumption (Ivanova et al., 2016; Jungbluth et al., 2012). This makes the impact
of food consumption the largest of all household activities (Jungbluth et al., 2012). The global food
system requires rearranging towards more sustainable food behaviour (SFB) to counteract many of
these harmful developments (Willett et al., 2019). Sustainable diets form a clear framework of what
this rearrangement entails.

1.1 SUSTAINABLE DIETS
Sustainable diets, according to Burlingame and Dernini (2012, p. 7), are diets “with low environmental
impacts which contribute to food and nutrition security and to healthy life for present and future
generations. Sustainable diets are protective and respectful of biodiversity and ecosystems, culturally
acceptable, accessible, economically fair and affordable; nutritionally adequate, safe and healthy;
while optimizing natural and human resources”. Sustainable diets aim to capture the complexity of
food systems by identifying six interlinked criteria as displayed in (Figure 1). The complexity is also
reflected by the definition of a diet, in itself, as a complex issue shaped by socio-cultural factors such
as human preferences, the availability of food and moral values in society (Mason & Lang, 2017). This
indicates that SFB has many determinants embedded in a range of disciplines. There is a clear challenge
that lies ahead in navigating a way for consumers to understand what SFB means and how it can be
brought about.
Figure 1. FAO criteria for key components for a sustainable diet.

Note. Adapted from “Sustainable Diets and Biodiversity: Directions and Solutions
for Policy, Research and Action” by B. Burlingame & S. Dernini, 2012, FAO, p. 34
(http://www.fao.org/3/i3004e/i3004e00.htm)
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1.2 ROLE OF CONSUMERS
Two major stakeholders are involved in a sustainable food system, namely producers and consumers.
The dominant assumption is that the market, in which food behaviour takes place, is driven by the
interaction between supply and demand. According to this assumption, interventions should shape
the environment to facilitate the supply of sustainable goods (Jäger-Erben & Offenberger, 2014; Lucan
et al., 2015; Walker et al., 2010), as well as targeting systematic changes in top-down policy and
institutions (Godin & Sahakian, 2018). This largely places responsibility on producers.
Contrary to this dominant assumption, consumers also play a major role in engaging in SFB
(Godin & Sahakian, 2018; Sargant, 2014). Some research even characterizes the consumer as ‘key
switches’ in the food system (Shove, 2004). In this respect, the role of consumers may require more
focus, especially considering the difficulty of engaging consumers in SFB. Health research has found
that many people are aware of the recommended healthy diets but only a small proportion of people
commit to this behaviour (Bochud et al., 2017). A similar problem is seen in pro-environmental
behaviour. A gap exists between the value that people attach to environmental behaviour and the
actions they take (Shove, 2010). This means that simply looking at the individual’s rational
understanding of a problem does not provide sufficient understanding of their lack of engagement in
SFB. As described by Sargant (2014), the focus on an individual’s rationale ignores the ‘bigger picture’.
The bigger picture includes a view of a holistic consumer. In this view, SFB consists of a set of
consumption practices determined by different contexts, each with their own dynamics and social
interactions (Sargant, 2014).
To gain a more detailed understanding of how consumers become widely engaged in SFB, it is
essential to pay attention to these dynamics and social interactions of consumer food behaviour.
Spillover is a term used to describe how behaviour comes about in dynamic settings and therefore
provides a way to understand the (limited) engagement in SFB and what plays a role in its facilitation.
Spillover is the term used to define when one behaviour leads to the performance of another (related)
behaviour (Verfuerth et al., 2019). The term spillover has been coined previously and applied to
research concerning psychology, economics, and sociology (Frezza et al., 2019) as well as knowledge
(Acs et al., 2013) and health behaviour (Dolan & Galizzi, 2014). It is lately being applied in the context
of sustainable (food) behaviour (Verfuerth & Gregory-Smith, 2018). In this context, spillover practically
translates to the maintenance of SFB in all aspects of everyday life.

1.3 KNOWLEDGE GAP
Spillover effects pose an opportunity to understand how people can become more widely engaged
with SFB by looking at how it translates to further uptake of this behaviour and in different contexts
(Nash et al., 2017). However, Verfuerth et al. (2019) explain that a conceptual clarity of spillover effects
is still lacking. Nash et al. (2017) substantiate this, as they state that in the face of growing focus on
behavioural spillover in policy and research, proof of the spillover effect and the process that drives it
remains unclear. There is evidence of both positive and negative spillover effects taking place in
different situations (Verfuerth et al., 2019). In addition, most research looks into the phenomenon
within a specific context, resulting in insufficient knowledge about contextual spillover effects
(Verfuerth et al., 2019). However, it is important to understand what happens in different contexts,
considering that food consumption behaviour is the result of an interplay between the determinants
of different settings (Story et al., 2008).
To understand the process that drives spillover of SFB, it is crucial to explore the intrapersonal
resources that provide opportunities and barriers to spillover. Drawing from research into healthy
eating, salutogenesis poses a framework through which these individual factors of spillover can be
understood. According to this perspective, life experiences are continuous learning processes
(Eriksson, 2017). These learning processes lead to the development of cognitive, emotional and
behavioural capacity, also known as sense of coherence (SOC). As far as known, this framework has
not been applied to the topic of sustainable (food) behaviour before. However, it can facilitate the
exploration of the intrapersonal resources that play a role in spillover of SFB.
2

1.4 AIM AND RESEARCH QUESTION
Given the knowledge gaps in literature presented above, this research aims to gain an understanding
of the intrapersonal resources that influence spillover of SFB. This knowledge can guide future
interventions or research projects into enabling positive spillover of SFB, thereby contributing to the
shift in food behaviour that is urgently needed. These aims result in the research question, displayed
in Box 1.
Regarding the target population of this research, the most knowledge can be gained from
looking into those individuals who are at a point in their life where they encounter many (new) life
experiences. These (new) life experiences force individuals to make independent decisions and
(re)consider their food behaviour, thereby stimulating the learning process. Young adults (students)
who have recently moved out of their elderly home are suitable candidates. They are faced with a
world of opportunities and are in charge of independently navigating their food environment for one
of the first times in their lives. During this life stage their sense of agency is strongly addressed, which
makes for a relevant research population. Furthermore, they build new social networks and have to
navigate their eating behaviour within their daily contexts. This means there is potential to explore
their experiences with the intrapersonal resources that play a role in the spillover of their SFB.
The research question is answered in two steps. First, a literature review is conducted to gain
insight into the available evidence for the intrapersonal resources of influence on spillover of SFB. This
provides the building blocks to structure the second part of this research; interviews.

Box 1. Research questions and sub-questions

Which intrapersonal resources influence spillover of sustainable food behaviour
among young adults?
-

Which intrapersonal resources are involved in spillover of sustainable food
behaviour?
Which intrapersonal resources do young adults describe as influe ncing their
spillover of SFB?

3

2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
2.1 CONCEPTS
2.1.1 Spillover of SFB
Spillover effects are broadly defined as the “flow and propulsion of cognitive thoughts, emotions or
actions from one area to another” (Verfuerth & Gregory-Smith, 2018, p. 455). The more frequently
used description of spillover focuses on the latter aspect, in which performance of one behaviour has
an observable and causal effect on another behaviour (Nash et al., 2017). When the initial behaviour
leads to aligning resulting behaviour, positive spillover occurs, whereas when the resulting behaviour
is opposed to the initial behaviour, negative spillover effects are at play. Simply put, this means
behaviour A translates to behaviour B, in which B has a positive or negative relation to A. In this
research, the formulation of spillover to laypeople is maintaining the wish and being able to carry out
sustainable food orientation in all aspects of everyday life. Additionally, this research focuses on the
increased uptake of SFB, and thus positive spillover is implied in this research topic.
There are different levels at which spillover of SFB can occur. Previous research explains a
distinction between behavioural, contextual, and temporal spillover (Nilsson et al., 2017; Verfuerth &
Gregory-Smith, 2018). However, an even broader view can be taken, which integrates more levels of
spillover from various literature as displayed in Figure 2. This figure shows how individual behaviour
can spill over at the levels of behavioural, temporal, and extended behavioural spillover. Additionally,
at all these levels contextual spillover and multi-stakeholder spillover effects can take place
simultaneously.
The starting point of these levels is an individual’s SFB. Everyday food practices shape our food
behaviour (Warde, 2005). Within these food practices, it is said there is room to perform the same
behaviour in a different way (Hörning & Reuter, 2004). In part, behaviour can be done differently
because practices are subject to agency and change (Warde, 2005). Once behaviour change occurs,
there is potential for this new behaviour to spill over to other behaviour, as signalled by the levels
surrounding individual food practices.
The next level is behavioural spillover. This means that spillover effects occur across
behaviours (Verfuerth & Gregory-Smith, 2018). This is the most frequently researched type of spillover,
otherwise known as behaviour A leading to behaviour B (Nilsson et al., 2017). For example, if someone
consumes little to no meat as part of SFB, this may spillover to consuming local food. In fact, all other
levels of spillover involve behavioural spillover. However, the other levels represent that behavioural
spillover takes place in combination with another element, such as time, lifestyle, context, or
interpersonal interaction.
The first spillover level that involves one of the previously mentioned additional elements is
temporal spillover. Temporal spillover incorporates a time element into the spillover effect. It means
that an individual can perform a behaviour at a certain point in time and at a later point in time engage
in the same or opposite behaviour (Nilsson et al., 2017). The process leading to temporal spillover is
as follows: for instance, someone engages in a pro-environmental behaviour. The initiation of this
behaviour can alter the view they have of themselves. Now this person can think of themselves as a
pro-environmental person. This new consideration of themselves influences behaviour at a later point
in time into being pro-environmental behaviour.
Figure 2 portrays the next level as extended behavioural spillover. This level incorporates
lifestyle into behavioural spillover. While not included in the article by Nilsson et al. (2017), it can be
argued that this level does exist when taking a salutogenic approach. It refers to behaviour ‘spilling
over’ more broadly in other aspects of life. For example, behaviour does not remain isolated in
sustainable food consumption but spreads to encompass a lifestyle. Sustainability is then not only
considered in terms of food behaviour but also in terms of transport or energy use, for example. The
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behaviours are still similar in the sense that they concern sustainability, but less related in the sense
that they are within different domains (food domain and energy domain).
Contextual spillover encompassing the previously explained spillover levels. Contextual
spillover is also referred to as cross-contextual spillover (Verfuerth et al., 2019), spatial spillover,
spillover between settings (Littleford et al., 2014) or border crossing (Uzzell & Räthzel, 2013). This is
defined as a specific pro-environmental behaviour taking place in one social or physical context and
‘spilling over’ into another social or physical context (Littleford et al., 2014; Nilsson et al., 2017). As an
example, behaviour A (eating less meat) is conducted at home as well as at work, under the assumption
that positive spillover occurs. Considering that behaviour does not take place in a vacuum, there are
many circumstances in which contextual spillover can take place. Moreover, it is a phenomenon that
can occur at any of the other levels of spillover.
Multi-stakeholder spillover forms the outer shell of the layers. This level refers to behaviour
spilling over to people at higher levels of society. This level is also not described in the literature in
relation to spillover. However, consideration of wider literature does lead to the idea that it should be
included. Sargant (2014) describes how, in reaction to consumer behaviour change, other stakeholders
(such as producers), match the products and services that they offer to consumers’ desires. Thereby
stakeholders play into the new demands of the consumer. It means that the food behaviour at the
consumer level spreads to the food behaviour of other stakeholders, resulting in a widespread food
system change.
Figure 2. Levels of spillover in food consumption behaviour

2.2 THEORIES
In this research, two theories form the basis to understand spillover of SFB. There has been some
critique on individual approaches to behaviour change as they ignore the larger socio-historical
frameworks and limit individual behaviour change (Hargreaves, 2011; Shove, 2010). A theory is
required that expands the focus from individual behaviour to a more holistic understanding. The
Salutogenic Model of Health (SMH) looks at SFB as a process that is created through the interaction
between people in their everyday context (Swan, 2016). Furthermore, the everyday life perspective
(ELP) enables a more in-depth understanding of how experiences take shape in conjunction with the
physical and social environment of everyday life.
2.2.1 Salutogenic Model of Health
SMH is based on the theory of salutogenesis established in the health domain. The founder of this
theory, Antonovsky (1979), describes health as a movement within a spectrum of ease and dis-ease.
5

Salutogenesis takes a positive approach to health and looks at “what makes people healthy?”
(Mittelmark & Bauer, 2017, p. 7), rather than understanding what causes disease. This theory can be
applied similarly to SFB, in which there is a spectrum with SFB at one end of the spectrum with a range
of alternative food behaviours at the other end. A sustainable food orientation can facilitate
movement towards SFB. In this way, salutogenesis places emphasis on the strength and adaptive
capacity that individuals have to successfully shift towards SFB.
Salutogenesis views SFB as being dynamic throughout life and subject to change in the face of
all types of stressors. Stressors for SFB are circumstances that challenge sustainable food orientation
(Mittelmark & Bauer, 2017). Dealing with stressors is facilitated by a learning process (Eriksson, 2017).
In this research, the aim is to identify the intrapersonal resources that can be identified, learned, and
used by individuals to avoid or overcome stressors, thereby maintaining their sustainable food
orientation. Maintaining a sustainable food orientation means that SFB can expand to other settings
or other SFBs.
Salutogenesis has developed since it was founded by Antonovsky (1979). While originally there
was no focus on how knowledge comes about or the role of learning in the SMH, salutogenesis is now
described as a constant learning process indicated by the movement along the spectrum (Eriksson,
2017). Adapted from the health sector, it can be said that the promotion of SFB is not only influenced
by learning about SFB but also by learning processes themselves (Nilsson & Lindström, 1998). Learning
takes place when people are confronted with stressors of SFB and look for suitable resources to deal
with this. This can be facilitated by reflecting on past experiences.
Two main constructs underlie this theory: sense of coherence (SOC) and generalised resistance
resources (GRRS). These constructs influence the ability to cope with SFB and its stressors (Lindström
& Eriksson, 2005). SOC consists of three elements: meaningfulness, comprehensibility, and
manageability. Meaningfulness refers to the extent to which SFB emotionally makes sense, resulting
in a prediction of whether this behaviour, and the challenges that come with it, are worth the
motivation and engagement (Antonovsky, 1987; Lindström & Eriksson, 2005). Comprehensibility
represents the extent to which situations make rational sense (Lindström & Eriksson, 2005). This
means the extent to which they understand SFB. In relation to contextual spillover, this takes on the
additional meaning of understanding the social and physical settings in which SFB can occur.
Manageability concerns the resources and skills that are at one’s disposal to deal with stressors
(Lindström & Eriksson, 2005). In other words, whether people believe they have the resources and
skills required to implement SFB and cope with the daily challenges. Overall, SOC gives people a
cognitive, motivational, and actionable capacity to navigate their way in the complex food
environment thereby facilitating spillover of SFB in all types of settings.
SOC leads to a sustainable food orientation. Lindström and Eriksson (2010, p. 19) define an
orientation as: “a way of thinking, being and taking action as a human being, it gives the direction of
life”. In other words, SOC encompasses the understanding, motivation, and skills that enable a
sustainable food orientation. A sustainable food orientation guides movement towards the sustainable
end of the food behaviour spectrum. Furthermore, “It is not only a question about the individual but
the person in interaction with the living context” (Lindström & Eriksson, 2010, p. 19). This shows how
this theory can be used not only to understand SFB in isolation but how it takes shape in daily life.
SOC is interconnected with GRRs. GRRs play an important role in the movement along the
spectrum of SFB (Idan et al., 2017). GRRs aid understanding of how intrapersonal resources are
involved in spillover of SFB. They enable people to deal with the stressors of SFB effectively, by using
a wide range of resources at their disposal. GRRs are resources bound to an individual and their
immediate and distant environment (Lindström & Eriksson, 2010). A conceptualisation, displayed in
Figure 3, is central to this research and used to help identify intrapersonal resources and GRRs in this
research. This figure shows how a GRR is a physical, biochemical, artefactual-material, cognitive,
emotional, valuative-attitudinal, interpersonal-relational, or macrosociocultural characteristic of an
individual, primary group, subculture, society, that is effective in avoiding or combating a wide variety
of stressors. Antonovsky (1979) made a list to exemplify GRRs: 1) material resources (e.g., money), 2)
knowledge and intelligence (e.g., knowing the real world and acquiring skills), 3) ego identity (e.g.,
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integrated but flexible self), 4) coping strategies; 5) social support, 6) commitment and cohesion with
one’s cultural roots, 7) cultural stability, 8) ritualistic activities, 9) religion and philosophy (e.g., stable
set of answers to life’s perplexities), 10) preventive health orientation, 11) genetic and constitutional
GRRs, and 12) individuals’ state of mind (Antonovsky, 1979). An individual needs to be able to
recognize if and when resources can be used to help them engage in SFB in a variety of settings. Only
when these resources are recognized, learned, and applied in a way to avoid or deal with stressors are
they classified as GRRs (Lindström & Eriksson, 2010).
Figure 3. Conceptualisation of generalised resistance resources

Note. Adapted from Health, stress, and coping (p.103), by A. Antonovsky, 1979,
Jossey-Bass Inc.
Taking all this together gives an overview of how the focus of this research on intrapersonal
research connects to SOC. In turn, an interplay between the elements of SOC can facilitate the
maintenance of a sustainable food orientation and thus spillover of SFB. The continued activation of
the three wheels can take place through external, interpersonal, and intrapersonal resources. The
focus of this research is on intrapersonal resources and GRRs, as displayed in the outer circle in Figure
4.
Research in the health domain has built a theoretical foundation for the use of SMH and
specifically SOC. Swan et al. (2015) used this salutogenic approach in a cross-sectional study among
Dutch adults to explore intrapersonal resources that play a role in healthy eating. Their research
showed that a high level of SOC was correlated with individual factors such as situational self-efficacy
for healthful eating, flexible eating restraint, and health locus of control. This evidence is used to
support the adaptation of the theory to provide structure for the intrapersonal resources that play a
role in spillover of SFB.
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Figure 4. Conceptualisation of SMH

Intrapersonal resources (and GRRs)
Wheels of SOC

Comprehensibility

Meaningfulness
Manageability

2.2.2 Everyday life perspective
The everyday-life perspective (ELP) was originally developed for health-related behaviour to focus on
social and practical arrangements of health behaviour. Previous research has applied this theory to
sustainable-related behaviour (Eggengoor, 2020). Consequently, this theory is deemed suitable for this
research as well considering the similar research topics.
In the everyday-life perspective, there are three prerequisites of behaviour change (van
Woerkum & Bouwman, 2014): i) problem awareness ii) behavioural objectives iii) process orientation.
Rather than viewing behaviour as isolated events, they are considered part of interconnected routines
and habits. Furthermore, changes in food behaviour are said to involve a number of steps, including
“planning, purchasing, selecting, preparing and enjoying” (van Woerkum & Bouwman, 2014, p. 280).
A crucial part of creating individual food behaviour change is discourse. Communication is needed in
order for the changes to be put into action. This approach, thereby, delineates the contextual
resources involved in spillover of SFB.
SMH provides the framework for understanding the first two prerequisites. They are shaped
by life experiences, which contribute to cognitive, motivational and actionable capacity. While these
two prerequisites are important, they are not sufficient to bring about behaviour change. This is
because many people are aware of problems and know what should be done, but they have no idea
about how to achieve the outcome. This is also described by the mantra of ELP as getting things done.
The third prerequisite, process orientation, describes how people need to have an idea about how SFB
can be organized in their own lives. In other words, the cognitive, motivational and actionable capacity
need to be incorporated into the context of daily life. For example, spillover of SFB implies people need
to find their way to other shops, have a means of transport to get there and communicate with others
in their environment to find sustainable food products. In this way, it is not just ‘what’ needs to happen
but also ‘where’. As such, ELP complements the SMH.
Furthermore, the process orientation links specifically to contextual spillover in the sense that
people need to know how to ‘do’ SFB in different social and physical contexts. This requires
8

organisation and communication. People need to know how to reach these different settings and then
they need to be able to communicate with others about their wish to eat sustainably.
2.2.3

Application to research

Taking these two theories together results in looking at the type or intrapersonal resources applicable
to everyday life (Figure 1

Figure 5). Salutogenesis provides insight into identifying types of resources and understanding how
they stimulate movement along the spectrum of SFB. ELP places these resources in the context of
everyday life. Food behaviour takes place in many settings. This theory encompasses where, with
whom and when resources are involved.
Figure 5. Application theories to research
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3 LITERATURE STUDY
3.1 METHODOLOGY
This chapter explores the scientific literature currently available on the topic of intrapersonal resources
related to spillover of SFB. To achieve this, a scoping literature review was conducted. The results from
the literature review helped prepare and analyse the empirical study that was conducted following the
literature study.
3.1.1 Scoping literature review
A scoping literature review was conducted investigating the intrapersonal resources that influence
spillover of SFB. A scoping review is especially relevant when the research topic is relatively new (Peters
et al., 2015) and the aim of a scoping literature review is to map the available literature of a broad
topic (Arksey & O'Malley, 2005). Both these claims align with this research, rendering it a suitable
method.
Considering the novelty of SFB and the knowledge gap concerning spillover, the decision was
made to draw from the evidence base of spillover of healthy and sustainable (food) behaviour. As a
result, a broad range of keywords were used for these concepts, as displayed in Table 1.
Table 1. Concepts and keywords for the literature review.

