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Abstract
This research explores the perspective of chefs who are taking part in the protein transition (fully or to
some extent): the pioneers of the Dutch vegan gastronomy sector. Through semi-structured in-depth
interviews and qualitative content analysis, the motivations, opportunities, abilities, and obstacles of
sixteen chefs are researched to find out what drives these chefs to transition towards plant-based
proteins. To classify the level of transition, two perspectives are identified: A plant perspective and an
MFDE perspective (meat, fish, dairy, eggs). This research shows that these sixteen chefs are intrinsically
motivated to lead by example and convince their guests to try out vegan food. Cooking is more than
just their profession, it is their way of expressing themselves creatively, it gives them satisfaction and
creates momentum for activism. They are willing to spend a lot of time to keep improving their dishes,
to make the first impression of vegan food as good as possible, and to contribute to making the world
a better place. This requires lots of effort, inquisitiveness, and experimentation because this
knowledge is not taught at culinary school. The growing customer segment for plant-based food
enables these chefs to continue. Overall, the negative image around veganism is their biggest obstacle.
However, urban chefs experience competition, while rural chefs worry about the lack of guests.
Keywords: Protein transition, gastronomy sector, chef, plant-based food, veganism, restaurant
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1. Introduction
How many times have you ordered a vegan dish in a restaurant? Probably not often, since inspiring
and creative plant-based dishes are still seldom available in restaurants these days. This research dives
into this question, by talking to people who are capable of making this change happen: the pioneering
chefs of the Dutch vegan gastronomy sector. Since eating plant-based could limit the environmental
impact of the food system, the gastronomy sector could serve as an example of how tasty and
sustainable plant-based food can be and these chefs can show us how to go through this transition.
The first chapter of this paper funnels down from the broad problem to the problem statement. To
begin with, this paper explains the broad problem of an unsustainable food sector. The context of this
research is the gastronomy sector and the specific research topic within this sector is the protein
transition. Moreover, this research identifies a knowledge gap: the perspective of the chef. What drives
chefs to take part in the protein transition? After the knowledge gap is described, the problem
statement, research questions, and outline of this paper together close off this chapter. A schematic
overview of this coherence and funneling is shown in Figure 1. The literature review of this study is
included throughout this chapter because it identifies the lens through which this research looks at the
problem statement.

the Perspective of the chef
- knowlegde gap
the Protein transition
- research topic
the Gastonomy sector
- context
the Food system
- broad problem

Figure 1: Schematic overview from the broad problem to knowledge gap of this research

1.1 Broad problem
This research addresses the broad problem of the food system. Agriculture is one of the main causes
of environmental degradation. Food production currently generates nearly 25% of global greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions, occupies roughly half of all vegetated land, and accounts for 70% of freshwater
use (Searchinger et al., 2013). Furthermore, around one-third of all food produced is wasted, together
with all the resources needed for that production (FAO, 2011). The world cannot keep this up in the
long run, therefore, the current food system needs to change. The choices consumers make every day
about what they eat and why are vital in overcoming this problem. Moreover, changing their diet by
incorporating more plant-based products can make an important contribution to the sustainability of
food production (Ranganathan, Vennard, Waite, Dumas, Lipinski & Searchinger, 2016; Stehfest,
Bouwman, van Vuuren, den Elzen, Eickhout & Kabat, 2009). The production of plant-based foods
generally has much smaller consequences for the environment than the production of meat, fish, dairy,
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and eggs (MFDE). For instance, the production of meat from ruminant animals (including beef and
lamb) has the highest impact on the environment compared to any other food product (Clark & Tilman,
2017; Ranganathan et al., 2016; Stehfest et al., 2009). One of the consequences of livestock production
is its negative effect on biodiversity because it requires a substantially larger land area compared to
the production of plant-based foods (Naylor et al., 2005). Hence, a small change in diet away from
MFDE proteins can already make a substantive difference. This change is needed, because the demand
for animal-based protein is still on the rise because of population growth, but also because rising
affluence leads to higher calorie consumption per person and therefore proportionally higher
consumption of animal products (Tilman & Clark, 2014). Between 1961 and 2009 global availability of
animal-based protein grew by 59% compared to a 14% growth in plant-based protein, and the demand
for meat and dairy could rise again by 80% between 2006 and 2050 (Ranganathan et al., 2016). Many
scientists, therefore, propose to limit the proportion of animal products in diets, to achieve sustainable
food production in the future (McMichael, Powles, Butler & Uauy, 2007; Springmann, Godfray, Rayner
& Scarborough, 2016; Wirsenius, Azar, & Berndes, 2010). This paper examines an industry of the food
sector that influences the diets of consumers by leading by example (Batat, 2020; de Boer & Aiking,
2019): the gastronomy sector.

1.2 Context
The gastronomy sector is the specific context of this research and has been criticized for its negative
environmental impact (Batat, 2020). Additionally, other research indicates that many restaurants
continue flying under the radar of environmental protection regulations. Environmental regulators and
citizens seem to turn a blind eye to the hazardous byproducts of restaurant operations (Salzberg,
Gough & Suen, 2019). Given the significant impacts and the volumes of food purchased by restaurants
and food services, food procurement by the operation is the predominant source of the environmental
impact of restaurants and food services. Animal products are the main cause of this impact since these
products have the highest GHG emissions, water use, and land use (Searchinger et al., 2013). So, the
biggest difference in terms of impact in this sector can be made by changing the procurement within
this industry, by buying fewer animal products (Baldwin, Wilberforce & Kapur, 2011).
Nevertheless, this sector could serve as an example of what, how, and which food to eat (Batat, 2020;
de Boer & Aiking, 2019; Higgins-Desbiolles & Wijesinghe, 2019; Westhoek et al., 2014). One of the
ways to have an influence on people’s diet, based on the principles of behavioral science, is to change
the food offered in restaurants. For example, this can be done by changing the design of the menu, to
stimulate guests to order a more sustainable food option (Bacon & Krpan, 2018; Wansink & Love,
2014). According to Bacon and Krpan (2018), the setting of a restaurant is a simpler environment to
change consumer behavior than at home or at the supermarket, because of the barriers associated
with the social norms of the household and with lack of knowledge and skill in sourcing ingredients or
preparing food can be avoided. Consumers are more willing to experience and try out something new.
In addition, as stated by Aviles, Naef, Abalos, Lound, Olivera and García-Segoviad (2020) and Zapata,
Ravirosa, and Carmuega (2016) there is a trend of more and more people going to restaurants.
According to the Central Bureau for Statistics (CBS), the gastronomy sector of the Netherlands has
been growing for three years in a row: 2017, 2018, 2019 (CBS, 2020). With a turnover of 28 billion
euros, the added value of the hospitality industry [horeca in Dutch] to the Dutch economy has
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increased more than average in recent years. The gross domestic product (GDP) of the Dutch economy
increased by 23 percent between 2008 and 2018 to a size of 693 billion euros. The hospitality industry
was the fastest grower in added value with an increase of 61% from 9 to 15 billion euros. This also
increased the relative share of the sector in the Dutch economy (KHN, 2019). For example, the
hospitality industry is now larger than the 13 billion added value created by agriculture, forestry, and
fisheries together. Besides, the hospitality industry is one of the biggest employers: almost 500.000
people work in this sector in the Netherlands (KHN, 2019). The years 2020 and 2021 are an anomaly
due to the special COVID-19 circumstances where restaurants were closed for several months, and
therefore are not considered in the analysis. It can be concluded that the gastronomy sector is a
significant industry and changes in this sector can have a huge impact on the global environmental
footprint of the food system, especially if consumers are continuing these dietary changes at home
(Lorenz & Langen, 2017).
Environmentally preferable practices are already increasing within this sector, because of increasing
consumer interest in sustainability (Baldwin et al., 2011) and even as a means of cost-saving or financial
gain (Jang, Zheng & Bosselman, 2017) or an increase in market share (Tommasetti, Singer, Troisi &
Maione, 2018). Today’s consumers are willing to pay a premium to restaurant companies that engage
in environmental sustainability practices (Hu, Parsa & Self, 2010; Jang, Kim & Lee, 2015). However,
Jacobs and Klosse (2016) discovered that within the gastronomy sector there are huge differences
concerning these practices. This is reflected in the number of Green Key-certified hospitality businesses
in the Netherlands, which has grown to more than 600 in 2015, compared to approximately 300 in
2011 (Green Key, 2015). It is striking to observe that only seven of these certified hospitality businesses
are restaurants. Although not being certified does not mean a restaurant is not sustainable necessarily.
However, it does show that restaurants are falling behind compared to the rest of this industry, even
though restaurants could benefit from these sustainable practices. Kwok and Huang (2019) cite eight
reasons why it is beneficial for a restaurant to be more sustainable (Table 1).
A hospitality business’ green initiatives will:

Cited by:

1. attract consumers’ attention
2. make sustainable impacts on the natural
environment

Schubert, Kandampully, Solnet & Kralj (2010)

3. lower its operating costs
4. improve its corporate
customer review ratings

image

and

DiPietro, Cao & Partlow (2013)
Dutta, Umashankar, Choi & Parsa (2008)
Susskind (2014)
Namkung & Jang (2013)
Peiró-Signes, Segarra-Oña, Verma,
Jiménez & Vargas-Vargas (2014)

Mondéjar-

5. encourage consumers’ word-of-mouth
and purchasing intentions

Barber & Deale (2014)
Hu et al. (2010)
6. motivate consumers to purchase green Sánchez-Ollero, García-Pozo & Marchante-Mera
products or services at a higher price
(2014)
7. drive up the firm value of the business
Youn, Song, Lee & Kim (2016)
8. foster a company’s long-term success

Singal (2014)
Woodworth, Mandelbaum & McDade (2014)

Table 1: Eight reasons why it is sustainability can be beneficial. Kwok & Huang (2019, p. 28)
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Reinders, Huitink, Dijkstra, Maaskant and Heijnen (2017) also researched if sustainable practices could
be beneficial for restaurants. They discovered that through sustainable menu engineering, guest
satisfaction can stay the same or even increase in a restaurant setting. Through sustainable menu
engineering, one increases the number of vegetables per plate and decreases the amount of meat. In
this case, the number of vegetables was increased by 113%, while the amount of meat decreased by
13%. Some guests did not even notice the difference, while others were even more positive about the
dish, as the dish looked more attractive (Reinders et al., 2017). So, changing the menu of a restaurant
can have environmental, social, and financial benefits.

1.3 Research topic
This change on the plate, where vegetables take a more prominent place, is in line with the protein
transition. The protein transition is about a dietary shift away from meat and dairy-rich food
consumption patterns towards eating more plant-based proteins (FAO, 2016; Van den Burg, Dagevos
& Helmes, 2021). This transition is the topic of this research. Four reasons are given why this dietary
shift is essential: the climate crisis, health benefits, food security, and animal welfare.
The climate crisis. Of all the nutrients the human body takes in, animal-based proteins have the largest
environmental footprint in terms of land use, water use, and GHG emissions (Poore & Nemeck, 2018;
Stehfest et al., 2009; Vermeulen, Campbell & Ingram, 2012). Livestock covers around 40% of the earth’s
total habitable land (Pimentel & Pimentel, 2003; FAO, 2019) and on top of that, a large part of arable
agriculture produces feed for livestock as well. In the Netherlands around two-thirds of all agricultural
land is used to produce feed for livestock, while most of this land would also be suitable for other types
of crop production (CLO, 2021). This global land use for food production is graphically shown the Figure
2. This global land division shows the impact of the meat and dairy industry. Hence a change in diet
could lower this impact substantially when supply adapts itself to a change in demand.

Figure 2: Global land use for food production. (Ritchie & Roser, 2019)
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A long-term perspective is needed to ensure the protein transition in the food sector. Meat and dairy
are luxury products, as people do not need that much of it for their health, and making animal products
costs more energy than it produces. Like all animals, cows, pigs, and chickens eat far more calories
than they produce. Only plants and algae have the power to turn sunlight into edible energy. Animals
do not produce protein; they get protein from their diets, and they use this to make for example body
tissue. It differs per animal how efficient they are when it comes to converting their feed into protein.
Cows need 25kg of feed to produce 1kg of protein, while chickens only need 3kg of feed (Alexander,
Brown, Arneth, Finnigan & Rounsevell, 2016). Plants, however, do produce protein directly. Since
animal-based protein is not efficient, the current agriculture system needs drastic changes. It would
be more efficient if humans would eat most of the plant-based protein directly since fewer plants are
needed for their protein intake, which saves land use, water use, and GHG emissions (Alexander et al.,
2016; De Boer et al. 2018; Westhoek et al., 2014). Pyett, de Vet, Trindade, van Zanten and Fresco
(2019) argue that the whole world does not have to become vegan altogether, however, the
overconsumption of meat must be reduced to a large extent. A reason for this is the food-feed
competition. 80–96% of all protein in cereal and leguminous grains fed to animals are not converted
to edible protein and fat (Smil, 2002). However, animals can eat things humans cannot, such as grass
and food waste. If animals convert this into edible protein instead, animals could be used as recyclers
and a more circular food system would be created, according to Pyett et al. (2019). Therefore, since
plant-based foods cause less environmental damage and are more efficient, these scholars argue that
livestock should only eat feed that cannot be used for human consumption and the agricultural system
should lean more towards arable agriculture to produce more plant-based proteins, to lower the global
environmental impact of the food system (Pyett et al., 2019).
Health. Protein is an essential nutrient for the human body, made from amino acids. Humans break
down the proteins into those amino acids and use them to build tissue, like muscles. Proteins are
present in almost every food, although in different quantities (Voedingscentrum, n.d.). Larger
quantities of proteins can be found in plant-based products such as nuts, beans, seeds, duckweed,
algae, quinoa, grains, seaweed, and legumes such as soy, lupine, and chickpeas (Pyett et al., 2019).
While initially, the public health sector has mainly focused on the consequences of obesity, there has
recently been a rise in concern about the adverse effects of meat and other animal products. The
consumption of beef and pork increases the risk of intestinal cancer, and there is some evidence that
reducing the consumption of fatty meat may lower the risk of coronary heart disease which has led to
the revision of dietary recommendations from public health institutions (Stehfest et al., 2009).
Unhealthy food consumption causes 5.1 million deaths per year, often due to an overconsumption of
animal-based protein (Nutrition facts, n.d.). So not only does plant-based food cause less damage to
the environment, but it could also be healthier. The double pyramid in Figure 3 shows the relationship
between the health and environmental impact of food. On the one hand, meat and dairy products are
the lowest categories in terms of recommended consumption. On the other hand, those same
categories have the highest environmental footprint. Besides, the upper five categories in terms of
impact are all animal-based products.
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Figure 3: Double Pyramid Model. (BCFN, 2021)

Additionally, various studies have concluded that eating out in restaurants is positively associated with
high energy and fat intake, due to sugar, fat, and salt use. On top of that, these scholars have found a
positive relationship between eating out and a low intake of micronutrients, such as vitamin C and
calcium (Saiki, Shimpo, Akamatsu & Komatsu, 2020). All in all, there is some room for growth in terms
of health in the gastronomy sector, and consuming less animal protein could contribute to this.
Food security. Over 30% extra protein sources need to be produced in 2050 to feed the growing
population of 10 billion people (Boland et al., 2013; Ranganathan et al., 2016) to prevent hunger, now
and in the future. In total, 202 million tons of protein are available yearly for human consumption at
this moment. Yet only 175 tons are needed to feed the current world population their average 50
grams of protein per person per day (Ranganathan et al., 2016). However, protein consumption is not
equally distributed over the world. The average protein intake in the European Union is 150 grams per
person per day, so three times higher than the required food intake. Almost two-thirds of this
European intake is animal-based protein, coming from MFDE - meat, fish, dairy, and eggs (de Boer &
Aiking, 2019). At this moment Europeans eat around 60-70% animal-based protein, where it should be
the reverse (70% plant-based and only 30% animal-based protein) (de Boer & Aiking, 2019). Due to the
over-consumption of animal protein in the West, the less fortunate inhabitants of the developing world
suffer from malnutrition and a protein deficit in their diets. Making a transition towards plant-based
protein would therefore increase food security globally (Henchion, Hayes, Mullen, Fenelon & Tiwari
2017; Lorenz & Langen, 2017; Westhoek et al., 2014; van Zanten et al.).
Animal welfare. Switching from animal to plant-based protein can also be for ethical reasons. Lots of
harm is done to animals in industrialized agriculture, where mostly cows, pigs, and chickens are forced
to grow as fast as possible, to produce meat, milk, or eggs. This way, animals are seen as commodities,
the human factor is taken out (Gössling, Garrod, Aall, Hille & Peeters, 2010; Westhoek et al., 2014).
Farmers are trapped into a system where their business needs to grow all the time, this is called the
financialization of agriculture. To earn some income, everything at the farm must be as efficient as
possible, leading to scale enlargement which decreases animal welfare a lot (Gertel & Sippel, 2016;
Oliveira & Schneider, 2016). In fact, because of industrialization and massive increases in scale on
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farms, farmers have long ceased to be independent. They need to keep increasing their production as
long as there are debts. Farmers are a piece in a very large chain, tied up by loans at the bank, and
sandwiched by contracts between producers of cattle feed and multinationals that trade their products
(Gertel & Sippel, 2016; Oliveira & Schneider, 2016). Consequently, animals live unnatural short lives to
maximize profit, and they undergo horrible conditions in slaughterhouses. A growing number of
consumers do not want to contribute to this industry and consciously decide to stop eating animal
products (Westhoek et al., 2014). More than a billion people worldwide choose to adopt a vegetarian
or vegan lifestyle. More specifically, in the Netherlands, more and more people see themselves as
vegetarian, vegan, or flexitarian. In 2015 this group consisted of 8,6% of the consumers, while in 2019
this number grew to 12,6%. The number of people that call themselves a typical meat-eater decreased
from 71% (2015) to 61% (2019) (Onwezen, Kunz, Dagevos & Verain, 2020). However, the total meat
intake per person in the Netherlands increased both in 2018 and 2019. The average meat intake per
person is 77,8kg per year (carcass weight), this has increased by more than half a kilo compared to
2018 (Dagevos, Verhoog, van Horne & Hoste, 2020). Figure 4 below shows the average yearly meat
consumption of 39kg per person in 2019. It can be concluded that fewer people are eating meat, but
the average intake per person is still increasing. According to the Boston Consultancy Group, Peak
Meat will be reached in 2025 (Morach et al., 2021). Peak Meat is the year in which meat consumption
reaches its maximum in Europe and the United States, after this the meat consumption will decrease.
The expectation is that 22% of all protein consumption will be plant-based in 2035, due to the fast
growth of plant-based alternatives to animal products (Morach et al., 2021). Consumers will be more
and more convinced it is better to decrease their meat intake due to the climate crisis. The quality of
these plant-based alternatives will have become better, and it will be more affordable (Boland et al.,
2013).

Figure 4: Average meat consumption per person in the Netherlands in 2019. (Dagevos et al., 2020)

The gastronomy sector plays a significant role in this average increase in meat consumption. The
portions of meat are still increasing in restaurants (Reinders et al., 2017). So, the food sector is
polarizing because both the number of people that adopt a vegan diet and the meat intake per person
is increasing. Restaurants do not adequately address and utilize this trend of upcoming veganism,
despite the highly competitive market of the restaurant industry (Perlik, 2010; Shani & DiPietro, 2007;
Tommasetti et al., 2018). Especially when consumers eat out, they choose meat or fish dishes.
Flexitarians, who eat a prefabricated vegan burger regularly at home, do however choose a meat dish
when they are eating in a restaurant, often to treat themselves (Biermann & Rau, 2020; Dagevos et al.,
2020). Bacon and Krpan (2018) explain this phenomenon as moral licensing: frequent vegetarian eaters
have already engaged in the morally superior food choice on numerous occasions at home and
therefore select meat or fish instead in a restaurant setting, as a delicacy. Anneke Ammerlaan, a trend
watcher, and food expert, also said in the Dutch newspaper de Volkskrant: “people at home do not
7

know how to prepare a steak, and chefs in a restaurant do not know how to cook with vegetables as
an alternative” (Smit, 2021, par. 5). The meat paradox also plays a role here. According to Onwezen
and van der Weele (2016), consumers know that meat is unsustainable, unhealthy, and bad in terms
of animal welfare, however, it is also very tasty and delicious which makes it harder for consumers to
choose a vegetarian or vegan dish.
There are some positive trends, such as meatless Monday, that create some room for optimism
(Buzalka, 2009; Yee, 2004). However, these trends are merely based on personal impressions of
restaurant practitioners rather than reliable empirical-based knowledge (Rivera & Shani, 2013). There
has been hardly any research done about vegetarianism/veganism in the context of the foodservice
industry, therefore the attitudes and perceptions of the decision-makers in this industry about this
topic are unknown. It is still unclear whether the chefs and owners of restaurants have the capabilities
and knowledge to serve vegans/vegetarians a decent meal (Rivera & Shani, 2013). Rivera and Shani
(2013) identified the need to talk more to key decision-makers in the restaurant industry about
vegetarian/vegan food. The food service industry has been slow in grasping the rise in the demand for
plant-based items, although the Restaurant Hospitality magazine has recently mentioned the growing
appeal of meatless dishes as one of the most important trends, which chefs cannot ignore (Rowe,
2010). However, in many restaurants, it is still difficult to find few, if any, adequate vegan items on the
menu. The common perception of vegan or vegetarian food is that it is laborious, dull, uninspiring, and
more work needs to be put into the preparation (Rivera & Shani, 2013). This is also argued by celebrity
chef Simon Rimmer: “[vegans/vegetarians] are so much harder to cook for. Unlike meat, you can’t age
vegetables to change their flavor. It’s tough to get the right balance of flavor and texture in a vegetarian
dish” (Kühn, 2006, p. 9).
The problem now is that vegans have very limited options when it comes to the menu. Shani (2010)
illustrated the common difficulties a group of vegans faces when dining out: they have a limited and
not-creative variety of meatless options (e.g. salads and pasta); there is a lack of knowledge among
servers regarding menu items that are suitable for vegetarians/vegans; there is no indication in menus
regarding vegan items or items that can be turned into vegan items – for example, by using meat
substitutes or excluding animal ingredients; and there are cases in which traces of meat or other animal
products are discovered in what was supposed to be a vegan dish. Shani and DiPietro (2007) stressed
that as a group of people is deciding on a place to go out to eat, the vegans in the group could be the
‘veto vote’ that keeps a group of people from stopping and eating at a certain restaurant. In other
words, if some of the people in the car do not feel that there is enough variety on the menu or if there
are not enough plant-based entrees, the vegans in the car may decide to go someplace else to eat.
Chefs might worry there is not enough demand for plant-based dishes. However, research shows there
are always ways to move guests to order plant-based options. The menu can influence this by the way
a dish is presented, such as chef’s recommendation’ (Bacon & Krpan, 2018; Bowen & Morris, 1995).
Active familiarization and positive image development might gradually help by, for instance, keeping
bean, tofu, and other soy-based dishes systematically on the menus of school, workplace canteens,
lunch cafeterias, and bistros. In these contexts, seeing peers eat plant protein-based meals might
familiarize these meals among those who are reluctant to eat vegetable dishes (Jallinoja, Niva &
Latvala, 2016). This shows how important it can be for a restaurant to include decent vegetarian/vegan
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options on its menu. By designing their menu in a certain way, chefs can stimulate sustainable choices
(Bowen & Morris, 1995). The owner of a restaurant does not want to lose guests over it, in the highly
competitive restaurant market (Rivera & Shani, 2013). Moreover, the famous French chef Blanc argues
that chefs have a duty to adapt and respond to new needs and guests’ rising expectations such as
vegetarianism (Blanc, 2010).