Concept 1: healthy eating
Healthy eating
Healthy eating behaviour
Healthy consumption
Healthy food behaviour

Concept 2: sustainable (food)
behaviour
Sustainable food behaviour
Sustainable consumption
Sustainable behaviour
Green consumption
Green behaviour
Pro-environmental behaviour
Pro-environmental
consumption
Environmental behaviour
Environmental behaviour
Sustainable food consumption
Sustainable eating behaviour
Green food consumption
Green food behaviour
Green eating behaviour

Concept 3: spillover
Spillover
Cross-contextual spillover
Contextual spillover
Spatial spillover
Crossing-borders
Behavioural consistency

3.1.2 Search strategy
A search query was formulated based on the identified keywords (Box 1). The search query was used
to research the current literature in February and March 2021. The systematic search was conducted
using the search engine Scopus and Web of Science (WoS). Both have a focus on social sciences with
an overlap of 49% (Tabacaru, 2019). Thereby, the search engines can complement each other in finding
available research.
Figure 6 schematically displays the systematic search process. The search string yielded 104
hits in Scopus and 144 hits in Web of Science. All hits were evaluated on their title and abstract
according to the following inclusion criteria:
a. Literature in Dutch or English published since 2000
b. Types of sources: Articles, meta-analysis, reviews, book (chapter)
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c. Articles on the topic of healthy and sustainable (food) behaviour
d. Articles with a focus on intrapersonal resources

Box 2. Search queries

Scopus: ( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "sustainable consumption" OR "green consumption" OR "proenvironmental behavi*" OR "pro-environmental consumption" OR "environmental
behaviour" OR "environmental consumption" OR "sustainable food consumption" OR
"sustainable food behavi*" OR "sustainable eating behavi*" OR "green food consumption"
OR "green food behavi*" OR "green eating behavi*" OR "healthy W/3 eating" OR
"healthy eating behavi*" OR "healthy consumption" OR "healthy food behavi*" ) ) AND (
TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "cross-contextual spillover" OR "contextual spillover" OR spillover OR
"spatial spillover" OR "crossing border*" OR "border crossing" OR "behavi* consistency" )
)
Web of Science: TOPIC: ((“sustainable consumption” OR “sustainable behavi*” OR “green
consumption” or “green behaviour” OR “pro-environmental behavi*” OR “proenvironmental consumption” OR “environmental behaviour” OR “environmental
consumption” OR “sustainable food consumption” OR “sustainable food behavi*” OR
“sustainable eating behavi*” OR “green food consumption” OR “green food behaviour”
OR “green eating behavi*” OR “healthy W/3 eating” OR “healthy eating behavi*” OR
“healthy consumption” OR “healthy food behavi*”) AND ("cross-contextual spillover” OR
“contextual spillover” OR spillover OR “spatial spillover” OR “crossing border*” OR
“border crossing” OR “behavi* consistency”))
The evaluation of titles and abstracts resulted in the exclusion of 61 articles in Scopus and 98
articles WoS for reasons displayed in Figure 6. 43 articles in Scopus and 46 articles in WoS remained
suitable for full-text analysis. The duplicates were removed in WoS, ending with 14 articles for full-text
analysis in this search engine. Snowballing through Verfuerth and Gregory-Smith (2018) added three
articles and snowballing through Capstick et al. (2019) added another. The full-text analysis led to 27
included articles from Scopus and 10 from WoS, resulting in a total of 37 articles selected for the
literature review.
An explanatory note is that the review identified the intrapersonal resources of influence on
spillover of SFB. Definitions of these resources and other important concepts came from snowballing.
These sources have been referenced according to the original authors. These sources are excluded
from the flowchart as they provide background information.
3.1.3 Critical appraisal
A critical appraisal was performed on the selected articles. A critical appraisal determines the quality
of articles and thus ensures evidence of sufficient quality is included in the literature review. Several
assessment tools were used to appraise different types of articles. The Standard Quality Assessment
Criteria by Kmet et al. (2004) were used to assess 25 quantitative and four qualitative studies. The
Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool was used to assess one mixed methods study (Hong et al., 2018). Lastly,
The CASP checklist for systematic reviews was used to assess one systematic review (Critical Appraisal
Skills Programme, n.d.). All 33 appraised articles scored above 70% and were, therefore, suitable to
include in the review (Appendix A).
Several articles could not be critically appraised. Truelove et al. (2014) and Nilsson et al. (2017)
published reviews that did not use a systematic literature search. This does not ensure full coverage of
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relevant literature. Nonetheless, they scope the available literature on this novel topic and gain insight
into the factors involved in positive and negative spillover. While this article has clear limitations, it
provides important preliminary findings on the conditions under which positive and negative spillover
occur. Therefore, their evidence was used in this research. Vincent and Koessler (2020) wrote a
reflection paper on moral valuing in behavioural spillover. This type of article cannot be critically
appraised. Considering that there is evidence for moral valuing which is critically appraised and of
sufficient quality, Vincent and Koessler (2020) was removed from the included articles. Lastly,
Verfuerth and Gregory-Smith (2018) is a book chapter that also cannot be critically appraised but
provides an overview of the psychological mechanisms involved in spillover of pro-environmental
behaviour. They base their evidence on many scientific sources and is therefore used in this review. All
in all, the evidence of 36 articles is incorporated into the scoping literature review.
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Figure 6. Flowchart of systematic search for scoping literature review
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3.2 RESULTS
This chapter describes the intrapersonal resources of influence on the maintenance of
sustainable (food) behaviour derived from the scoping literature review. Resources that are identified
and applied to maintain a sustainable food orientation spillover are further classified as GRRs.
Resources that limit the ability to cope with the stressors are simply listed as resources. GRRs can be
used to boost the motivational, cognitive and actionable capacity to develop maintenance of SFB. The
types of resources are structured according to how they can be classified as indicated in Box 3.
Box 3. Types of intrapersonal resources and GRRs
Physical
Biochemical
Artefactual-material
Cognitive

Emotional
Valuative-attitudinal
Interpersonal-relational
Macrosociocultural

Of the 36 included articles, only one article focused on healthy food behaviour. The remaining
articles focused on sustainable behaviour. No results are found from articles that research SFB in
particular. Furthermore, a majority (n=26) of the articles use quantitative research to find evidence for
a relation between intrapersonal resources and spillover of sustainable or healthy behaviour. Table B4
in Appendix B includes a full overview of the articles with relevant information for this research.
On a general note, research in the sustainability and health domain shows a widespread
acknowledgement that food behaviour is a complex, dynamic process embedded in daily life. Story et
al. (2008) express the need to understand what happens in different settings, as food behaviour is the
result of an interplay between the determinants of different settings. Gifford and Nilsson (2014) review
the separate factors of influence on pro-environmental concern and behaviour and urge future
research to investigate the interaction between all those factors. Nonetheless, later research
repeatedly dives into specific factors or specific settings, thereby only looking at pieces of the puzzle.
Arias and Trujillo (2020) conclude that pro-environmental behaviours cannot be understood by looking
at individual factors alone and recommend further research targets the interaction between factors.
However, as of yet, research does not take a holistic approach to understand the interconnectedness
and scope of the resources involved in spillover of healthy and sustainable (food) behaviour.
1: Valuative-attitudinal resources
1.1 Coping with cognitive dissonance
Coping with cognitive dissonance is a valuative-attitudinal resource or GRR that contributes to
spillover. Cognitive dissonance is a stressor that occurs when people experience opposing cognitions
resulting in feelings of mental discomfort (Festinger, 1957). The way in which this unease is resolved,
describes a coping mechanism. This coping mechanism can take place in many ways: people can
change their beliefs, norms, values or behaviour to ensure that cognitions and behaviour align with
each other. To exemplify, one way to overcome this unease is by changing behaviour towards acting
pro-environmentally, thereby aligning behaviour with environmental values. If the coping mechanism
leads to (more) SFB it is a GRR. On the other hand, when the coping mechanism is to adapt the
motivation or value leading to no or less SFB, it is a resource that does not avoid or reduce the stressor.
A study by Thøgersen (2004) found the following reason for why it is difficult to determine
when coping with cognitive dissonance leads to consistent behaviour (and thus positive spillover). This
is because people strive for consistency within their own perceptions and experiences. As a result,
while an outsider may have expected spillover to occur, an individual may consider the circumstances
to be very different and act opposite to what was expected. This adds to the evidence that suggests
behavioural determinants are very much dependent on the individual and spillover effects vary
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according to who is involved and what context they are in. Nonetheless, the evidence does show
cognitive dissonance triggers consistent behaviour and can lead to positive behavioural and contextual
spillover of sustainable behaviour (Thøgersen, 2004; Verfuerth & Gregory-Smith, 2018), implicating a
GRR.
1.2 Moral licensing
A specific example of a way to cope with cognitive dissonance is moral licensing. Moral licensing is a
coping strategy that people apply to minimise negative self-attribution associated with ‘immoral’
behaviours. Moral licensing occurs when people are confronted with a stressor (being tempted toward
behaviour that does not align with morals). A trade-off takes place between morally just behaviour
and other potential behaviours. To exemplify, when a particular pro-environmental behaviour has
been performed, this can build moral credit, providing a reason for an individual to consider
themselves liberated from further pro-environmental behaviour (Miller & Effron, 2010). It is the idea
that ‘you have done a good deed, so you do not need to do it again’. A trade-off between values
indicates a valuative-attitudinal resource is at play.
There is evidence of a relationship between moral licensing and negative spillover (Truelove
et al., 2014; Verfuerth & Gregory-Smith, 2018; Vincent & Koessler, 2020). Once people have performed
pro-environmental behaviour, they were found to be less willing to do so again (Chatelain et al., 2018;
Gholamzadehmir et al., 2019). This has been shown especially when the behaviours are similar
(Chatelain et al., 2018) and when people are reminded of their past pro-environmental behaviour
(Gholamzadehmir et al., 2019).
On the other hand, there are two ways in which moral licensing can lead to more SFB. In this
case, food behaviour can positively and negatively spillover to more SFB. Firstly, negative spillover
occurs by reminding people of their lack of prior pro-environmental behaviour. This strengthens their
moral obligation to do so in the future (Gholamzadehmir et al., 2019). In this specific process, in which
a positive behaviour (SFB) is the outcome, moral licensing is called moral cleansing and is a GRR.
Secondly, there is evidence for a positive spillover effect due to moral licensing (Clot et al.,
2016; Stikvoort et al., 2018; Xu et al., 2020). Contrary to previously described, in this mechanism prior
SFB makes people feel a stronger moral reason to engage in sustainable behaviour again (Clot et al.,
2016). If the psychological mechanism works in this way, it is a GRR. Additionally, when it functions in
this way it can lead to feelings of pride. In this case moral licensing is an emotional GRR (Stikvoort et
al., 2018). This positive emotion can aid the learning process that is involved in moral licensing in
positive spillover.
1.3 Reflection on past behaviour
Past behaviour is a recurring theme in literature, which plays a role in learning processes of sustainable
(food) behaviour (Gholamzadehmir et al., 2019; Lauren et al., 2016; Nash et al., 2017; Van der Werff
et al., 2014). Reflection upon past behaviour has been found to influence what future behaviour takes
place (Gholamzadehmir et al., 2019). Reflection can influence the attitude towards a behaviour and
thus act as a valuative-attitudinal resource or GRR.
Research in the health domain studied the influence of past behaviour on future behaviour.
Pre-compensation of healthy eating (i.e. eating healthy prior to another activity) was found to result
in positive spillover of more healthy eating (Lenne et al., 2017). In this way, healthy eating in the past
can prove to people that they have done so in the past, remind them of the benefits and enhance
motivation to continue with this behaviour.
Capstick et al. (2019) speak of the role of compensatory and catalysing beliefs in proenvironmental behaviour. Compensatory beliefs mean that one type of pro-environmental behaviour
is considered a compensation for further behaviour that is not pro-environmental (similar to moral
licensing). In this case it is a valuative-attitudinal resource. On the other hand, it is also possible that
past pro-environmental behaviour in one area triggers reflection and catalyses pro-environmental
behaviour in another area. Then there is positive spillover due to catalysing beliefs and it is a valuativeattitudinal GRR. In this way, reflection upon past behaviour can change the attitude towards
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sustainable behaviour resulting in more or less of this behaviour. This indicates the type of beliefs that
develop in this process steer valuative-attitudinal resources or GRRs.
1.4 Environmental value
Environmental value is a clear valuative-attitudinal GRR. Depending on the value ascribed to the
environment, positive spillover of sustainable (food) behaviour is facilitated. There are a wide range of
terms used in scientific literature to describe the value ascribed to the environment. Terminology
includes environmental concern (Bamberg, 2003; Ha & Kwon, 2016), self-transcendent value (Evans et
al., 2013), environmental attachment (Xu et al., 2020), moral value (Whitmarsh et al., 2018),
environmental orientation (Clot et al., 2016), and pro-environmental value (Nash et al., 2019). All these
studies find a relation to positive spillover. Overall, all these factors leads to feelings of wanting to
commit to particular behaviour in order to reduce the environmental impact of their actions (Ha &
Kwon, 2016). The general term used for this GRR is environmental value.
The precise process through which environmental value leads to positive spillover is not
agreed upon in research. Xu et al. (2020) found that environmental attachment acts as a moderator of
positive spillover of pro-environmental behaviour. On the other hand, environmental concern has also
been shown to act as a mediator for spillover of pro-environmental behaviour (Wang et al., 2020).
Regardless of the specific pathway, there is agreement on the relation between what the environment
means to someone and consequently their behaviour.
1.5 Motivation
Another valuative-attitudinal resource or GRR to facilitate spillover of sustainable (food) behaviour is
motivation. Motivation is a predictor of actions (Whitmarsh et al., 2018) and plays a key role in positive
spillover (Peters et al., 2018). When someone considers the environmental impact of their food
consumption important (and thus attaches value to the environment), their motivation is affected (Clot
et al., 2016). This can lead to spillover of sustainable behaviour intentions (Maki et al., 2019). In this
way, motivation is a valuative-attitudinal GRR that fuels the motivational capacity and facilitates
positive spillover.
An interesting finding is that intrinsic motivation can reduce or negate the effect of moral
licensing. Clot et al. (2016) found that having sufficient motivation to engage in pro-environmental
behaviours means moral licensing has little to no effect. Therefore, moral licensing is more likely
among people with little or no intrinsic motivation for sustainable behaviour. This reflects the
interaction between the motivational and cognitive capacity as a result of motivation.
1.6 Self-identity
Firstly, self-identity is a valuative-attitudinal resource and GRR that drives spillover through
comprehensibility. Therefore, it can be described as a cognitive resource comparable to ego-identity
described by Antonovsky (1979). A majority of research data supports the notion that self-identity
influences positive spillover (Hunt & Harbor, 2019; Lauren et al., 2019; Nash et al., 2017; Tolppanen &
Kang, 2021; Truelove et al., 2014; Truelove & Nugent, 2020; Van der Werff et al., 2014; Verfuerth &
Gregory-Smith, 2018; Whitmarsh & O'Neill, 2010; Xu et al., 2020). It has been shown that
environmental self-identity drives behavioural consistency, which provides support for its relation to
positive spillover (Truelove et al., 2014). Only two studies did not find significant effects on spillover
(Elf et al., 2019; Maki et al., 2019). Overall, self-identity is often used as a GRR.
Self-identity is described as the label you describe yourself with (Cook et al., 2002). This label
has been shown to develop over time through a learning process based on past behaviour (Lauren et
al., 2019; Nash et al., 2017; Van der Werff et al., 2014), biospheric values (Tolppanen & Kang, 2021;
Van der Werff et al., 2014), and role-based decision making (Truelove et al., 2014). All these
determinants of self-identity demand self-reflection and consideration of who you are as a person and
what your behaviour says about you. Lauren et al. (2019, p. 238) put this into words as follows:
“Engagement in an environmental behavior influences our self-perceptions via our own cognitive
appraisals of our past behavior”. In this way past behaviour takes on meaning by influencing the
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attitudes that people develop about themselves. Hereby, self-identity is a valuative-attitudinal
resource or GRR.
Furthermore, self-identity can give rise to learning experiences. This is shown by the inverse
relation between self-identity and compensatory beliefs and positive relation to catalysing beliefs
(Capstick et al., 2019). This means that having a pro-environmental self-identity makes you less likely
to feel exempted from other SFB after you have just eaten sustainably (compensation), and thus more
likely to continue engaging in SFB (catalysation). This shows how a learning process can take place in
the way that one sees themself.
The challenging aspect of self-identity in the context of daily life is that people have to manage
multiple identities simultaneously (Gatersleben et al., 2019). The identity that steers behaviour is
dependent on the context. It is possible that broader identities overrule and determine behaviour
across contexts, but this depends on the individual. Environmental identity can be prevalent in a
specific situation, such as at home, where it drives SFB. In a restaurant with friends there may be other
identities involved, such as their social identity, which can overrule the pro-environmental identity. On
the other hand, it is also possible that someone has a broader sustainable food identity in the form of
a sustainable food orientation, which facilitates spillover of SFB regardless of the setting.
2: Cognitive resources
2.1 Cognitive accessibility
Cognitive accessibility is another term spoken of in literature in relation to positive spillover of proenvironmental behaviour. It is defined as “the frequency with which people interact with or think about
something” (Sintov et al., 2019, p. 56). The more people interact with or think about something, the
more these cognitions are readily available and exert influence on future behaviour. Therefore,
cognitive accessibility is a cognitive resource.
Furthermore, cognitive accessibility is linked to a learning process because people can learn
from these recurring cognitions. Sintov et al. (2019) observed how beginning to engage in waste
management led to further steps in sustainable behaviour, namely energy and water waste
prevention. They were able to show that this positive spillover effect could be explained by thoughts
about waste being more accessible. Thus, cognitive accessibility acts as a cognitive GRR involved in
positive spillover.
2.2 Perceived control
There is a general agreement on the role of perceived control as a factor contributing to spillover of
sustainable behaviour. It is a combination of a cognitive, physical and material resource, which
influences the actionable capacity for spillover. However, the terms used to describe this psychosocial
factor are diverse and inconsistent in literature. The terms self-efficacy (Elf et al., 2019; Lauren et al.,
2016; Lauren et al., 2019; Steinhorst et al., 2015), consumer effectiveness (Arias & Trujillo, 2020), footin-the-door effect (Nash et al., 2017), and perceived behavioural control (Maki & Rothman, 2017) were
found. Their meaning differ only in the sense that people can perceive control over their behaviour
(Maki & Rothman, 2017) or over the situation and outcome (Arias & Trujillo, 2020). The overall
meaning comes down to the perception of being able to ‘do’ SFB and being able to mobilise the
cognitive resources and motivation to do so. In this way it is a cognitive and material GRR.
Maki and Rothman (2017) claim that perceived behavioural control is specifically a predictor
for contextual positive spillover. Different contexts require different cognitive resources and skills.
Belief in one’s ability to deal with these challenges and the skills required to deal with these diverse
dynamics are important for people to engage in sustainable behaviour across contexts.
Additionally, perceived control is a dynamic concept that can be strengthened through
experience, learning and feedback (Lauren et al., 2019). Learning processes thereby have the potential
to enhance the sense of control. Lauren et al. (2016) observed this learning process through the
indirect effect of past behaviour on future behaviour through the role of self-efficacy. Having eaten
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sustainably in the past can teach someone that they are able to ‘do’ this behaviour and strengthen
their feeling of being able to do so again in the future. To add to this, the foot-in-the-door effect has
shown that carrying out a simple behaviour enhances the feeling of being able to carry out a bigger,
more complex behaviour as well (Arias & Trujillo, 2020; Nash et al., 2017). This evidence shows that
recognizing the ability to engage in past behaviour builds confidence in being to do it again in the
future. The feeling of being in control can come forth from a sense of group belonging which nurtures
motivation and in turn self-efficacy (Elf et al., 2019).
Lastly, there is evidence to suggest an interplay between perceived control and other
resources. Firstly, perceived control is related to self-identity. Self-identity has the potential to enhance
self-efficacy (Elf et al., 2019). This suggests the engagement of cognitive GRRs can work together with
physical and material GRRs. Secondly, research describes that the extent to which someone perceives
they have control over the outcome is an antecedent to attitudes of and motivation for proenvironmental behaviour (Arias & Trujillo, 2020).
2.3 Awareness
Awareness is a resource found to influence positive spillover of sustainable behaviour. Qualitative
research has revealed that conscious awareness of past pro-environmental behaviour is a facilitator of
spillover (Nash et al., 2019). Additionally, experiments showed that awareness about the
consequences of sustainable behaviour leads to a positive spillover effect (Penz et al., 2019). As
awareness involves conscious knowledge it can be a cognitive GRR.

3: Emotional resources
3.1 Emotional carryover
Reflection on past behaviour was previously described as a valuative-attitudinal resource. Closely
related to reflection on past behaviour is emotional carryover. Emotional carryover occurs when
emotions that accompany past behaviour influence on future pro-environmental choices and
behaviour (Verfuerth & Gregory-Smith, 2018). As follows, emotional carryover is an emotional GRR
that can facilitate positive spillover.
This is supported by the research on positive affect, which builds the argument that pleasant
emotions can trigger the learning process and change cognitions about pro-environmental behaviour
(Chatelain et al., 2018). In this way, positive spillover can occur. Therefore, there is evidence for the
involvement of emotions in spillover effects of pro-environmental behaviour.

3.3 SUMMARY
As Figure 7 displays, the resources derived from the scoping literature are mostly classified as
valuative-attitudinal resources. There is one emotional resource, one cognitive resource and one
resource classified as a cognitive, emotional, material, and physical resource. Many psychological
mechanisms are involved in these resources and GRRs, which provide opportunities for spillover.
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Figure 7. Overview of resources and GRRs derived from scoping literature review
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3.3.1 Application to empirical study
The findings from this literature study provide evidence for the intrapersonal resources that influence
spillover of healthy and sustainable (food) behaviour. Most of these studies look for an effect of a
particular resource on spillover but do not gain in-depth insight into how this relationship comes about
and works. To build on this evidence, the empirical study aims to gain this in-depth understanding of
the experiences that individuals have with their SFB in their daily life. By asking about the barriers and
facilitators and detailed explanations of how and why these experiences come about, the spillover
process can be better understood. Additionally, insight can be gained into all the resources that are
experienced in relation to spillover of SFB, rather than looking at one resource specifically. In short,
the empirical study will research not just which resources influence on spillover of SFB but also where,
when and how these resources play a role.
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4 EMPIRICAL STUDY
4.1 METHODOLOGY
The explorative nature of this research reflects the utility of qualitative research (Pfeiffer et al., 2017).
There is a frequent tendency to conduct quantitative research on the topic of sustainable (food)
behaviour. However, this research joins an increasing group of studies using qualitative methods to
research spillover effects (Verfuerth et al., 2019). The aim of the empirical study is to build a body of
evidence for the intrapersonal resources that play a role in spillover of SFB in the context of everyday
life. Interviews are conducted with young adults to capture their lived experiences, thoughts and
meanings of SFB spillover. The setup of the interviews and the analysis was shaped by the theoretical
framework and the results from the literature study.
4.1.1 Sampling
A combination of purposive sampling and convenience sampling was used. For the purposive sampling,
students from universities throughout the Netherlands were approached. This is because research into
spillover indicated food behaviour is the result of an interplay between the determinants of different
settings (Story et al., 2008). Considering the importance of context on spillover of SFB, students from
multiple universities were targeted to gain insight into different contexts. In the end, participants from
Wageningen University & Research (WUR) and the University of Utrecht (UU) responded. WUR’s
slogan “To explore the potential of nature to improve the quality of life” indicates the university’s
environmental orientation (Wageningen University & Research, n.d.). Sustainability plays a prominent
role in the academic and social dimensions of student life. Thereby, the WUR is a resource rich
environment that offers many opportunities to develop life experiences in sustainability and SFB. In
comparison, it is expected that sustainability plays a less prominent role in academic and student life.
In this way, the students at this university are assumed to live in a less resource rich environment for
the promotion of sustainability and SFBs. Thus, purposive sampling was used in the sense that two
student populations were targeted originating from different environments. Namely, a student
population at a university where sustainability plays a prominent role and a university where this is
not a main focus. Aside from this, convenience sampling was used within these two groups. Whoever
was available and willing to be interviewed was eligible to participate as long as they met the basic
inclusion criteria (Skovdal & Cornish, 2015):
a. First year students
b. Interest in sustainability or sustainable eating
c. Moved out of their elderly homes in the past academic year
A variety of recruitment methods were used to recruit participants. A recruitment message and
flyer (Appendix C) were used to communicate the request to participate. Firstly, personal contacts
were used to find first year students at the WUR and other universities. They were asked to participate
themselves and were also asked to share the recruitment message with their peers. In this way, the
recruitment message was shared in the bachelor Bos & Natuurbeheer WhatsApp group. Additionally,
snowballing through a personal contact led to the participation of a student in Utrecht. In this way, the
request to participate was shared in some first-year social circles in Wageningen and Utrecht. The
following recruitment strategies were also used:
• Chair group Health and Society was asked to post the message in the bachelor Health & Society
Facebook group
• Green Office at Wageningen, Eindhoven, Groningen and Twente were inquire about the
possibility to share the post on their Facebook page. Followers of the Green Office social media
pages likely have an interest in sustainability. Therefore, the people in their network are likely
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•

in line with the target population of this research and they can facilitate reaching these
students. Unfortunately, no response was received.
Study associations at WUR and UU were asked to share the recruitment message in first year
groups. Some members of Aktief Slip (study association of Environmental Sciences) responded.

An overview of the sampling method is included in Figure 8. The recruitment strategy led to the
recruitment of nine participants.
Figure 8. Overview of sampling and study design

Sampling

Interview
instructions

Interview

• Contact through study associations, GreenOffice, study programme chair groups and WhatsApp groups/Facebook pages
• Snowballing
• Check inclusion criteria

• Contact through e-mail
• Introduce researcher and aim of the interviews
• Ask participants make the preparatory assignment and return it together with the signed consent form
• Confirm date and time for interviews

• Online using microsoft teams
• Introduction: short check-in, explain research aim, remind of consent, background questions
• Use ranked values for food behaviour to start interview as to why sustainability changes in ranking
• Explore the settings that play a role in their sustainable food behaviour
• Discuss the changes in food behaviour after moving out of elderly home
• Close interview by answering residual questions and providing the opportunity to provide feedback

4.1.2 Study design
Semi-structured in-depth interviews were held in April 2021. Semi-structured interviews are a suitable
technique to describe, understand, and clarify people’s experience with spillover of their SFB
(Polkinghorne, 2005). Two research instruments were used in the interviews: an interview guide and
a preparatory assignment.
The first research instrument was the preparatory assignment. This stimulated some initial
thoughts about the values at play in (sustainable) food behaviour. The assignment was used as a tool
to help interviewees reflect upon their food behaviour and to guide a conversation about how the
importance of sustainability in their food behaviour might change in different settings. The evaluation
of rankings in different settings gives insight into the influence of context as described in the ELP. The
following settings were included in the preparatory assignment:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

At home alone
At home with friends
Restaurant
On holiday
Celebratory dinner at home
Lunch in a canteen at the university
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Prior to acceptance to the study, participants were contacted through email with instructions
(Appendix D), in which they were asked to sign and return a consent form (Appendix E) and a
preparatory assignment (Appendix F).
Secondly, the interview guide served as a framework to aid the interviewer in touching upon
the important topics for the interview. The interview guide was set up according to the guidelines
described in Skovdal and Cornish (2015), and is included in Appendix G. After introducing the research
topic, information was gathered on age, gender, study programme, living situation, and prior interest
in sustainability and/or SFB. The Covid-19 measures that have been in place in 2020 and 2021 likely
limit experiences of first year students in out of home settings and during social gatherings.
Nonetheless, participants were asked to describe their experiences as they have been, regardless of
the limitations they may have felt. Subsequently, three research topics were discussed as displayed in
Table 2:
Interview topics
Explanation
Example of question
Exploring the value of
Map perceptions of ranking “Can you explain to me how you
sustainability
values of food behaviour
experienced ranking sustainability in
the assignment?”
Exploring context

Understand how contextual
factors influence each
setting influence spillover

“Can you explain your thoughts with
regard to sustainability when you go
out for dinner?”

Exploring life experiences

Changes in SFB since
moving out and influence of
new social environment

Interview topics
Exploring the value of
sustainability

Explanation
Map perceptions of ranking
values of food behaviour

Example of question
“Can you explain to me how you
experienced ranking sustainability in
the assignment?”

Exploring context

Understand how contextual
factors influence each
setting influence spillover

“Can you explain your thoughts with
regard to sustainability when you go
out for dinner?”

“Did you experience changes in your
food behaviour when you moved out
of your elderly home for your
studies and if so, can you explain
those to me?”.
1) Discussing the ranking of values associated with SFB (with a focus on sustainability). The
preparatory assignment made the interviewees think about their ranking prior to the
interview and the answers served to discuss this topic. An example of a question to gain
insight into this topic was: “can you explain to me how you experienced ranking
sustainability in the assignment?”
2) Exploration of the experiences in the prescribed settings in the assignment to gain insight
into influential contextual factors. An example of a question for this topic was: “Can you
explain your thoughts with regard to sustainability when you go out for dinner?”
3) Probing of life experiences, specifically the changes that occurred after the students
moved out of their elderly home, and the role of their new social environment. An example
question is: “Did you experience changes in your food behaviour when you moved out of
your elderly home for your studies and if so, can you explain those to me?”.

22

Exploring life experiences

Changes in SFB since
moving out and influence of
new social environment

“Did you experience changes in your
food behaviour when you moved out
of your elderly home for your
studies and if so, can you explain
those to me?”.

Table 2. Overview interview topics and example questions.

Throughout the interviews participants were asked to explain their thoughts, elaborate on
challenges, how they overcome these challenges or why they could not overcome them. Open-ended
and non-directive questions were used, which invited the participant to describe their own lived
experiences. If a question was unclear, further explanation was given. There was no strict order of
questions so as to be able to respond to the experiences described by the participant. Questions were
reworded, added or dropped in response to the process of the interview and the sequence of questions
was adjusted as necessary.
After the ninth interview, the interviewer noticed repetition of experiences hence, data
saturation was reached. For example, many participants repeatedly indicated they experienced
difficulties ranking values, described the importance of a supportive environment, difficulties in talking
about their SFB, and certain types of behavioural rules (such as not eating meat). Although the sample
size is smaller than commonly found in quantitative research, the qualitative nature of this study
enables a more comprehensive insight into experiences because participants were able to speak freely
and narrate their thoughts in detail (Polkinghorne, 2005). Therefore, the sample size is sufficient to
gather in-depth evidence to answer the research question.
4.1.3 Data analysis
Interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim into written text. The interviews were analysed
using thematic analysis in ATLAS.ti 9. Repeating themes in the interviews were coded. Thematic
analysis allows for a research to recognize recurring themes in data, as well as the retrieval of
quotations. The process takes place in five stages as described below (Skovdal & Cornish, 2015):
1) familiarisation with the data
The data analysis process initiated by familiarisation with the data. Data was transcribed
into written text and read through a second time. In this way the researcher started to
recognize patterns in the interview and interesting sections were already be marked for
later use. For example, the importance of the social environment was recognized as
important to all interviewees.
2) formation of coding framework
The second stage is the formation of a coding framework. This is based on awareness of
some themes due to the familiarisation in the previous stage. A code is a label that is
attached to a quotation in which there is a descriptive or primary theme. Examples are:
“rules”, “learning from others”, and “overlapping values”.
3) coding the data
Stage three is coding the data in ATLAS.ti 9. The previously developed codes of the coding
framework were applied, or new codes were developed to capture new meanings of the
data. For example, upon closer examination new codes emerged as “growth of awareness”.
4) finalising codes
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The fourth stage finalises the codes. All the codes that were found are evaluated to check
if they represent the data well. Several revisions can be made: i) if a few codes relate to the
same primary theme they were merged ii) if codes contained large text sections or they are
too broad the codes were split into separate more detailed codes iii) if the meaning of a
code changed in the process the code was given a new name iv) if a code had only a single
quotation they were either placed in a different category if this was more suitable or
maintained if they indicated a significant effect As an example, initially the distinct values
per setting were indicated, which were later grouped under a new code “different values
in different settings”. A total of 64 codes were used that can be found in Appendix H.
5) Identification of overarching themes
The last stage was the identification of overarching themes. By looking at the codes and
assessing how they relate to each other, overarching themes were recognized. For example,
many of the codes could be grouped together as relating to dynamic circumstances in the
environment or the experienced barriers.

4.2 RESULTS
4.2.1 Study population characteristics
Nine people participated in the interviews. The interviews lasted 29 minutes on average. To secure
their privacy, pseudonyms were used. Their ages ranged from 18 to 21 years old (average of 18.9). The
gender division among the participants was not equal, with a majority of female participants (n=7) and
only two male participants. All participants lived in student housing with 3 to 20 flatmates, implying
questions could be asked to all participants about the role of their flatmates on their SFB. Furthermore,
all participants had a history of interest in sustainability and/or SFB prior to moving into student
housing. These characteristics are summarized in Table 3.
Table 3. Overview of study population characteristics

Participants Age Gender Study programme
James

18

Male

Sara

19

Female

Michelle

21

Female

Anne

18

Female

Ellen

19

Female

Sophie

18

Female

Maureen

18

Female

Peter

19

Male

Isabelle

20

Female

Forest and nature
conservation
Forest and nature
conservation
Forest and nature
conservation
Environmental
sciences
Forest and nature
conservation
Food technology
Global sustainability
science
Liberal arts and
sciences
Environmental
sciences

Living
accommodation
Student housing (8
flatmates)
Student housing

Prior interest in
sustainability/ SFB
Yes

Student housing (3
flatmates)
Student housing (4
flatmates)
Student housing (19
flatmates)
Student housing (19
flatmates)
Student housing (5
flatmates)
Student housing (14
flatmates)
Student housing (20
flatmates)

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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4.2.2 General observations
Overall, the interviews went smoothly. People were willing to participate and provided detailed
explanations of all their experiences (upon further questioning when necessary). Participants
interchange healthy and sustainable food experiences throughout their interviews, indicating the
fluidity of these terms. The interviewer attempted to create clarity of the distinction by asking whether
their previous description of healthy food (behaviour) is experienced in the same way with sustainable
food (behaviour).
Participants did not have questions before starting the interview, indicating that the
preparatory assignment was clear. Only one participant (Peter) did not prepare the assignment hence,
he ranked the values for each setting during the interview. In response to the first interview topic,
many participants indicated that the ranking assignment was a difficult task. At the end of the
interview, many participants shared their enthusiasm about the research topic.
4.2.2.1 Ranking the value of sustainability in food behaviour
The preparatory assignment asked participants to rank values in different settings. Table 4 gives an
overview of the results. The extent to which the ranking per setting differs is different between
participants. For example, James ranked sustainability either second or third whereas Anne ranked
sustainability from first to last and every place in between. Overall, sustainability is ranked in the top
five among all participants, showing it is a dominant value in their overall food behaviour.
Looking solely at the results of the preparatory assignment, there is clear distinction between
the values and there seem to be differences in the positioning of sustainability per participant
according to the different settings. However, the interviews reveal a more complex reality.
Table 4. Summary ranking of the preparatory assignment

Setting

Home

Dinner at
home with
friends

Restaurant

Doing
groceries
on holiday

1
2

Tasty
Sustainable

Tasty
Easy to make

Tasty
Sustainable

3
4
5

Healthy
Easy to make
Price

Sustainable
Price
Healthy

Sara

1
2
3
4
5

Healthy
Price
Easy to make
Tasty
Sustainable

Tasty
Easy to make
Healthy
Price
Sustainable

Michelle

1

Healthy

Tasty

Price
Healthy
Easy to
make
Tasty
Healthy
Sustainable
Price
Easy to
make
Tasty

Tasty
Easy to
make
Sustainable
Price
Healthy

2
3
4
5

Sustainable
Price
Tasty
Easy to make

Healthy
Sustainable
Price
Easy to make

1

Tasty

Tasty

James

Anne

Sustainable
Price
Healthy
Easy to
make
Tasty

Celebratory
dinner with
friends and
family at
home
Tasty
Sustainable

Lunch at the
canteen at
work/on
campus

Healthy
Easy to make
Price

Sustainable
Healthy
Easy to make

Tasty
Healthy
Sustainable
Price
Easy to
make
Easy to
make
Tasty
Price
Sustainable
Healthy

Tasty
Healthy
Sustainable
Easy to make
Price

Tasty
Healthy
Price
Sustainable
Easy to make

Tasty

Healthy

Sustainable
Price
Healthy
Easy to make

Sustainable
Price
Easy to make
Tasty

Easy to
make

Tasty

Sustainable

Tasty
Price
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2
3
4
5

Healthy
Easy to make
Sustainable
Price

Easy to make
Price
Healthy
Sustainability

1

Healthy

Tasty

2
3
4
5

Tasty
Easy to make
Sustainable
Price

Price
Sustainable
Healthy
Easy to make

Sophie

1
2
3
4
5

Healthy
Sustainable
Tasty
Price
Easy to make

Tasty
Sustainable
Healthy
Price
Easy to make

Maureen

1
2
3
4
5

Tasty
Healthy
Price
Sustainable
Easy to make

Tasty
Healthy
Price
Sustainable
Easy to make

Peter*

1
2
3
4
5

Price
Healthy
Tasty
Sustainable
Easy to make

-

Price
Sustainable
Healthy
Easy to
make
Healthy
Sustainable
Healthy
Price
Easy to
make
Price
Tasty
healthy
Sustainable
Easy to
make
-

Isabelle

1
2
3
4

Healthy
Price
Sustainable
Easy to make

Tasty
Sustainable
Price
Healthy

Tasty
Sustainable
Healthy
Price

5

Tasty

Easy to make

Easy to
make

Ellen

Sustainable
Price
Healthy
Easy to
make
Tasty

Tasty
Sustainable
Price
Healthy

Sustainable
Price
Easy to make
Healthy

Tasty
Price
Healthy
Easy to make

Easy to
make
Tasty
Sustainable
Price
Healthy

Tasty

Price

Sustainable
Easy to make
Healthy
Price

Healthy
Sustainable
Tasty
Easy to make

Healthy
Sustainable
Tasty
Price
Easy to
make
Healthy
Price
Sustainable
Tasty
Easy to
make
Healthy
Price
Sustainable
Tasty
Easy to
make
Tasty
Price
Sustainable
Easy to
make
Healthy

Tasty
Sustainable
Healthy
Easy to make
Price

Price
Sustainable
Tasty
Healthy
Easy to make

Tasty
Easy to make
Price
Sustainable
Healthy

Price
Healthy
Tasty
Sustainable
Easy to make

Tasty
Easy to make
Price
Sustainable
Healthy

Price
Healthy
Taste
Sustainable
Easy to make

Tasty
Sustainable
Price
Healthy

Price
Healthy
Sustainable
Easy to make

Easy to make

Tasty

*Peter did not prepare the assignment prior to the interview, and he did not fully rank all the settings during the interview.