1.4 Knowledge gap
Some scholars argue that the gastronomy sector can serve as an example of how people can change
their diet (Batat, 2020; Higgins-Desbiolles & Wijesinghe, 2019); using food to unite and empower
people; educating their stakeholders about environmental and community impacts of sustainability
practices; and modeling alternatives that in some cases address critical questions of how they should
live. According to Jacobs and Klosse (2016), there is scarcely any academic literature on the
sustainability of food served in restaurants, hence they developed a research agenda on this topic.
They have determined three bodies of research that need to be investigated: It incorporates ‘supply’
embodied by the restaurant owner or chef, the ‘demand’ embodied by the guest, and, logically linking
them together, the ‘product’: the menu. These elements together determine the outcome of the
process of transition towards more sustainable restaurants. Both the second (Clemes, Gan &
Sriwongrat, 2013; DiPietro et al., 2013; Kim, Lee & Fairhurst, 2017; Kwok & Huang, 2019; Kwok, Huang
& Hu, 2016; Lu & Chi, 2017; Lu & Gursoy, 2017; Myung, McClaren & Li, 2012; Sharma, Moon &
Strohbehn, 2014) and the third field (Bacon & Krpan, 2018; Baldwin et al., 2011; Dayan & Bar-Hillel,
2011; Feldman, Mahadevan, Su, Brusca, & Ruzsilla, 2011; Visschers & Siegrist, 2015; Wansink, 2015;
Wansink, Painter & Van Ittersum, 2001) are already researched to some extent. For example, Kim et
al. (2017) reviewed the ‘green’ literature in hospitality management by analyzing 146 relevant
scientific articles published in the major eight hospitality and tourism journals from 2010 to 2014; they
observed a sharp increase in the number of consumer-focused articles since 2011. Few studies,
however, have examined different stakeholders’ perceptions of various green attributes of a
restaurant simultaneously.
Therefore, this study focuses on the first body of research, the supply side of the restaurant. If a
sustainable outcome is to be achieved, the following conditions must be met: the chef must be willing
and able to take part in the protein transition. In other words: the chef must be motivated to - and
capable of producing plant-based dishes. This way chefs influence the impact of the restaurant industry
on the environment. To research how restaurants can be of influence on changing people’s diet, the
decisions of the chef are the starting point. They often decide what is put on the menu (Jones & Mifll,
2001) and which products are needed to produce those dishes. The menu, therefore, determines the
food procurement, storage, preparation, cooking techniques, and service. These operations together
affect whether a restaurant can be seen as sustainable (Baldwin et al., 2011; EPA, 2009a, b). For
example, almost 10% of the food purchased at a food service operation is wasted before it reaches the
customer (LeanPath, 2008) and diners leave about 17% of their meals uneaten (Bloom, 2010). The
decisions of the chef consequently influence operations which harm the state of the climate. Chefs can
improve this by better forecasting, reducing trim waste, better portioning, improved ordering
practices, and specification optimization (Gössling et al. 2010; Green Seal, 2008). The menu is the
consequence of what, how, and why the chef decides to cook. Chefs can include more plant-based
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dishes on their menu, to create healthier menus and decrease the environmental footprint of their
menu. According to the National Restaurant Association (NRA) survey of professional chefs, some of
the hottest trends were sourcing locally and sustainability (NRA, 2011a, 2011b, 2013, 2014), so it can
be assumed chefs are motivated to serve more sustainable food. This research focuses on chefs who
have an influence on or are responsible for creating the menu of the restaurant they are working at.
More specifically, only chefs who are already taking part in the protein transition (fully or to some
extent) are included in this research.

1.5 The problem statement & research questions
All in all, little research has been done on sustainability in restaurants (Jacobs & Klosse 2016; Kim et al.
2017; Kwok & Huang, 2019; Myung et al. 2012;). Myung et al. (2012) recommend future research to
focus on other stakeholders than customers within the sustainable restaurant research. Different
stakeholders can be owners, managers, suppliers, or chefs. Kwok and Huang (2019) followed the
recommendation of Myung et al. (2012) and studied whether owners, managers and customers think
alike about the green attributes in the restaurant industry. Batat (2020) continued this line of thought
and argued that previous research has been conducted from three main perspectives: consumers,
managers, and employees, without any focus on the role of chefs in promoting sustainable practices
in their restaurants. Only a few studies where the voice of the chef was heard could be found in the
scientific literature (Balazs, 2001, 2002; Batat, 2020; Condrasky, Ledikwe, Flood & Rolls, 2007; Demirkol
& Cifci 2020; Obbagy, Condrasky, Roe, Sharp & Rolls, 2011; Robinson & Beesley, 2010). Batat (2020)
only talked to Michelin-starred chefs, to find out more about their sustainable practices, and Demirkol
and Cifci (2020) researched celebrity chefs. These are two very specific groups of chefs and are not
representative of the gastronomy sector because only the elite can have dinner in these kinds of
restaurants due to the prices that are charged. The perspective of the chef in casual restaurants,
without a Michelin-star, is not yet heard, while these chefs can serve as an example to a wider range
of customers.
Therefore, this study fills the knowledge gap identified by Jacobs and Klosse (2016). Moreover, this
research adds to the study of Rivera and Shani (2013), who identified the need to talk more to key
decision-makers in the restaurant industry about vegetarian/vegan food. This study wants to build
onto this group of scholars, by focusing on the protein transition from the perspective of the chef.
Motivations, opportunities, abilities, and obstacles of the chef to prepare vegan food are identified
since the protein transition could lower the environmental impact of the gastronomy sector. The aim
of this research is to discover to what extent the pioneers of the Dutch vegan gastronomy sector take
part in the protein transition and what drives these chefs to take part. The problem statement and aim
of this research lead to the following research question:
How and why are Dutch chefs taking part in the protein transition? What are their motivations,
opportunities, abilities, and obstacles?
To answer this research question, several sub-research questions need to be answered:
1. How and to what extent do chefs take part in the protein transition?
2. Why are chefs motivated, both intrinsically and extrinsically, to take part in the protein transition?
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3. What are the opportunities for chefs to take part in the protein transition?
4. What are the abilities of chefs to take part in the protein transition?
5. What are the obstacles that chefs have already overcome in the past and need to overcome in the
future to take part in the protein transition?

This report is organized in a way that first the theoretical framework is discussed, which includes the
conceptual framework and defines some important concepts. The report continues with the
methodology, which elaborates on the research design, the research methods and analysis, societal
and scientific relevance, and ethical considerations. Thereafter, the analytical chapters follow, where
each chapter answers a sub-research question. The discussion, conclusions, and reflections are the
final chapters of this report, where the strengths and limitations and the implications for future research
are also presented.
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2. Theory
This chapter explains the lens through which this research looks at the perspective of the chef on the
protein transition. To understand what drives these chefs to take part, the definitions of sustainability,
restaurants, plant-based, and gastronomy should be discussed first. Subsequently, the conceptual
framework is discussed, to clarify how the different concepts and theories are related to each other
and outline the models used in this research.

2.1 Definitions
Concepts such as sustainability and gastronomy are widely used and discussed, and everyone has some
idea of what they mean and how to use them. However, it is important to make clear which exact
definitions are used in this research, to avoid confusion or misinterpretation. Therefore, the following
section contains the most important definitions for the concepts used in this research.
•

The most often used definition for sustainability is one which was proposed in the report of
the United Nations World Commission on Environment and Development, better known as
the Brundtland Report. In this report, sustainable development is defined as development that
meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs (WCED, 1987, p. 43). Therefore, this definition is used to define sustainability.

•

When looking at the definition of restaurants, a distinction can be made between independent
restaurants and chains. Harris, DiPietro, Murphy, and Rivera (2014, p. 59) stated: “An
independent restaurant is one that is unique in its look and menu. An individual or company
can own multiple locations of an independent restaurant, but they will be small and may have
unique characteristics that make them independent”. Camillo, Connolly, and Kim (2008, p. 365)
noted that: restaurant chains tend to have greater resources (e.g., funding, regional and
corporate support staff, training programs, and standards), more formalized processes, and
greater discipline in evaluating and selecting locations, not to mention an established brand
name and loyal customer following. The definition of Harris et al. (2014) is used throughout
this research to describe restaurants because chains are less independent and have therefore
other motivations, abilities, and obstacles.

•

Gastronomy means the art and knowledge involved in preparing and eating good food
(“gastronomy”, 2013). It refers to the set of rules that define this art of cooking and eating.
These rules differ across countries and social systems (Batat & De Kerviler, 2019). Gastronomy
encompasses not only the art of preparing dishes with fresh and healthy products but also the
art of eating dishes. Creativity and the ability to create new recipes and select ingredients
carefully also come into play in gastronomy (Batat & De Kerviler, 2019). Sometimes synonyms
are used such as hospitality sector or restaurants sector, but this research applies the
gastronomy sector as the correct terminology.

•

Vegetarianism is often depicted as a dietary pattern that is characterized by the consumption
of plant food and the avoidance of some or all animal products (Perry, McGuire, NeumarkSztainer & Story, 2001, p. 406). Vegetarian food is on the rise resulting in an unprecedented
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demand for meatless options (Greenway, 2010; Lanou, 2007). It consists of a wide variety of
forms and types, distinguished below in Table 2 by Riviera and Shani (2013).
Types of vegetarians
Definition
Occasional vegetarians (flexitarians)

Semi-vegetarians
Pesco-vegetarians (pescatarians)

For the most part, eat animal-based products,
yet choose to balance their diet by increasing
their consumption of vegetarian products
and/or embracing a vegetarian diet for limited
periods of
time
Consume animal-based foods, excluding red
meat (beef and lamb)
Avoid eating meat and poultry, but consume fish
and other animal-based foods

Lacto-ovo vegetarians

Avoid eating meat, poultry, and fish, but
consume other animal-based foods including
dairy and egg products

Lacto-vegetarians (lactarians)

Similar to the lacto-ovo type, except do not
consume egg products

Ovo-vegetarians (eggtarians)

Similar to the lacto-ovo type, except do not
consume dairy products
Avoid the consumption of all foods and
ingredients of animal origin, usually including
honey and other insect products, as well

Vegans

Raw vegans

Fruitarians

Veganism that embraces ‘raw foodism’, i.e.,
eating only uncooked and unprocessed plantbased foods
Consume only fruits, nuts, and seeds, and avoid
any animal-based foods, vegetables, and grains

Table 2: Classification of vegetarians based on their dietary habits, Rivera & Shani (2013, p. 1051)

This research uses vegan as the type of vegetarianism because no animal protein is consumed this way,
therefore, this definition is most applicable for this research. Another way to describe this type of diet
is to use the term plant-based diet. Some academics argue there is a difference between these two
diets. This difference between a plant-based diet and a vegan diet is minimal, however vegan concerns
a whole lifestyle, where leather and cosmetic products tested on animals are also avoided, while plantbased only concerns food consumption (Panoff, 2020). As this study only examines food consumption,
the terms vegan and plant-based are used interchangeably. Meat, fish, dairy, and eggs are the most
prominent animal protein sources consumed by humans, so this research uses the abbreviation MFDE
(meat, fish, dairy, eggs) for this category of products. Other animal products such as honey and gelatin
are less relevant for this research because they contain hardly any protein (Johnson, 2018).
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2.2 Conceptual framework
Different theoretical models and theories are explained in the conceptual framework. Three
theoretical models are following out of the problem statement and research question:
1. the Motivation, Opportunity, Ability (MOA) model
2. the Diets, Dishes, Dish Ingredients (DDDI) Framework
3. the Five Pillars of Sustainability
The combination of these models leads to the following research paradigm, shown in Figure 5.

Motivation

Opportunity

ts
Die
Dishes

Ingr

edie
nts

Obstacle
Ability

Figure 5: the Research Paradigm

The MOA model is shown on the left side of the paradigm. The motivations, opportunities, abilities,
and obstacles of chefs determine whether they are willing to take part in the protein transition (where
animal protein is replaced by plant protein). Moreover, this research distinguishes the Level of
transition of the protein transition on the right side, which is either at the Level of Diets, the Levels of
Dishes, or the Level of Dish Ingredients. This level determines the amount of effort a chef must put in
to make the transition, hence the gradation from low (-) to high (+). Finally, the pillar Plate delineates
this conceptual framework because the protein transition takes place on the plates of the restaurant.
All models are explained in the following paragraphs individually and how they relate to the research
and intertwine with the other two models.

MOA model
The first theoretical model that is discussed is the MOA model. This model is originally designed by
MacInnis, Moorman, and Jaworski (1991). MOA stands for Motivation, Opportunity, and Ability. These
three concepts together explore what drives a certain behavior. It is useful in this research because it
allows an open exploration of the driving factors of creating a sustainable gastronomic experience for
chefs. Besides, Jacobs and Klosse (2016) recommended the use of this model in their established
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research agenda about the supply side of a sustainable dining process. This research adds a fourth
concept: obstacles, to incorporate the negative external circumstances as well, as it can influence
and/or obstruct the behavior and decision making (Li, Zhang, Xia, Song, Bode, 2019; Mai et al., 2011).
Motivation
Motivation refers to the reason why people behave in a certain way because they believe that this
behavior is in their best interest. It includes the needs and wants of a person that influences their
behavior. Personal beliefs and social influences are examples of factors that are included within the
motivation part of the MOA model. It is an incentive for certain practices (Jacobs & Klosse, 2016). A
distinction must be made between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation for this research, to further specify
what are the driving factors of a chef to take part in the protein transition. Extrinsic motivation
concerns people’s motivation to perform a behavior or engage in an activity because they want to earn
a reward or avoid punishment. People engage in behavior not because they enjoy it or because they
find it satisfying, but because they expect to get something in return or avoid something unpleasant.
Intrinsic motivation concerns engaging in a behavior because people find it rewarding. They are
performing an activity for its own sake or because it is in line with their beliefs rather than from the
desire for some external reward. The behavior or practice itself is its reward (Lee, Reeve, Xue & Xiong,
2012). The motivation component in the MOA model is a simplified version of the theory of reasoned
action by Azjen and Fishbein (Jackson, 2005). This model assumes that choices are rational and based
on reasoning. Making a menu is a conscious choice based on the deliberation and weighing of costs
and benefits, creativity, style, knowledge, and wish of the guest, however, it is also related to
subjective norms and values of the chef. Al-Swidi Huque, Shafeez, and Shariff (2013) conclude that the
theory of planned behavior, which assumes rational choice, is moderated by subjective norms
(perceived social influence/pressure). These norms and values can have a significant influence on
intention and motivation because it refers to the belief whether most people approve or disapprove
of the behavior. It relates to a person's beliefs about what peers and people of importance to the
person think about how that person should engage in the behavior. In this case: What makes a menu
stand out? What makes a chef skillful and good and what do others expect from a good chef?
Therefore, it is important to not only investigate the deliberate side of motivation and choice but also
the underlying feelings and values of the chef. Hence, this perception of the chef is considered as well.
Opportunity
Opportunity means an occasion or set of circumstances that make it possible to do something (Jacobs
& Klosse, 2016). Chances and possibilities are also terms used in this research to describe this. Often
there are external factors that play a role in creating an opportunity (Jackson, 2005). The quality of the
supplier, economies of scale, or growing customer demand, are examples of opportunities in the food
industry (Martinez et al., 2010).
Ability
Ability means the skills or physical/mental power needed to do something and refers to personal
capabilities. It is based on cognitive, emotional, financial, physical, or social resources (Jacobs & Klosse,
2016). An example is the chef’s ability to finish all dishes of the order at the same time. Cramer, Jacobs,
and Jonker (2005) use the concept of ability to implement. In this context knowledge, skills and
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techniques are appropriate terms to use. A knowledge deficit, a key feature of small to medium-sized
businesses, is a factor restricting the ability to produce sustainably (Jacobs & Klosse, 2016).
Obstacles
Obstacle refers to the hurdles or constraints that people are facing right now or have faced in the past.
This research adds to this MOA model through the inclusion of the obstacles. This makes sure external
circumstances are also considered, which can influence why a person made a certain choice or acts in
a certain way (Li, Zhang, Xia, Song, Bode, 2019; Mai et al., 2011). Moreover, it shows what these chefs
are willing to do to get there. Sometimes something happens that is outside someone’s power and
people need to react to it. Food safety legislation is an example of a factor restricting the use of
sustainable products that chefs need to deal with (Epstein, 2018). There is a lack of opportunity when
individuals, despite being motivated, cannot behave in the desired way because there are external
obstacles or constraints (Jacobs & Klosse, 2016). Hence, obstacles can be seen as the opposite of
opportunities because it obstructs certain behavior. Thus, to make sure the explanation behind the
behavior of the chefs is fully captured, obstacles are added to the MOA model.

DDDI Framework
The second model that is used in this research is the DDDI framework, adopted from de Boer and
Aiking (2019). This framework is often used in the context of dietary change. According to these
scholars, dietary change can take place on three levels. Each level determines the effort required to
make the change. The level of change that requires the highest effort is the Level of Diets and the level
which requires the lowest effort is the Level of Dish Ingredients. In between is in the Level of Dishes.
In this context, the dietary change is the protein transition. This transition can either take place by
replacing one ingredient for another or a whole new dish can be created (Goode, 1989). So, this model
is used as a range, on how and to what extent chefs take part in the transition towards using plantbased protein. Did the chef change one animal-based ingredient to a plant-based alternative or is the
full menu transformed to plant-based dishes at once? The Levels are defined as follows:
•

Level of Diets: patterns of food items eaten by one or more individuals over a period of time;
the menu of the restaurant

•

Level of Dishes: food items on a plate eaten in combination with each other; the dishes on the
menu
• Level of Dish Ingredients: food items eaten as separate entities; the ingredients of a dish
A chef can also be situated in between levels or switch between two. Thus, the three levels relate to
each other. Sometimes chefs want to compensate for menu imbalances, which places them at the
Level of Diets, while they also pair food that goes well together from a flavor standpoint (Level of
Dishes). Restoring a healthy and sustainable balance in protein consumption will involve food changes
at more than one level according to De Boer and Aiking (2019). Therefore, it is important to look at all
three Levels when researching this dietary change. In the context of this research, the Level of Diets
looks at the full menu, while the Level of Dishes looks at different items on the menu and the Level of
Dish Ingredients looks at the components of each dish.
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De Boer and Aiking (2019) also identify a fourth level: the Level of Bites. This level is not included in
this research, because chefs are the subjects of this research, and the Level of Bites is focused on the
end-user. Talking to the guests of the restaurant (the end-user in this case) exceeds the scope of this
research, hence, only the first three levels of this framework are considered.
Therefore, this three-level framework provides a range to which extent chefs take part in the protein
transition. Moreover, each level has features that may provide opportunities but also barriers for a
shift into a healthy and sustainable direction. These features include the availability and social
importance of food, capabilities (including cooking skills and money management), preferences and/or
beliefs, and actual taste experiences and associations (de Boer & Aiking, 2019). This research uses the
MOA model, to look at these features of each level in more detail, which intertwines the first two
models.
Pillars of sustainability
The third model is the Pillars of Sustainability. According to a study by Batat (2020), five important
pillars influence the sustainability of the gastronomy sector. So, this model is used to pinpoint the
sustainable practices of the gastronomy sector and this research considers these five pillars as the
boundary of the Research Paradigm. These pillars include Pleasure, Plate, Place, Planet, and People.
The pillar Plate is the most important for this research because this is where the protein transition
takes place, therefore Plate delineates the conceptual framework in Figure 2.1. The other two models
are taking place within the Pillar Plate. However, the other four pillars are taken into consideration as
well, to put the practices of the chefs into a wider perspective of sustainability. Besides, pillars
influence each other so it is not possible to look at one pillar on its own. Batat (2020) based these five
pillars on the triple bottom line theory (TBL), where People, Planet, and Profit (3Ps) are the driving
factors for sustainability (Sheth, Sethia & Srinivas, 2011). Batat (2020) modified these 3Ps into a
framework of five pillars of sustainability because these pillars are more representative of the
gastronomy sector. Batat explains the sustainable practices of this industry as follows (2020, p. 6):
Chefs define sustainable food experiences as experiential offerings that focus on satisfying the tangibles
(functional) and intangible (emotional, social, symbolic) needs of customers by proposing healthy,
creative, sensory, and pleasurable dishes within distinctive places that involve exceptional services
while promoting ethical practices towards the environment and the community.
This description leads to five pillars that contribute to sustainable practices. The first pillar is Pleasure:
satisfying the needs of customers. It is argued that if guests/chefs experience more pleasure in food,
they are more willing to try out new (sustainable) dishes, food socialization plays a big role here. The
second pillar is Plate: proposing healthy, creative, sensory, and pleasurable dishes. This entails the
cooking techniques and cuisine of the chefs. Different aspects of the plate could increase the
sustainability of the restaurant, for example reducing portion size, using organic ingredients, or
creating meat-free menus. The third pillar is Place: distinctive places that involve exceptional service.
It is about the restaurant experience itself. A chef could create eco-friendly interior designs by using
recycled materials for the furniture and use environmentally friendly cleaning products for example.
The fourth pillar is Planet: promoting ethical practices towards the environment. This could be done by
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taking responsibility and lowering the environmental impact. For example: by respecting seasonality,
using solar energy, or recycling. The last pillar is People: promoting ethical practices towards the
community. This is focused on creating a positive effect on the people around the restaurant, e.g.,
buying products from local producers and hiring staff with a distance to the job market.
By adding Pleasure, Place, and Plate to the TBL, Batat (2020) innovated the field. It is unique and not
previously addressed in scientific literature. This research builds onto this, by focusing on the
perception of the chef and practices. The second pillar Plate is the main pillar to focus on because this
is where the protein transition takes place, this is therefore the only pillar shown in the conceptual
framework. Nevertheless, it must be pointed out that the other pillars can have an influence on this
transition and are therefore considered as well. For example, chefs want to please their guests with
pleasurable plant-based dishes (Pleasure influencing Plate), or these plant-based dishes are created to
promote ethical practices to the environment (Planet influencing Plate). To create these plant-based
meals and take part in the transition, chefs can focus on a different part of the plate or menu, and that
links this pillar Plate to the DDDI Framework; to distinguish the level of transition.
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3. Methodology
A qualitative research design suits this research, where chefs working in Dutch restaurants are the
research subject. A qualitative research strategy is based on the idea that reality is a social construct,
whereby researchers try to make sense of the meaning that others give to their situation. By using a
qualitative strategy, researchers try to understand the meaning of human behavior and attitude
towards something (Bryman, 2008). A qualitative approach provides more in-depth information by
discussing the underlying motivations, meanings, experiences, and certain behaviors. It creates room
for the opinion of the respondents and so enables a better in-depth understanding of their perception
(Bryman, 2008). Qualitative methodologies suit to research the how’s and why’s of what people do
and in the context of (food) practices. Therefore, this research uses qualitative research methods to
explore how and why the respondents are engaged in sustainable food practices (Sargant, 2014).
Moreover, this research is exploratory because this topic has not been thoroughly studied in the past.
This study provides a better understanding of the existing problem but does not grant conclusive
results. The sample is too small to generate significant findings. The goal is to understand what drives
these chefs to take part in the protein transition, so questions such as why, what, and how are
important to answer the research questions. Afterward, the issues identified could be used for further
research, to generate more conclusive results.
This chapter starts with the methods and study design of this research. It discusses the participant
selection, the research method of semi-structured in-depth interviews, the research area, and the
analysis in more detail. This chapter closes off with the societal and scientific relevance of this research
and the ethical issues to consider.