4.2.3 Themes: intrapersonal resources
The resources perceived by participants can be structured in five themes: 1) dynamic circumstances 2)
learning 3) versatility 4) establishing rules 5) notifying barriers (Figure 9). The quotes used in the
following section have been translated to English. A list of the original Dutch quotations can be found
in Appendix I.

•Rules
•Unconscious
sustainable
actions
•Importance
of balance

Notifying barriers

•Flexibility
•Adaptation
to the social
environment

Establishing rules

•Seeking
information
•Agency
•Enthusiasm
•Coping with
cognitive
dissonance

Versatility

•Shifting
values
•Overlapping
values
•Perceived
control

Learning

ynamic circumstances

Figure 9. Summary of themes and their meaning from thematic analysis.

•Reflective
capacity
•Available
options
•Time and
means

.
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Theme 1: Dynamic circumstances
Participants explain how different circumstances lead to different behavioural outcomes. These
circumstances are dynamic, meaning that each situation is assessed independently, and behaviour is
adjusted accordingly. This is observed with three subthemes: shifting values, (dis)similar social
environment, and perceived control.
1.1 Shifting values
A subtheme that emerged from the interviews is that there is not a clear set of values that are
applicable to SFB in everyday life. The preparatory ranking assignment showed a clear distinction in
the ranking of values. However, upon questioning in the interviews, a more complex distinction in
values comes to light. Participants remark that while sustainability is important to them, it is not always
actively considered in their daily life, for example during grocery shopping. As a result, participants
explicitly say that they experience different values in different settings, as illustrated by Anne’s quote.
To further exemplify, Peter considers price to weigh more heavily in some instances, at other times it
is more important for him that his meal is healthy or sustainable.
Some specific circumstances were described as well. Peter and Ellen both consider taste most
important at a restaurant. Anne also indicates she is less focused on a healthy meal when she goes out
for dinner at a restaurant than when she is doing her groceries. Maureen indicates that at a party she
is mostly keen on having a good time and not so focused on sustainability. Lastly, Anne explained that
her values can change in circumstances where food does not play a dominant role, for example when
she is having dinner with friends. In this setting it is more important for her to have a good time.
Q1: “yes, I noticed for myself that I think differently about it [the ranking] in
different situations. I think that I pay more attention to health in my daily
groceries than when I go out to dinner or something.” - Anne
Furthermore, five participants spoke of overlapping and/or conflicting values. This is clearly illustrated
by Sara’s quote. Another account was given by Michelle, who is interested in following a vegan diet,
but she enjoys baking as well; it is one of her hobbies. In this case there is an overlap between valuing
sustainability and hobbies. There are multiple accounts in which social settings lead to an overlap
between wanting to have a good time, taste, affordability, healthy, and sustainability.
Q2: “Yes, I thought that first question [ranking values at home] was about daily
habits. I thought that was very difficult to make a ranking because I actually-. I
think all of those [values] are very important so I changed the ranking many times
and in the end I don’t know-. I made a ranking but in theory they could all be first
or second.” - Sara
1.2 (Dis)similar social environment
Participants were expressive about the importance of having a similar social environment. Benefits are
experienced when the people close to them have similar food behaviour preferences, whereas they
also indicate that an unsupportive social environment could make spillover challenging. All participants
were very clear about similar food behaviour in the social environment of Wageningen, and, at a
smaller scale, in student associations and study programmes in Utrecht. They described having similar
ideas to the social environment (Michelle) and logically thinking about sustainability in Wageningen
because everyone is engaged in SFB (Anne). To exemplify with an opposite experience, Anne specifies
that she consciously has to think about how to make a sustainable meal with someone from outside
of Wageningen. Having a similar social environment led to a number of advantages: 1) similar interests
regarding sustainability 2) vegetarian is almost the norm 3) many sustainable options (such as
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vegetarian substitutes) available at food outlets 4) communication about SFB is easier 5) it facilitates
SFB.
Q3: “That is a big difference compared to how people in Wageningen live, because
the standard there is already vegetarian. In terms of environment that really helps.
Because you just-, you do not feel like an outsider anymore. So that is very nice.” Isabelle
Michelle confirmed the advantages of a similar social environment in many respects but also
commented on a potential unexpected consequence. She indicated that it could also trigger less
engagement in SFB. When many other people her environment were engaged in SFB, she felt it was
less important for her to do so as well.
Q4: “and in terms of people I think that it is maybe easier in Wageningen. But on
the other hand, it might trigger me less or something. Because you have the
feeling that everyone in your environment is already doing their best so your
choices make less of a difference.” - Michelle
When the social environment has other interests and awareness this has different effects. Six
participants commented on having a dissimilar social environment. While this did not directly affect
their behaviour, people do explicitly notice these differences.
Q5: “just because they have very different thoughts and are occupied with very
different things and they have different interests than I do and the people in
Wageningen for example in general.” - James
In addition, other people’s (lack of) acceptance and support of SFB was mentioned in relation to
spillover of SFB. James indicated spillover of SFB was easy with his family because they are supportive
of him cooking a sustainable meal. Isabelle shared she does not feel like an outsider when many people
in her environment are vegetarian. On the other hand, lacking acceptance and support from other
people was mentioned frequently and experienced as difficult. Michelle and Anne share some negative
in which people openly comment on their SFB in a negative manner. While the unsupportive
environment does not discourage them from continuing with their SFB, they do not appreciate these
interactions.
Q6: “At home I still think it is difficult because when I have my Alpro cream my
father comes along saying: what is this all about and why do we need that? We
already eat very well. And yes, a while later he adds that it does not have taste or
something and then-. Yes, that is difficult.” - Michelle
1.3 Perceived control
The interviews uncover that dynamic circumstances can alter perceptions of control. Perceived control
was expressed in the interviews with regard to the outcome of SFB and to SFB itself. To start with
perceived control over the outcome, James gained the perception of control following trips abroad,
as illustrated by the quote. Seeing the detrimental effects of worldwide food behaviour on nature
sparked his motivation to change his own behaviour to reduce the impact on the environment.
Similarly, Peter and Maureen spoke of how they thought their behaviour could reduce the impact on
the environment. Anne experiences control in out-of-home settings because her food behaviour can
set the tone on the market of what consumers want. These descriptions of perceived control over the
outcome act as GRRs for positive spillover. On the other hand, Maureen also said that she thinks her
own vegetarian diet is not going to make the difference on the outcome. Her lack of perceived control
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over the outcome here is a GRR for negative spillover. Another behavioural outcome is health. Peter
experienced positive effects on mental and physical wellbeing when eating sustainably, which
motivated him to continue to eat sustainably.
Q7: “It started to play a bigger role actually ever since I went on holiday to certain
countries and I saw that because of the plantations other things were completely
destroyed. And actually, one time when I really paid attention to it was in Costa
Rica. When I saw the palm oil plantations there. And then, the deforestation. So, I
think about three years ago I started paying attention to it and I was considering
becoming vegetarian. And then I started to scale down slowly.” - James
Secondly, perceived control over SFB was described throughout the interviews. On holiday, Peter said
he experiences less influence over eating sustainably because he does not know which sustainable
products are available to him there. In parallel, it was also a challenge for Isabelle to maintain control
over SFB in social environments when she cannot determine what she is going to eat independently.
In this way, lack of perceived control is a barrier to positive spillover. However, Michelle explains how
perceived control can also act as a GRR for positive spillover. She says she does not often encounter
situations in which she feels the need to compensate for lack of sustainable food behaviour because
she can usually control herself. There is a thin line between perceiving lack of control or maintaining
control, which forms the distinction between spillover or no spillover.
Q8: “when I am somewhere else, so out of house, then it [sticking to values] is
often difficult. And because sometimes you just do not have an influence. When
you are eating at other people’s places and they have done the groceries. Then
you are not going to make a point about it.”- Michelle

Theme 2: Learning
The interviews affirm that SFB is not static. Learning about SFB and everything it entails creates
potential for spillover effects. The subthemes learning about SFB, information seeking, agency,
enthusiasm, and coping with cognitive dissonance were presented by participants as part of learning
processes.
2.1 Learning about SFB
Learning about SFB was described in three ways: learning from others, learning to communicate about
SFB, and learning how to ‘do’ SFB. Learning from others was expressed by Maureen as learning tricks
that other people use which turn out to be sustainable. Peter gets ideas from seeing which meat
substitutes other people use that he could try out as well. Michelle was confronted with thinking about
packaging by a friend which she thought would be a good idea to do herself next time as well.
Q9: “Surely I can learn that as well. Sometimes people have useful tricks that turn
out to be very sustainable.” – Maureen
The second way in which learning was described was by learning to communicate about SFB. Seven
participants experienced difficulty communicating about their SFB in various social and physical
settings such as at home, when having dinner with friends or at a restaurant. Communication was
difficult with friends and families who were not supportive, as well as when meeting new people. When
James was asked what he needed to be able to continue eating sustainably in settings outside of home,
he conveyed that he could learn from someone who can suggest ways to deal with people. In this way,
learning about SFB could serve as a GRR for positive spillover.
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Q10: “That I have someone who does that [SFB] as well, who I know and yes How
do you actually do that? And to just ask questions such as how is it easier to ask of
someone to join them in eating this [sustainably].” – James
2.2 Seeking information
Learning includes a form of curiosity by seeking out new information or knowledge with regard to SFB.
For example, James, Anne, and Sophie share they seek new (vegetarian or vegan) recipes. Maureen
and Isabelle purposefully look for places where they can eat sustainably. James indicated he finds it
challenging to find more recipes that are vegan. However, looking for this information is a GRR that
facilitates his vegetarian diet spilling over to a vegan diet for example. Some participants indicate they
actively look for recipes to find out what vegan meals they can make, using a recipe book to find recipes
when they just moved out, or using apps to find information on the sustainability of products. In terms
of places to eat sustainably this concerned looking for restaurants with local or vegetarian options or
going to local markets.
Q11: “For example to keep looking for more recipes that are vegan. I am recently
trying that. The last month or two, I went to look on Instagram for example to look
for recipes from Dr. Vegan or so and then seeing: Oh, that is actually possible
instead of this.” - James
2.3 Agency
Participant’s sense of agency is rooted in learning. What can be noticed from the interviews is that
when the students moved out of the elderly home into student housing, this change initiated the ability
of young adults to make their own choices in their food behaviour. For example, Sara and Peter both
decided to become vegetarian after moving out, which they explain was possible because they are free
to make their own choice now. Agency is also addressed in restaurants (n=1) or when having dinner
alone rather than eating with others (n=4). These findings indicate participants’ ability to make
decisions without interference from others. In this way, they have more control over their own SFB.
Upon later inquiry about whether they knew what steps they wanted to take and how to do so, many
indicated that they had to figure this out along the way. As such, agency is a learning process.
Q12: “So I actually like the independency a lot, that you can decide for yourself. So
no, that actually works very well.” - Sara
2.4 Enthusiasm
A few participants express their enthusiasm about SFB. Participants enjoyed cooking (Ellen, Sophie,
Maureen, and Isabelle), eating sustainably with others (Ellen and Sophie), taking next steps (meaning
spillover occurs) (James, Michelle, and Maureen), or SFB in general (Sophie, Maureen, and Peter). Ellen
said she was proud of never having eating meat before. Furthermore, when asked about wanting to
take further steps, Anne said she was more motivated to keep doing more SFB. In this way enthusiasm
facilitates positive spillover. Peter expressed that remembering the energy and generally feeling better
after eating healthy and sustainably in the past motivated him to continue with this behaviour. In this
sense emotional carryover stimulates positive spillover as well. In this way, peter learned about the
positive emotions associated with SFB and that he should continue with this in the future.
Q13: “so yeah, I like doing that [SFB]. My own, sort of challenge, is to [SFB] do it as
well as possible.”- Anne
2.5 Coping with cognitive dissonance
Quite some expressions signalled the experience of cognitive dissonance among interviewees. Ellen
said having dinner with friends could be challenging and she chooses to adapt her values according to
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the situation. Anne indicated she experienced a conflict within herself when having dinner with others
and she coped with this by trying to steer what they would have for dinner. Furthermore, three
participants indicated they found ways for coping with cognitive dissonance. As an example, Maureen
coped with cognitive dissonance by accepting that it is not always possible to eat sustainably.
Q14: “If it is possible then it is possible but if it is not then it is okay.” - Maureen
There were three descriptions of moral cleansing in which people realised they had eaten
unsustainably shortly before and thus felt the need to compensate by eating better the next
opportunity they had. Sara conveys she compensates eating a pizza by eating fresh vegetables later to
ensure her diet is in balance. In this way moral cleansing drives negative spillover of SFB.
Q15: “But then the next day I think: okay, you know, you ate pizza yesterday so
today I am going to make something with fresh vegetables or so. So, I try to keep
it in balance. If I do a little less one day, then I try to pay more attention to it the
next day.” - Sara
On the other hand, Peter described moral licensing. He said that having eaten sufficient vegetarian
meals meant he could treat himself to some other options.
Q16: “I think like if I have eaten vegetarian and healthy all week, then I think like
now I can grant myself this [something unhealthy or unsustainable]. And then it
feels more like a reward or a treat.” - Peter
Lastly, another way of coping with cognitive dissonance was adapting behaviour to align with the
value for sustainability. This mechanism is described as a classic coping mechanism in literature.
Anne’s quote translates that she considers it sufficiently important that her behaviour reflects her
dominant values.
Q17: “Yes, it is difficult for me to buy something that I do not fully support or so.
Because then I really purposefully buy something for the sake of buying it.” – Anne

Theme 3: Versatility
Participants express the importance of adapting to a range of circumstances in their daily life. It is not
always possible to commit to their SFB in the way that they would like. This is discussed in the
subthemes flexibility and adaptation to the social environment.
3.1 Flexibility
Seven participants delineate the importance of flexibility in SFB. Flexibility was described in situations
where there was a perceived lack of control over SFB. For instance, Ellen said that if it is not possible
to eat sustainably then it is okay as long as it is in balance with enough SFB at other times. Another
way flexibility was discussed was when other values were at stake, which were considered more
important in the specific setting. Participants also expressed that they wanted to be flexible in their
SFB because they do not want to make a problem out of the situation or do not want to be too strict.
Q18: “And if I were to have dinner with a girlfriend and her parents have made a
very big and extensive stew then I eat that. I am not very strict in that sense.” Isabelle
Being on holiday was described as a specific setting in which flexibility played an important role. This
was a setting brought forward by participants, in which they feel unable or not willing to stick to their
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value of sustainability too much. Isabelle explained that she has a milder attitude towards
sustainability on holiday. Peter indicated that sustainability is a less dominant value on holiday for him.
Q19: “I handle it a bit the same there. It is a holiday then. But if we cook for
ourselves when we are at a campsite of in a house then we cook as normal.
Sometimes that is vegetarian, sometimes it is not. But then. I also do not think that
I am very aware of it on holiday.” - Peter
3.2 Adaptation to social environment
Additionally, adaptation to the social environment is a subtheme that clearly shows versatility as well.
To start, Sara, Ellen, Sophie and Peter indicated they are mindful of others. This takes place with
flatmates, with family, and with friends. Rather than making their own decisions they have to discuss
with others and put their own wishes aside at times. In line with this, James and Anne do not want to
force their SFB upon others. They choose not to be too rigid in their desire for SFB.
Q20: “well, when I am with friends then I do not want to determine whether they
have to eat sustainably the whole time.” - James
Flexibility also came forth from manners. Sara indicated she thought it impolite to be picky about her
meals, which limited her ability to eat sustainably in some settings. She considers it insulting to the
person who cooked the meal to pick out the meat or fish. So instead, she does not make a big deal
about it. In this way, she adapts to her social environment at the cost of maintaining her SFB in other
social or physical settings.
Q21: “For example, when I eat at home and it contains shrimps, I don’t like to pick
out the shrimp. I think it is a little insulting towards the cook and then I am more
likely to just eat it so that I do not make a big deal about it.” - Sara

Theme 4: Establishing rules
Throughout the interviews, participants talk about rules that they have established to guide their SFB.
This theme contains three subthemes; first the rules are clarified, followed by an account of
unconscious sustainable actions and the importance of balance.
4.1 Rules
Six participants had determined certain rules for themselves with regard to SFB. Many participants said
for example that they are vegetarians. This made it very clear for them that whatever circumstances
they were in, they did not eat meat or fish. Sophie explains that eating vegetarian is a decision she has
made and since then it has been a constant factor in her life, it has become automatic. Similarly, Sara,
Ellen, and Isabelle try to only buy biological dairy products or buy plant-based alternative dairy
products. James and Sophie indicated they were very persistent with these rules and did not want to
deviate from them if possible.
Q22: “I am fierce in the sense that I eat vegetarian. That is my point of view and I
stick to it.” - James
4.2 Unconscious rules
The descriptions that accompany the accounts of rules suggest that they happen unconsciously. As
previously said, Sophie says it happens automatically. Isabelle supports the automaticity of SFB; she
always buys biological products out of principle, so she does not think about this anymore in the
grocery store. Ellen also shares that her action rules have become habits.
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Q23: “I think now that once I made the decision [to eat sustainable] that I do not
think about it further because I have already made the switch and it has sort of
become a habit”. - Ellen
4.3 Importance of balance
These action rules ensure that the participants are able to balance their food behaviour. For example,
Participants could adapt to situations as long as overall their SFB was in balance. Ellen translated the
importance of balance to a 70-30 rule. This meant 70 percent of her food behaviour should be
sustainable and a remaining 30 percent was allowed to be unsustainable. Additionally, it was not a
problem if she could not eat sustainably at all times, as long as it was balanced with occasions when
she could.
Q24: “cannot be sustainable and then it is a pity. As long as I do it [eat sustainably]
on sufficient occasions.” – Ellen