3.1 Participant selection
This study uses non-probability sampling as a sampling method because it is considered suitable for
labor-intensive, in-depth studies of a few cases (Bernard, 2018). For this study only chefs who already
take part in the protein transition, the pioneers, are suitable. Besides, this study selects the specific
participants with the use of quota sampling. This sampling method is useful, because participant
selection is based on their characteristics and whether they fit certain criteria that can help with data
accumulation (Bernard, 2018). Following these criteria, only relevant chefs are included; chefs that are
already taking part in the protein transition (fully or to a certain extent). Chefs who are not at all taking
part in the protein transition are not included, because they can only identify obstacles why they do
not participate. Interviewing pioneers in this area has a priority because other chefs can be inspired by
these findings. Future research can consider chefs who are not yet taking part in the protein transition,
to dive into this topic more thoroughly and compare the two research subjects.
The participant selection and data collection started with putting together a list of all potential vegan
(friendly) restaurants in the Netherlands, which complied with the following criteria:
•
•

The chef should work at an independent restaurant, not tied in a franchise or restaurant chain
construction.
The menu of the restaurant should contain at least two plant-based lunch or dinner items. This
way the guest has a choice in what plant-based dish to eat. Having at least two dishes shows
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•

that a chef is actively promoting the protein transition and/or is willing to continue to grow
this way. Having a menu with at least two plant-based dishes is also the requirement to be a
‘vegan-friendly’ restaurant according to the platform Happy Cow1 (2021).
All participating restaurants must be situated in the Netherlands. Because of the COVID-19
pandemic, the risk of closing borders is minimized this way. Within the Netherlands, there is
an uneven distribution of 100% vegan restaurants (n=159). Over 60% of all plant-based
restaurants are situated in the four bigger cities: Rotterdam, The Hague, Utrecht, and
Amsterdam. More specifically, around 40% of these restaurants, are situated in the capital
city: Amsterdam (Happy Cow, 2021). The specific distribution of vegan restaurants in the
Netherlands is shown in Figure 6, where every Dutch city that has a vegan restaurant is named
on the X-axes.

Figure 6: Distribution of vegan restaurants in the Netherlands, Happy Cow (2021)

The list of potential restaurants consisted mainly of restaurants mentioned on the platform Happy
Cow, together with the winners of the Gaia Green Award (Greenleisure.nl, 2018) and nominees for
best vegan restaurants in the Netherlands (Vegan Awards, 2021). This resulted in a list of 107
restaurants. Afterward, the websites of all 107 restaurants were searched to check the criteria more
precisely. After this selection, 75 restaurants were left on the list, the others were either tied to a chain
or permanently closed. These 75 restaurants were contacted by phone to check the other criteria as
well:
•
•

The chef should be able to speak Dutch or English, so the researcher can interpret the answers
given during the interview and no translator is needed.
The chef needs to be responsible for the menu, they should be the owner of the restaurant or
should be able to decide what dishes are put on the menu.

Frequently the researcher needed to contact the chef directly, to ask whether they were willing to
participate in the research. Around half of the chefs did not respond to these emails or calls, also not
after sending several reminders. In total 27 chefs did not want to take part in this research, either
1

Happy Cow is an online platform to discover vegan and vegetarian (friendly) restaurants all over the world.
https://www.happycow.net/about-us
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because they were too busy or because they were not interested. During this time there was a big
shortage of staff in the whole industry (UWV, 2021). Besides, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the
restaurants had limited opening hours, which created lots of stress within the industry. Fortunately,
sixteen chefs responded positively, and the interviews were scheduled. Three interviews took place
online, through using Microsoft Teams, due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Microsoft Teams is a suitable
medium because it is easily accessible, and privacy is assured. However, a face-to-face interview,
combined with a visit, was preferred in this research. Each interview took approximately one hour, and
all interviews were in Dutch, except for one, which was held in English. All interviewees permitted the
researcher to record the interview and signed the Confidentiality Agreement (Appendix I). A schematic
overview of the participant selection is provided in Figure 7.
3 online
interviews
16 positive
responses
13 in person visits

107 potential
restaurants

75 restaurant
complied with
the criteria

27 negative
responses

32 restaurant did
not comply with
the criteria

32 restaurants
did not respond

Figure 7: Schematic overview of the participant selection

Some more information about the sixteen participating chefs: Four of the chefs are women and there
are twelve men. This division is more equal compared to the rest of the industry where around 10% of
all chefs are female (Reuten, 2020). The chefs come from a variety of backgrounds, five of them have
attended culinary school and four others have attended some other form of nutritional education. The
seven other chefs gained experience or affiliation with the gastronomy sector by doing. In total twelve
out of the sixteen chefs are the owner of the restaurant
they work at. Besides, five of them describe themselves
as activists. One of the interviewees is the owner of the
1 Leeuwarden
restaurant and not the chef. However, her husband is
the chef of that restaurant, so she could easily answer
in his name. In addition, one of the chefs introduced
Haarlem 1
himself as the one who cooks, not the chef, although he
1 Almere
Amsterdam 5
was solely responsible for cooking. To avoid confusion,
Utrecht 1
1 Arnhem
the term chef is used anyway throughout this research
2 Nijmegen
to describe these two interviewees. Figure 8 provides a
Dordrecht 1
geographic overview of where the sixteen restaurants
1 Eindhoven
Breda 1
are situated. Remarkably, all chefs come from a city. The
gastronomic landscape of cities is more varied,
compared to villages and towns. This distribution
1 Maastricht
mimics the distribution of vegan restaurants from
Figure 6 to some extent. The only difference is that no Figure 8: Geographical Overview. Imgur (n.d.) adapted
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participants were found from Rotterdam or Den Haag. Chefs from these cities were not interested in
participating at all, although more restaurants in these cities were contacted in total. Remarkably, the
response of chefs from smaller cities was more positive, it could be that these chefs are proud that
they are the only one in the area who offers vegan food. Therefore, they like to promote themselves
by collaborating in this research. An explanation could be that the restaurants in the bigger cities do
not feel that special, due to competition, and therefore do not feel like sharing their story.

3.2 Semi-structured in-depth interviews
This study adopts semi-structured interviews to explore the perception of the chef on the protein
transition. Motivations, opportunities, abilities, and obstacles regarding plant-based food are
identified, to answer the research questions. This type of research requires such a research method
because it allows the interviewer to follow up on the leads of the interviewee, while at the same time
sticking to the structure of the interview guide (Bernard, 2018). This guide states the key concepts and
questions, as they should certainly be discussed, but there is some room for interpretation and followup questions. Besides, this is a useful method as it allows the chefs to give their own opinion on the
topics that are important for the research, without being influenced too much by the researcher. The
interview guide is inspired by the questions suggested by Batat (2020) and De Chabert-Rios and Deale
(2018), who have done qualitative research in this industry as well. Appendix II contains the full
Interview Guide. The interviews started with more general questions about the chef and the menu of
the restaurant. Afterward more in-depth questions followed about the motivations, abilities,
opportunities, and obstacles for the chef to take part in the protein transition. The interviews closed
off with room for follow-up questions or clarifications. Each interview was recorded and transcribed
according to the intelligent verbatim method. This allowed the transcript to stay as close to the opinion
of the participants as possible while maintaining a readable text. A pilot interview took place
beforehand, to test the interview guide. This interview was transcribed immediately, to analyze
whether the questions asked, provide the information needed. Afterward, the interview guide was
adjusted adequately.

3.3 Data analysis
The data analysis did not start until all sixteen transcriptions were completed, to maintain validity and
rigor (Crawford, 2013). The analysis of data was done with the method of qualitative content analysis.
The transcripts were uploaded to Atlas.ti, an online coding program that can be used for this type of
analysis. This analytical method has proven to be suitable for this industry according to Batat (2020, p.
6): “The qualitative content analysis allowed us to reveal tacit dimensions of sustainability in the luxury
gastronomy context by focusing on contextual meanings through the definition of emergent themes
that are derived from the data set.”
First, the transcripts were read by the researcher to identify tacit and explicit dimensions of the topic.
Afterward, the steps recommended by Miles and Huberman (1994) were followed: reduction of data,
recompilation, interpretation, and conclusion to manually code the data and identify themes,
categories, and codes. Besides, the method of Saldana (2008) was used to schematically present the
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data in a codes-to-theory
model. Figure 9 shows a
general version of this model
created by Saldana (2008),
where Figure 10 shows the
specific model applicable for
this research. Five categories
were created to cover the
themes from the subresearch questions and the
theories related to them.
These five categories were:
1. Motivation
2. Opportunity
3. Ability
4. Obstacles
Figure 9: A streamlined codes-to-theory model for qualitative inquiry,
5. Level of transition
Saldana (2008, p. 12)
Different codes were created
within each category, with a total of 28 codes. No subcategories were created for this research.
Codes
Animal
welfare

Extrinsic
motivation

Health
Leading by
example

Sustainability
Subjective
norms

Categories

Intrinsic
motivation

Social side
sustainability

Inspiration
source

Guests

Margins

Other
obstacles

Availability
ingredients

Image of
vegan

Replace
ingredients

Other
opportuniti
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Motivation

Proudness
Knowledge
&
Techniques

Provide
education

Food
security

Theory

Demand for
vegan

Plant
perspective

Organic

Level of
Diets

Level of
Dishes

Level of
Dish
Ingredients

MOA model

Obstacles

Sellling
‘vegan’

Meat
perspective

Ability

DDDI
Framework
Opportunity

Level of Transition

Figure 10: Codes-to-theory of this research

The code distribution can be seen in Figure 11, where the 28 codes are mentioned on the X-axes. Each
category is represented by a color, as shown in the legend of the graph. In total 521 quotations were
created during the analysis. Since only one researcher is involved in this research, all quotations were
checked a second time to make sure no important details were missed and the quotations were
adapted when needed. The quotations were analyzed afterward when a holistic iterative process
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started that consisted of moving back and forth between the coding, the literature, and the theoretical
framework to formulate an answer to the sub-questions. Quotes from the chefs were handled
anonymously, where participants are referred to as ‘Chef 1’ or ‘Chef 2’. The personal information of
the chef is only known by the researcher and is not shared with others. The full Data Management Plan
can be found in Appendix III.

Figure 11: Code distribution

3.4 Validity and Reliability
In qualitative research, reliability and validity are not the same as in quantitative research. In
quantitative research, it is about replicability and trustworthiness of the methods used in research.
Since no hard data is collected in qualitative research, it is harder to check whether the methods are
applied correctly. In this type of research, the terms credibility, transferability, dependability, and
confirmability seem therefore more applicable (Kumar, 2014).
•

The credibility, or internal validity, is established through the interpretation of the interviews.
The meaning of the response of the participant is carefully understood and analyzed. The
interviews were transcribed directly after the interview. The analysis, however, did not start
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•

•

•

after all interviews had taken place. This way, only the transcripts were used for the analysis
and not the fresh memories and observations of the researcher, to avoid interpretation of the
responses apart from the literal text. Quotations were translated after the analysis was
completed, to stay as close to the original quotes as possible.
The transferability, or external validity, is measured by how well the outcome of a study can
be expected to apply to other settings or situations with similar characteristics. It is believed
that similar results can be expected in other western European countries, where similar
restaurants are established because of cultural similarities. However, the data set is relatively
small, therefore it is also possible that other results come forward, when this research is
repeated in a different setting.
The dependability, or reliability, is guaranteed by the consistency and reliability of the research
findings and the degree to which research procedures are documented, allowing someone
outside the research to follow, audit, and critique the research process. The thesis supervisor
could critique the whole process, from start to finish. Additionally, by following the steps of
Miles and Huberman (1994), the data management process of transcribing and coding is done
in a pre-established way, to increase the consistency of the data analysis. There is only one
researcher that went through the data. Therefore, no disagreement between researchers
occurred during the coding and analyzing process.
The confirmability, or objectivity, is maintained through an active positioning of the
researcher. As the researcher is a chef herself, she is aware of her subjectivity. Extra attention
was given to the interview guide, so the researcher could easily follow up on pre-established
questions, without thinking of questions on the spot out of personal interest. Moreover, the
researcher kept a field diary where thoughts, observations, and opinions were written down.
This way, these feelings were not shared during an interview, which increased the
confirmability of the research. Besides, the field diary was used to reflect on the behavior of
the researcher, so the behavior could be adapted at the next interview when needed. After
each interview was conducted, the researcher took some time to reflect, by writing down what
she noticed about the chef, the menu, and the restaurant itself. Besides, the researcher
reflected on whether the interview went smoothly or not and why. The researcher asked
questions to herself such as How was the atmosphere during and after the interview? What
kind of chef is this? How did I behave during the interview? Was there something that was not
asked but should have been? What were my thoughts during the interview? How did this
interview make me feel?

3.5 Societal & Scientific Relevance
Societal relevance is the degree to which research contributes to and creates an understanding of
societal problems. This research provides an insight into the sustainability of the gastronomy sector,
with special attention given to the chef. The gastronomy sector has a bad reputation when it comes to
sustainability (Batat, 2020; Salzberg et al., 2019), while it could potentially be an example of how
tasteful sustainable food can be (Batat, 2020; de Boer & Aiking, 2019; Higgins-Desbiolles & Wijesinghe,
2019; Westhoek et al., 2014). Leading by example can convince guests to try out more sustainable
dishes when they cook themselves at home. Therefore, this study contributes to a wider societal
problem of unsustainable diets of consumers and unsustainable dishes in restaurants. Besides, through
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talking to them, these chefs can feel heard, which can potentially motivate them (even more) to
continue in the protein transition. These chefs can talk to their coworkers or peers in the field, which
will stimulate other chefs to take part. Hence, knowledge about the protein transition in the
gastronomy sector is spread by talking openly about it. Chefs who are not taking part yet can be
encouraged to try it out because this research provides them with an honest story. Furthermore, a
summary of the outcomes of this research is shared with the participating chefs, so they can spread
the results of this research within their network, this summary can be found in Appendix IV.
Scientific relevance is about the degree to which the research contributes to existing academic
knowledge. This study fills a knowledge gap because this topic has not been thoroughly studied in the
past. This knowledge gap was identified by Jacobs and Klosse (2016), who created a research agenda
that this study follows by focusing on the motivations, opportunities, and abilities of chefs to take part
in the protein transition. Moreover, this study adds to the study of Rivera and Shani (2013), who
identified the need to talk more to key decision-makers in the restaurant industry about
vegetarian/vegan food. Besides, this study puts the DDDI Framework of de Boer and Aiking (2019) into
practice, whereafter the strengths and weaknesses of this model can be identified. Lastly, this study is
an addition to the study of Batat (2020). This study not only looks at Michelin-starred chefs but goes
one step further by broadening the participant selection to independent restaurants. As this research
is exploratory, the sample is too small to come to conclusive results about the whole industry, but this
study can stimulate other scholars to continue in this field, by for example including chefs who are not
yet taking part in this transition.

3.6 Ethical considerations
During exploratory qualitative research, it is important to be aware of the ethical issues at stake. No
third parties, such as participants or people indirectly involved should be harmed. In this case, the
reputation of the chefs or the restaurants they work for should not be damaged. This is guaranteed by
handling the data anonymously and confidentially. The confidentiality agreement (in Dutch) is signed
by both the researcher and the participant. Only the researcher is present during the interview and is,
therefore, the only one who knows what is said during the interviews. Data is stored safely as discussed
in the Data management Plan and after the research is finished, all recordings are deleted.
An important note must be made about the positionality of the researcher. The researcher is a chef
herself, which can affect the observations and interpretations of the researcher. After working for over
ten years in the gastronomy sector as a chef cooking mostly plant-based dishes, the researcher has a
lot of field knowledge. Consequently, this field knowledge, or the insider perspective, could lead to
more in-depth follow-up questions and a deeper understanding of the meanings of the participants
which can or cannot be beneficial for the research. However, knowing how influential the gastronomy
sector can be is also the reason why this topic was chosen in the first place. As a solution for this
problem, semi-structured interviews were chosen as a research method. This way there is not a lot of
freedom during the interview because the researcher followed the pre-established interview guide.
Moreover, the researcher decided to keep a field diary where all the feelings, thoughts, observations,
and emotions during and after an interview could be written down. This is a way to process thoughts
and opinions, by taking them seriously without interfering too much with the research. Besides, the
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researcher reflected after each interview about her behavior and objectivity during the interview and
how the insider or outsider perspectives benefited/harmed the research. Being aware of one’s position
as a researcher increases the reflexivity and therefore the objectivity in qualitative research
(Kampinga, Huizinga & Shaker, 2020), since this reflexivity identified learnings that were applied during
the next interview. A personal reflection about this research process and the positionality of the
researcher is stated in the final chapter: Reflections. The following chapters contain the analysis of the
findings where each sub-research question is answered on its own. The answer to the main research
question is stated in the conclusion of this research.
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4. Level of transition
The first step in answering the first sub-research question - how and to what extent do chefs take part
in the protein transition - is to make a distinction between chefs that serve a 100% plant-based menu,
and chefs who do not. Secondly, this research identifies two perspectives on plant-based food to
further classify the level of transition of the chefs: a plant perspective and an MFDE perspective. These
perspectives are the starting point from where chefs are developing a new dish; the main part of the
dish is determined. There is a clear correlation between the main component of the dish, and which
dish the chefs are most proud of. Thirdly, the level of transition is linked to the DDDI Framework and
the second pillar of sustainability of Batat (2020): Plate. Plates of food provide people with plant-based
meals, so this is where the protein transition takes place. Most chefs argue it is not necessary that
everyone fully takes part in the protein transition. The world does not have to become vegan
altogether and the whole gastronomy does not have to change suddenly. Although a dietary shift
towards more plant-based food will be important, where both the quantity and quality of food will get
more attention. These 16 chefs however have the ambition to lead by example or are already doing
so. They want to show others how it can be done and convince guests to try out vegan food, by making
it available, accessible, and affordable. Making this switch to plant-based protein takes time, as two
chefs explain. Chefs must be patient to make the transition because their guests need to be ready and
grow along. If they transition too fast, the restaurant cannot survive, because it will lose too many
guests before new guests made the discovery.
So, from the data acquired through interviews, a distinction is made between the chefs based on the
number of plant-based dishes on their menu. This is the first indication to what extent chefs have
transitioned towards using plant-based protein. The distribution of chefs is visually shown in Figure 12.
11 chefs (2/3) have

a 100% vegan menu
16 chefs
5 chefs (1/3) do
not have a 100%
vegan menu

2 chefs
have the ambition to
be 100% vegan
3 chefs
do no want to
become 100% vegan

Figure 12: Distribution of chefs

The first group, consisting of two-thirds of the chefs, serves a 100% plant-based menu (11/16). They
have therefore fully transitioned from using meat and dairy to other sources of protein in their dishes.
The second group does not (5/16), which consists of the other one-third of the chefs. Although this
second group of chefs has at least two plant-based dishes on their menu, as this research requires.
Two of the chefs who do not have a 100% vegan menu yet, expressed their ambitions of becoming
100% vegan in the future. However, finding suitable substitutions is their biggest hurdle to get there.
This is further discussed in the chapter Obstacles. Three chefs do not have the ambition to become
100% plant-based because they do not want to exclude guests in their restaurants, as can be read in
Box 1 – the perspective of the chef.
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The perspective of the chef:

BOX 1

“We are a company that is there for everyone, really for everyone. So, we would like to keep meat dishes as
well because we do not want people to come and eat here and only have the option to eat vegetarian or vegan.
No, we want to offer everything, but in a sustainable way." (Chef 14, Personal communication, 15-12-2021)

4.1 A different perspective
There are two ways to approach plant-based cooking: an animal protein perspective and a plant
protein perspective. This research uses the term MFDE to describe meat, fish, dairy, and eggs, the
most prominent animal-based proteins. Therefore, the first animal-protein perspective is called the
MFDE perspective. This perspective resembles a meat experience as close as possible, while the plant
perspective does not want anything to do with meat ever again. This is a fundamental difference in
how chefs approach a menu and how they take part in the protein transition. Both methods result in
a plant-based dish, but the starting point and reasoning behind it are completely different. No value
judgments can be made upon this distinction. So, there is no right or wrong way to approach this
transition and one is not better than the other. All in all, 75% of the chefs (12/16) think from an MFDE
perspective, whereas the other 25% (4/16) think from a plant perspective. An example of how to
veganize a dish from an MFDE perspective is given by a chef. He wanted to create a vegan version of
his rendang 2 , so he made the same sauce as he would when making the original dish. The only
difference is that he used meat-like pieces of soy instead, to represent the meat. Replacing MFDE with
suitable alternatives is an easy way to veganize dishes, although not all chefs find it ‘restaurant worthy’.
Between the chefs that think from an MFDE perspective, a distinction is made between chefs that
make use of prefabricated (prefab) MFDE replacements (6/12) and chefs that make those
replacements themselves (6/12). The term Do It Yourself (DIY) is used throughout this research for the
latter. Chef 10 expresses his opinion about prefab meat replacements in Box 2.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 2

“I think what they're trying to do is to represent a plant-based analog to an animal product. I think if quality is
that I think they're doing an amazing job. (…) Although of course, there's still room for improvement. And one
of the beauties of this industry is that it's in constant improvement, you know, like no product is the final
product, so everything is like is the V1, V2, V3 of a product that will be exactly like meat in a very short time.
So, I think that's great. I think it's also great because of these meat analogs. They allow people, allow vegan
food to be a little bit more approachable to a lot of people. So yeah, I'm going to eat a burger so why not give
it a try? Oh, this is a very good burger, you know. And the burger is a great example (…). A second thing I think
is in terms of the nutritional quality or value of these foods. I think they’re up there in terms of protein delivery.
They are worried in most cases about their impact, so most of them are GMO-free. Many of them are already
exploring other proteins other than soy. So, although these foods are highly processed, they're not necessarily
bad for you. If you of course do not eat them every day, but that would be the same thing for meat, right?”
(Chef 10, Personal communication, 29-11-2021)

2

Indonesian meat stew
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Thinking from a plant perspective is completely different. A chef does not think about what needs to
be left out but starts with vegetables, grains, and legumes, hereby learning how to combine a dish all
over again. Comparing plant-based to animal-based is therefore as much avoided as possible. These
chefs argue that you should never do that because the plant-based version will always be inferior. One
cannot use the same recipes as before, so the chef must come up with all new ideas. This requires lots
of research and creativity, which is further specified in the chapter Ability. Chef 7 explains how he
approaches his dishes from this plant perspective in Box 3.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 3

"So yes, that's how I then try to show people, you know, just vegetables and grains and legumes are also just,
can also just be very tasty and beautiful. (...) Look at it from the product and not so much from what you leave
out. That's what often happens, I think, that they are still meat and fish-minded and that they make a dish
based on that thought. Yes, and then you notice quickly, at least when you go somewhere to eat, that you
miss something because it's made from the wrong idea. You just must think of you know what will be my main
ingredient in the vegetables, grains, or legumes? And start working from there. That's what I would say, at
least that's what I'm doing, what I think a lot of cooks still find tricky is to start thinking from vegetables and
not from for example I'm going to use turbot, what tastes good with that? And do I do this and this and this
and then I leave out the turbot and then I make something up, well like that." (Chef 7, Personal
communication, 22-11-2021)

It can be concluded that most chefs (75%) create their menu from an MFDE perspective. This is the
dominant perspective among these chefs. Besides, six out of the sixteen chefs make use of prefab
MFDE replacements, which makes the transition towards the use of plant-based protein more
accessible and convenient.