Theme 5: notifying barriers
Participants report on some barriers in their external environment. Sensing that something is a
challenge and limits their SFB is an important resource to identify and overcome challenges of spillover.
The first subtheme is a reflective capacity that results in identifying these barriers, secondly
participants note the available options in their environment, and lastly the time and means required
to engage in SFB is explained.
5.1 Reflective capacity
There are some reports that show reflection upon participants’ SFB. For example, Michelle and Anne
sometimes consider their actions and what they know of SFB. They wonder whether they are actually
‘doing’ SFB right. This could be related to a lack of transparency that is experienced by Maureen and
Isabelle. A part of this is not knowing the truth about the production process or the origins of the
product as described by Maureen. There is also a lot of contradicting information regarding SFB which
makes it difficult to know what to do. Isabelle spoke of this difficulty in a restaurant specifically because
she does not know what products are used and where they come from.
Q25: “Look, sustainability is just difficult in a restaurant because of course you do
not know where everything comes from” - Isabelle
Another conscious reflection was made by Peter, he said they that at times he really wanted to eat
some meat and put aside his desire to take other people into account who would prefer to eat
vegetarian. This is a conscious action that goes against his own desire to reduce his meat consumption.
Participants also evaluated whether their value for SFB was worth the effort. Anne and Sophie said
that they encounter circumstances in which they are not willing to put in the effort for spillover
because of the time it takes or because of the company of others. On the contrary, Maureen says she
is willing to put in a lot of effort. At a summer camp she went to a grocery store and restaurant in
another town that had sufficient sustainable food options because the one close by did not have
sufficient options. This shows that reflecting upon the circumstances and considering their willingness
can be a GRR or a barrier.
James, Sara, Michelle, and Maureen weighed the value of sustainability against wanting the
meal to be tasty. Interestingly, this was also mentioned specifically in the case of social interactions.
When having dinner with others, people evaluated several values, but then they added that taste is
particularly important, as the quote shows.
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Q26: “and then it is mostly more about making something tasty when you cook
together than when you cook alone” - Maureen
Some participants also reflected upon the way in which they structure their SFB. Sara and Maureen
shared they make a plan for what they are going to eat each day of the week so that they know what
food they are going to need and simultaneously to limit food waste. A daily rhythm also helped Peter
to think ahead about sustainability throughout the week and made it easier for him to stick to this.
Having this continuous structure helps to stay busy with SFB.
Q27: “Although at the beginning of the week I used to make a sort of food plan to
see what I wanted to eat and how I could do the groceries ahead of time so that I
could have as little food waste at the end as possible. So that I use everything.
Now we have agreed with flatmates to take turns buying groceries and we split
the costs. Then you have less food waste because we just finish everything and
only buy what we need.”- Peter
5.2 Available options
Participants like that a supportive (physical) environment provides many sustainable options. Ellen
and Sophie spoke of this in relation to grocery shopping in Wageningen, where there is a large shelf in
the Albert Heijn with vegetarian meat substitutes. Furthermore, many restaurants in Wageningen offer
many vegetarian options. Maureen explained that in the building of her study programme at the UU,
the canteen is fully biological and vegetarian with many local products. Considering the positive
description of these situations, the availability of options in the environment is a GRR for spillover.
Q28: “Wageningen feels like coming home but than in another city. So that is
great. Nice and big vegetarian meat substitute shelf in the Albert Heijn.” - Ellen
Another facilitator is the visibility of sustainable options. Peter was trying to limit his use of food
packaging. He said that it helps when he immediately sees what type of packaging is used on products
and it helps him make the choices he deems sustainable.
Q29: “I think that is the main thing because you immediately see it. You see in
what type of packaging is used”. - Peter
The opposite effect further proves the importance of available options. Namely, limited vegetarian
options in the physical environment were not experienced positively. James and Sophie spoke of this
in relation to going out to dinner at a restaurant, because there were few vegetarian options on the
menu. They experienced this both in restaurants in the Netherlands but also on holiday. Sophie added
that she experienced limited options in the grocery store or snack shop as well. This makes it difficult
for her to set forth her SFB.
Q30: “But when you are on holiday and going out for dinner somewhere. Then in
some restaurants it is very difficult you have one vegetarian option.” - Sophie
5.3 Time and means
Having the time and the means to engage in SFB is claimed to be an important factor. Maureen shares
she has the time, and she has the required knowledge to know where to look for information. She
hints that not everyone may be in the same privilege. This exemplifies that she considers time and
knowledge as prerequisites of enabling SFB. Furthermore, a barrier experienced by many young adults
is the price of sustainable food products that they cannot afford due to financial limitations of being
a student. As students they feel like they have to watch their money and do not have the means to
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make all the sustainable choices they may want to. Additionally, some sustainable products are simply
considered too expensive compared to alternatives as illustrated by the following quote.
Q31: “Yes, but it [biological food] is difficult when I do it for myself. Because it really is more
expensive.” – Michelle

4.3 SUMMARY
The interviews revealed five themes through which participants talked about different types of
resources involved in spillover of SFB: 1) dynamic circumstances 2) learning 3) versatility and 4)
establishing rules 5) notifying barriers (Figure 10).
The first theme, dynamic circumstances, reveals experiences with spillover of SFB are more
complex in conjunction with where and with whom food behaviour takes place. Participants not only
live in a world where they encounter these complexities, they are also able to sense this reality and
put it into words. This in itself is an important resource, as this gives way to ways in which to cope with
it. It can be said the participants have a sensitivity to the dynamic circumstances in everyday life. This
is emphasized when participants remark that while sustainability is important to them, there are other
values at stake simultaneously. In this respect, the support in the social environment is crucial to
enabling spillover of SFB. The benefits of a similar social environment were delineated to such a broad
extent in Wageningen that this environment can be characterised as a sustainable bubble. The
sustainable bubble gives rise to many resources that facilitate spillover.
Learning was broadly represented throughout the interviews in a number of ways. In
summary, learning is an important intrapersonal resource that can enable individuals to engage in SFB
and cope with its challenges in multiple ways. For this specific target population, agency is extensively
addressed because they are no longer dependent on their parents and hence, agency a strong GRR for
spillover. Along the way in their first year of student life, they have developed clarity on which choices
they want to make concerning their SFB and learned how to make these choices independently.
Besides the cognitive aspects of learning, the positive emotions surrounding SFB among the
participants can carry over and thereby stimulate further SFB (and thus spillover). In this way,
participants learned about the benefits of SFB and facilitate spillover.
Versatility is a crucial resource to make SFB feasible. Participants consider it important to
engage in SFB in as many situations as possible but accept that it is outside their control at times. While
the result is occasional negative spillover, being versatile at times ensures that willingness remains to
continue to look for ways for SFB to spillover in the long run. Two specific settings stand out in terms
of sparking versatility. Firstly, physically being on holiday results in a mental holiday from sustainability
as well. Secondly, social environments result in quick recognition of adversity and subsequent flexibility
to cope with it.
The fourth theme, establishing rules, reports on the extensive accounts for action rules among
individuals. These mostly concern eating vegetarian, plant-based or biological food products.
Participants frequently referred to their rules throughout the interview, from which it can be said that
it plays a key role in their SFB. These action rules ensure that SFB is set forth in many settings and they
are thus a powerful GRR of positive spillover. The action rules seem to be deep-rooted in the back of
participants’ minds and no longer requires active consideration throughout daily food encounters.
Lastly, participants recognize that their food behaviour exists as part of their daily life, and they
notify particular external barriers. They express a reflective capacity to consider how they would like
their SFB to be, and which factors make this difficult. The fact that they report on these barriers shows
that they consider the impact of the physical environment on their SFB, which is a resource.
Furthermore, structuring their lives in a way that facilitates SFB spillover requires reflection and
learning from what works best for them.
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Figure 10. Summary of empirical findings
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5 CONCLUSION
This research aimed to gain an understanding of the intrapersonal resources that influence spillover of
SFB. This was done by gathering an evidence-base of the intrapersonal resources from research and
assessing the lived experiences of young adults with spillover of SFB. The latter captures spillover to
different settings. Five conclusions emerge from this research: GRRs and resources as barriers to
spillover, an interactive layer of resources, characteristics of the intrapersonal resources, the
importance of feasibility, and the revelation of new resources.
Firstly, a wide array of intrapersonal resources has been found that are involved in spillover of
SFB. The theoretical perspective makes a distinction between GRRs that facilitate spillover and other
resources that form barriers. The literature and empirical research find evidence that many resources
reside within the individuals who participated in this research, however, they only become a GRR when
the individuals choose to use them. Some resources, such as moral licensing or notifying barriers do
not per definition facilitate spillover. However, when an individual recognises how they are limiting
spillover, they can potentially flip to become GRRs.
Furthermore, this research unravels an interactive layer of resources which people use in their
daily life. This layer consists intrapersonal resources as they take on meaning among individuals to
cope with the challenges of SFB in the real world. The intrapersonal resources in literature provide the
basis for the development of resources applicable to everyday life. The resources for everyday life are
not described as static psychological mechanisms but rather the facilitators and barriers that are
experienced on a day-to-day basis internally, in interactions with others and in the food environment.
As such, the rigid salutogenic distinction between intrapersonal, social and cultural resources is not
sufficiently comprehensive when looking at individuals’ lived experiences.
In addition, the interviews denote important characteristics of the intrapersonal resources in
the experiences of young adults. These resources are of contextual, dynamic and interrelated nature.
SFB is embedded into everyday life and so the intrapersonal resources are applied in the context of
daily life rather than in a vacuum. Dynamic circumstances, the importance of a sustainable bubble, and
life periods in which agency is addressed serve to illustrate the influence of the context on
intrapersonal resources. Moreover, considering that not one context is the same, the intrapersonal
resourced involved in spillover of SFB are dynamic. Lastly, intrapersonal resources do not exist
independently but exist in an intricate web merged with each other. To exemplify, learning can occur
in conjunction with notifying barriers, new action rules can develop as a result of learning, and
versatility is experienced as necessary to cope with dynamic circumstances. As a result of these
characteristics, intrapersonal resources are never rooted only in the self, but simultaneously in many
external aspects of life. This implies that there is not one recipe that will lead to all-round spillover of
SFB but that individuals assess their behaviour uniquely in different situations.
The desire for SFB to be feasible emerges from this research. Participants all had an interest in
sustainability, but they stated having more values to keep in balance. Consequently, evaluations and
compromises are made in SFB unique to each specific circumstance to incorporate the prevalent values
fitting with the circumstance.
Lastly, several new resources are discovered in the interviews that do not share an evidence-base
in the literature review. This is true for learning (and agency in specific), as well as for the use of action
rules. They are expressed in frequently and in different ways throughout the interviews. Salutogenesis
does express that dealing with stressors (with the use of intrapersonal resources) is facilitated by a
learning process. However, this research shows how learning can be seen as resource in itself in which
agency is strongly addressed. Establishing action rules is a newfound resource that ensures spillover of
SFB to all settings.
Overall, these five conclusions represent the persistent intrapersonal resources experienced by
young adults who are interested in SFB. These themes include both GRRs that facilitate spillover and
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resources that are currently limiting spillover. Moreover, the resources that are described as barriers
to spillover in this research provide gateways to further spillover processes in the future.

6 DISCUSSION
This chapter starts with an interpretation of the integrated results. Subsequently, there are some
theoretical considerations. Finally, the strengths and limitations of this research are discussed.

6.1 INTERPRETATION OF THE RESULTS
The results of this research show that spillover of SFB is a novel topic of research in science yet an
existent phenomenon among young adults.
6.1.1 Contextual, dynamic and interrelated nature
There is an evidence base to support the finding of the contextual, dynamic and interrelated nature of
the intrapersonal resources involved in spillover of SFB. This research found that the intrapersonal
resources are dependent on the context. Warde (2005) explain food behaviour is blended into many
other practices that are grounded in structures. In this research, this translates to SFB embedded in
the context of daily life. As such SFB is vulnerable to influence from external factors. Research into
waste reduction found that contextual factors are equally predictive of this pro-environmental
behaviour as individual factors (Varotto & Spagnolli, 2017). Thus, a full understanding of the
intrapersonal resources and contextual factors involved in spillover of sustainable food behaviour is
required if consumer change is to be comprehended and promoted (Steg & Vlek, 2009).
Navigation of spillover of SFB in the context of daily life is clearly represented by the
description of shifting and overlapping values. People live in a complex reality where they strongly
value SFB, but they cannot always adhere to this value due to complementary values in other settings.
For example, wanting to enjoy the company of others was stated in the interviews as gaining the upper
hand over wanting to ensure that the meal is sustainable at times. This empirical finding shows a more
contextual understanding of spillover of SFB compared to the literature results, in which
environmental value was found to be a facilitator of positive spillover of SFB.
One way in which the finding of overlapping values can be explained is through research by
Godin and Sahakian (2018). They view SFB in terms of practices, and they add that practices do not
exist in isolation. Instead, practices are characterized as existing together in bundles bound by the
space and time of social life (Schatzki, 2011). As reflected in the interviews, the social environment
largely determines the potential for spillover. Moreover, they find that there is a continuum of
prescriptions for healthy and sustainable diets which are in tension with each other and sometimes
overlap, directly related to the finding of overlapping values. As a result, people value different
prescriptions in different contexts, leading to seemingly inconsistent behaviour. Looking at the
underlying prescriptions in part explains the behavioural ‘inconsistencies’ because people adhere to
different prescriptions in different settings and act accordingly. Similarly, environmentally friendly
behaviour in one situation is not necessarily expressed in other (related) situations (Austin et al., 2011;
Barr et al., 2010). This evidence supports and explains the finding that dynamic circumstances can lead
to inconsistencies in SFB spillover.
Furthermore, perceived control is subject to the context. In some social or physical
environments, individuals feel they have to sacrifice part of their sustainable identity. They maintain
control to some extent, as reflected by adherence to action rules (James was set on not eating meat)
regardless of circumstance but make compromises in other parts of their SFB (James mentioned not
wanting to make a fuss about eating avocado’s). In other words, it can be said there is imperfect selfcontrol, which complicates sustainable behaviour (Fehr-Duda & Fehr, 2016). Furthermore, individual
behaviour is strongly influenced by cultural contexts and the social groups they fit in with (Schill et al.,
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2019). Social norms have been highlighted specifically in relation to sustainability (Lamont et al., 2017)
as enabling or constraining behavioural patterns (Nyborg et al., 2016) and thus the control people
perceive over their own SFB. This supports the dynamic perception of control.
6.1.2 Newly discovered resources
The newfound evidence for resources learning and action rules did not share evidence in the literature
review. However, upon further research into these resources, there is some evidence of their use in
promoting sustainable behaviour. As part of learning, a sense of agency can be defined as the feeling
of having control over your own actions (Haggard & Chambon, 2012). This regards the ability to take
control of behaviour and having the freedom to do this as desired, otherwise known as being in the
driver’s seat. A sense of agency in SFB assumes that individuals can choose to change their behaviour
and thereby reduce their environmental impact (Shove, 2004). This is a resource that develops over
time and takes time to learn.
Research with a salutogenic approach has described the importance of a sense of agency to
understand healthy eating behaviour. Swan (2016) found that healthy eating was based upon a sense
of agency. A deeper dive into additional sustainability research shows agency is also part of some
theories, such as social practice theory, used on the topic of sustainable consumption (Godin &
Sahakian, 2018). Sense of agency is strongly addressed in young adults when they come to be in charge
of their own food behaviour. Active involvement in and empowerment of SFB can develop sense of
agency (Wallerstein, 1992). Some of the young adults indicated that one of the ways in which their
food behaviour was confined prior to moving out was because their parents dictated food choices.
Once they were able to make their food choice independently, they became empowered to make their
desired food behaviour changes. Participants also expressed active involvement with sustainability
inherent to their interest in sustainability. Challenges remained once they had the freedom to make
their own choices, especially in social or physical settings. Even so, is clear that when circumstances
are enabling, sense of agency is an important GRR to SFB spillover.
Furthermore, the evidence for the use action rules in this research gives rise to further
questions. The interviews revealed that some people have established action rules for themselves in
the form of not eating meat (and fish) and sometimes using biological or plant-based alternatives.
These rules are deep-rooted in their food choices and consequently are no longer part of active
decision-making. It seems as though a normalisation process has played a role in these specific
behaviours, as they speak of the ease of sticking to these rules in a sustainable bubble. Participants
described vegetarian is almost the norm in Wageningen and plant-based alternatives are common as
well.
One explanation for this, is that it is more likely for people to adopt behaviour and use products
that are considered normal and belonging to a normal change (Rettie et al., 2014). Although meat
consumption continues to rise worldwide, there is actually an increase in plant-based protein
consumption in western countries which is expected to continue rising (Leahy et al., 2010). Thereby,
vegetarianism is becoming more common and could account for the growth of these action rules.
An interesting consideration is whether other action rules can similarly arise for other
sustainable food behaviours, such as buying local, seasonal or fair-trade food products. Potentially,
normalisation has to take place for these behaviours as it has occurred in the existing action rules.
Social normalisation can make products that are considered different start to become generally
accepted and mainstream (Rettie et al., 2014). Green marketing plays a role in the uptake and
normalisation of sustainable practices (Rettie et al., 2014). Potentially, other action rules can develop
upon green marketing of more sustainable food products. The finding that participants consider the
availability of sustainable food products important seems to support this notion.
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6.2 THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS
This section discusses the theoretical considerations of this research. First, the findings from the
empirical research are connected to the salutogenic classification of resources. Secondly, the identified
resources are evaluated in terms of their effects on SOC. Then, the implications of the theoretical
perspective are discussed, concluded with a discussion of an alternative perspective.
6.2.1 Identifying resources in the thematic analysis
The thematic analysis presented the dominant themes in participants’ experiences of spillover of SFB.
As concluded, these resources are described in the form of a practical application in their lives.
However, the conceptualisation of GRRs as defined by Antonovsky (see Figure 3. Conceptualisation of
generalised resistance resourcescan be used to assess the types of resources and how they relate to
the broader framework of salutogenesis. Appendix H shows the allocation of each code of the thematic
analysis to the intrapersonal resources. Furthermore, the code-document table in Appendix J displays
the occurrence of the types of resources in the interviews. From this, it becomes clear that a wide
range of resources are experienced by young adults. Valuative-attitudinal and cognitive resources are
expressed by all participants multiple times and are also extensively researched in scientific literature.
Interestingly, interpersonal-relational resources are third most common and expressed by all
interviewees, while not identified in the literature review. This adds to the evidence of the contextual
nature of the resources, ass well as the interactive layer of resources.
6.2.2 Effects on SOC
Having interpreted the types of resources experienced by young adults, a connection can be made
between the intrapersonal resources and the elements of SOC. Firstly, the valuative-attitudinal
resources from both methodological approaches relate to the meaningfulness element of SOC. Some
resources are GRRs that stimulate meaningfulness and thereby facilitate spillover whereas others
inhibit this process. Motivation, self-identity and environmental value show the direct connection to
how SFB takes on meaning in people’s lives and how they facilitate spillover. The occurrence of
cognitive dissonance, however, highlights that spillover may be more complex the desire to eat
sustainably is in conflict with other behaviour, cognitions and values. This appears in more detail in the
interviews, which show that there is a bigger complex web of resources that shape meaningfulness.
Overall, the interplay between all these resources drives the motivational capacity of SOC.
In terms of manageability, perceived control directly relates to this. Many of the interviewees
indicate they developed their perceived control over time. They have learned where to buy their food
products, what to cook, and at times how to deal with different circumstances. This is underpinned by
the literature study which indicated that perceived control can be “strengthened through experience,
learning and feedback” (Lauren et al., 2019). Furthermore, people communicated their doubts about
whether they were doing ‘it’ right. Due to lack of transparency and information, they were not sure
about the right steps to take in their SFB. As such, they felt as though they were lacking some
knowledge that would clarify which actions to take. Lastly, the interviews reveal some external physical
and material resources; availability of sustainable food options in restaurants and grocery stores
facilitate spillover whereas price is indicated as a barrier to eat sustainably. In this way, the physical
environment can influence the actionable capacity for spillover to occur.
The last element of SOC, comprehensibility, was not a dominant result in the literature nor in
the interviews. However, an interesting interpretation may be made between the experienced
sustainable bubble and comprehensibility. When participants found themselves in a sustainable
bubble (especially in Wageningen), they made it seem as though their ‘sustainability switch’ was
turned on. One way in which this was suggested was when a participant said it was logical to think
about SFB in Wageningen. It seems that within the sustainable bubble SFB is highly cognitively
accessible. The environment primes SFB and makes it easy to keep it in mind in different situations
within the sustainable bubble.
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Overall, the majority of the identified resources and GRRs of this research drive or hinder
meaningfulness and manageability. It is difficult to find evidence in the sustainable behaviour literature
for this finding that supports or counters this. However, looking at research in the healthy eating
domain has come to similar conclusions. For example, Swan (2016) found qualitative evidence that
explains ways in which participants deal with challenges in relation to healthy eating. Reflective
capacity addresses comprehensibility and in this way enables overcoming the challenges of everyday
life situations. Interestingly, they also find the importance of flexibility and eating rules as shaping the
meaning of healthy eating in daily life.
6.2.3 Implications of the theoretical perspective
The combined use of salutogenesis and ELP enabled the exploration of spillover of SFB in context. A
call has been made among academics to take real-world settings into account when researching
spillover effects of pro-environmental behaviour (Verfuerth et al., 2019). This research takes a first
step in this direction in two manners. Firstly, using the SMH and ELP approaches conjunctively takes a
very broad perspective to SFB. The use of GRRs and the ELP in this research view intrapersonal
resources ‘in action’ rather than static. The types of GRRs identified by Antonovsky (1979) ensures that
many relevant resources are included that interact with the environment. For example, interpersonalrelational resources and physical resources create room for an interaction with the physical and social
environment. Secondly, the interviews with young adults about their SFB experiences in various
settings provides insight into their everyday life. By asking about their values at home, with friends, at
a restaurant, on holiday and in canteens, a number of settings are touched upon, and insight is gained
into how they socially and physically organise SFB and how this changes continuously throughout their
daily life.
6.2.4 Alternative theoretical perspective
The ELP implicated a focus on the present SFB. ELP guides the social and physical organisation of SFB,
thereby incorporating contextual spillover into the interviews. However, it narrows down the focus to
the here and now. This is appropriate considering that the target population involved students who
had recently moved out of their elderly home. They were going through many changes in the social
and physical environment. The ELP enabled a focus on how their SFB was related to these changes and
how spillover occurred in their daily life. Alternatively, a life course approach, which looks at how
one’s life path is shaped by past experiences (Ben-Shlomo & Kuh, 2004), could shed more light on the
developments taking place in their lives. In particular, certain periods in people’s lives can be seen as
life course transitions, in which shifts in food behaviour can establish more easily (Burningham & Venn,
2020). Essentially, this is why this target population was chosen for this research. They are at a point
in their life where they can develop their own food behaviour, signalling a critical periods that can
influence the rest of their lives (World Health Organization, 2000). The life course approach could
therefore provide a deeper understanding of how their past experiences lead to experiences with SFB
in these critical periods.
Furthermore, the interviews highlight the interconnectedness of intrapersonal resources with
external resources from the social, physical and macro-environment. SMH may hinder the
identification of such resources to some extent. The focus on the classification of GRRs facilitates a
theoretical understanding of resources. However, it steers the focus to the theoretical classification,
whereas the lived experiences reveal that there are other types of resources that do not fit into the
classification well. Furthermore, the ELP focuses on the contextual nature of spillover of SFB but does
not structure resources in the contexts in detail. An alternative theoretical perspective could extend
the scope on the external influence on individual SFB and spillover and connect the resources to
external contexts better.
A suitable theory that fills this gap is the ecological framework for food related behaviour
(Figure 11). This framework was developed to conceptualise the sustainability of food consumption
(Lorenz & Langen, 2018). Lorenz and Langen (2018) adapted the ecological model, which originally
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identifies five environmental dimensions that influence individual behaviour (Story et al., 2008). The
adapted framework consists of the dimensions that are of influence on healthy eating and food habits
and incorporates resources in each dimension.
Upon developing this framework, the authors noted a recurring disadvantage of current
research: “The currently observable variety of unrelated instruments, focusing only on specific aspects
of food settings and food‐related behaviours of consumers, may result from inadequate understandings
of complex individual food systems and dietary patterns” (Lorenz & Langen, 2018, p. 36). This reiterates
the observation of the literature review in this research, that pieces of the puzzle are researched, but
the view of the whole puzzle is overlooked. The ecological framework for food related behaviour is
designed to incorporate the different aspects of food settings and food-related behaviour, in order to
gain a comprehensive understanding of individual food behaviour.
Another aspect that makes this framework unique and ideal for further research into spillover
of SFB, is that it does not focus only on the external factors. It builds on the individual factors involved
in sustainable behaviour but provides a stronger theoretical foundation to structure the external
factors.
Figure 11. The ecological model for individual food behaviour.

6.3 STUDY STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS
The methods used in this research have some strengths and limitations, which are discussed in the
following section.
6.3.1 Strengths
A strength of the literature review is that it comprises a comprehensive overview of all the current
evidence of the intrapersonal resources involved in spillover of sustainable behaviour. As previously
explained, the literature review revealed the focus lies on separate resources. Calls are made to look
at interactions between factors (Arias & Trujillo, 2020; Gifford & Nilsson, 2014). The approach of this
literature review bridges the gap between the current research into separate factors and future
research into interactions. With this overview, it becomes clear what resources have been researched
and where potential interactions can be sought in further research.
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A strength of the empirical research is the explorative qualitative approach that was taken. As
previously mentioned, sustainable behaviour is commonly researched using a quantitative approach
but there is agreement on the need to gain a deeper understanding of spillover processes (Verfuerth
et al., 2019). In-depth interviews allow for better understanding the underlying processes at play in
spillover of SFB and the intricate interaction with environment. These deep-rooted processes are
overlooked by more quantitative approaches, as exemplified by the preparatory assignment. The
assignment portrays a clear and simple distinction in values. However, when participants speak about
this assignment and are their reasoning is explored in more detail, a much more complicated reality
comes to light. Therefore, this approach served its purpose well and adds to the novel qualitative
evidence on this topic.
Furthermore, research into the knowledge gap revealed the lack of conceptual clarity of
spillover, and particularly with regard to contextual spillover (Story et al., 2008; Verfuerth et al., 2019).
This research targets this type of spillover specifically, by looking into different settings and inquiring
which settings are more or less difficult and why. There is abundant evidence that context cannot be
ignored in any attempts made to create the widespread shift towards more SFB.
6.3.2 Limitations
Some critical arguments can be made against the methods of the empirical study. To start with the
study population. Participants with an interest in sustainability and/or SFB were recruited with the
additional criteria of having moved out of their elderly home in the past year. This decision was made
because the target population had to be narrowed down in order to for the research to be feasible and
produce valuable conclusions. The advantage of this target population is that the development of
spillover of SFB can be understood in its infancy, in the sense that the participants have only recently
begun to develop their food behaviour independently. However, as a consequence of this choice,
precautions have to be taken in terms of generalisability. People with less or no interest in SFB likely
have other resources at their disposal to facilitate or prevent (spillover of) SFB. Older populations need
to be involved in SFB as well. For example, baby boomers (age 50-64) contribute greatly to high
footprint lifestyles (Haq et al., 2007). However, older people in general do not feel affected by climate
change and perceive low levels of control (Haq et al., 2010). Thus, it is important to expand the focus
towards what resources other target population possess but also lack, in order to understand how they
can become engaged in SFB.
Another limitation in terms of generalisability includes the majority of participants being
female (seven out of nine). While this limits what can be said about intrapersonal resources at the
disposal of men, it may shed light on an interesting gender difference. Considering the small sample
size, it is not possible to state with certainty, however there is evidence in literature that may explain
this gender difference. Vegetarian and vegan diets are found to be of remarkably different interest
between men and women (Modlinska et al., 2020). Furthermore, the beliefs and attitudes towards
following a vegetarian or vegan diet, for example, tend to differ between men and women (Browarnik,
2012). Considering that vegetarian food choices came forth as a dominant aspect of SFB, this could
explain why more women were willing to participate in this study; in general, they are more interested
in vegetarian diets (as a part of sustainable diets). Hence, the skewed division among men and women
is a limitation in terms of generalisability, but in itself a relevant finding.
Lastly, this research encountered some challenges in terms of the definition of SFB. The
decision was made not to steer the definition of SFB in the interviews, in order to allow participants to
share their own interpretation. A fluid definition was observed in the interviews in terms of the
distinction between healthy and sustainable diets. Furthermore, participants frequently referred to
wanting to eat vegetarian and biological food products. These choices were commonly connected to
environmental impacts and health. Consequently, it can be noted that participants had a confined
definition of SFB in comparison to the criteria of sustainable diets, as explained in the introduction
(Figure 1). This leaves room for spillover within SFB itself, meaning an extension of food behaviour to
encompass more of the criteria of sustainable diets. This implies spillover at the second level of Figure
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2. While this in itself is an important finding, it is, in part, a consequence and limitation of the decision
not to steer the interviews.
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7 RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter discusses the recommendations that are based on the outcome of this research. The
recommendations clarify the changes that are needed in order to support people in a world in which
a shift is taking place towards more SFB, and thus lots of room for spillover.

7.1 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PRACTICE
A main recommendation that stems from this research is the promotion of sustainable contexts, which
will spark and enable many of the intrapersonal GRRs identified in this research. This includes both the
social and the physical context. Practical recommendations mainly target the physical environment,
under the assumption that this guides the social context. On a general note, the practical
recommendations are targeted towards those people with an interest in sustainability and/or SFB, as
the evidence base of this research is based on this population.
7.1.1 Transparency
One of the issues related to feasibility of spillover is the lack of transparency in SFB. While the
participants of this research have an interest in SFB and were willing to engage in spillover, it has
become clear they considered it very complex. They do not know when they are ‘doing it right’ or do
not have sufficient information to make an informed decision in specific settings. Therefore, the first
recommendation is to improve transparency. Heightened transparency can make it easier for
individuals to know what choices to make to increase the sustainability of their food choices (leading
to behavioural spillover) in different settings (leading to contextual spillover).
Lessons can be learned from innovative companies and other domains. For example, Upfront
is a newfound company that serves as an example. They make it their mission to be honest and
transparent about the ingredients in food products, thereby stimulating people to eat more healthy
(Upfront, n.d.). If similar steps are taken with regard to the sustainability of food products, lack of
knowledge can no longer form a barrier. In terms of learning from other domains, steps have been
taken to increase transparency in the health domain. The Dutch government for example implemented
the Nutri-Score in 2021, which visually summarises the nutritional value of a food product with colours
and letters (Rijksoverheid, n.d.). In a comparable manner, sustainability information could be
presented on food packaging or restaurant menus so that consumers have the relevant information
and are better able to make sustainable food choices (Figure 12Fout! Verwijzingsbron niet
gevonden.).
Figure 12. SUS-score.

7.1.2 Food outlets of the future
Food outlets of the future can be leaders in the development of new action rules. This research found
that establishing action rules and notifying barriers are important resources in spillover of SFB. The
abundance of sustainable (primarily vegetarian, plant based dairy, and biological) products at grocery
stores is appreciated by the participants of this research. This was expressed to be particularly
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prevalent in sustainable bubbles such as Wageningen or cafeteria of particular study programmes.
Translated to practical implications, this means grocery stores, restaurants, and other food outlets
need to take the lead in normalising (other) aspects of sustainable diets (Figure 1). These green
marketing techniques can increase the uptake and normalisation of SFB. In existing sustainable
bubbles, attention can be given to local and seasonal products, products that reduce food waste, and
products with focus on equity in the food chain. However, in areas that are not yet experienced as
sustainable bubbles, this supportive environment can be promoted by starting with initial steps such
as more vegetarian, biological and plant-based dairy products. This means large vegetarian shelves and
plentiful biological and plant-based dairy products. In this way, normalisation in the physical
environment can guide the way for new action rules and thus spillover of SFB.

7.2 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR RESEARCH
This research showed that while behavioural and contextual spillover occurs to some extent, there is
room for growth. However, for growth in spillover of SFB, also in all types of contexts, knowledge is
needed on how and under what circumstances those resources lead to spillover and how they interact
with each other. Hence, future research can expand the contexts that are explored but also look at
interactions between resources. Qualitative research can explore the relevant contexts and
interactions and quantitative research can build the evidence for these relations.
Additionally, further research can build on the present research by targeting different
populations. The young adults who participated in this research likely experience different challenges
in their student life compared to adults who have settled down with a steady income for example.
Men may also have different experiences compared to women. Lastly, this research used people living
mostly in Wageningen, which may portray a skewed image of reality in comparison to other parts of
the Netherlands. Therefore, it is recommended to target people of different ages, genders and
locations.
Lastly, research should be conducted into the values that are involved in different settings, to
understand where conflicts arise between sustainability and other values. The formation and
alteration of values should be a focus in future research in order to comprehend how sustainability
can become the core value in all settings. Explorative research, in the form of in-depth interviews, is
appropriate to gain this in-depth knowledge. In addition, a theoretical perspective is required that
supports the role of values in food behaviour. An example is the extended theory of planned behaviour,
which includes food eating values (Sadiq et al., 2021).
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A: CRITICAL APPRAISAL
Quantitative research designs
(Tolppanen & Kang, 2021)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
x

0

x

x

x

2

2
2

2
x
2
2
16

0

0

16/16x100=100%
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(Truelove & Nugent, 2020)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
1

2

2

X

x

2

2
2

2
2
2
2
22

1 point lost

23/24x100=95,8%
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(Wang et al., 2020)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
2

2

X

X

x

2

2
2

2
2
2
2
22

22/22x100=100%

56

(Xu et al., 2020)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total
17/18x100=94.4%

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
1

2

x

x

x

2

x
2

2
x
2
2
16

1 point lost
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(Henn et al., 2020)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
total
14/20x100=70%

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
2

x

0

x

x

x

2

2
0
0
x
2
2
14
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(Arias & Trujillo, 2020)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement /
misclassification bias? Means of
assessment reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
total
20/22=90.9%

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
1

2

X

X

X

2

2
1

2
2
2
2
18

2
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(Gholamzadehmir et al., 2019)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total
18/22x100=81.8%

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
0

2

X

X

x

2

2
2

2
0
2
2
18
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(Lauren et al., 2019)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
total
22/24x100=91.7%

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
1

2

1

x

x

2

2
2

2
2
2
2
20

2
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(Penz et al., 2019)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total
22/24x100=91.7%

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
2

2

1

x

x

2

2
2

2
1
2
2
20

2
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(Brügger & Höchli, 2019)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total
24/24x100=100%

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
2

2

2

x

x

2

2
2

2
2
2
2
24

63

(Chatelain et al., 2018)
Criteria
Experiment 1
Question / objective
1
sufficiently described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of
subject/comparison group
selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison
group, if applicable)
characteristics sufficiently
described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was
it described
6
If interventional and blinding
of investigators was possible,
was it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding
of subjects was possible, was
it reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement /
misclassification bias? Means
of assessment reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main
results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by
the results?
Experiment 1
Question / objective
2
sufficiently described?

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
1

1

0

X

X

2

2
2

x
2
2
2

64

2
3

4

5

6

7

8

9
10

11

12
13
14
Total
32/42x100=76.2%

Study design evident and
appropriate?
Method of
subject/comparison group
selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
Subject (and comparison
group, if applicable)
characteristics sufficiently
described?
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was
it described
If interventional and blinding
of investigators was possible,
was it reported?
If interventional and blinding
of subjects was possible, was
it reported?
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement /
misclassification bias? Means
of assessment reported?
Appropriate sample size
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main
results?
Controlled for confounding?
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
Conclusions supported by
the results?

2
1

1

0

X

X

2

2

2

0
2
2
28

4

65

(Mørk et al., 2017)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total
13/14x100=92.6%

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

1

0

X

X

X

2

X
2

2
X
2
2
12

1

66

(Lacasse, 2016)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total
22/24x100=91.6%

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

2
1

2

1

X

X

2

2
2

2
2
2
2
20

2

67

(Lauren et al., 2016)
Criteria
Study 1
1
Question / objective
sufficiently described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of
subject/comparison group
selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison
group, if applicable)
characteristics sufficiently
described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was
it described
6
If interventional and blinding
of investigators was possible,
was it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding
of subjects was possible, was
it reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement /
misclassification bias? Means
of assessment reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main
results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by
the results?
Study 2
1
Question / objective
sufficiently described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

1

1

x

x

x

2

2
2

2
2
2
2

68

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
10

11

12
13
14
Total
32/36x100=88.9%

Method of
subject/comparison group
selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
Subject (and comparison
group, if applicable)
characteristics sufficiently
described?
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was
it described
If interventional and blinding
of investigators was possible,
was it reported?
If interventional and blinding
of subjects was possible, was
it reported?
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement /
misclassification bias? Means
of assessment reported?
Appropriate sample size
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main
results?
Controlled for confounding?
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
Conclusions supported by
the results?

1

1

X

X

X

2

2

2

2
2
2
28

4

69

(Ha & Kwon, 2016)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total
18/20x100=90%

Yes (2)

Partial (1)
1

No (0)

N/A

2
2

2

1

X

X

2

2

2
x
2
2
16

2

70

(Van der Werff et al., 2014)
Criteria
Study 1
1
Question / objective
sufficiently described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of
subject/comparison group
selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison
group, if applicable)
characteristics sufficiently
described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was
it described
6
If interventional and blinding
of investigators was possible,
was it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding
of subjects was possible, was
it reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement /
misclassification bias? Means
of assessment reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main
results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by
the results?
Study 2
1
Question / objective
sufficiently described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of
subject/comparison group
selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
2

1

X

X

X

2

1
2

X
2
2
1
1
0

71

4

5

6

7

8

9
10

11

12
13
14
Study 3

1
2
3

4

5

6

Subject (and comparison
group, if applicable)
characteristics sufficiently
described?
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was
it described
If interventional and blinding
of investigators was possible,
was it reported?
If interventional and blinding
of subjects was possible, was
it reported?
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement /
misclassification bias? Means
of assessment reported?
Appropriate sample size
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main
results?
Controlled for confounding?
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
Conclusions supported by
the results?
Question / objective
sufficiently described?
Study design evident and
appropriate?
Method of
subject/comparison group
selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
Subject (and comparison
group, if applicable)
characteristics sufficiently
described?
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was
it described
If interventional and blinding
of investigators was possible,
was it reported?