4.2 Pride
This prominent MFDE perspective is deeply embedded in the way a chef thinks about a dish. This is
also represented in which dishes these chefs are most proud of. Four chefs are proud of a particular
plant-based dish because it mimics the ‘original’ dish almost perfectly, where the original dish contains
MFDE. Consequently, these four chefs all approach their menu from an MFDE perspective. Besides,
the chefs explained they are most proud of these dishes because their guests do not believe it is vegan.
This feedback makes them feel accomplished because they have convinced their guests that vegan is
not less tasty than meat. This negative image around plant-based food is further discussed in the
chapter Obstacles. There are also other reasons why chefs are proud of a particular dish. For example,
because these dishes are the most sustainable and circular, the most tasteful, or the most ambitious.
An example of such an ambition is given in Box 4.
The ambitions of a chef:

BOX 4

“We are making nut-based vegan cheese at this moment. We combine it with some products from other trees.
And if we were to continue along that line and make all dishes based on trees or perennial crops, then of
course you have a menu that ensures that the CO 2 is stored instead of being released as is currently the case
with conventional agriculture. Right now, we have one dish to put this thought experiment into practice.
Creating a menu made from perennial crops would be an example of the direction that I believe in. I am hoping
it succeeds. It would be completely plant-based, and it would also mean I have managed to make vegan
cheeses that taste like cheese with all the fine qualities, while there's no animal protein in it, right? So, it all
comes together, in that dish." (Chef 4, Personal communication, 10-11-2021)
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4.3 The DDDI Framework
To answer the sub-research question - how and to what extent do chefs take part in the protein
transition - in more detail, the DDDI Framework of de Boer and Aiking (2019) is used and linked to the
two perspectives of the chefs. The DDDI Framework shows the amount of effort a chef must put in, to
make a dietary change happen, in this case, the protein transition. Three levels of change are identified.
The first level is the Level of Diets, where the chefs consider the full menu as a representative part of
someone’s diet as they take nutrient intake and the balance of the menu into account. The second
level is the Level of Dishes, where the chefs do not alter their entire menu but add some specific plantbased dishes to it. These chefs use other recipes for these vegan dishes, so the menu is complemented.
This is often the case when a chef has an à-la-carte3 instead of e.g., a four-six course menu. The third
and final level is the Level of Dish Ingredients, where the chefs use the same recipes for their MFDE
dishes. The overall menu does not need drastic changes. Commonly, chefs can make the same dish in
a plant-based and an animal-based variant, because only one ingredient needs to be replaced. So, the
DDDI Framework shows how and to what extent these chefs take part in the transition. The question
here is whether the chefs think at the dietary level, dish level, or dish ingredient level when it comes
to the protein transition. Some chefs are listed in two categories because their menu contains both
newly created dishes (Level of Dishes) and original dishes that are veganized (Level of Dish Ingredients).
A schematic overview is given in Figure 13, to illustrate the distribution of chefs between the two
perspectives and the DDDI Framework:
Level of Diets
20%
Plant perspective
25%
Level of Dishes
50%
16 chefs
DIY MFDE
replacements
MFDE perspective
75%

50%
Pre-fab MFDE
replacements

Level of Dish
Ingredients
60%

50%

Figure 13: Schematic overview of Perspectives and Levels

Level of Diets
Three chefs, so around 20%, belong in this first category because they want to make sure their whole
menu (with a fixed number of courses) is as balanced as possible. These chefs have put in a lot of effort
in making this transition work. Making a satiating dish is harder when only plant-based ingredients are
used. Increasing the portion size is one way to solve this when a chef does not want to increase the
number of courses on the menu. Considering whether the full menu is satiating enough is an indication
for this level. Another way to think from a Level of Diet is to consider the most prominent nutrient
3

À-la-carte menu in a restaurant offers you a choice of individually priced dishes for each course. Source:
https://www.collinsdictionary.com/dictionary/english/a-la-carte
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deficiencies in daily diets when developing a menu. For example, one chef created a bread with lots of
omega 3 and hardly any omega 6. The overconsumption of food leads to a disbalance between these
two nutrients and with his bread he wants to compensate for this. These are two clear examples of
approaching the protein transition at a dietary level. A remarkable finding is that the chefs that are
listed in the Level of Diets are the same chefs that work from a plant perspective and have a 100%
plant-based menu. Since these chefs think from a plant perspective about which legumes, grains, and
vegetables to use, they consider the nutrients of each dish and try to combine the dishes in such a way
that the whole menu is varied and balanced. Chefs that think from an MFDE perspective are not
thinking like that, because they are trying to mimic their ‘original’ dishes. To also consider the whole
menu, would be a complicated process because the substitution is leading. Thus, thinking from a plant
perspective makes it easier to approach a menu from a Level of Diets.
Level of Dishes
Over 50% (9/16) of the chefs think at the Level of Dishes because they have a desire to put a certain
dish on their menu. It can be argued that this falls into the category of Level of Dishes because a certain
dish or recipe is leading. These chefs often work à-la-carte, so it is relatively easy for them to add a
new dish to their menu. However, there is some overlap between the levels because most chefs have
different approaches on how to create a dish, depending on the leading component which is either a
dish or an ingredient. It is therefore too rigid to place them in one category. Hence, some of these
chefs are also mentioned in the Level of Dish Ingredients. This explains why the orange percentages
add up to more than 100% in Figure 13. Besides, both perspectives are linked to this level as well
because thinking of a new dish can either come from an MFDE or a plant perspective. This is dependent
on the inspiration source. The inspiration sources are further discussed in the chapter Ability.
Level of Dish Ingredients
Over 60% of the chefs (10/16), first think about which ingredients they would like to work with before
they create a certain dish. When an ingredient is leading, one can talk about the Level of Dish
Ingredients. Besides, the prominent MFDE perspective can be linked to this category of the DDDI
Framework. The chefs that think from an MFDE perspective are the same chefs that fall into this level,
by for example veganizing an existing dish. A chef replaces one ingredient (for example a hamburger)
with another (for example a chickpea burger), whereas sometimes both the original version and the
plant-based version are offered. By thinking about which dish to veganize, a chef can change a menu
with little effort, using (prefab) MFDE replacements. Thinking from a plant perspective could also
happen at this level, a certain grain or legume could be leading. However, this was hardly the case
amongst the sixteen chefs.

4.4 The world does not have to become vegan altogether
According to all chefs, it is important to limit the consumption of animal products. However, six chefs
argue it is not necessary to cease all MFDE consumption because farm animals eat different crops than
humans. They also argue it is good in terms of health to consume some animal protein. Thus, some of
them still offer animal products to their guests in their restaurants. In the future, meat must be seen
as a delicacy in their opinion, which is well prepared and eaten only from time to time. This is in line
with the argument of Pyett et al. (2019), the academics conclude that farm animals can consume waste
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streams that humans cannot eat directly. Animals convert this waste into edible protein and fat, which
creates a more circular food system. A perspective of one of the chefs on this topic can be read in Box
5.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 5

“I make no point in, you know, giving up all the animal proteins. I am a believer. Well doesn't matter what I
believe or not right? But I believe in science and science doesn't tell us to, you know, cease consuming animal
protein, but it does tell us to reduce dramatically the amount of animal protein we intake. I believe we need
to eat less meat and whenever we choose meat, which is the best possible quality, you know? So, we go for I
mean, the matter of quality is questionable, but I understand quality in that sense as like sustainable practices
in, during production you know. So basically, what I'm saying is to avoid the cheaper minced meat you know
and avoid the cheaper chicken, avoid the terrible pork that is served in the Netherlands. I don't even know
why this country eats pork if the pork is so bad. But when you choose to go for, you know, go for the best
possible quality. If you're eating less meat, you should be able to pay more for that moment of deliciousness,
you know? For that moment of a reward, for that moment of fun, you know and, I think if people were able
to cut it down to like you know, once or twice a week. It's already like a huge gain.” (Chef 10, Personal
communication, 29-11-2021)

4.5 The gastronomy sector can serve as an example
Although some chefs argue that the world does not have to become vegan altogether, most chefs think
that the gastronomy sector should serve as an example of how to consume more sustainably, because
restaurants can show how it can be done. This is in line with what is found in literature, which tells us
that the sector can easily show how and which food to eat (Batat, 2020; de Boer & Aiking, 2019;
Higgins-Desbiolles & Wijesinghe, 2019; Westhoek et al., 2014). However, this is not yet the case. Half
of the chefs (8/16) address the fact that the sector is not sustainable at all at this moment, so this is in
line with the study of Batat (2020). Hence, these chefs want to lead by example and convince guests
to just try out vegan food. After tasting it, these guests can judge for themselves, and the ones who
enjoyed it might even prepare it at home. Besides, the scale of impact in this sector is larger compared
to a situation at home, simply because more meals are produced daily. Subsequently, this sector must
make use of this impact potential. It is striking that all chefs think they are pioneers to some extent,
for taking the lead in this transition, even though some chefs found it hard to say this about
themselves. According to these chefs, whether the whole gastronomy sector should serve as an
example is debatable. Three main opinions can be identified:
•

•

Most chefs agree (10/16). In total, ten chefs want to create a positive feeling that exceeds
people’s expectations to overcome the negative image that veganism still bears. Guests are
invited to try it out and judge afterward. Moreover, the sector can create awareness among
the guests. For example, a chef explains that certain dishes cannot be sold for less than €20,00,
because otherwise somewhere in the chain losses are incurred, child labor is used, or animals
are mistreated. Chefs agree that guests should get to know this, and they feel responsible for
communicating this message.
Three chefs agree that the gastronomy sector should serve as an example, but they take this
responsibility one step further. This sector is not the only one that should be exemplary. Every
individual and every sector should contribute because the climate crisis is a more universal
problem. The food sector is just one field within the bigger picture.
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•

The remaining chefs (3/16) think they are an example themselves, but they do not think the
whole gastronomy sector is/should be one. Chef 1 explains his perspective in Box 6.

The perspective of the chef:

BOX 6

"I think it's really hard to expect though. I'm not sure I completely agree because I wish chefs would do that,
sure, I really would, and I also have a lot of respect for people who take that step. But the hospitality industry
is more a representation of society than a… I think the way it is now… It reflects society, rather than being a
catalyst of society. And if it would be like that, yes, it would be the best thing. But I think it must start with the
individual himself. You know, so it starts with every individual on its own, and then the hospitality industry will
change accordingly. What I'm saying is that most people start selling something that is meant for the masses.
So, to expect everyone to suddenly say I'm going to be a pioneer, while the market is not there yet so to speak,
I don't know if you can expect something like that." (Chef 1, Personal communication, 8-11-2021)

Moreover, ten chefs recommend other restaurants which are not yet taking part in this protein
transition do this transition step by step. They should guide their guests through it by offering more
easy, accessible, and recognizable dishes for flexitarians by using MFDE substitutions, while also
offering more high-end, surprising, and healthy dishes for vegans. Remarkably, the four chefs that
think from a plant perspective do not try to make their menu accessible and easy; they try to make
their menu as good and as creative as possible since they hope to convince their guests with the flavors
and colors of vegetables.
All in all, the extent to which chefs take part in the protein transition depends on their perspective.
Combining the DDDI Framework with the perspective of chefs led to the following conclusion: only a
few chefs fully transitioned by having a 100% plant-based menu and approaching their menu from a
plant perspective. The others, although some do not offer any meat or dairy, approach their menu
from an MFDE perspective, which shows they still cannot and will not let go of this standard. Some are
even proud of this, by mimicking the ‘original’ animal-based dish as well as possible. Moreover, all
chefs believe they are an example for others in this transition, while opinions differ across chefs if the
whole gastronomy industry is/should be one.
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5. Motivation
This chapter of the analysis focuses on the first pillar of the MOA model: motivation. Motivation can
be used to explore what drives certain behaviors (Jacobs & Klosse, 2016). In this case: what drives
these chefs to choose plant-based? First, some general motivations are listed. Afterward, the
motivations of chefs are divided into four categories. These categories correspond with the four
reasons why a dietary shift to plant-based is essential: health, animal welfare, food security, and the
climate crisis. Most chefs mentioned several of these four categories during the interviews, although
one reason was often their starting point. In addition, this chapter discusses the (limited number of)
extrinsic motivators mentioned by the chefs. This chapter ends with what makes a good chef. Creating
a menu is not only a deliberate choice by itself, but also moderated by subjective norms, values, and
feelings such as perceived social influence or pressure. These norms and values can significantly
influence intentions and motivations (Al-Swidi et al., 2014; Azjen, 1991), which in turn can influence
decision-making. Subsequently, the subjective norms and values, together with the intrinsic and
extrinsic motivations, answer the second sub-research question: Why are chefs motivated, both
intrinsically and extrinsically, to take part in the protein transition?

5.1 Intrinsically motivated
Motivators are reasons why a person engages in certain behavior. When someone is intrinsically
motivated, they are performing an activity for their own sake or because it is in line with their beliefs
rather than from the desire for some external reward. The behavior itself is the reward (Lee et al.,
2012). Two general reasons why these chefs include plant-based dishes on their menu are:
• To convince people: the more veganism there is, the better. All chefs want to familiarize people
with this new standard and inspire them. By keeping their menu approachable, accessible, and
attractive. There is still a negative image around veganism; it is dull and uninspiring (Rivera and
Shani, 2013). These chefs want to tackle this and show how it is done by leading by example.
This negative image is further discussed in the chapter Obstacles.
• To challenge yourself as a chef. Four out of sixteen chefs state that they wanted to cook plantbased to seek a challenge. They have missed this challenge in previous restaurants. Such
experience is described in Box 7. This motivator is in line with another motivator: to follow a
fascination/passion. Six chefs mention that cooking vegan food is their passion. They made the
decision because it makes them feel good, which the chapter Opportunity explains in more
detail.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 7

“I noticed that when I was working on a certain location and there were vegetarian guests, the chefs found
it difficult to come up with a suitable alternative, and they still do. It has always been difficult for me too,
but I tried to see it as a challenge to turn it into something fun and enjoyable. That's how I took the first
steps towards becoming more interested in vegetables.” (Chef 11, Personal communication, 30-11-2021)

Health
The first intrinsic motivator for chefs to take part in the protein transition is health. One-third of the
chefs (5/16) mention the health benefits of plant-based food as the main reason that motivated them
to start working plant-based. The argumentation of the chefs is in line with the conclusion made by
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Stehfest et al. (2009) about the unhealthy effects of eating meat, namely the risk of intestinal cancer
and the risk of coronary heart disease. Some of them notice these health benefits themselves. One
chef specifies how the human body is built to eat (raw) plants. Having chronic asthma, he experienced
how plants can have medicinal powers. He does not take his medication anymore since he started
eating vegan. Now he wants to tell this story to others and show how healthy plant-based food can be.
Again, convincing guests by showing how to eat plant-based in a healthy way, is a big motivator here.
Animal welfare
Secondly, over 90% of the chefs (14/16) named animal welfare as one of the main motivators for
avoiding meat and dairy. They argued that everyone should be aware of themselves and their
surroundings. Consuming animal products is seen as being oblivious according to them because if
everyone would educate themselves even a little bit, they would learn about all the suffering these
animals go through and they could no longer be in denial. Besides, these chefs think consuming meat
is not needed anymore to survive, as there are enough alternatives available. Therefore, it is
unjustifiable that mankind is still consuming it in such quantities. Chefs worry about the fact that
plants, animals, and trees have feelings too. The conditions in slaughterhouses are terrible in their
opinion and they do not want to contribute to it. Especially in a restaurant setting, the scale is so much
larger, as explained by chef 8 in Box 8.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 8

"If you dare to look honestly at some of those things: animal welfare is just… I couldn't justify that anymore.
Look, I'm not a hardcore vegan myself, but in my business, a lot more animals are going to be slaughtered
specifically for my restaurant... The scale is so much bigger!" (Chef 8, Personal communication, 24-11-2021)

Four chefs also specified that certain animal diseases such as swine fever and mad cow disease opened
their eyes. They do not want to contribute to the practices within the industry and these chefs want
to have a clear conscience. More specifically, according to one chef, becoming a vegetarian is not
enough, an unethical industry is still maintained where calves are slaughtered. This argumentation can
be read in Box 9.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 9

“To make sure we can have enough milk, we need to ensure a cow gets pregnant every year. Besides, the milk
meant for the calf is taken away. Eventually, almost all calves disappear to the slaughterhouse, male calves
even straight away after birth. Those things made a huge impact on us. (…) We planned to start a vegetarian
restaurant at first, but because we watched the documentary Cowspiracy, we made the switch to vegan. I
couldn’t look a cow into the eyes anymore if I would sell cheese. So, I decided to become 100% vegan, both
for myself and my restaurant.” (Chef 9, Personal communication, 25-11-2021)

Hence, almost all chefs agree with the arguments of Gössling et al. (2010) and Westhoek et al. (2014):
animals cannot be seen as commodities. It is unethical, certainly at a restaurant scale, and they do not
want to contribute to this industry.
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Food Security
The third motivator is food security. One of the chefs worries about the quantities of animal-based
protein that are consumed in the Global North. This is in line with de findings of de Boer and Aiking
(2019), who found that the average protein consumption in the European Union is three times higher
compared to what is needed daily. This is not the case all over the world, protein for human
consumption is distributed unequally over the world. Moreover, a quarter of all chefs worry about this
imbalance of resources required between plant-based and animal-based protein, as can be read in Box
10.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 10

"If you use 1000L of water and 10kg of plants to create 1kg of meat. Yes... then I say go to church for a while,
light a candle and think about this. It turns into an ethical consideration." (Chef 5, Personal communication,
16-11-2021)

These chefs explain that meat is a very inefficient protein because animals convert plants into protein,
while it is also possible to consume most plants directly, without the animal as part of the food chain.
Less agricultural grounds and water would be needed this way. So, the agricultural system should lean
more towards arable agriculture to produce plant-based protein for human consumption. Consuming
a plant-based diet would provide more food security all over the world, which is in line with the
conclusions of Pyett et al. (2019).
The climate crisis
The final motivator is the climate crisis. It is noteworthy that all chefs mentioned tackling the climate
crisis as a reason to choose plant-based ingredients. It can be argued that this is an extrinsic motivator,
to avoid harm done to the environment. However, this motivator is also in line with the beliefs and
values of the chefs because they think they need to do something about it and feel responsible for it.
They want to do good and contribute to making the world a better place, by being on the good side of
history. Hence, this motivator is placed in the category of intrinsic motivation. By cooking plant-based,
chefs want to avoid deforestation, CO2, CH4, and other GHG emissions, excessive water use, and
depleted soils and oceans. This is in line with the literature since according to Poore and Nemeck
(2018), Stehfest et al. (2009), and Vermeulen et al. (2012), these effects are why everyone should
consider a vegan diet. Several chefs (3/16) mention their children as a motivator as well, they feel
responsible and want to make up for all the GHG emissions their generation has caused. These
motivators can be linked to the definition of the Brundtland report, about sustainable development:
development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs (WCED, 1987, p. 43).
Moreover, four chefs specified that they decide which dishes to put on the menu based on the most
environmental impact. Making this decision can sometimes be a difficult balancing act. Two of these
chefs not only look at plant-based but also want to make their dishes as circular as possible, by
minimizing waste in the whole supply chain. This links this finding to the pillar Planet of Batat (2020).
Sometimes striving for both circularity and environmental impact is conflicting. Buying green beans
from Senegal which would otherwise be thrown away is an example of such a decision. Chef 10
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specified how he tries to weigh different sustainability factors, such as local or seasonal, for each
product. This can be read in Box 11.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 11

“I try to be, I'm definitely working seasonally and so I am mostly local. And I make a point in being mostly
local because it doesn't make sense for me from a purely environmental point of view. It doesn't make sense
to be 100% local. But I've tried to. Yeah, I try to keep it so close to us, you know. But only when it makes sense
in environmental impact terms. I mean it makes more sense to… at certain times of the year and makes more
sense to bring eggplants from Spain than buying a Dutch eggplant that was likely grown in a CO2 heavy
greenhouse.” (Chef 10, Personal communication, 29-11-2021)

In contrast, two other chefs want to highlight that sometimes certain claims need to be put into
perspective: e.g., an avocado uses lots of water, so these chefs get a lot of critiques when they put
avocado on their plant-based menu. Some guests even call them hypocrites. However, these chefs
argue that the nutritional values, vitamins, and minerals of avocado are enormous. This compensates
for the water use and justifies the consumption of avocado. A chef specified that 100 grams of avocado
still uses way less water compared to 100 grams of red meat.
Over one-third of the chefs (6/16) indicated that improving the social side of sustainability is important
for them as well, such as working conditions and human rights. This is not that much linked to the
protein transition but has to do with doing good in general which is related to the pillar People of Batat
(2020), which places this finding in a broader perspective of sustainability. For example, three chefs
hire staff with a disadvantage in the labor market or a disability, to give back to society and complete
their story of corporate social responsibility. Since all sixteen chefs mentioned environmental impact
as the reason why they choose plant-based, it can be argued this is the main intrinsic motivator for
them to take part in the protein transition.
Organic
Remarkably, lots of chefs work with organic products. Some even decided to go for 100% organic,
besides plant-based procurement. Table 3 shows that ±75% (13/16) of these chefs work with organic
products:
100% organic (30%)

Almost everything organic (45%)

Not organic (25%)

Number of chefs= 5

Number of chefs = 8

Number of chefs = 4

Table 3: Overview of the use of organic ingredients

In their opinion buying organic products is more sustainable because no chemicals are used in organic
agricultural systems. This is more environmentally friendly, as confirmed by Reganold and Wachter
(2016). Working 100% organic is as important as cooking plant-based for the chefs that work 100%
organic (5/16), which chef 13 explains in Box 12.
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The perspective of the chef:

BOX 12

"For us, it feels like a kind of, well you're going to eat plant-based because of animal welfare, the planet and
your health and I think organic is in line with that. I mean you can eat plant-based but that's all full of
pesticides that affect the bees. So, it just doesn't feel that vegan to me. Bees are an animal too. Even though
technically they're not eaten, they're so important." (Chef 13, Personal communication, 14-12-2021)

Some other benefits of working organic, mentioned by these chefs are listed below:
• It attracts a new customer segment of people who want to buy only organic food
• It provides a competitive advantage because serving organic and plant-based food makes the
restaurant stand out from the crowd. This is especially important in cities such as Amsterdam
and Utrecht, where plant-based food is widely available these days
• It is healthier because it is often less processed
To buy everything organic is not yet possible for all chefs, due to availability and price. Whenever
organic becomes more available and affordable, all four chefs who do not buy organic yet, would
switch their suppliers and purchase organic products. They all believe in this type of food system,
however, they do not want to increase their prices for the guests or lower their margins even more.
This dilemma about margins is further discussed in the chapter Obstacles.

5.2 Extrinsically motivated
Not a lot of extrinsic motivators were mentioned during the interviews. An extrinsic motivator is
something a person does to be rewarded by others or to avoid punishment/harm. The behavior is
driven by external products, pressures, or rewards (Lee et al., 2012). Only three motivations can be
identified:
1. In total, 25% of the chefs (4/16) opened their restaurant out of personal gain, because they
found such restaurants were missing from their own lives. For example, one chef is happy she
was able to bake vegan croissants. Eating vegan herself made her really crave croissants and
now she does not have to miss it anymore. Thus, opening her restaurants was rewarding for
her.
2. It can be financially beneficial to buy plant-based products, however not all chefs agree about
this. This is further discussed in the chapter Obstacles.
3. Avoiding MFDE is more convenient. Why offer both a meat/vegetarian and a vegan option if
everyone could eat a vegan dish? Being omnivorous does not mean that person must eat meat
every day. This is a question that three chefs ask themselves because it avoids waste, crosscontamination, and double work. Avoiding these inconveniences can be seen as an extrinsic
motivator.

5.3 A good chef
According to Al-Swidi et al. (2014) and Azjen (1991), motivation can be influenced by subjective norms
and feelings. Perceived social influence/pressure is one of these feelings that can affect the motivation
of the chefs in this case. This refers to the belief about whether most people approve or disapprove of
the behavior. It relates to a person's beliefs about whether peers and people of importance to the
person think they should engage in the behavior. In this case, what do the chefs consider as
characteristics of ‘a good chef’ and what do they think others would answer to this question. The chefs
want to be ‘a good chef’ themselves according to their norms, so this creates pressure to perform on
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a higher level. Therefore, it is important to also look at these subjective norms when discussing the
motivations of the chefs. A lot of chefs link this question to sustainability, the handling of ingredients,
preventing waste, and showing respect for the environment around you. Besides being critical,
creative, consistent, innovative, flexible, positive, having high hygiene standards, speed, and a
developed taste were also mentioned as qualities of a good chef. Remarkably most chefs considered
themselves to be ‘good chefs’ because they are proud of their work and match the characteristics they
mentioned. One of the chefs explains the only thing a chef should do is bring out the best in an
ingredient - using all its potential. Therefore, he works with the best ingredients to make this work.
The goal that every chef is aiming for, according to him, is to cook like an Italian mother. This can be
read in Box 13.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 13

"Anyway, I think all chefs who are doing some cool stuff, are just trying to imitate an Italian grandmother, or
a Turkish mother, or Thai. In all those cultures, real flavors come into play, made by these women. All these
modern chefs are trying to imitate this by using porcelain plates and flashy preparations. But that’s kind of the
essence of cooking, which we try to grab in a sophisticated setting. (…) Something can be technically very
beautiful, something can be delicious in terms of taste, or it can be very complex, but sometimes you eat
something and then you feel it, you almost get a feeling like you’re in love. Like it is so delicious and wonderful.
What is that feeling? Where does it come from? How does food make you feel that way? That is kind of the
essence I think when food is real.” (Chef 8, Personal communication, 24-11-2021)

Especially the characteristic such as being aware of one’s environment, handling of products, and
preventing waste can be linked to the intrinsic motivation of combating the climate crisis, which every
chef mentioned. Hence, the subjective norms of a good chef are in line with intrinsic motivations. Since
most of these chefs act according to these norms and values, they consider themselves as good chefs
as well. The low number of extrinsic motivations can also be linked to these characteristics. These chefs
did not open their restaurant to make money, they are here to inspire and convince others to try out
vegan food, with creative and innovative dishes. They are motivated to make the first impression of
veganism as good as possible. Chefs want to do good, not only by cooking plant-based but also by
buying organic, local, and/or seasonal products, considering the social side of sustainability, and
avoiding waste with circularity. Moreover, subjective norms and values are deeply embedded in the
motivation of chefs to keep improving. They are critical and set a high standard for themselves to be a
good chef according to their standards. This confirms the line of thought of Al-Swidi et al. (2014) who
concludes that the theory of planned behavior of Azjen (1991), which assumes rational choice, is
moderated by subjective norms. The next chapter dives more into the ability of chefs to keep
improving, by looking at their knowledge and techniques.
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6. Ability
Ability is the second pillar of the MOA model, it means the skills, physical and/or mental power needed
to do something and refers to personal capabilities. In this context knowledge, skills and techniques
are appropriate terms to use (Jacobs & Klosse, 2016). How did these chefs acquire the right knowledge
and cooking techniques to prepare plant-based dishes? Several explanations are given in this chapter.
A distinction can be made between chefs who did not need any education to acquire (new) knowledge
and chef who did. There is only one chef that thinks culinary school is the place to gain knowledge
about plant-based food. Instead, most chefs argue they innately acquired the appropriate knowledge
or just use common sense. It is not that hard to cook vegan food, according to most chefs. It is their
mindset that matters. Others mentioned some form of knowledge enhancement. However, this was
very limited, since all chefs just started trying it out at first. They developed the right knowledge and
skills through investigation, experimentation, and practice. This can also be linked to the sources of
inspiration mentioned by chefs, which is discussed in this chapter as well. The chapter closes off with
a remarkable finding: there are quite some chefs who educate other gastronomy professionals about
cooking vegan. Consequently, these chefs not only come to grips with plant-based food but also help
others to obtain the right skills and techniques. All in all, this chapter answers the third sub-research
question: What are the abilities of chefs to take part in the protein transition?

6.1 No education needed
Firstly, this paragraph discusses the category of chefs who did not need to acquire new knowledge. In
total nine out of sixteen chefs belong in this category. Four chefs mentioned they innately acquired
knowledge about food. They call themselves autodidactic chefs. One chef explains this in Box 14.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 14

“My tongue, my taste and the sensations in my mouth are my culinary training.” (Chef 5, personal
communication, 16-11-2021)

They use common sense to know whether their dishes are good enough. If a chef is self-aware and
critical, they know if a dish is good or not, by being conscious of their own body. Besides, making use
of the senses such as taste, vision, and smell is very important. If a chef is critical about how it looks,
tastes, and feels, cooking plant-based food is not different at all. Several chefs (4/16) mentioned they
can often use the same techniques with plant-based food as with animal-based foods, such as smoking,
fermentation, and grilling. For a good chef, the materials do not matter, it is what they do with it that
counts. Moreover, cooking plant-based is not extensively taught at culinary school. Three out of the
five chefs that attended culinary school specifically mentioned how old-fashioned culinary schools are
these days. Such an experience can be read in Box 15. Only one chef learned about plant-based food
and techniques at a foreign culinary school.
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The perspective of the chef:

BOX 15

“I started culinary school actually (..) and I found out it was hopelessly outdated to be honest. Based on the
gastronomy of the 70s, combined with math level 1 and grammar. For me this was a waste of my time. I
thought let’s go you know you, if you want to be a chef, you can go as crazy as you want to. You can learn
everything yourself. The training might be good to gain some basic knowledge, but I was already 24 or so. (…)
Traditionally, those classic kitchens and schools are anti-veganism, anti-vegetarianism, sexist, and racist
environments in my opinion.” (Chef 8, Personal communication, 24-11-2021)

6.2 Knowledge deficit
In contrast, the other seven chefs did want to acquire some extra knowledge to take part in this
transition. Specially to overcome the last hurdle of producing 100% vegan food, which all these seven
chefs do. For example, through watching clips on YouTube about how to replace eggs with flaxseeds
or using a tool from Milieu Centraal4. Moreover, they tackle this knowledge deficit by using cookbooks
and following online masterclasses to keep improving. Eagerness to learn and striving for perfection
are some things that are typical for these seven chefs.
Therefore, these chefs did not require a lot of education to start cooking vegan food. They just started
this transition by working with other or new ingredients. Particularly chefs who work from a plant
perspective, as discussed in chapter 4, needed to come up with all new recipes and a whole other way
of thinking. This requires lots of curiosity, investigation, experimentation, research, and development
which takes up a lot of time. A lot of chefs are going through the process of experimentation to develop
a dish (10/16). A chef explains this process in more detail in Box 16.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 16

“Sometimes a certain product can be leading, sometimes it’s a form or an occasion or context. The beginning
can be anything. But then I start thinking very hard until I find parenthesis of what I was looking for and then
my thoughts continue to shape it. That’s the creative process in fact. (…) I invest an endless amount of time
in gaining new insights and trying to translate those into food, initially in the form of a concept. My colleagues
working in the kitchen then start working with it to adjust it and look for a way that could work in our
restaurant. So, it starts with lots of thinking and putting a menu on paper in the form of a concept that can
be worked out. Afterwards we try to make this concrete, which fails most of the time.” (Chef 4, Personal
communication, 10-11-2021)

Fortunately, chefs do not have to start from scratch when they want to try out something new, because
almost everything is already tried once, and this knowledge is easily shared through platforms such as
Instagram or Pinterest. There are also tools available that can help chefs with this research, such as
Gastronomixs5 and FoodPairing6.

6.3 Sources of inspiration
Continuing this line of thought, the chefs revealed their inspiration sources to develop their menus.
The inspiration determines the level of transition in the DDDI Framework, whether a certain dish or a
4

Calendar to know which fruits and vegetables are sustainable at which time of the year and from which country:
https://www.milieucentraal.nl/eten-en-drinken/milieubewust-eten/groente-en-fruit/
5 Recipe tool to combine ingredients into a balanced dish: https://www.gastronomixs.com/nl
6 Tool to match different flavors together: https://www.foodpairing.com/
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certain ingredient is leading. Some chefs make a dish because a guest asked for it (2/16) or because
they have seen something similar in another restaurant (3/16). Others mentioned they develop their
menu with their whole team (2/16), so everyone can pitch an idea. This makes it easy to come up with
new dishes all the time because they have created a bubble in which everyone inspires each other. If
the whole team thinks of 100 possible dishes, there are always a few good ones amongst them,
according to one of the chefs.
Five chefs use their history to develop a new dish. They use their cultural background or major events
in life as their starting point, or they just create a dish because they feel like eating it themselves.
However, the most common inspiration source is the availability of products. Almost 75% of the chefs
(11/16) base their menu on what is affordable, available, seasonal, and/or of good quality at that
moment. This requires creativity and flexibility; some important characteristics of a good chef, as
mentioned in the chapter Motivation.

6.4 Educate others
As can be concluded from this chapter, the chefs that participated in this research did not need to
acquire lots of new knowledge or learn new skills to take part in the protein transition. The inspiration
comes from their curiousness and drive. They are critical about their work and want to keep improving,
often mentioned as qualities of a good chef as well. The ability of chefs to take part in the protein
transition is coming from their interests and their intrinsic motivations. One chef explains that the only
obstacle for him to transition to plant-based is his mindset. Whether he is willing or daring to take it
to the next level. In terms of cooking, there is not much of a difference. Six chefs even educate others
to do the same, by spreading their knowledge and skills. Again, leading this transition by being an
example comes back here. The chefs do not only attempt to convince their guests to try out vegan
food but other chefs as well. By setting up an academy, writing a cookbook, or teaching at culinary
schools, they want to spread their knowledge and experience within this sector. This extra income is
also a smart way to keep up their business financially. One chef notices some differences within the
sector when he is teaching other chefs. On the one hand, the upper segment can easily adapt to this
new cooking style. However, they think veganism is just a phase and this will fade eventually. On the
other hand, the middle and lower segments experience some trouble because they cannot find
creative alternatives for meat or dairy. They know they must get on the train before it is too late, but
they struggle because no one provided them with the right knowledge and skills (yet).
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7. Opportunity
Opportunity means a time or set of circumstances that makes it possible to do something. Another
way to describe an opportunity is a chance or possibility. There is a lack of opportunity when
individuals, despite being motivated, cannot behave in the desired way because there are external
obstacles or constraints (Jacobs & Klosse, 2016). Opportunity is the last pillar of the MOA model. This
chapter summarizes multiple opportunities which are mentioned by the chefs. Some are more
frequently mentioned than others. Attention from the wider public, supply and demand, staff,
satisfaction, and high-quality products are the five main opportunities. The lack of competition and the
growing customer interest are the most frequently mentioned and are therefore the most important
opportunities. Supply creates its demand, but the reverse is also true. All in all, this chapter answers
the fourth research question: what are the opportunities for chefs to take part in the protein transition?

7.1 Attention
As discussed in previous chapters, these chefs want to convince the masses to try out plant-based
food. Leading by example is the goal here. However, potential guests must come to the restaurant
before this could work. Multiple chefs (6/16) explain that getting this attention is not hard at all. They
experience way more interest, compared to a conventional restaurant. Guests are curious because
they want to try out something different. Some chefs also get attention from other restaurants. A few
chefs mentioned they look up to others who have already made more progress in this transition (4/16).
Moreover, documentaries such as Cowspiracy 7 help to spark this interest of the wider public. One chef
even noticed a wave of new guests coming in, after the documentary Game Changers 8 was released
on Netflix. Besides, the (local) media provide a spotlight as well, which in turn attracts even more
potential guests. Plant-based restaurants stand out from the crowd, so lots of attention is given to
these restaurants on a local level according to a chef. So, attention is the first opportunity of taking
part in the protein transition.

7.2 Supply and demand
All chefs explained they opened their restaurant because there was nothing like it in the near
surroundings. This is previously mentioned as an extrinsic motivator because it is a personal gain for
these chefs. Moreover, this lack of competition is also a clear opportunity for them to take part in the
transition and diversify the gastronomic landscape of their city, as explained in Box 17.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 17

“I thought if no one does it then I should just go for it you know. Maybe I can be an example for others, but
so far no one followed me, unfortunately. It would be great if I could eat out somewhere else than in my
restaurant haha.” (Chef 3, Personal communication, 9-11-2021)

In line with the lack of competition is the growing demand for plant-based food, it is an upcoming
market. Over 50% of the chefs (9/16) confirm this growing customer segment. One of the chefs
explains this wave of supply and demand in Box 18.

7
8

Cowspiracy – documentary about the environmental impact of meat. https://www.cowspiracy.com/
Game Changers – documentary about the health benefits of plant-based food. https://gamechangersmovie.com/
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The perspective of the chef:

BOX 18

“To others, I would recommend starting now, as early as possible. It takes time to have attractive vegan dishes
on your menu and the competition is already ahead of you, so start before it is too late. Even large chains are
already working towards it. So yes, I would start now, also because cooking vegan food can be very beneficial
for your margins and it’s a nice challenge for you and your team. The market is there, so there is money to be
made.” (Chef 6, Personal communication, 17-11-2021)

Moreover, five chefs mention that plant-based food is more inclusive for everyone. Especially when it
comes to religion and specific dietary requests. Plant-based food automatically serves these diets,
which creates an inclusive restaurant. Everything is halal because there are no animals slaughtered
and Hindustanis often do not eat eggs, so vegan food is also in line with their belief. Moreover, lactose
intolerant guests can also eat every dish on the menu, which is seldom the case in a conventional
restaurant.
Furthermore, this growing customer segment will keep on growing. According to four chefs the
younger generations, mostly Generation Z9, are far more interested in plant-based food. Therefore, it
is important to already take this customer group into account, before it is too late. The demand for
vegan food will only increase from now on. Thus, the time to transition has already begun, as
mentioned in Box 18. On the contrary, meat and fish-eaters are excluded if one chooses to go 100%
vegan. This dilemma is further in the chapter Obstacles.
The lack of competition and the growing demand are important opportunities for chefs to take part in
this transition. On top of that, a clear distinction can be made how chefs market their restaurants.
Some chefs explicitly use the word ‘vegan’ as a marketing technique and others prefer not to mention
it to their guests. 50% of the chefs (8/16) clearly show what the guests are up for, for example with the
name of their restaurant. However, five other chefs decided not to mention it at all. They hope to
convince some guests by accidentally letting them try out something vegan. These chefs think the word
‘vegan’ can scare some potential guests away. The chapter next Obstacles dives more into this negative
image of veganism.

7.3 Satisfaction
Six chefs expressed more feelings of satisfaction themselves when cooking plant-based, compared to
preparing MFDE dishes. For example, by enjoying the intense contact with local suppliers or making
vegans happy because they finally found a place to eat plant-based dishes. Experiencing pleasure in
cooking plant-based is in line with the Pillar Pleasure according to Batat (2020). Besides, chefs feel
good about themselves, because, to a large extent, they do not contribute to animal suffering and the
climate crisis. Another advantage of plant-based food is that it is easier to plate these types of dishes
because it is visually more attractive. Vegetables have lots of different colors that can complement
each other. Thus, chefs like to plate this kind of dish because they are proud of it. Cooking plant-based
can be a challenge, but that is what keeps these chefs fresh, motivated, and inspired, as discussed in
the chapters Ability and Motivation. Reinders et al. (2017) discovered that through sustainable menu
engineering - by increasing the number of vegetables - the plate looks visually more attractive, which

9

Generation Z is born between 2000-2015 and is known to be very concious and aware of their (envionrnmental) impact in
life – Source: https://www.generationjourney.nl/generatie-z/#info

45

increases guest satisfaction. Remarkably, multiple chefs (3/16) experience more favorable guests with
selling plant-based options as well. Guests are more granting, forgiving, friendly, have a higher
willingness to pay more, are enthusiastic and thankful, think along and make suggestions, according to
these chefs. So, as both the guests and the chefs experience more satisfaction with plant-based food,
this is another opportunity for chefs to part in this transition.

7.4 Staff
Apart from the lack of competition, the attention by the masses, the satisfaction, and the favorable
guests, another advantage is identified. Four chefs mention how much easier it is to attract appropriate
staff. The experience of one of the chefs can be read in Box 19.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 19

“Well, I think I’m one of the few restaurant owners who can say I don’t have any problems with staff, and I
just pay minimum wage like everybody else. This is because I can’t afford to pay more. The atmosphere in
our restaurant is just very nice and I think I am a good boss, at least I hope so. The concept appeals to people.
Not everyone that works here is vegan himself, but everyone is very committed and involved. It just works
well.” (Chef 9, Personal communication, 25-11-2021)

On the contrary, two others mentioned skilled staff as one of the obstacles they face. Especially
intrinsically motivated cooks are hard to find. This is in line with a wider trend within the gastronomy
sector of a shortage in staff (UWV, 2021). Thus, finding some appropriate and skilled staff is an
opportunity for some, but others experience this as an obstacle.

7.5 Quality
Lastly, four chefs explain that plant-based products last longer in terms of shelf life and tastiness.
Animal-based products deteriorate faster, and they must be stored in a fridge most of the time. This is
not the case for plant-based products, such as nuts, beans, and legumes. So, cooking with plant-based
products creates a more consistent quality of each dish and avoids waste. On top of that, because
these chefs only focus on plant-based food, they have become specialists. They can spend all their time
on the development of plant-based recipes and dishes. So, there is more focus, which increases the
quality of the dishes even more. No time is wasted on cleaning the fish or marinating the meat. These
four chefs mention this focus as an opportunity to produce a more high-end menu.
All in all, these are the five frequently mentioned opportunities for these chefs to take part in the
protein transition. Those opportunities are linked to the prominent intrinsic motivation, where chefs
want to convince the masses to try out vegan food. The attention and curiousness of the wider public
help to fulfill this goal. These chefs enjoy cooking plant-based food because it gives them a feeling of
satisfaction, working with high-quality products. Besides, it attracts a pleasant customer segment,
which makes pleasing guests even more pleasurable. All these opportunities create momentum for
these chefs to take part in the protein transition, together with the increasing demand for vegan food
and the lack of competition.
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8. Obstacles
All aspects of the protein transition must be known, to research what drives these chefs to take part.
Therefore, it is important to also dive into the obstacles these chefs have faced or are still facing.
Obstacles can keep someone from behaving in a certain way, despite being motivated (Jacobs & Klosse,
2016). During the interviews, some obstacles came up such as writer’s block for chefs, the image of
veganism, availability, and substitutability of ingredients, the competition, the margins, and the guests.
The last analytical chapter discusses all these hurdles, to answer the last sub-research question: What
are the obstacles that chefs have already overcome in the past and need to overcome in the future to take
part in the protein transition?

8.1 Writer’s block of chefs
Four chefs experience difficulties from time to time with creating new dishes. They describe this as
writer’s block for chefs. Maintaining a surprising and diverse menu, while also taking the nutrients per
dish into account can be a challenge. The main inspiration source of chefs is the ingredients that they
have available, as mentioned in the chapter Ability. The ingredients determine the dishes. However, it
can happen that sometimes no new ideas pop up when a chef is using the same ingredients. At that
moment it is hard to think out of the box and overcome the writer’s block. In addition, this availability
of ingredients can sometimes be very limited. This creates another obstacle which is discussed next.
Remarkably, two other chefs do not experience this obstacle at all, because they let their team come
up with dishes as well. This creates a stimulating and inspiring working environment. This is not a
solution for these four chefs because they do not have any staff. All these chefs are the owner and
only cook in their restaurant.

8.2 Availability and substitutability
Building on the (lack of) inspiration, almost all chefs refer to the obstacle of availability of ingredients
as their biggest hurdle, except for one. This chef works as circularly as possible and according to him,
there is always food available that would otherwise be wasted. The other chefs explain that it requires
lots of time and investigation to maintain a steady and diverse supply of ingredients. Building a good
relationship with the suppliers is therefore vital. Especially because the chefs want a diverse menu that
changes from time to time.
Quality is often a problem too according to four chefs. Convincing guests with a high-quality menu
requires high-quality products, which are not always at hand. During the winter season, this struggle
is even bigger, with the little variety in local ingredients. An experience of a chef can be read in Box 20.
This obstacle was more prominent among the chefs that work from a plant perspective because they
rely even more on the diversity of the supplier to create new dishes, where the vegetables are the
most prominent part of the dish.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 20

“Well, in wintertime you really get stuck with salsify, Jerusalem artichoke, green apples and yacon you know.
I can tell that usually in March I do really yearn for spring. Because at a certain point you're really kind of done
with all the cabbages and tubers and things like that, at a certain point you've sort of had all the variations.
Of course, that is a disadvantage. That's why pickling is so important in the summer, so that you can still make
use of the variety in the winter." (Chef 7, Personal communication, 22-11-2021)
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Going back to the difference between an MFDE and a plant perspective, as discussed previously, the
MFDE perspective is the most prominent amongst these sixteen chefs. This perspective also has its
downsides, because it requires a chef to replace the MFDE with a plant-based product. Two chefs who
do not have a 100% vegan menu yet, expressed the ambition for the future to become 100% vegan.
However, finding suitable substitutions is their biggest hurdle to get there. Others, who already
transitioned to 100% plant-based, mentioned this as a big obstacle that they have overcome. Lots of
research and experimentation was needed for these chefs to overcome this. The following ingredients
were mentioned by chefs as ‘hard to substitute’:
•
•
•
•
•

Cream and butter (2/16)
Eggs (1/16)
Cheese (4/16)
The fat content of meat, which vegetables just do not have (1/16)
The umami flavors of meat and fish (3/16)

8.3 Margins
Moreover, the margins of plant-based food are another obstacle mentioned by the chefs. This research
identifies three different opinions when talking about the financial effect of a plant-based menu. The
first opinion is the most prominent and the distribution of the other two is somewhat even.
1. The margins are the same because the procurement is cheaper, but it is more labor-intensive
according to seven chefs. Preparing meat requires less labor compared to vegetables.
Vegetables require more cutting, cleaning, flavoring, and some form of cooking. It is harder to
impress guests using only plant-based ingredients due to the obstacle of substitution as
mentioned previously. This requires trial and error, perseverance, and creativity.
2. The margins are better compared to ‘conventional’ restaurants because the procurement is
cheaper according to four chefs. The most expensive part of a dish, conventionally, is the meat
or the fish. Plant-based products are usually a lot cheaper because it is easier to buy in bulk
and the shelf life is longer. However, buying organic, which two of these four chefs do,
invalidates this argument because procurement of organic plant-based products is more
expensive compared to conventional meat or fish.
3. The margins are worse. The procurement is the same or even more expensive, which is an
obstacle to choosing for 100% plant-based menu. Five chefs express this feeling. Conventional
meat and dairy are way too cheap, they argue. Working with high-quality products comes at a
cost. Besides, the margins for plant-based substitutions, such as prefab MFDE replacements
are not great either. Chef 9 explains this is in Box 21.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 21

“Just like with coffee, milk is a product that you can earn some profit with. If you then make cappuccino,
you can earn even more, because the milk industry is incredibly subsidized. Cow's milk is just very, very
cheap. It's a third of the price of what we would have to pay normally. But now we pay €2 for a pack of
oat milk while a pack of cow’s milk just costs €0.80. And I don't think that's fair. And that's a big deal for
us, look we don't want to make the cappuccino more expensive than our neighbor's. So, I don't do that,
and my margin goes down immediately. And I find that very annoying and not entirely fair." (Chef 9,
Personal communication, 25-11-2021)
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However, a good margin is not the most important goal for some. Five chefs prioritize quality over
profit. Again, convincing the guests and making the first impression of vegan food as good as possible
is the most important here. Money is just a means to that end. Nevertheless, four chefs do struggle to
make it to the end of the month and specify that cooking plant-based is not their biggest worry, it is
running their business. Remarkable here is that these four chefs are all situated outside of the
Randstad, the urbanized part of the Netherlands. Besides these chefs are the only vegan restaurant in
their town. So, the location of the restaurants could explain this struggle. The next paragraphs discuss
the differences between the geographical locations in more detail. However, to put it in a wider
perspective, running a restaurant is hard and risky, so this risk can not only be explained by selling
plant-based food. The gastronomy sector is one of the most vulnerable sectors and has one of the
highest rates of bankruptcy, even before the COVID-19 crisis (CBS, 2018).