1

X

X

X

2

1
1

2

X
2
2
1
2
0

1

X

X

72

7

8

9
10

11

12
13
14
Study 4

1
2
3

4

5

6

7

8

9

If interventional and blinding
of subjects was possible, was
it reported?
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement /
misclassification bias? Means
of assessment reported?
Appropriate sample size
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main
results?
Controlled for confounding?
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
Conclusions supported by
the results?
Question / objective
sufficiently described?
Study design evident and
appropriate?
Method of
subject/comparison group
selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
Subject (and comparison
group, if applicable)
characteristics sufficiently
described?
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was
it described
If interventional and blinding
of investigators was possible,
was it reported?
If interventional and blinding
of subjects was possible, was
it reported?
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement /
misclassification bias? Means
of assessment reported?
Appropriate sample size

X

2

2
1

0
2
2
2
2
1

1

X

X

X

2

2

73

10

11

12
13
14
Total
59/80x100=73.8%

Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main
results?
Controlled for confounding?
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
Conclusions supported by
the results?

1

2

0
2
2
46

13

74

(Evans et al., 2013)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total

Yes (2)

Partial (1)
1

No (0)

N/A

2
2

0

2

X

X

2

2

2
0
2
2
16

1

17/22x100=77.3%

75

(Capstick et al., 2019)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
2

2

X

X

X

2

2

0
X
2
2
16

16/18x100=88.9%

76

(Sintov et al., 2019)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
2

2

2

X

X

2

2
2

2
X
2
2
24

0

0

24/24x100=100%

77

(Stikvoort et al., 2018)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
2

2

X

X

X

2

1

2
x
2
2
16

7

0

17/18x100=94.4%

78

(Peters et al., 2018)
Criteria
Study 1
1
Question / objective
sufficiently described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of
subject/comparison group
selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison
group, if applicable)
characteristics sufficiently
described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was
it described
6
If interventional and blinding
of investigators was possible,
was it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding
of subjects was possible, was
it reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement /
misclassification bias? Means
of assessment reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main
results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by
the results?
Study 2
1
Question / objective
sufficiently described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?

Yes (2)

Partial (1)
1

No (0)

N/A

2
2

2

X

X

X

2

1
2

2

X
2
2
1
2

79

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
10

11

12
13
14
Total
36/40*100=90%

Method of
subject/comparison group
selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
Subject (and comparison
group, if applicable)
characteristics sufficiently
described?
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was
it described
If interventional and blinding
of investigators was possible,
was it reported?
If interventional and blinding
of subjects was possible, was
it reported?
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement /
misclassification bias? Means
of assessment reported?
Appropriate sample size
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main
results?
Controlled for confounding?
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
Conclusions supported by
the results?

2

2

X

X

X

2

2
1

2

X
2
2
32

4

0

80

(Lenne et al., 2017)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
1

2

X

X

X

2

2
2

2
X
2
2
18

9

0

19/20x100=95%

81

(Maki & Rothman, 2017)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
1

2

X

X

X

2

2
2

2
X
2
2
18

1

0

19/20x100=95%

82

(Clot et al., 2016)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total

Yes (2)

Partial (1)
1

No (0)

N/A

2
1

1

0

0

0

2

2
1

2
0
2
2
12

4

0

16/22*100=72.7

83

(Thøgersen & Ölander, 2003)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and
appropriate?
3
Method of subject/comparison
group selection or source of
information/input variables
described and appropriate?
4
Subject (and comparison group,
if applicable) characteristics
sufficiently described?
5
If interventional and random
allocation was possible, was it
described
6
If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was
it reported?
7
If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?
8
Outcome and (if applicable)
exposure measure(s) well
defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification
bias? Means of assessment
reported?
9
Appropriate sample size
10
Analytic methods
described/justified and
appropriate?
11
Some estimate of variance is
reported for the main results?
12
Controlled for confounding?
13
Results reported in sufficient
detail?
14
Conclusions supported by the
results?
Total

Yes (2)
2

Partial (1)

No (0)

N/A

2
2

1

X

X

X

2

2
2

2
X
2
2
18

1

0

19/20x100=95%

84

Qualitative research designs
(Hunt & Harbor, 2019)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently
described?
2
Study design evident and appropriate?

Yes (2)
2

Context for study clear?
Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?
Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?
Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?
Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?
Conclusions supported by the results?

2

7
8
9

10 Reflexivity of the account
Total

No (0)

Comments

2

3
4

6

Partial (1)

1

2
2
0
2

14

5

0
4 points
lost

15/20x100=75%

85

(Bamdad, 2019)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently described?

Yes (2)
2

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3
4

Context for study clear?
Connection to a theoretical framework / wider
body of knowledge?

2
2

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant and
justified?
Data collection methods clearly described and
systematic?
Data analysis clearly described and systematic?

2

Use of verification procedure(s) to establish
credibility?
Conclusions supported by the results?

2

6
7
8
9
10
Total

Partial (1)

No (0)

1
2

2

Reflexivity of the account
16

1 point lost

0
2 points
lost

17/20x100=85%

86

(Nash et al., 2019)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently described?

Yes (2)
2

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3
4

Context for study clear?
Connection to a theoretical framework / wider
body of knowledge?

2
2

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant and
justified?
Data collection methods clearly described and
systematic?
Data analysis clearly described and systematic?

2

6
7
8
9
10
Total

Use of verification procedure(s) to establish
credibility?
Conclusions supported by the results?

Partial (1)

No (0)

2
2
0
2

Reflexivity of the account
16

1
1 point lost

2 points
lost

17/20x100=85%

87

(Verfuerth et al., 2019)
Criteria
1
Question / objective sufficiently described?

Yes (2)

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3
4

Context for study clear?
Connection to a theoretical framework / wider
body of knowledge?

2
2

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant and
justified?
Data collection methods clearly described and
systematic?
Data analysis clearly described and systematic?

2

6
7
8
9
10
Total

Use of verification procedure(s) to establish
credibility?
Conclusions supported by the results?
Reflexivity of the account

Partial (1)
1

No (0)

2
1
0
2
2
14

2 points
lost

2 points
lost

16/20x100=80%

88

Mixed method research designs
(Elf et al., 2019)
Category of study
Methodological quality
designs
criteria
Screening questions
(for all types)

Qualitative

Quantitative nonrandomized

responses
Yes
No

Are there clear research
questions
Do the collected data
allow to address the
research questions?
Qualitative 1.1. Is the
qualitative approach
appropriate to answer
the research question?
Are the qualitative data
collection methods
adequate to address the
research question?
Are the findings
adequately derived from
the data?
Is the interpretation of
results sufficiently
substantiated by data?
Is there coherence
between qualitative
data sources, collection,
analysis and
interpretation?
Are the participants
representative of the
target population?

X

Are measurements
appropriate regarding
both the outcome and

X

Can’t
tell

Comments

X

x

x

X

X

X

x

Although
they explain
their sample
comes from
a number of
locations,
they say
there is no
reason to
assume that
responses
would have
been
significantly
different
between
demographic
areas.

89

intervention (or
exposure)?
Are there complete
outcome data?
Are the confounders
accounted for in the
design and analysis?
During the study period,
is the intervention
administered (or
exposure occurred) as
intended?
total

X
X

X

22

2
points
lost

22/24*100=91.7%

90

Systematic reviews
(Maki et al., 2019)
Criteria
1
Did the review address a clearly
focused question?
2
Did the authors look for the
right type of papers?
3
Do you think all the important,
relevant studies were included?
4
Did the review’s authors do
enough to assess quality of the
included studies?
5
If the results of the review have
been combined, was it
reasonable to do so?
6
How precise are the results?
7
Can the results be applied to a
local population?
8
Were all important outcomes
considered?
9
Are the benefits worth the
harms and the costs?
Total

Yes
x

Can’t tell

No

x
x
x

x
x
x
x
X
10

3 points lost

2 points
lost

13/18x100=72.2%

91

APPENDIX B: LITERATURE RESEARCH RESULTS
Table B1. Summary literature research
Source

Intrapersonal
resource

Description

Important characteristics

Evidence for spillover

Resource/GRR

(Bamdad, 2019)
(Verfuerth & GregorySmith, 2018)

Coping with cognitive
dissonance

Opposing cognitions
lead to psychological
discomfort. The desire
to reduce this unease
can lead to behaviour
change

Cognitive dissonance drives
behavioural consistency and
facilitates spillover

Valuativeattitudinal resource
and GRR

(Elf et al., 2019;
Lauren et al., 2016;
Lauren et al., 2019;
Steinhorst et al.,
2015)

Self-efficacy

Extent to which an
individual believes they
can influence and have
control over a situation,
and one’s ability to
initiate motivation and
cognitive resources that
facilitate a particular
behaviour in a future
situation --> check
other source

Can influence behaviour
change, retention and food
choice
Allows people to cope with
challenging everyday
situations
Mediator of spillover
Determinants of self-efficacy

Yes and no, positive
spillover can occur if
unease is reduced in a
way that leads to
consistent sustainable
food behaviour but no
spillover is possible as
well
Yes, positive spillover

Perception of having
control over the
outcome

More easy pro-environmental
behaviours stimulate
consumer effectiveness
which in turn facilitates
spillover to more complex
pro-environmental
behaviour.

Yes, positive spillover

Cognitive, material
and physical GRR

(Arias & Trujillo,
2020)

Consumer effectiveness

Cognitive, material
and physical GRR

Group belonging
Past behaviour
Self-efficacy has effect on
motivation to engage in
further pro-environmental
behavioural changes
capabilities to autonomously
enact other PEB is a
determinant of positive
spillover effects
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(Elf et al., 2019;
Gatersleben et al.,
2019; Hunt &
Harbor, 2019;
Lacasse, 2016;
Lauren et al., 2019;
Maki et al., 2019;
Nash et al., 2017;
Tolppanen & Kang,
2021; Truelove et al.,
2014; Truelove &
Nugent, 2020; Van
der Werff et al.,
2014; Verfuerth &
Gregory-Smith,
2018; Whitmarsh &
O'Neill, 2010; Xu et
al., 2020)
(Rodríguez-Muñoz et
al., 2014; Sanz‐
Vergel et al., 2015;
Verfuerth & GregorySmith, 2018)
(Chatelain et al.,
2018)

Self-identity

The label that someone
describes themselves
with --> check source

Mixed results but point to
role of self-identity
Self-efficacy contributes to
behavioural consistency
Self-identity is a mediator of
pro-environmental behaviour
spillover
Determinants of self-identity
Biospheric values
Past behaviour
Role-based decision
making
Self-perception

Yes, positive spillover.
Self-identity contributes
to behavioural
consistency and thus
spillover.
No significant effects in
(Elf et al., 2019; Maki et
al., 2019)

Mostly a valuativeattitudinal GRR

Emotional carryover

Emotional carryover:
emotions from past
influence future choices
and behaviour

Incidental emotions are
involved in spillover

Yes, positive spillover
also across contexts

Emotional GRR

Positive affect

Pleasant emotion

Yes., positive spillover

Emotional GRR

(Bamberg, 2003;
Bertrandias &
Elgaaied-Gambier,
2014; Ha & Kwon,
2016; Wang et al.,
2020)

Environmental concern

feelings of wanting to
improve the
environment.

Yes, positive spillover

Valuativeattitudinal GRR

(Evans et al., 2013)

Self-transcendent value

Yes, positive spillover

Valuativeattitudinal GRR

(Xu et al., 2020)

Environmental
attachment

Values that go beyond
individual interest to
consider the interest of
the community
Emotional characteristic
whereby people value

Goes hand in hand with prosocial behaviour
Can change cognitions
Mitigate effects of moral
licensing
Environmental concern can
act as a mediator for
spillover of proenvironmental behaviour
Self-transcendent value is
closely related. Values
outside of the individual
interest.
Environmental value can be a
self-transcendent value.
Environmental attachment
acts as a moderator of pro-

Yes, positive spillover

Valuativeattitudinal GRR
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(Chatelain et al.,
2018;
Gholamzadehmir et
al., 2019; Truelove et
al., 2014; Vincent &
Koessler, 2020; Xu et
al., 2020)

Moral licensing

(Gholamzadehmir et
al., 2019)

Moral cleansing

(Brügger & Höchli,
2019; Henn et al.,
2020; Kaiser et al.,
2010; Kaiser et al.,
2018)

Attitude

(Maki et al., 2019)

Intrinsic motivation

(Nash et al., 2019;
Penz et al., 2019)

Awareness

(Arias & Trujillo,
2020; Lauren et al.,

Foot in the door effect

the environment
(Goudie, 2013).
When a particular proenvironmental
behaviour has been
performed, this can
build moral credit,
providing reason for an
individual to consider
themselves exempted
from further proenvironmental
behaviour (Miller &
Effron, 2010)
Reminding people of
lack of past proenvironmental
behaviour makes proenvironmental
behaviour in future
more likely
The way of thinking or
feeling about something

Performing proenvironmental
behaviour because of
inherent importance of
interest.
Comprises of
environmental values,
knowledge and attitudes

Carrying out small or
simple behaviour means

environmental behaviour
spillover.
Determinants:
past behaviour:
reminder of past
behaviour makes
pro-environmental
behaviour more
likely
also called moral spillover

Yes, negative spillover
and positive spillover

Negative spillover:
valuativeattitudinal resource
Positive spillover:
valuativeattitudinal GRR

-

Positive effect of moral
licensing is better
explained by moral
cleansing

valuativeattitudinal GRR

Attitude is a behavioural
stabilizer which protects
against self-complacency and
goal disengagement
Spillover is the result of
attitude change
-

No, likely related but no
evidence

-

Yes, but only positive
spillover on proenvironmental intention,
not behaviour

Valuativeattitudinal GRR

Increasing the can contribute
to more positive spillover of
sustainable food behaviour.
Particularly conscious
awareness prompts proenvironmental behaviour
spillover. Most behaviour is
unconscious (Carden &
Wood, 2018).

Yes, positive spillover

Cognitive and
emotional GRR

Yes, positive spillover

Cognitive GRR
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2016; Nash et al.,
2017)
(Capstick et al.,
2019)

Personal beliefs about
behaviour

(Sintov et al., 2019)

Cognitive accessibility

(Whitmarsh et al.,
2018)

Moral value, identity,
control, motivation

that the request for a
following bigger
behaviour can be met
Compensatory beliefs:
beliefs about one type of
PEB compensating for
another
Catalysing beliefs:
behaviour in one area
triggers behaviour in
another area
“the frequency with
which people interact
with or think about
something” (Schley &
DeKay, 2015)

Determinants:
pro-environmental
self-identity
inversely related to
compensatory beliefs
and positively
associated with
catalysing beliefs
Cognitive accessibility
partially acts as a mediator
for spillover.
May work together with
identity
Different contexts give rise to
different levels of
experienced responsibility
inhibit spillover
Moral values drive spillover
Identity perceived
behavioural control and
motivation predict actions.
TPB did not significantly
explain recycling behaviour,
knowledge and personal
norm were significant.
More barriers and/or less
motivation is experienced in
settings outside of home.
More behavioural consistency
within contexts than between
contexts. Contextual factors
are just as important as
individual factors
Pro-environmental identity
was not a significant
predictor of cross-contextual
spillover of recycling. This is
in contrast with spillover
models, possibly cross-

Compensatory
beliefs
Catalysing beliefs:

Yes, positive spillover

Yes, behavioural
consistency (positive
spillover
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(Stikvoort et al.,
2018)

Moral norms

(Peters et al., 2018)

Motivation, self-identity

(Lenne et al., 2017)

Pre-compensation (past
behaviour)

(Clot et al., 2016)

Environmental
orientation, motivation

A moral obligation that
is felt which can lead to
acting upon it resulting
in pride or ignoring it
resulting in guilt
(Abrahamse & Steg,
2009)

contextual makes it more
difficult.
No evidence for the role of
awareness.
Moral norms motivated all
pro-environmental
behaviours through strong
feelings of responsibility for
that behaviour.
Motivation plays a key role in
positive spillover.
Engaging in proenvironmental behaviour for
environmental reasons
strengthens self-identity and
motivation and then spillover
occurs. For reasons other
than the environment,
environmental self-identity
isn’t strengthened and
spillover is less likely
Pre-compensation of healthy
eating may lead to positive
spillover
PBC predicted crosscontextual spillover. Prior
behaviour, attitudes to
behaviour and importance of
behaviour consistently
predict pro-environmental
behaviours intentions.
Cross-contextual spillover
more likely than behavioural
spillover within setting.
People indicate that engaging
in pro-environmental
behaviour leads to feeling
licensed to do so again.
People with environmental
orientation are more
intrinsically motivated. Moral
licensing is more likely

Yes, positive spillover

Yes, they look at how
engagement in one
sustainable energy
behaviour influences
many other sustainable
energy behaviours.
Thus, positive spillover

Positive spillover
Positive spillover
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(Thøgersen &
Ölander, 2003)

Value and personal
norm

among people without
intrinsic motivation
Spillover is more likely with
high value domain and with
strong personal norms for
environmentally friendly
behaviour
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APPENDIX C: RECRUITMENT MESSAGE

Deelnemers gezocht!
Beste eerstejaars studenten,
Ben jij het afgelopen jaar op kamers gaan wonen? Dan
ben ik op zoek naar jou!
Ik schrijf mijn master scriptie over duurzaam
voedselgedrag en ik wil interviews afnemen met
eerstejaars studenten. Mijn doel is om te begrijpen
welke factoren jouw duurzame voedselgedrag
makkelijker en moeilijker maken. Ben of ken jij
iemand die deel zou willen nemen aan mijn
onderzoek? Stuur een mail naar puck.simons@wur.nl
Groetjes Puck
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APPENDIX D: INSTRUCTION E-MAIL
Beste ...
Leuk dat je mee wilt doen aan de interviews voor mijn onderzoek. Via deze mail wil ik een korte uitleg
geven van mijn onderzoek en het plan voor het interview.
Mijn scriptie heeft als doel te onderzoeken welke psychosociale factoren van invloed zijn op spillover
effecten van duurzaam voedselgedrag. Spillover is voor jou misschien nog een onbekend begrip dus
hierbij een korte toelichting. “Spillover of sustainable food behaviour” houdt in dat een duurzaam
voedselgedrag in een bepaalde situatie zich vertaalt naar een andere situatie. In het geval van mijn
onderzoek zou het bijvoorbeeld kunnen zijn dat je thuis vooral lokaal probeert te eten en dat je hier
vervolgens ook op let als je gaat uiteten in een restaurant.
Tijdens het interview wil ik inzicht krijgen in de factoren die dit proces mogelijk maken en belemmeren.
Om je alvast een beetje te laten nadenken over jouw eetgedrag vraag ik je een kleine opdracht te maken
ter voorbereiding van het interview. In de bijlage heb ik een overzicht gemaakt van waardes die een rol
kunnen spelen in jouw voedselkeuzes in bepaalde situaties. Zet de waardes op volgorde van meest
belangrijk tot minst belangrijk in iedere situatie. Let op, gezien de beperkende maatregelen van covid19 vraag ik je om terug te denken aan de situatie van ruim een jaar terug en aan de hand hiervan de
rangschikking te maken.
In de bijlage heb ik ook nog een toestemmingsformulier toegevoegd. Kijk deze goed door en stuur deze
aub uiterlijk 1 dag voor het interview (dus ... april) naar mij terug.
Tot slot nog wat laatste praktische zaken. Zoals besproken vindt het interview in het nederlands plaats
op ... april 2021. Het interview duurt uiterlijk een uur. Bij vragen of interesse in verdere uitleg, mail mij
dan gerust (puck.simons@wur.nl). Tot snel!
Met vriendelijke groet,
Puck Simons
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APPENDIX E: CONSENT FORM

Toestemmingsforumlier voor deelname interviews spillover van duurzaam
voedselgedrag

-

-

-

Dit onderzoek is onderdeel van de master scriptie van Puck Simons voor de leerstoelgroep
Gezondheid & Maatschappij van de Wageningen University.
Het doel van dit onderzoek is om inzicht te krijgen in hoe spillover van duurzaam eetgedrag kan
plaatsvinden en welke factoren dit belemmeren en faciliteren. Uw deelname maakt mogelijk om
voor een van de eerste keren een diepgaand inzicht te krijgen in dit proces en kan bijdragen aan
verder onderzoek met als doel duurzaam eetgedrag te bevorderen.
Dit online interview wordt opgenomen en getranscribeerd.
Uw deelname aan dit onderzoek is volledig vrijwillig. Het interview duurt maximaal een uur.
Mocht u niet meer door willen gaan met het onderzoek dan bent u op ieder moment vrij om aan
te geven dat u het interview wil stoppen.
U blijft in de verdere verwerking van dit interview anoniem. Uw naam en identiteit zal
vertrouwelijk blijven in rapporten, publicaties en discussies. Uw naam zal ook niet verschijnen op
de opnames of de transcripties van het interview. De data wordt op vertrouwelijke en veilige
wijze opgeslagen.