8.4 Competition
Prioritizing promoting vegan food over profit can also be linked to the next obstacle: competition.
There are two distinctions when talking about competition: half of the chefs do not experience it (8/16)
as discussed in the chapter Opportunities, or even welcome other restaurants (3/16). The feeling of a
lack of competition is the most prominent among these chefs because they promote all vegan options,
the more the merrier. Here the strong intrinsic motivations are visible again. However, one chef
specifies that this lack of competition also can have its downside in Box 22, he sometimes feels lonely
in this battle to promote veganism.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 22

“I feel like I sometimes stand alone. Because of course, there is little comparison. Look, if you're in Amsterdam
then, of course, there are a lot more choices. But here there are a few restaurants that have some vegan or
vegetarian offerings. But with a 100% vegan offer, you're still on your own. And I think feeling alone, the
loneliness, that's still sometimes a problem for me. I would like a companion..." (Chef 15, Personal
Communication, 23-12-2021)

Five chefs do experience competition as an obstacle. Remarkably, the restaurants these chefs work at
are all situated in Amsterdam or Utrecht, the vegan hotspots of the Netherlands. Around 50% of all
vegan and vegan-friendly restaurants are situated in these two cities (Happy Cow, 2021). The variety
of vegan or vegan-friendly restaurants is much higher in urban areas. So, the obstacle of competition
can only be linked to the ‘urban’ chefs.

8.5 Image of veganism
Almost all chefs experience a negative image around vegan food that they eagerly want to change
around. Six images can be identified:
1. Veganism is for tree-huggers and hippies [in Dutch geitenwollen sok] (4/16)
2. Vegan food is rabbit food (1/16)
3. Vegan food is too healthy (2/16)
4. Vegan food is dull (4/16)
5. There is a taboo around veganism (2/16)
6. Vegans are too rigid (3/16)
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An anecdote of this negative image, explained by a chef, can be read in Box 23. These guests think
vegan food is too healthy and vegans are too rigid. By showing how it is done, creating high-level
dishes, and serving as an example, all chefs would like to alter the negative images around veganism
and convince people to try it out and judge for themselves if these stereotypes (still) apply. However,
this image forms a big and prominent obstacle for these on a day-to-day basis, because not enough
guests are interested enough to come to the restaurant.
The perspective of the chef:

BOX 23

"The guests like our cakes, which are plant-based but you don’t taste it. People sometimes ask: are those
cakes very vegan? Then I think: is vegan equal to gross or less tasty? (...) So that's it, people have a kind of
threshold for eating plant-based, or vegan, because these people may know an annoying vegan who points
out their behavior or is an activist and they think: I don't want to have anything to do with that. And if they
then accidentally come and sit here and eat good food then suddenly that threshold is completely gone."
(Chef 3, Personal communication, 9-11-2021)

8.6 Guests
The last obstacle is probably the biggest one, attracting and holding on to guests. This obstacle is most
likely linked to the obstacle of the negative image of veganism. Chefs struggle because there are just
not enough people interested. Only a small part of the Netherlands is ready for veganism. So, there is
already a limited customer segment from the start. Approximately 2% of the whole Dutch population
has a vegan diet (BioJournaal, 2020). Convincing more people to try out vegan food will be a big
challenge for these chefs in the future. This is exactly the reason why three chefs do not want to create
a fully vegan menu: they do not want to exclude potential guests, by not offering meat or fish.
However, when chefs do convince their guests to try their food, they get lots of compliments from
favorable guests, as discussed in the chapter Opportunities. Guests sometimes need a little extra push
to take the first step to try vegan food, afterward, they are often happily surprised. Additionally, there
is another strategy how to tackle this obstacle. Three chefs decided to stop worrying about how to
please their guests and start thinking about themselves. They follow their passion and cook what they
want, which creates higher quality dishes, and eventually, this will lead to a growing customer
segment. So, they believe that a good supply creates its demand.
Lots of these obstacles are linked to intrinsic motivation and drive: keeping the menu interesting and
refreshing, wanting more competition, changing the image of veganism, valuing quality over profit,
and finding a substitution for all animal-based products. Besides those obstacles, some hurdles can be
identified which are outside the chef’s control, for example, the skills of the staff, the expectation of
the guests, the business side of the story, and the availability of ingredients. The negative image of
veganism is the biggest obstacle in general. Additionally, in the big cities such as Amsterdam and
Utrecht, competition is an obstacle, whereas, in the rural parts of the Netherlands, the lack of guests
is a big worry of these chefs. Moreover, three opinions are identified about the effect of plant-based
food on the margins of restaurants. Overall, most chefs think the margins are the same compared to a
conventional restaurant because the procurement is cheaper but cooking plant-based food requires
more work. Hence, this is not seen as an obstacle per se. Lastly, some chefs without other staff
experience writer’s block from time to time, also due to the limited availability of ingredients. This
limited availability of ingredients is mentioned as an obstacle by almost all chefs, together with the
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substitutability of certain animal-based products. Each chef has their challenges in this substitution
process, some struggle with eggs, others with cheese. Especially the chefs that think from an MFDE
perspective need some time to overcome this hurdle.
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9. Discussion
This chapter discusses how the findings of chapters 4-8 relate to findings in scientific literature.
Summarizing the findings so far: This research aims to discover to what extent the pioneers of the
Dutch vegan gastronomy sector take part in the protein transition and what drives these chefs to do
so. Motivations, opportunities, abilities, and obstacles of chefs are identified through semi-structured
interviews. Previous research has shown that the perspective of the chef was missing when looking at
the sustainability of the gastronomy sector (Jacobs & Klosse, 2016; Batat, 2020; Balazs, 2001, 2002;
Condrasky et al., 2007; Demirkol & Cifci, 2020; Obbagy et al., 2011; Robinson & Beesley, 2010). These
sixteen chefs are the pioneers of this industry because they are already transitioning or have already
transitioned towards plant-based menus. They take part in this transition because they are intrinsically
motivated to convince their guests to try out vegan food; these chefs lead the way for others to follow.
They want to do good and are willing to spend a lot of time to keep improving their dishes, to make
the first impression of vegan food as good as possible. This requires effort and experimentation
because this knowledge is not taught at culinary school. The growing customer segment for plantbased food is a big opportunity, also for other chefs to follow. Overall, the negative image around
veganism is their biggest obstacle together with the availability and substitutability of ingredients.
Besides, in the big cities such as Amsterdam and Utrecht, competition is a big obstacle, wherein in the
rural parts of the Netherlands, the lack of guests is a big worry of these chefs.
This chapter highlights the importance of this research and how it contributes to (ongoing) debates in
science. It describes each finding individually, to interpret and describe the significance of the findings
against the backgrounds of what is already known. The discussion of the findings follows the structure
of the research questions. First, the level of transition is discussed, whereafter the motivations,
abilities, opportunities, and obstacles of the chefs follow.

Level of transition
The first finding of this research is the extent to which chefs take part in the protein transition. It can
be concluded that it depends on their perspective, which is either an MFDE (meat, fish, dairy, eggs) or
a plant perspective. Combining the DDDI Framework with the perspective of chefs results in the
conclusion that only a few chefs fully transitioned by having a 100% plant-based menu and
approaching their menu from a plant perspective. These chefs can think at a Level of Diets, which
balances their whole menu. The others, although some offer a 100% plant-based menu, approach their
menu from an MFDE perspective. They switch between the Level of Dishes and the Level of Dish
Ingredients, depending on their inspiration source. Those chefs are proud of their meat resembling
dishes because it mimics the ‘original’ dish, which shows they still cannot and will not let go of this way
of thinking. This finding can be linked to the conclusion of Schösler et al. (2012), who found out that in
the Netherlands the protein sources could be ordered along a cultural gradient in the direction of less
conventional ingredients and dishes, which runs from fish, via eggs, cheese (i.e., other sources of
animal protein), to manufactured meat substitutes, followed by lentils or other pulses, nuts, and finally
seitan, tempeh, and tofu (i.e., plant-based ingredients and dishes with a non-Western bent). Chefs who
are using animal products such as fish, dairy, and eggs are not yet taking part in the transition, while
chefs making use of prefab substitutions think from an MFDE perspective; the animal protein is
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replaced with an animal-protein like substitute in that case. Chefs who are using lentils, other pulses,
and plant-based ingredients with a non-Western bent are not thinking about meat or dairy anymore
and have therefore fully transitioned towards using plant-based protein while thinking from a plant
perspective. Some scholars argue that veganism would eliminate cultural traditions (Uzelac, 2020), by
replacing animal protein with any of these plant-based proteins. Food is a central part of all human
cultures: around the world, people celebrate their cultures by cooking meat dishes. If more people
adopted a vegan diet, iconic cultural traditions such as Bolognese sauce, tandoori chicken, sashimi,
currywurst, and Peking duck would be lost, which would be a shame according to these scholars. The
Dutch cultural cuisine is also based around meat; meatballs and smoked sausage are typical parts of a
Dutch meal, together with (mashed) potato and vegetables (den Hartog, 2004). Uzelac (2020) argues
that the cultural dimension should be considered when more and more people chose a vegan diet.
Perhaps adopting an MFDE perspective could be a solution to this debate because ‘the original’ dishes
would still exist while only the animal protein is replaced by a substitution that comes as close to the
original dish as possible. Nevertheless, there is a difference between which dish is mimicked, whether
this MFDE perspective would offer a solution. De Boer and Aiking (2019) identified two strategies for
actors in the food system (chefs belong in this category) to be of influence. The first strategy is
promoting a varied dish pattern that includes at least some dishes with alternative protein ingredients,
chosen for reasons of either meatiness, authenticity, or convenience. The second strategy involves
promoting a shift to mixed dishes in which part of the protein is of animal origin and the rest of plant
origin. This second strategy would be an easier starting point for the transition to serving less meat in
existing recipes, which nuances this first finding because the MFDE perspective assumes that meat (or
fish, dairy, or eggs) is at the center of the dish. Cooking mixed dishes, which are more balanced in terms
of vegetables and grains, would make it easier for chefs to veganize the dishes, especially for the chefs
that think from a Level of Dish Ingredients because the meat replacement is less prominent. Meat
alternatives for recipes such as spaghetti Bolognese are already convincing, where they are just a small
proportion of the overall flavor profile. By creating mixed dishes, the meat replacement could be mixed
with actual meat, so the guests will not notice the difference. According to these scholars, unprocessed
cuts of meat are the last to have realistic alternatives, meat-centric dishes are therefore a bigger
challenge. For a chef to prepare a plant-based steak, everything must be perfect in terms of structure,
flavor, and looks (de Boer & Aiking, 2019). This is often not yet the case, therefore these meat-free
options require more effort from the chef (Boland et al., 2013).
Hence, de Boer and Aiking (2019) propose to either focus on meat-free options or focusing on smaller
meat portions in specified dishes. Ten chefs recommend other restaurants which are not yet taking
part in this protein transition do this transition step by step. The strategies of de Boer and Aiking (2019)
could be two possible ways to approach the transition, where the second strategy would be the easiest
starting point. Chefs mentioned that each restaurant should transition in its own way, and at its own
pace. However, some of the chefs specified that not everyone is ready for change. According to one
chef, other chefs should not feel obligated to do it, because if a chef does not feel like it, it should not
be done. It will lead to uninspiring dishes that no one is waiting for, and it achieves nothing because
that will not convince guests to try out vegan food. The findings of this research show that it is
remarkable that these chefs are all leading by example and switched to a plant-based menu right away,
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which is in line with the first strategy of de Boer and Aiking (2019). None of the chefs used mixed dishes
on their menu, while they recommend others doing this transition step-by-step, for example, by
implementing the second strategy of de Boer and Aiking (2019).

Motivation
Overall, these chefs are mostly intrinsically motivated because hardly any extrinsic motivations were
mentioned during the interviews. The climate crisis, health, and animal welfare were the most
prominent intrinsic motivators for these chefs to work with plant-based ingredients. These chefs are
not in it for the money, they are here to inspire and convince others to try out vegan food, with creative
and innovative dishes. This is in line with the finding of Batat (2020) who discovered that chefs in
Michelin-starred restaurants commonly consider themselves artists whose main objective is to satisfy
the customer with creative dishes, distinctive places, and exceptional services that are the foundation
of the luxury food experience, without highlighting the objective of profitability. The Michelin-starred
chefs rarely view their restaurants as profitable. However, these chefs argue that money is a means to
an end, so it is needed to survive financially. It could be that there is a tendency among these chefs to
give socially desirable answers rather than telling the truth about their motivations (Börger, 2013).
Since most of these chefs are the owner of their restaurant, money must play a role in their drive to
open their business. However, a multitude of answers shows that these chefs could make more money
if they want to (e.g., charging their guests for organic procurement) but they do not do this because
the chefs are motivated to make the first impression of veganism as good as possible. Increasing their
prices is, therefore, something they would like to avoid. These chefs do not want to force anyone to
become vegan, but if a guest is willing to try it out, they will lead the way by making their menu
accessible and approachable.
In the gastronomy sector, the average meat intake is even greater than at home (Reinders et al., 2017).
Especially when consumers eat out, they choose meat or fish dishes. Flexitarians, who eat a prefab
vegan burger regularly at home, do however choose a meat dish when they are eating in a restaurant,
often to treat themselves (Biermann & Rau, 2020; Dagevos et al., 2020). Bacon and Krpan (2018)
explain this phenomenon as moral licensing: frequent vegetarian eaters have already engaged in the
morally superior food choice on numerous occasions at home and therefore select meat or fish instead
in a restaurant setting, as a delicacy. Therefore, this sector needs to make changes in the offer, so
people are not tempted to order meat or fish. The chefs of this research want to convince their guests
that vegan alternatives are also delicacies that guests can order to treat themselves. Additionally,
according to Bacon and Krpan (2018), the setting of a restaurant is a simpler environment to change
consumer behavior than at home or at the supermarket, because of the barriers associated with the
social norms of the household and with lack of knowledge and skill in sourcing ingredients or preparing
food can be avoided. Consumers are more willing to experience and try out something new.
Besides, these chefs want to do good, by doing everything they can to be better and limit their
(environmental) impact. However, some remarks can be made to put the motivations of the chefs into
perspective. All chefs agree that consuming a plant-based diet contributes to limiting the effects of the
climate crisis. This in line with what is found in literature (Poore & Nemeck, 2018; Stehfest et al., 2009;
Vermeulen et al., 2012). The efficiency of plant-based protein is an important part of the argument
why the agricultural system should lean more towards arable agriculture because fewer natural
resources are needed. Food production currently generates nearly 25% of global greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions and livestock covers around 40% of the earth’s total habitable land (Pimentel &
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Pimentel, 2003; FAO, 2019). Moreover, the meat and dairy industry uses one-third of the earth’s
freshwater (Oppenlander, 2013). Most plant-based protein could be consumed by humans directly,
which would be a good solution for the 30% extra protein sources needed in 2050 to feed the growing
population of 10 billion people (Boland et al., 2013). Despite that, the bioavailability10 of plant protein
is less than that of animal protein, so it is impossible to substitute them 1:1 (Boland et al., 2013; Gibson,
Perlas & Hotz, 2007; Lv, Zhao & Lönnerdal, 2015). Humans need to consume more plant protein to
compensate for this imbalance. Besides, some places are unsuitable for arable agriculture, e.g.,
grassland, and only livestock can survive here (Bański & Kamińska, 2022; Vink & van Zuilen, 1974).
Making the switch to mostly arable agriculture is therefore not as easy as it sounds in the first place.
Most of these chefs strive to buy mostly organic products because organic is in line with their beliefs.
However, organic production could negatively influence food security because the yield is relatively
lower (Reganold & Wachter, 2016). Although the yield may be lower, the avoidance of pesticides and
other chemicals outweighs this argument according to these chefs. They argue that the world does not
have to become vegan altogether, but everyone must consider the quantity and quality of their animal
protein intake. The negative consequence of the current food system for the animals, the world, and
the human body would be decreased substantially, while there is still some room for livestock and
grassland.
Some academics argue that humans (and their ancestors) have eaten meat for an estimated 2.6 million
years. Hence, they argue that animal protein was vital for helping early hominids develop larger brains,
meaning that humans likely would not even exist if they had not been eating animal protein. Humans
evolved to have meat as part of their diets. Therefore, animal protein should stay in their daily
consumption (Zink & Lieberman, 2016). The EAT-Lancet commission nuances this statement and
agrees with some of the chefs that not everyone must become vegan. This commission of various
experts on sustainable and healthy food describes the way towards a sustainable and healthy
composition of a menu in 2050, in terms of division in types of dishes, the portion size of dishes, and
the choice of ingredients. A very small amount of meat and dairy could be included in diets when
looking at environmental impact and should be included when looking at health. For example, they
calculated everyone could consume 14 grams of beef, lamb, and pork per day, which could also be
consumed once a week around 100 grams per week (Willett, 2019). However, some scholars critique
this EAT-Lancet report, since they do not consider cultural differences in their recommendation of
grams per week. According to these scholars, there is not a one-size-fits-all solution to this wider
problem of unsustainable and unhealthy diets (Reynolds, 2020). Therefore, this research argues the
world does not have to become 100% vegan, cultural differences must be considered while in general
the intake of MFDE products should be drastically minimized.
Some chefs state that vegan food is healthier, which is also widely accepted by scholars who argue
that especially red meat increases the risk of intestinal cancer and the risk of coronary heart disease
compared to plant-based protein (Stehfest et al., 2009). However, not all plant-based foods are healthy
by default. Especially the saturation of fat in plant-based food plays a big role. A vegan menu could
contain as much sugar, salt, and fat as a conventional menu. Besides, vegans must consider nutrient
deficiencies such as vitamin B12 which could increase the risk of a stroke or lower someone’s energy
level (Pawlak, Parrott, Raj, Cullum-Dugan & Lucus, 2013). Overall, the scientific debate around this

10

the extent to which a drug or other substance is taken up by a specific tissue or organ after administration (“bioavailability”,
2022)
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topic agrees that plant-based food is healthier compared to animal-based food, but vegans need to
adopt a varied and wholefoods diet (Wang et al., 2021; Willett, 2019). Besides, it is unclear whether
the supposed health benefits of veganism are anyway less about diet and more about broader lifestyle,
e.g., vegans tend to exercise more, are non-smokers, do not drink excessively, and are moderate in
what they consume (Bertuzzi, 2017).
Moreover, subjective norms and values are deeply embedded in the motivation of chefs to keep
improving. They are critical and set a high standard for themselves to be ‘a good chef’. Chefs are good
when they not only create high-quality dishes but also contribute to making the world a better place
according to these chefs. These chefs take on the task of promoting the transition towards less global
environmental impact. The intrinsic motivation of these chefs is in line with their subjective norms and
values, which confirms the line of thought of Al-Swidi et al. (2014). They conclude that the theory of
planned behavior of Azjen (1991), which assumes rational choice, is moderated by subjective norms.
According to these chefs, cooking is more than their profession. They want to earn a living, but it is
also their way of expressing themselves and their creativity. Besides, some chefs describe themselves
as activists and that makes cooking plant-based food a politically charged statement. A few chefs look
up to others who have already made more progress in this transition, thus veganism can provide status
and a community within the industry. However, this community spirit is only experienced by the chefs
inside this bubble, in this case, the ‘urban’ chefs who also experience competition. Some of the chefs
working in the more rural areas still feel a taboo around veganism and this makes them feel lonely and
consequently, they do not take advantage of this movement. Veganism is mostly a trend in the bigger
and more progressive cities at this moment, where the chefs of these restaurants can make use of it.

Ability
The chefs that participated in this research did not need to acquire lots of new knowledge or learn new
skills to take part in the protein transition. Their inspiration comes from their curiousness and drive, to
investigate, experiment, and try out new things. Again, they are critical about their work and are
(intrinsically) motivated to keep improving, two qualities of a good chef according to them. In terms of
cooking, there is not much of a difference between animal-based and plant-based products. Some
chefs even educate other professionals to follow their lead in this transition. So, the chefs do not only
attempt to convince their guests to try out vegan food but other chefs as well. This could be linked to
the pillar People of Batat (2020); these chefs want to help the community (in this case the gastronomy
sector) through education.
Jacobs and Klosse (2016) come to a different conclusion about the ability of chefs. A key feature of a
small to medium-sized business is a knowledge deficit according to them. This factor is restricting the
ability to produce sustainably. All chefs participating in this research are small and/or medium
enterprises, but remarkably they do not experience this knowledge deficit. Nonetheless, when these
chefs think they can improve, they will do everything they can to gain the right knowledge, in an
autodidactic way. The drive for autodidactic learning and inquisitiveness could be explained by the
intrinsic motivations and activistic desire for change as well. These chefs want to be role models, which
often requires these characteristics. Bertuzzi (2017) discovered a correlation between activism and
veganism and this study confirms this because five chefs specially described themselves as an activist.
Moreover, Demirkol and Cifci (2020) discovered that provocativeness, credibility, and supportiveness
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are three dimensions that shape the role of celebrity chefs and their perceptions. Although these
sixteen chefs are not celebrities per se, they take on a role model within the gastronomic landscape of
their city. Especially the dimension of provocativeness is in line with the findings of this study. These
chefs want to dare their guests to try out vegan food, sometimes provoking them with the name of
their restaurant or using the term ‘vegan’ as a marketing technique. These chefs want to alter the
negative image of veganism and convince people to try it out and judge for themselves if these
stereotypes (still) apply. Credibility on the other hand is not considered in this study, while it could
have been included in the subjective norms and feelings of the chefs. Yet, this research touched upon
the dimension of supportiveness because some chefs long for more guests and competition which
could mean they need more support from the community to be (an even better) role model, while
others experience enough support in their surroundings to fulfill this role. Some of the participating
chefs are even role models for other chefs in this research.

Opportunity
There are five frequently mentioned opportunities that drive these chefs to take part in the protein
transition: attention of the masses, supply and demand, satisfaction, staff, and quality. To convince
the public, the restaurant should get attention. Fortunately, this is the case because multiple chefs
mentioned that their vegan restaurant catches the eye in this sector. Frequently, there is a lack of
competition as well. In other words, there is room for growth for the entire vegan restaurant market,
both in terms of supply and demand.
Van Hootegem and van Amelsfoort (2008) created a framework called the quality of labor, which could
be applied in this research as well, to explain the conclusion of this research and put it into perspective.
According to van Hootegem and van Amelsfoort (2008), four factors contribute to the quality of labor:
1. The content: the type of tasks that employees must perform, the opportunities that the work
offers to learn something new, the space that one gets to determine one's working method or
to participate in essential decisions about the work.
2. The environment: environmental factors during work, the physical strain involved in
performing the work, the degree of safety and protection against accidents.
3. The terms and conditions: agreed-upon arrangements under which work is to be performed.
This refers not only to remuneration in exchange for work performance, but also to working
hours, the form of contract, training, or promotion opportunities.
4. The relations: social climate in the company, the opportunities for participation and codetermination, the issues that are addressed, and how these relations are shaped.
Remarkably, these chefs experience an exceptionally high quality of work. They have a lot of
autonomy, which is explained by a large part because lots of chefs are also the owners of their
restaurant. These chefs experience satisfaction and fulfillment after a day of work since they are proud
of what they have created. Chefs enjoy cooking plant-based food more since it gives them a feeling of
satisfaction to work with high-quality products. This is following the research done by Reinders et al.
(2017) who discovered that through sustainable menu engineering - by increasing the number of
vegetables - the plate looks visually more attractive. This increases guest satisfaction. In addition, the
chefs think they cook for an extraordinarily pleasant customer segment that keeps on growing. So not
only does cooking plant-based provide a feeling of satisfaction, but the customer segment provides
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this feeling as well. This can be linked to the pillar Pleasure of Batat (2020). The chefs of the research
of Batat (2020) state that the basis of a sustainable gastronomic experience lies beyond the quality of
the food, but is instead attention is given to pleasure, taste, and one’s senses instead. For these chefs,
the real healthy and sustainable luxury food experience should link people to food pleasure derived
from their lived gastronomic experiences. The study focuses only on Michelin-star chefs; therefore,
this finding is more prominent in the study of Batat because there is more room for creating an
experience that triggers all senses in Michelin-star restaurants (Batat, 2020). However, most of the
sixteen chefs of this research mentioned that their satisfaction and the one of their guests increased
when they started cooking plant-based food. So, these opportunities are in line with the study of Batat
(2020).
The study of Robinson and Beesly (2010) confirms this correlation between job satisfaction and
creativity. The more job satisfaction (both occupational and organizational) chefs experience, the more
creative they are. These chefs mentioned creativity as one of the most important attributes of a good
chef. Besides, preparing vegan food provides them with a lot of opportunities such as status, a pleasant
customer segment, learning new things, and a lack of competition, which in turn increases their quality
of work even more. When the quality of work is high, working hard is not perceived as a negative thing.
Some of these chefs mentioned they work around 70 hours a week, but they do not want to change
this, because this is what makes them happy. This perceived level of quality of labor is very special in
the gastronomy sector because often the working conditions are not that great. Lots of times staff
needs to perform heavy and physical labor and work late (Arbeidsinspectie, 2008). Besides, at this
moment there is a big shortage of staff throughout the sector, which increases the work pressure and
hours even more (UWV, 2021).

Obstacles
Although lots of aspects are an opportunity for some, others experience the same aspects as an
obstacle: competent staff, competition, the margins, and the guests are all mentioned in both
categories. On the one hand, veganism can be seen as inclusive for all cultures and religions, but on
the other hand, people who would like to eat meat cannot eat in that type of restaurant. This paradox
can be hard for these chefs. On the contrary, Rivera and Shani (2013) argue that a restaurant owner
does not want to lose guests, because of too few vegan options. The gastronomy sector is a very
competitive market, where guests are scarce, and the margins are limited. This is reflected in the
number of bankruptcies in the Dutch gastronomy sector, which is among the highest sectors (CBS,
2018). Shani and DiPiertro (2007) also stressed that vegans could have the ‘veto vote’ when dining out
with a group. Fortunately, all these chefs offer (at least two) vegan options, so these chefs will not lose
guests over it. It could however be that the 100% plant-based restaurants lose guests because no meat
or fish is offered. This is a conscious and deliberate choice of these chefs because they do not want to
cook dishes containing animal products anymore. Chefs who are not yet cooking fully plant-based
and/or organic would shift if plant-based and/or organic products would be more affordable. So, the
margins are a big obstacle for this group of chefs. They think the responsibility of this change lies in
the hands of the government. One chef is therefore standing for election in the municipal council to
make this change happen.
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Other obstacles that are frequently mentioned are writer’s block and the substitution and/or the
availability of ingredients which is needed to maintain a creative menu. This substitutability is
especially a challenge for the chefs that think from an MFDE perspective. A chef that thinks from a
plant perspective does not have to spend energy on finding a proper replacement because the
vegetables, grains, and legumes are at the center of the dish. The study of Boland et al. (2013) argues
that novel sources of plant-based protein as discovered rapidly and prefab MFDE substitutes are
improved in terms of quality and nutrient intake, which in turn will make it easier to substitute an
animal protein product over time. Conversely, cooking from a plant perspective limits the choice of
ingredients, so the obstacle of availability of ingredients is more prominent, especially when a chef
wants to cook as local and seasonal as possible. Seasonality is one of the key factors in determining
food availability, especially of perishable foods like fruits and vegetables, according to Lochetti,
Meldrum, Kennedy, and Termote (2020). Hence, even more creativity is required of these chefs to
come up with new dishes from time to time. Among these chefs, there was disagreement on whether
plant-based has a positive, negative, or neutral effect on their margins. Varela-Ortega, BlancoGutiérrez, Manners and Detzel (2021) come to the same conclusion. They researched the socioeconomic performance of innovative legume-based food prototypes and found out that at the
consumer stage, the effect on the financial margins differs from product to product, this would explain
the difference of opinions among these sixteen chefs.
The overall conclusions are drawn in the next chapter. Afterward, the methodological and theoretical
reflections and limitations are discussed, together with the implications for future research.
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10. Conclusions
This chapter draws conclusions and answers the main research question: How and why are Dutch chefs
taking part in the protein transition? What are their motivations, opportunities, abilities, and
obstacles? First, the answer to each sub-research question is answered shortly, whereafter the main
research question is answered.
First, the extent to which chefs take part in the protein transition is discussed, to answer the first subresearch question. This depends on their perspective, which is either an MFDE or a plant perspective.
This research combined the DDDI framework with these two perspectives and discovered that only a
few of these pioneers fully transitioned by having a 100% plant-based menu and approaching their
menu from a plant perspective and thinking from the Level of Diets. The others approach their menu
from an MFDE perspective although some do offer a 100% plant-based menu. The inspiration source
of these chefs is determining the level of transition, which is either the Level of Dishes or the Level of
Dish Ingredients. Those chefs are proud of their meat resembling dishes, which shows they still cannot
and will not let go of this way of thinking. Most chefs belong in this category. De Boer and Aiking (2019)
provided two strategies to make the transition more doable for these chefs. Besides, the MFDE
perspective could be a counterargument for the cultural losses that veganism could cause in the future.
Overall, these chefs are mostly intrinsically motivated because hardly any extrinsic motivations were
mentioned during the interviews. Combating the climate crisis, improving the health of guests, and
avoiding animal suffering were the most prominent intrinsic motivators for these chefs to take part.
These chefs are not in it for the money, they are here to inspire and convince others to try out vegan
food, with creative and innovative dishes. They are motivated to make the first impression of veganism
as good as possible by leading by example. While opinions differ across chefs if the whole gastronomy
industry is/should be exemplary. They argue that the whole world does not have to become vegan as
of tomorrow which is in line with the EAT-Lancet commission (Willett, 2019), but they want to try to
convince their guests to just try it out and judge afterward. Moreover, subjective norms and values are
deeply embedded in the motivation of chefs to keep improving in terms of quality and environmental
impact. They are critical and set a high standard for themselves to be ‘a good chef’. So cooking is more
than their profession, it is their way of expressing themselves creatively, it provides them with
autonomy, status, and satisfaction and creates momentum for activism.
All in all, the chefs did not need to acquire lots of new knowledge or learn new skills to take part in the
protein transition. The ability comes from their curiousness and drive, to investigate, experiment, and
try out new things. When needed these chefs search for the appropriate tools that could help reach
their goals. Hence, these chefs enabled themselves to take part. They are critical about their work and
want to keep improving. In terms of cooking, there is not much of a difference between cooking with
animal-based or plant-based products. Some chefs even educate other professionals to follow their
lead in this transition. So, the chefs do not only attempt to convince their guests to try out vegan food
but other chefs as well.
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Five frequently mentioned opportunities are discovered in this research that drives these chefs to take
part: attention of the wider public, lack of competition, a pleasant customer base that keeps on
growing, satisfaction in terms of cooking, and appropriate staff. The model of van Hootegem and van
Amelsfoort (2008) is applied to these findings, and it can be concluded that these chefs experience an
extraordinarily high quality of work. However, lots of aspects are an opportunity for some, but others
experience the same aspect as an obstacle. Competent staff, competition, margins, and the guests are
all mentioned in both categories. Another contradiction that is identified is the inclusivity/exclusivity
of veganism: on one hand, vegan can be seen as inclusive for all cultures and religions, but on the other
hand, guests who want to eat meat are excluded from 100% plant-based restaurants.
Moreover, some obstacles are experienced by all chefs, such as the negative image around veganism.
In the big cities such as Amsterdam and Utrecht, competition worries them, wherein in the rural parts
of the Netherlands, the lack of guests is a big obstacle for chefs. Other obstacles that are frequently
mentioned are writer’s block and the substitution and/or the availability of ingredients which is needed
to maintain a creative menu. The substitutability is especially a challenge for the chefs that think from
an MFDE perspective. Chefs that think from a plant perspective, do not have to find replacements
because the vegetables, grains, and legumes are at the center of the dish which in turn aggravates the
problem of limited availability of ingredients.
All in all, to answer the main research question it can be concluded these sixteen chefs are the pioneers
of this industry because they are already transitioning or have already transitioned towards plantbased menus. They are mostly intrinsically motivated and enabled themselves to take part in this
transition. Inquisitiveness, creativity, and satisfaction drive these chefs to take part. These chefs lead
the way for others to follow. They want to do good and are willing to spend a lot of time to keep
improving their dishes, to make the first impression of vegan food as good as possible. These chefs
hope time will catch up with them, so the negative image of veganism is turned around and the
customer segment will keep on growing, so other chefs and restaurants could follow as well. Previous
research has shown that the perspective of the chef was missing when looking at the sustainability of
the gastronomy sector. This study filled this knowledge gap and examined how, why and to what
extent Dutch chefs take part in the protein transition, one of the ways how the gastronomy sector
could limit its environmental impact.
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11. Reflections
This chapter reflects on the whole research process. First, a personal reflection is given by the
researcher. What did I enjoy? What did I learn and what could I do differently next time? Furthermore,
this chapter reflects on the theory and methodology of this research to identify the limitations and
strengths of this research. Lastly, implications for future research are stated in this chapter as well.

Personal reflection
I am content I chose a research topic that is so close to my heart personally because it motivated me
to keep going and I enjoyed working on this research until the end. It never felt like an obligation to
work on it, because I was intrinsically motivated to learn more about the topic. I like the topic of making
the gastronomy sector more sustainable and this research made me even more sure about this. As I
am a chef myself, I like the adrenaline of working in a kitchen. Visiting the restaurants and talking to
chefs gave me a lot of positive energy. I realized that my all-time dream of having my own (sustainable)
restaurant is still very active and this research made me even more sure about how important it is. It
showed me that the gastronomy sector can lead the way for others to follow, something I always
believed in. Eating at a restaurant can inspire guests, who will try different ingredients at home than
what they are used to, which in time can change their diet step-by-step. Hence, I greatly enjoyed the
combination of theory and practice. While the academic side of the research is important, I could focus
a lot on the practical side as well. It was sometimes a bit frustrating for me that such small steps were
taken in terms of sustainability, and that only so few restaurants are taking this problem seriously. In
addition, it showed me how far away we are from a sustainable food system. In my bubble of
environmental activism, eating vegetarian or plant-based has turned into the standard, while this is
not the case for the average restaurant. This research taught me that we must take very small steps at
the time, but that we must keep going forward and we must start now with changing our diet. I find it
hard to be so patient because time is ticking. These chefs inspired me to stay hopeful and positive.
Some chefs were a real inspiration for me because they not only inspired their guests but also educated
other chefs to follow their lead. This is a direction I believe in and after graduation, I would like to work
in this field as well. It would allow me to combine my theoretical and practical knowledge. This thesis
was therefore very valuable because it gave me important insights into my future career.
During the interview phase of this research, I used a field diary to document my feelings, opinions, and
emotions. I am happy that I used this medium because I believe it improved my research. Importantly,
I could vent all my thoughts and read them back afterward. During the interviews, I often felt very
empowered and inspired. A few times I even wrote down: ‘this is where I want to work’. Besides,
talking to chefs made me want to cook as well in my free time. For example, I tried to make vegan
cheese because I wanted to see if I could do it too. Especially when we talked about certain dishes, I
noticed that I wanted to show these chefs how much I know about this topic and express how tasty
the dish sounded. For example, when talking about certain suppliers I wanted to show that I also knew
these businesses. However, my experiences with these suppliers are not relevant for this research, so
I needed to control myself to not talk about that. The field diary was useful for this. Something I wrote
down was how much I respected those chefs. They work so hard, some even 70 hours per week,
however, they still enjoy it and that cooking is their passion. I noticed that I wanted to express this
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respect by saying things like: ‘wow, that is amazing’. Therefore, it was very useful to always have my
field dairy with me, to right these emotions down, before saying them out loud. Besides, I sometimes
felt very stupid for asking an obvious question, when I already knew the answer, but the information
was valuable for my research. For example, I asked some of the chefs whether they used prefab meat
replacement, while I could guess from their menu that they made everything themselves because it
was more a top-notch restaurant. I must admit that I sometimes asked a certain follow-up question
out of my own interest, for example, what ingredients were used in a certain dish. I think this made
the conversation more fluid because it was more equal which improved the trust and the conversation
overall. Sometimes I noticed I was judgmental about a certain dish or menu. Sometimes I thought the
dishes were uninspiring and the offer was the same in every restaurant. Again, it was useful for me to
just write this down, to put the thoughts into perspective and do not let them interfere with my
research too much.
Sometimes I wanted to keep on talking to the chefs, but time was limited. I often felt like I was in a
hurry because the chefs needed to get back to their job, but this was not always the case. I could have
taken more time in between questions to let the chefs reflect on their answer and adjust it when they
seemed fit. This is something I would do differently next time, really focus on letting the participant
finish each sentence and take an extra breath or two before I ask the next question. I wonder if they
would have liked to add more if I had given them the chance. Although I allowed elaborating on certain
topics after all the questions were asked. However, I can imagine that it is easier to follow up on
something right away. A few times I also felt like I could have gone more into detail and asked more
follow-up questions, but I felt overwhelmed and tried to stick to my interview guide and the time as
much as possible, although looking back I think there could have been more freedom. However, it
should be mentioned that overall, the interviews went smoothly, I only needed to ask a couple of
questions and introduce my research and the chefs just kept on talking. Often, they answered multiple
questions with one anecdote. These chefs liked to talk about this topic and that lead to valuable
interview data. While transcribing the interviews I noticed that I switched between formal and informal
language, which I could be more mindful of next time. I could have been braver, and I could have asked
more specific questions about the financial side of their business, however, it did not feel like it was
my place to ask this in detail, while it would have been an interesting extra finding for this research. I
am content that I spend a lot of time preparing for each interview, to study the menu and the website
of the restaurant carefully. These chefs were very sure about their answers and did not need a lot of
time to think before they could speak their minds. They have thought a lot about this topic already,
are proud of what they are doing, and made a deliberate choice to cook vegan food since they knew
exactly what they wanted to say. Two times this decisiveness was a little too much because it felt like
I did not have the lead in the interview anymore, it was taken over by the chef himself. I found it hard
to take back control over the conversation because I did not want to be rude. I noticed that sometimes
the chefs did not listen very carefully to my question and just answered what they felt like telling me,
which was often off-topic. This is something I like to improve next time, to always try to stay in control
while leaving room for the other to speak their mind to cover topics that are not in the interview guide.
Overall, I enjoyed this research, especially the fieldwork phase of talking to chefs.
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Theoretical reflection
Three theoretical models are introduced in the conceptual framework of this research. The first and
most prominent model of this research is the MOA model of MacInnis et al. (1991). This model is found
to be very applicable for this type of research. Although this model is a simplification of reality, the
model fits well within the context of this research, therefore the recommendation of Jacobs and Klosse
(2016) to use this model turned out to be valuable. Motivations, opportunities, abilities showed what
makes it possible for these chefs to take part in the transition. To make sure external circumstances
were also considered in this research, obstacles were added to the model, since obstacles can obstruct
certain behavior although someone is willing and able to. Especially the obstacles that chefs have
already had to overcome provided a good insight into what drives these chefs because it showed what
these chefs are willing to do to get there. Therefore, a limitation of the original MOA model is that it is
too voluntaristic. Sometimes something happens that is outside someone’s power, which influences
one’s behavior. This is not captured in this model because motivations, opportunities, and abilities only
measure what drives a certain behavior and not what obstructs it. As demonstrated in this research,
an honest and complete story about why and how people do certain things should always include what
prevents these people from doing these things: the obstacles they have already overcome or want to
overcome in the future. Notably, the obstacles also influence the opportunities and motivations. This
can also be seen in this research because there is quite some overlap between the categories. Some
things are an opportunity for some, while others experience the same thing as their biggest obstacle.
Including obstacles to the MOA model is, therefore, one of the strengths of this research.
The second model used in the conceptual framework is the DDDI Framework adopted from de Boer
and Aiking (2019). This research applied the model too rigidly. Cooking food is a very dynamic process,
which depends on the mood and creativity of the chef. Therefore, it can differ a lot whether a certain
ingredient or dish is leading when creating sometimes new. Placing the chefs in one category or the
other is too strict because there was not one chef that fitted only in one level. Although some levels
were more prominent for chefs than others, conclusions could be made about the level of transition
of the chefs while using this model in the end. Looking back, this model could have been used
differently, namely, to provide more information on how chefs transitioned towards plant-based food,
their journey so to say. The amount of effort should be leading here. The EAT-Lancet commission used
a similar technique in their study. This commission describes the way towards a sustainable and
healthy composition of a menu in 2050, in terms of division in dish types on the menu, the portion size
of dishes, and the choice of ingredients (Willett, 2019). This report provides information on what a
balanced diet could look like but also shows a balanced nutrient intake per dish. This way they let the
reader (or in this case the chef) decide which level to focus on and one could also switch between
levels. Different levels are seen as strategies, without any hierarchical order to classify the level of
transition. Hence, the DDDI model should have been used to show the different paths towards plantbased cooking, without putting the chefs into a certain category and concluding things such as 50% of
the chefs fall into this level. Since this process is dynamic, and the developments change from time to
time, chefs can easily occupy multiple categories. Besides, one level is not superior to the other, as all
levels lead to the same outcome: the protein transition. The levels do indicate the amount of effort a
chef has to put in to make the transition. It must be noted, however, that one of the strengths of this
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research is that it put the original model of de Boer and Aiking (2019) into practice, to discover the
strengths and weaknesses of the model, something that is hardly done before.
The last model introduced in the conceptual framework is the Pillars of sustainability of Batat (2020).
It was argued that the pillar Plate delineates the conceptual framework because this is where the
protein transition takes place, therefore this pillar was the most prominent. As expected, the other
pillars came back in this research as well. The pillars Planet, Pleasure, and People could all be related
to the findings of this research to some extent, as these pillars have a significant influence on the
motivations and behavior of the chefs. It is not possible to look at just one pillar, as they all influence
each other. Remarkably, there was one pillar that was not presented in this research: Place. This
research did not focus on the interior of the restaurant, or the cleaning products used, as it does not
relate to the protein transition or the perspective or drive of the chef. It could have been interesting
when looking at the sustainability of restaurants more broadly. However, this is out of the scope of
this research. It is noteworthy to mention that both this research and the study of Batat (2020)
discovered that these chefs are not in it for the money. Chefs commonly consider themselves artists
whose main objective is to satisfy the customer with creative dishes and without highlighting the
objective of profitability. Prior studies on sustainability underlined the importance of macro-factors
such as planet and people through the pressure of consumers (Clemes et al., 2013; DiPietro et al.,
2013; Kim et al., 2017; Kwok & Huang, 2019; Kwok et al., 2016; Lu & Chi, 2017; Lu & Gursoy, 2017;
Myung et al., 2012; Sharma et al., 2014) as well as a more profit-oriented motivation (Sheth et al.,
2011) in adopting and promoting sustainable practices in non-luxury restaurants. The study of Batat
(2020) underlines the Michelin-starred restaurants’ motivations for sustainability that should be
considered as an additional source for creativity. That is the reason why Batat (2020) did not include
the pillar Profit in his framework. However, for smaller and more casual restaurants Profit could merely
be a requirement, so it could be of influence what drives or obstructs certain behavior. This research
could have therefore included the sixth pillar Profit as well, which is recommended for future research
on this topic.
Another remark that should be made here is the debate around the shortcomings of the Triple Bottom
Line (TBL) Theory, which is the basis for the five pillars of sustainability of Batat (2020). Many scholars
(Sridhar & Jones, 2012; Srivastava, Dixit & Srivastava, 2021) argue that the TBL reporting has been
institutionalized as a way of thinking for (corporate) sustainability. However, institutions are constantly
changing and improving, while TBL has been conservative in its approach to change (Sridhar & Jones,
2012; Srivastava, Dixit & Srivastava, 2021). Besides the measurement of TBL is complex, because how
does one measure the social impact of a transition for example? These scholars argue that TBL should
work with dimensions, to make it more measurable and flexible for every context. Besides, the
interdependence of indicators should be considered as well. This criticism could also be applied to the
five pillars of sustainability of Batat (2020) to some extent, although these five pillars are more specific
for the context of the gastronomy sector. Batat (2020) does not provide a way to make these pillars
measurable and interdependent. This research considers the interdependence of pillars to some
extent because it showed how multiple pillars influence each other. The pillar Planet motivates chefs
to take part in the protein transition, which leads to more plant-based dishes on the menu – the pillar
Plate. However, diving into the full scope of the interdependency between the pillars was beyond the
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scope of this research. Moreover, the DDDI framework, in combination with the two perspectives of
the chefs (MFDE or plant) is used to ‘measure’ the level of transition of the chefs. Although, classifying
the chefs at a certain level is found to be too rigid, combining these two models allows researchers to
draw conclusions about the process of transition. The menu of the restaurant serves as the outcome,
to what extent the chefs have already transitioned because this shows the number of plant-based
items that are offered. Therefore, the critiques present in the scientific debate around the TBL cannot
be applied to this research.
This theoretical reflection closes off with a final remark. The framework of Quality of Labor of van
Hootegem and van Amelsfoort (2008) is only introduced in the discussion of this study, while it could
have been useful to include this framework from the beginning. It would have been interesting to
measure each of the four aspects of the framework to draw a more precise conclusion about these
chefs' perceived quality of labor. Now only the correlation between creativity, fulfillment, and
satisfaction is identified while there could be more to it, such as the company's social climate or the
decision-making process. Including these dimensions was out of the scope of this research. Further
research could therefore focus on these issues, which is discussed after the methodological reflections.