Door dit toestemmingsformulier te ondertekenen geeft u aan dat u akkoord gaat met de
bovengenoemde voorwaarden en geeft u toestemming om deel te nemen aan dit onderzoek.

Ik begrijp de onderdelen van het onderzoek die aan mij zijn uitgelegd, mijn vragen zijn volledig
beantwoord en ik ben het eens met de voorwaarden van dit onderzoek.

_____________________

_____________________

_____________________

Naam participant

Handtekening

Datum

_____________________

_____________________

_____________________

Naam onderzoeker

Handtekening

Datum
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APPENDIX F: PREPARATORY ASSIGNMENT
In the following assignments I will sketch a situation. I want you to fill in the assignments according to
times before or after covid-19 measures. Imagine you are in the prescribed situation and rank the
following values as you consider them most to least important. If you think an important value is
missing, you can add this in the desired position.
Imagine…
•

•

•

•

•

•

You are home during a week as any other. You are thinking about what you want to eat
during the coming week and you can do the groceries at your preferred supermarket.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
You are having dinner with friends at home. You have chosen the meal together.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
You are having dinner at a restaurant and you can choose anything off a diverse menu.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
You are on holiday in a foreign country and are going to do groceries for the coming week.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
You are cooking a celebratory dinner at home for friends and family to celebrate your
bachelor’s degree.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
During your lunch break you are going to get lunch at the canteen at work/at the university
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
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APPENDIX G: TOPIC GUIDE (TRANSLATED TO ENGLISH)
Table G1. Interview topic guide

Aim
Introduction and
context of the study

Exploring spillover
of sustainable food
behaviour

Process
Introductions of interviewer
and interviewee
Check consent form,
questionnaire and
preparatory assignment

Explain sustainable food
behaviour according to the
definitions of a sustainable
diet and everyday life
perspective.

Content
“Hi, let’s start with some introductions. My
name is Puck Simons. I study Health &
Society in Wageningen. I am currently
writing my master thesis on sustainable
food behaviour. This is the reason I would
like to conduct the interview today. I want
to gain insight into the intrapersonal
resources that are of influence on spillover
of sustainable food behaviour.
To be clear I want to ask you to answer all
my questions in this interview according to
the situation before covid-19 measures.”
“I received your consent form and
preparatory assignment via email. If you
have any questions about this, feel free to
ask them. If not, I would just like to remind
you that you are free to stop at any time if
you do not wish to continue with this
interview. Now I will quickly go through
some background information with you
1. How old are you
2. Male/female
3. Which study programme do you
follow
4. Was there attention for
sustainability or sustainable eating
while you were growing up?
5. What is your current living
situation?
a. Shared student housing. If
so with how many
flatmates
b. Independent living
accommodation”
Sustainable food behaviour is a very broad
concept. For example, SFB is not only
about the environment but also about
health and culture. In my research I mostly
look at how somebody maintains the wish
to eat sustainably in their daily life. In
order to do that, I do not only look at what
you eat but also where, when, and what is
needed to make it possible. This includes
the social and physical environments in
which this takes place.
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Exploring the value
of sustainability

Discuss the ranking
assignment to understand
the reasoning behind their
choices and the meaning of
sustainable food behaviour.

You made a small assignment at home. Can
you tell me about that?
Why does your ranking change (or not)?
Does it have something to do with the
people you are with, the physical
environment you are in or personal
changes?
Do you think there is a difference in the
value you attach to sustainability and the
choices you make? Why?

Exploring context

Discuss the settings
described in the assignment
and how contextual factors
influence the ranking of
values.

Can you tell me what you experience in the
settings described in the assignment?
What are challenges in those settings to
maintain your wish to eat sustainably?
What do you need to hold on to that wish?
Are there settings in which it is also easier?

Exploring life
experiences

Discuss the role of their
(student)environment since
they moved out of their
elderly home. How have
they learned from their
surroundings and their
network? What learning
processes take place to
create or prevent spillover?

Closure

Ask if the interviewee has
anything else they wish to
share.

Feedback

Ask the interviewee if they
have any remaining
questions and feedback.

What do you experience as the most
difficult place to eat sustainably? Can you
explain your thoughts to me of what you
are thinking in those settings?
Can you tell me if (and how) your food
behaviour changed since you moved into
student housing?
Do you think the ranking has changed since
you moved out? Why is that? Does it have
to do with the people you live with, the
friends you eat with, the environment in
Wageningen/Utrecht?
Do you notice that your wish to eat
sustainably spreads to more situations and
settings? (With friends, at a restaurant.
We have now reached the end of the
interview. Is there anything you would like
to share or questions that you think I
haven’t asked about?
Would you like to receive the transcripts of
the interview?
Would you like to receive the outcome of
the research?
Do you have any remaining questions or
feedback for me?
Thank you very much for taking the time to
help me in my research. I look forward to
analysing all the data and gaining more
insight into how spillover of sustainable
food behaviour comes about with the help
of your input.
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APPENDIX H: FULL LIST OF CODES USED
Table H1. Full code list

Code
Acceptance of others
Action rule
Am I doing SFB right?
Being able to invest time into SFB
Being able to make my own choice after
moving out
Being interested in SFB
Challenge balancing SFB and health
Complexity of sustainable diet is challenging

Density
12
19
2
2
7

Confident opinion
Coping with cognitive dissonance
Creativity
Difference SFB and healthy food behaviour
Different values in different settings
Difficulty communicating SFB with others

2
7
1
1
12
13

Cognitive resources
Valuative-attitudinal resource

Difficulty taking part in social activities
eating scraps to limit food waste
Effort
Enjoying cooking
Enjoying eating sustainably with others
Enjoying new steps
Enjoying SFB
Experimenting with next steps
Feeling like my behaviour can steer the
market
Financial limitations of being a student
Flexibility

4
1
4
3
3
4
6
2
2

Interpersonal-relational

4
19

Artefactual-material
Valuative-attitudinal resource

Growth of awareness
Growth of motivation
Guilt
Having the knowledge to do SFB
Importance of balance
Importance of taste in social environment
Lack of transparency
Learning from others
Learning how to 'do' SFB
Learning how to spend money on SFB
Learning to communicate SFB

8
1
3
1
2
6
6
5
6
1
2

Cognitive resources
Emotional resources
Emotional resources
Cognitive resources
Valuative-attitudinal resource
Valuative-attitudinal resource
Artefactual-material
Learning experiences
Learning experiences
Learning experiences
Interpersonal-relational
Learning experiences

1
4
1

Intrapersonal resource
Interpersonal-relational
Cognitive resources
Valuative-attitudinal resource
Artefactual-material
Cognitive resources
Agency
Valuative-attitudinal resource
Valuative-attitudinal resource
Cognitive resources

Interesting outliers
Valuative-attitudinal resource
Interpersonal-relational

Valuative-attitudinal resource
Emotional resources
Emotional resources
Emotional resources
Emotional resources
Learning experiences
Macrosociocultural
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Limited SFB options in environment
Looking for information or places to eat
sustainably
Making own choice in restaurant

3
10

Physical resource
Artefactual-material

1

Making own choice when alone

8

Many options in sustainable bubble

5

Cognitive resources
Agency
Cognitive resources
Agency
Physical resource

Mindful of others

7

Valuative-attitudinal resource

Moral licensing
Needs to be tasty
Not forcing my own SFB upon others
Not polite to be picky in restaurant
Not wanting to contribute money to the
problem
Overlapping values
Overlooking SFB

10
6
5
2
1

Valuative-attitudinal resource
Valuative-attitudinal resource
Valuative-attitudinal resource
Valuative-attitudinal resource
Valuative-attitudinal resource

9
1

Valuative-attitudinal resource

Perceived control
Price is a barrier
Proud of SFB
Reflecting on past behaviour and how it
makes me feel
Self-transcendent value

13
8
2
4

Cognitive resources
Artefactual-material
Emotional resources
Emotional resources

1

SFB dependent on who you are with

2

Valuative-attitudinal resource
Interesting outliers
Interpersonal-relational

Social environment has other interests and
awareness
Steering SFB in social context
Structure

7

Interpersonal-relational

4
9

Macrosociocultural
Cognitive resources

Sustainable bubble
Temptation
unconscious SFB
Visibility facilitates SFB

25
2
12
1

Interpersonal-relational
Interpersonal-relational
Cognitive resources
Physical resource
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APPENDIX I. ORIGINAL DUTCH QUOTATIONS
Q1: “ja, ik merkte eigenlijk bij mezelf ook wel dat ik bij verschillende situaties anders dacht daarover.
Ik denk dat ik bij mijn dagelijkse boodschappen wat meer op gezondheid let dan als ik uit eten ga ofzo.”
- Anne
Q2: “ja ik vond die eerste vraag die ging gewoon een beetje over de alledaagse gewoontes. Dat vond
ik heel lastig om die volgorde daarin aan te geven omdat ik eigenlijk-. Ik vind alles daarin wel heel
belangrijk dus ik heb die volgorde heel vaak aangepast en ik weet uiteindelijk-. Ja er staat nu wel die
volgorde maar in principe zouden ze allemaal wij bij één of twee mogen staan zeg maar.” - Sara
Q3: “Dat is wel gewoon een heel groot contrast met hoe nu in Wageningen geleefd wordt, omdat daar
bijna de standaard al vega is. Dus qua omgeving helpt dat wel heel erg. Omdat je je gewoon-, je voelt
je niet echt meer als de outsider. Dus dat is wel chill.” - Isabelle
Q4: “en qua mensen denk ik ook dat het in Wageningen misschien wat makkelijker is. Maar aan de
andere kant triggert het me misschien ook wel wat minder ofzo. Omdat je het gevoel hebt dat iedereen
in je omgeving al z’n best doet dus dat jouw keuzes dan net iets minder uitmaken ofzo.Q5: ik denk van
als ik echt al de hele week vegetarisch heb gegeten en heel erg gezond heb gegeten. Dan heb ik zoiets
van nou dan kan ik mezelf dit nu wel gunnen zeg maar. En dan voelt het ook meer als een beloning of
echt als een traktatie.” – Michelle
Q5: “Gewoon omdat die toch weer hele andere gedachtes hebben en ergens anders mee bezig zijn en
andere interesses hebben dan ik heb en de mensen in Wageningen bijvoorbeeld in het algemeen.” James
Q6: “Thuis vind ik dat nog wel heel lastig want als ik dan met mijn Alpro room aankom dan zit mijn
vader van nou waar slaat dat nou weer op en waarom moet dat? We eten al hartstikke goed. En ja
even later zit hij dan nog even te zeggen dat het geen smaak heeft ofzo en dan. Ja dat is wel lastig.” –
Michelle
Q7: “Het is een grotere rol gaan spelen sinds dat ik eigenlijk ook op vakantie ben geweest naar bepaalde
landen en hoe ik zag dat door plantages bepaalde dingen echt helemaal kapotgingen. En eigenlijk keer
waar ik er eigenlijk heel goed op heb gelet was in Costa Rica. Toen ik die palmolie plantages daar zag
enzo. En dan, en van die boskappingen enzo. Dus ik denk zo’n twee drie jaar geleden toen begon ik er
al wel op te letten en zat ik wel te overwegen zal ik nou vegetarisch worden of niet. En dan ben ik
langzaamaan gaan afbouwen.” - James
Q8: “Als ik ergens ben, dus buitenshuis, dan is dat vaak wel lastig. En omdat je soms gewoon geen
invloed hebt. Als je bij mensen eet en zij hebben de boodschappen gedaan. Dan ga je ook niet daar een
punt van maken ofzo” – Michelle
Q9: “Dat kan ik ook vast wel leren. Soms hebben mensen ook gewoon van die handige trucjes die
eigenlijk heel duurzaam zijn.” – Maureen
Q10: “Dat ik iemand heb die dat ook doet, die ik ken van ja hoe doe jij dat eigenlijk. En dan gewoon
vragen stellen van hoe kan je makkelijker vragen dat iemand toch meegat met je om dit te eten.” –
James
Q11: “om bijvoorbeeld steeds meer recepten te zoeken die veganistisch zijn. Dat probeer ik nu ook de
laatste tijd. Afgelopen maand of twee maanden ben ik bijvoorbeeld ook op instagram gaan kijken voor
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recepten van dr. Vegan of zoiets en dan kijken van oh dit kan eigenlijk ook wel in plaats van dat”. James
Q12: “Dus dat vind ik eigenlijk wel heel lekker die zelfstandigheid, dat je zelf kan bepalen. Nee dus dat
bevalt eigenlijk wel heel erg.” - Sara
Q13: “Dus ja ik vind het wel leuk om dat ook te doen. Om een beetje mijn eigen, soort challenge is het
om zo goed mogelijk het te gaan doen.” – Anne
Q14: “en als het gaat dan gaat het, maar als het niet gaat dan is het ook oke” – Maureen
Q15: “Maar dan de volgende dag denk ik oke weet je, je had gister pizza gegeten ofzo en dan is het nu
vandaag iets met verse groente in elkaar maken zeg maar. Dus ik probeer het wel een beetje in balans
te houden. Als ik dan de ene keer wat minder doe dan de volgende dag probeer ik er wat meer op te
letten” – Sara
Q16: “ik denk van als ik echt al de hele week vegetarisch heb gegeten en heel erg gezond heb gegeten.
Dan heb ik zoiets van nou dan kan ik mezelf dit nu wel gunnen zeg maar. En dan voelt het ook meer als
een beloning of echt als een traktatie.” – Peter
Q17: “Ja, ik denk dat ik het lastig vind om iets te kopen waar ik niet volledig achtersta ofzo. Omdat ik
dan echt doelbewust echt iets ga kopen om het te kopen ofzo.” – Anne
Q18: “En mocht ik bijvoorbeeld een keer bij een vriendinnetje gaan eten en die ouders hebben dan een
super uitgebreid lekker stoofpotje gemaakt dan eet ik dat ook op. Dus ik ben niet zo strikt in die zin” –
Isabelle
Q19: “daar hanteer ik wel een beetje hetzelfde. Dat het gewoon dan een vakantie is. Maar als we voor
onszelf koken als we op een camping zitten of we zitten in een huisje dan wordt er gewoon normaal
gekookt. Soms is dat vegetarisch, soms niet. Maar dan. Ik denk ook niet echt dat ik bij vakanties super
bewust daarmee bezig bent.” – Peter
Q20: “nou als ik met vrienden ben dan ga ik niet de hele tijd voor hun bepalen of zij duurzaam moeten
eten” – James
Q21: “als ik dan bijvoorbeeld thuis eet dan is het garnalen met bijvoorbeeld garnalen erdoorheen dan
vind ik het heel vervelend om die garnalen eruit te halen om dan. Ik vind het ook wel een beetje
beledigend naar de kok toe en dan eet je het toch wat sneller gewoon op zeg maar om er niet een groot
punt van te maken.” – Sara
Q22: “Ja ik sta er altijd wel fel in dat ik vegetarisch eet. En dat is gewoon mijn standpunt en daar blijf
ik dan bij.” – James
Q23: “ik denk dat nu ik eenmaal die keuze heb gemaakt, dat het heel gewoon is geworden en dat ik er
verder niet heel veel meer over nadenk omdat ik zeg maar de switch al heb gemaakt naar dat het een
gewoonte is geworden zeg maar.” – Ellen
Q24: “niet duurzaam kan ofzo dan kan het niet en dan is het even jammer. Als ik maar met genoeg
gelegenheden wel doe zeg maar.” – Ellen
Q25: “Kijk duurzaam is gewoon lastig in een restaurant omdat je natuurlijk niet precies weet waar alles
vandaag komt” – Isabelle
Q26: “En dan gaat het toch meestal meer om laten we iets lekkers maken als je samen kookt dan als je
alleen kookt” -Maureen
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Q27: ”Alhoewel aan het begin van de week maakte ik altijd een soort food plan om te kijken wat wil ik
eten en hoe kan ik daarvoor boodschappen doen zodat ik eigenlijk zo min mogelijk voedselverspilling
heb aan het einde. Zodat ik wel alles gebruik. Nu hebben we met huisgenoten afgesproken dat we om
de beurt kopen en dan gewoon met wie betaalt wat splitten. Dus dan heb je sowieso ook al minder
voedselverspilling want alles gaat gewoon meteen op en je koopt wat je nodig hebt.” – Peter
Q28: “Wageningen voelt echt als thuiskomen maar dan in een andere stad. Dus dat was echt heel fijn.
Lekker groot vegetarische vleesvervanger schap in de Appie.” – Ellen
Q29: “Ik denk wel dat dat de voornaamste is omdat je dat ook meteen ziet. Je ziet in wat voor soort
verpakking het komt” – Peter
Q30: “Maar als je dan bijvoorbeeld op vakantie ergens uiteten gaat. Dan hebben ze wel in sommige
restaurants waar het echt moeilijk is dan hier heb je één vegetarische optie.”- Sophie
Q31: “Ja, maar ik vind dat wel moeilijk als ik het voor mezelf doe. Omdat het echt wel duurder is.” Michelle
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APPENDIX J: CODE-DOCUMENT TABLE WITH OCCURRENCES OF THEMES PER PARTICIPANT
Table J1. Code-document table with themes per participant
Transcript
participant
1

Transcript
participant
2

Transcript
participant
3

Transcript
participant
4

Transcript
participant
5

Transcript
participant
6

Transcript
participant
7

Transcript
participant
8

Transcript
participant
9

Totals

Artefactual-material

1

1

1

3

1

1

13

1

6

28

Cognitive resources

8

9

8

3

9

7

10

10

14

78

Emotional resources

3

0

2

1

5

3

5

6

1

26

12

6

13

8

8

5

2

6

7

67

Learning experiences

2

1

3

1

1

0

3

4

1

16

Macrosociocultural

0

0

0

5

1

0

0

0

0

6

Physical resource

1

0

0

0

1

4

2

1

0

9

Valuative-attitudinal
resource

15

13

9

12

8

5

14

11

12

99

Totals

42

30

36

33

34

25

49

39

41

329

Interpersonal-relational

110

111

112