Methodological reflection
Apart from the theoretical reflection, it is necessary to reflect on the methodology of this research, to
distinguish its limitations and strengths in more detail. First of all, the exploratory nature and the
sampling method leave questions about the generalizability of the research. Although generalization
was not a goal of this research, it must be noted that the conclusions are specific to the sample group
of this research. No conclusions can be made about the whole gastronomy sector, so the transferability
of this research is limited. Since only the pioneers of plant-based cooking were included in this study,
the results are not conclusive. In addition, one interviewee was not a chef but the owner of the
restaurant. She could however answer all the questions adequately because her husband is the chef
of that restaurant. Additionally, the participant selection was mostly based on the information
provided by the platform Happy Cow. Using only one platform makes it hard to verify whether all
possible restaurants were considered. Therefore, this research should have used a broader variety of
initial sources to create the list of potential participants. However, Happy Cow is the most sophisticated
and complete platform that could provide this overview, which justifies this decision.
Another limitation of this study is the distribution of participants. No participants were found from the
big cities Rotterdam and Den Haag, while together these cities have 24 plant-based restaurants. No
participants were also found from the provinces Groningen, Drenthe, and Zeeland. The COVID-19
pandemic made chefs more hesitant to participate in this research, which affected the participant
selection. This uneven distribution should be considered since some findings were based on the
geographical locations of the restaurant. The researcher could have used the snowballing method, to
obtain participants from these areas. Besides, the researcher could have gone to these cities/areas
and asked whether the restaurants would like to participate face-to-face. This would have increased
their threshold to say no. However, visitations to these cities were impossible due to a limitation of
time during the fieldwork phase.
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Moreover, the analysis was only done by one researcher. Especially the credibility (or internal validity)
of the coding would have been increased if it was conducted by two researchers. Multiple coders can
help check interpretations against the data. While each researcher views the data through the lens of
their own knowledge and experience, multiple coders may be able to help prevent this lens from
obscuring participant experiences and meanings (Keene, n.d.). On the one hand, the dependability
would have been increased as well, because the researchers could check each other, whether the right
codes were applied throughout the whole process. On the other hand, this could have led to conflict
and disagreement, which did not happen in this research. The use of a codebook would have prevented
this conflict from happening (Saldana, 2008).
The positionality of the researcher needs to be discussed as well. This influenced the confirmability of
this research. Since the researcher is a chef herself, she is biased and not objective. The field diary was
used to process the thoughts and feelings of the researcher, as described in the personal reflection.
However, personal interest and opinions likely influenced the coding to some extent when deciding
which quote to use. In addition, no statistical analysis was carried out which could have provided more
insight into the findings. However, this study discovered the drive of these chefs, therefore it was not
so much about how often someone said certain words, but more about what was said and why. During
the interview phase, this bias of the researcher was less harmful, because more in-depth follow-up
questions could be asked due to the field knowledge of the researcher, which increased the quality of
the research. Nonetheless, it is likely that the bias of the researcher again influenced the data
collection. Notably, the researcher received several compliments about the interview guide. The chefs
thought the questions were fun, to the point, in-depth, yet free enough for them to tell their story.
Despite that, the questions could have been more precise. During the end phase of the fieldwork, the
questions were asked more directly, after reviewing the field diary and reading some transcripts. This
resulted in more concrete data about veganism, instead of sustainable diets in general. Moreover,
another limitation of the used methodology is the use of semi-structured interviews as the main source
of data. Since the protein transition is often a slow and ongoing process, it would have been useful to
conduct a longitudinal study to detect the pace of change. Another method that would have been
suitable for this research is a focus group, so the chefs could discuss the obstacles and opportunities
amongst each other. Due to time limitations, it was not feasible to apply multiple methods for this
research.
One of the strengths of this research is its social and scientific relevance. This research provides an
insight into the sustainability of the gastronomy sector, with special attention given to the chef. The
gastronomy sector has a negative image when it comes to sustainability (Batat, 2020; Salzberg et al.,
2019), while it could potentially be an example of how tasteful sustainable food can be (Batat, 2020;
de Boer & Aiking, 2019; Higgins-Desbiolles & Wijesinghe, 2019; Westhoek et al., 2014). The
participating chefs felt heard and maybe this study will motivate them to continue or convince others
to step in as well. By talking openly about this transition, knowledge is spread around the industry.
Chefs who are not taking part yet can be encouraged to try it out because this research provides them
with an honest story. A clear knowledge gap was identified by Jacobs and Klosse (2016), which this
study fills to some extent, by adding to the papers of Rivera and Shani (2013) and Batat (2020). Besides,
this research showed how the DDDI framework can be put into practice. All in all, very little research
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has been done about this topic so far, therefore it is important to close off this chapter with
implications for future research. This is discussed in the next paragraph.

Implications for future research
As discussed in the scientific relevance, research has just started discovering this field of knowledge.
This research filled a knowledge gap because it showed the influence of the perspective of the chef on
the menu. Chefs could contribute to the environmental impact potential of the gastronomy sector by
changing their everyday decisions. Besides, the gastronomy sector can play a role in making the protein
transition more approachable for others since the chefs can lead by example. This research showed
that the most important requirement for chefs to make this transition is their motivation. The chefs
can enable themselves to take part because they are not dependent on others. However, they need to
be extremely motivated because it requires lots of effort and dedication. Hence, other scholars must
continue with this relevant topic. Several implications for future research are identified, which are
important to explore this impact potential of the protein transition and the gastronomy sector in more
detail. Those are the two other recommendations of Jacobs and Klosse (2016), which will complete the
execution of their research agenda. Right now, the impact of the chef on the menu is known. It would
be useful to now know whether the menu can stimulate guests to try out vegan food at home, the next
step so to say. The impact potential of the gastronomy sector on the guests could be researched via a
survey for example. By talking to the guests, the DDDI Framework could also be fully used, because
the Level of Bites could be considered as well. This level is about sensory experiences and associations
of the end-user. Future research could ask consumers which meat alternatives they find ‘restaurant
worthy’ for example. By looking at these associations and feelings of the guests, strategies about how
to transition towards plant-based protein could be elaborated in more detail for other restaurants to
follow. Besides, future research can investigate the contribution of plant-based food to the
environmental impact of the food system, through a Life Cycle Analysis for example. This could
stimulate more restaurants to make the transition if the impact is greater than expected or nuance the
findings on this study if the impact is lower than expected.
Another recommendation for future research would be to include chefs who are not yet taking part in
this transition. What is withholding them? The MOA model can be used again for this while putting
more emphasis on the future fourth pillar: obstacles. Future research could also try to focus more on
the extrinsic motivations of chefs, to discover whether the drive and intrinsic motivations are unique
for these chefs, or whether this is a more universal finding within the industry. Knowing these extrinsic
motivations or obstacles would mean that the industry could implement changes that could stimulate
other chefs to take part. It is also recommended that future research looks more into detail to the sixth
Pillar of Sustainability: profit, as it is likely that this pillar influences the decision-making of the chefs,
probably through these extrinsic motivators. This method would also correct for possible socially
desirable answers concerning ‘I am not in it for the money’.
Another recommendation for future research is to repeat this research in other European countries, it
would be interesting to compare these findings, to see whether culture has any moderative effect on
this transition. This would increase the transferability of this research. Furthermore, future research
could apply the framework Quality of Labor by van Hootegem and van Amelsfoort (2008) to a
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restaurant setting. This would place the findings of this research, where chefs perceive a high quality
of work, into perspective. Each of the four aspects of the framework could be researched to find an
explanation for the intrinsic motivations of these chefs.
Lastly, it is recommended that future research gives some thought to the use of focus groups. This
would allow chefs to discuss the topics amongst each other. The different Levels of Transition would
have been easier to compare this way. Differences of opinion would also have been valuable to observe
in a focus group. For instance, the opinions differed a lot on the topic of margins. It would have been
valuable to observe the chefs talk about this topic with each other. A more longitudinal study could
also be an option, to review the change over time by a couple of restaurants in more detail, so other
restaurants could learn from the steps that these chefs have taken to get there. Finally, future research
should be executed by at least two researchers, to increase the credibility while making use of a
codebook to keep the findings consistent.
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13. Appendix
I: Confidentiality Agreement
Hierbij verklaar ik – de onderzoeker –
•

•
•

•

Dat ik alle antwoorden en opnames in anonimiteit en met respect zal behandelen, na dit
interview zal worden verwezen als Chef#. De interviews zullen letterlijk worden uitgeschreven,
om zo de gegeven antwoorden woord voor woord te behouden.
Dat de participant of de desbetreffende werkgever zal geen reputatie schade lijden door mee
te doen aan dit onderzoek.
Dat alle opnames zullen worden verwijderd zodra het onderzoek is afgesloten, rond eind maart
2022. De geanonimiseerde transcripten worden nog 10 jaar door de universiteit bewaard, om
de wetenschappelijk kwaliteit te waarborgen.
Dat de antwoorden en opnames van de participanten zullen met niemand anders worden
gedeeld. Tijdens het onderzoek zijn de opnames en de transcripties in het bezit van de
onderzoeker.

Datum:

Handtekening onderzoeker:

…………………………….

…………………………….

Door hieronder te tekenen gaat u als participant akkoord met het voorafgaande:
Datum:
Handtekening participant:
…………………………….

…………………………….
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II: Interview Guide
Instructions for the interviewer
- Be on time
- Print the guide and take it with you to the interview
- Take pen and paper with you, if recording the interview is not allowed
- Take a phone (that is charged) and a power bank with you
- Take your time during the interview, plan nothing directly after it. It could be valuable to
be guided through the restaurant or to have an informal after talk.
- The questions in grey are follow-up questions if this is an interesting topic. The other
questions have priority. When there is time left, you can start with the grey questions.

Introduction
Hi, let me introduce myself. My name is Guusje van Tienhoven. I study in Wageningen, I follow the
master’s program Organic Agriculture. This research is the last hurdle I take before I graduate, my
thesis is about sustainability in the gastronomy sector, more specifically it is about the perspective of
the chef on the protein transition, so the switch from animal-based protein to plant-based protein such
as nuts, beans, and legumes. So far, a lot of research has been done on the consumer perspective, why
do people go to a sustainable restaurant? But the perspective of the chef is not heard yet.
I am planning to interview around 15-20 chefs throughout the Netherlands, to figure out what their
motivations, opportunities, abilities, and obstacles are to take part in this protein transition. All these
chefs work at restaurants that already take part in the transition to some extent.
Can I record this interview? I will make the recording anonymous when I will analyze the data and I will
delete the recording once my research is finished. Besides, I will never share the data with a third party.
I have put together a confidentiality agreement. Would you sign this for me, please?
This interview will take approximately one hour, is there a certain time that you must leave? So, I can
make sure we have finished by then?
> Start the recording
General
1. Can you describe the restaurant you work for and your function?
2. How long do you work here?
3. Did you do any chef training or cooking school?
• If yes, where?
4. How would you describe the kitchen/cooking style?
5. How does this restaurant’s menu come about?
6. How often does the menu change?
7. How many plant-based dishes do you have on your menu? In comparison with
meat/fish/dairy?
8. What do you think of this ratio?
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9. Are you planning to change this ratio in the coming 6 months?
10. How often are the plant-based dishes sold?
• Do these dishes sell better or worse compared to meat/fish/dairy dishes?
• How can you explain this difference?
Motivation
11. When and why did you start serving plant-based dishes?
12. What do you want to achieve with plant-based dishes on your menu?
13. Where do you get your inspiration from for these plant-based dishes?
14. Which dish are you the proudest of?
• Why?
15. Which dish would you like to change?
• Why?
16. What feeling do you get from cooking plant-based food?
17. What are associations you have with ‘a good chef’? (For example creativity, sustainability,
taste, innovation)
18. Can having an enjoyment of cooking and sustainability go together?
• Why/ why not?
Knowledge and abilities
19. Did you have to change anything to the way of working, so you could serve plant-based dishes?
• If yes, what?
20. Do you need specific knowledge to produce these dishes?
• If yes, which?
21. Did you or did your chefs have that knowledge?
• If yes, how did you obtain this knowledge? Do you still lack some?
• If not, are you planning to obtain that knowledge? How/where?
22. Do you need any other cooking techniques to produce these dishes?
• If yes, which?
23. Did you or did your chefs possess those techniques?
• If yes, where did you learn those?
• If not, are you planning to learn it? How/where?
24. What is the most sustainable dish on your menu?
• Why?
25. How could your menu be even more sustainable?
26. To what extent do you have sufficient (emotional) support from your environment for creating
these dishes?
27. To what extent do you have the right staff to serve those dishes?
Opportunities
28. What are the benefits to the restaurant of serving plant-based food? (e.g., financial, guest
satisfaction, market share, etc.)
29. How does plant-based cooking affect the quality of your dish or menu?
30. How does plant-based cooking affect the image of the restaurant?
31. How do your guests react to your plant-based dishes?
32. Have your guests asked for this?
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33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.

How do (future) employees react to your menu?
How does plant-based cooking affect your market share?
To what extent have you had to change your purchasing policy?
To what extent do you have sufficient financial resources to create these dishes?
To what extent does competition play a role in making these choices?
To what extent does being a pioneer play a role in making these choices?

Obstacles
39. On a scale of 1-10, how difficult was it for you to add more plant-based dishes to your menu?
1 being very easy and 10 being very difficult.
• Why do you choose this number?
40. Would you like to have more plant-based dishes on your menu?
• If so, are there any obstacles that cause you to have fewer plant-based dishes on
your menu than you would like?
• What are these obstacles?
41. Are there any obstacles that you have already overcome?
• If so, what are these obstacles?
Closing off
42. What advice would you like to give to restaurants that are also looking to move in this
direction?
43. To what extent do you agree with this statement: 'The hospitality industry has an exemplary
role in society in terms of sustainable eating'?
44. What are your goals for the future?
45. What dishes would you like to have on your menu in the future?
Clarification/follow up questions
Make notes here during the interview on what questions need clarification or what the interviewer
wants to know more about

Questions from the chef?
46. Do you have any questions for me?
47. What was your feeling during this interview?
48. Were you comfortable or uncomfortable with anything?
> Stop the recording
The end
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I want to thank you very much for participating in this research. Would you like to receive a summary
of the results as soon as the research is completed around March? Which email address may I note for
this purpose?
…………………………………………………… Fill in the email address
My contact details are:
0627063628 of guusje.vantienhoven@wur.nl, if there are any more questions or comments, feel free
to contact me.
Would you like to proofread the written text before I process and analyze it?
Yes

/

No
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III: Data Management Plan
1. Organizational context
Name researcher

Guusje van Tienhoven

Name supervisor(s)

prof. dr. ir. Bettina Bock

Chair Group

Rural Sociology

Start date of project

06/09/2021

(Expected) end date of project

31/03/2022

2. Research project
Title

Tasting before judging

Project summary In this qualitative research, Dutch chefs’ motivations, opportunities, abilities, and
obstacles to take part in the protein transition are researched using semi-structured
in-depth interviews.

3. Define data management roles
Roles
Who is collecting the data?

Guusje van Tienhoven

Who is analyzing the data?

Guusje van Tienhoven

Other
No
(Do you make use translators or others who help you
with collecting and/or analyzing data)
Partner organization

n.a.

4. Data storage while doing your research (after your research, you submit your data for protected
storage by the university)
Data stage

Specification of type of research data

Storage
location Back-up
during research
location

Raw data

Content: recorded /transcribed interviews, Personal Computer, External hard
observations, and a field diary
secured with a drive,
password
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Context: The researcher will record the
recordings with her personal mobile phone.
Afterwards send it to her personal computer
and she will delete the files from her phone.
The recordings will be stored on the
computer. Besides the recordings will be
stored on an external hard drive. This way
the data can be analyzed on her personal
computer. Both the computer, the mobile
phone and the external hard drive are
secured with a password

secured with
a password

Processed data

Content: Microsoft WORD will be used to Personal computer,
write the transcript of the interviews. secured with a
www.atlasti.com will be used for the password
qualitative content analysis.

External hard
drive,
secured with
a password

File structure

All recordings will have the same file
structure:
[Date of interview]-[Chef#]-RecordingThesis

All transcripts will have the same file
structure:
[Data of interview]-[Chef#]-TranscriptThesis
Protection

During the field work the recordings will be
recorded with the researcher’s personal
phone using the Dictaphone app. The phone
is protected with a security code.
Afterwards, the recordings are transferred
using www.wetransfer.com (a secure
website to transfer big files) to the personal
computer of the researcher, with is
protected with a password.
Answers of the chefs are handled
anonymously, where participants will be
referred to as ‘Chef 1’ or ‘Chef 2’, the
personal information of the chef is only
known by the researcher and is not shared
with others. After the research is finished,
the anonymous transcripts are sent to the
university, where the data is stored for 10
years, to validate the quality of the research.
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IV: Summary for chefs
Ons voedselsysteem veroorzaakt ongeveer 25% van alle broeikasgassen en met name de veeteelt
draagt bij aan klimaatverandering door veel land en water te gebruiken. Hier moet snel verandering in
komen want dit is niet houdbaar op de lange termijn. Dit onderzoek gaat over een sector die bij kan
dragen aan deze verandering, namelijk de horeca. De horeca krijgt veel kritiek over hoe weinig deze
sector doet aan duurzaamheid, met name op het gebied van inkoop en portionering. De porties (vlees)
worden alleen maar groter en groter en er wordt veel eten weggegooid. Terwijl de horeca ook een
voorbeeldfunctie in de maatschappij zou kunnen hebben hoe lekker en mooi duurzaam eten zou
kunnen zijn, aangezien onderzoek aantoont dat consumenten eerder bereid zijn iets nieuws uit te
proberen buiten de deur. Chef-koks kunnen mensen inspireren om thuis ook een keer anders over
eten na te gaan denken. Bovendien blijkt uit veel onderzoek dat duurzamere restaurants een
competitief voordeel kunnen behalen ten opzichte van de concurrentie, dus er zitten ook nog andere
(financiële) voordelen aan. Een van de manieren waarop de horeca kan verduurzamen is door middel
van de eiwittransitie, wat inhoudt dat de dierlijke eiwitten zoals vlees, vis en zuivel worden vervangen
door plantaardige eiwitten zoals peulvruchten, noten en bonen. Dit is zowel beter voor de dieren, de
gezondheid van de mens, de voedselzekerheid in de wereld als voor de impact van het voedselsysteem
op het klimaat. Op dit moment groeit het aantal vegans in Nederland wel, maar de porties vlees
worden ook nog steeds groter, je zou dus kunnen zeggen dat de samenleving polariseert op dit gebied.
De horeca zou hier meer op moeten inspelen, want nu is de keuze voor veganisten vaak nog te beperkt
waardoor je de alleseters niet over de streep trekt om het ook een keertje te proberen. Bovenal blijkt
uit eerder onderzoek dat het perspectief van de chef bijna nog nooit is onderzocht, terwijl de chef een
enorme invloed heeft op het menu en de inkoop. Dus, om te kunnen kijken hoe de horeca deze
veranderingen door kan maken, heeft dit onderzoek 16 pioniers op dit gebied geïnterviewd. Wat drijft
deze chefs om deze transitie wel door te maken? De motivaties, obstakels, kansen, mogelijkheden,
kennis en kunde van deze chefs is onderzoekt, om zo te bepalen in hoeverre zij al de transitie hebben
doorgemaakt en/of zij een voorbeeld zouden kunnen zijn voor anderen. Ik ben langs geweest bij deze
16 chefs verspreid door heel Nederland. De voorwaarden om mee te kunnen aan dit onderzoek waren:
de chef moest verantwoordelijk zijn voor het menu, het restaurant moest niet gebonden zijn aan een
keten en het menu moest minimaal twee plantaardige gerechten op de kaart hebben staan.
Als eerste heb ik het level van de transitie onderzocht. Het blijkt dat er onderscheid gemaakt kon
worden tussen twee perspectieven hoe de chefs nadenken over plantaardige gerechten. De een
benaderd zijn/haar gerecht vanuit een vleesperspectief, waarbij de chef een vleesgerecht bedenkt en
dit als het ware vegansieerd. De ander benaderd zijn/haar gerecht vanuit planten en combineert
granen, groente en peulvruchten om zo een (nieuw) plantaardig gerecht te creëren, waarbij de 1 op 1
vergelijking dus zoveel mogelijk wordt vermeden. Bovendien denken sommige chefs vanuit hun hele
menu en wat daar nog bij past, terwijl anderen per gerecht of ingrediënt kijken hoe dat plantaardig
zou kunnen zijn. Van de 16 chefs hebben er elf een 100% plantaardig menu. Van de overige vijf hebben
er twee de ambitie om in de toekomst helemaal plantaardig te worden. De meeste chefs (75%) koken
vanuit het vleesperspectief. De volgende tabel laat de verschillende perspectieven goed zien door
middel van quotes van de chefs zelf.
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Vlees perspectief

Plant perspectief

“Ik weet wel hoe je een rendang moet maken, ja dan
wil je een vegetarische rendang, ja dan koop je een
keer dat vegetarische vlees en dan ga ik het proberen
van hoe smaakt het. En dan proef ik het en de gasten
vinden het harstikke lekker en dan is het klaar. (…) En
bijvoorbeeld de rendang dat zijn dan van die, dat is
gewoon zo gemaakt dat het op stukjes vlees lijkt. En
dan maken we die saus en alles zelf en in plaats van
het vlees doen we dan het vegetarische ding erin. En
dan ja, het smaakt net naar vlees en dan zo met de
saus…”

“Dus ja zo probeer ik dan de mensen te laten zien van
joh weet je alleen groente en granen en peulvruchten
is ook gewoon, kan ook gewoon heel erg lekker en
mooi zijn. (…) Bekijk het vanuit het product en niet
zozeer van wat je weglaat. Dat is wat er vaak gebeurt
denk ik, dat ze toch vlees en vis-minded zijn en dat ze
dan vanuit die gedachte gaan ze een gerecht maken.
Ja en dan kom je dan al vrij snel, je merkt ook in het
gerecht, tenminste als je ergens gaat eten, dat je iets
mist omdat het vanuit de verkeerde gedachte wordt
gemaakt. Je moet echt gewoon denk van weet je wat
wordt mijn hoofbestanddeel in de groente, granen of
peulvruchten? En ga vanuit daar werken. Dat zou ik
zeg maar zo, dat is tenminste waar ik op, wat ik denk
dat toch veel koks lastig vinden om vanuit groente te
gaan denken en niet vanuit bijvoorbeeld ik ga tarbot
gebruiken, wat smaakt daar lekker bij? En doe ik dit
en dit en dit en dan laat ik de tarbot weg en dan verzin
ik er nog iets bij, nou ja zo.”

De chefs die koken vanuit een vleesperspectief zijn vaak het meest trots op een gerecht, omdat het zo
goed vlees nabootst, of omdat mensen niet door hebben dat het plantaardig was. Hieruit blijkt dat
deze chefs niet van plan zijn hun aanpak aan te passen. De opbouw van het gerecht start bij hen
meestal bij dierlijk eiwit, waarna dat wordt vervangen door iets plantaardigs. Bovendien zeiden de
meeste chefs dat de wereld niet morgen 100% vegan hoeft te worden naar hun idee, we moeten vooral
heel erg anders gaan nadenken over de kwaliteit van vlees en zuivel en de kwantiteit zo veel mogelijk
verlagen. Het zou een gezien moeten worden als een delicatesse, waar je jezelf af en toe mee kan
verwennen. De chefs vinden allemaal dat zij een voorbeeldfunctie hebben in de maatschappij om dit
uit te dragen, hoewel de meningen verschilden of de hele horecasector deze voorbeeldfunctie zou
moeten hebben. Een voorbeeld: “Het gaat vooral om de kwaliteit die bepaalde horecabedrijven nog steeds
inkopen, dat die gewoon beschamend is, dat het echt gewoon te goedkoop is, te vaag, vage handel, slechte prijs
voor de producenten, geen dierenwelzijn. Dat dat eigenlijk niet meer zou moeten mogen. Dus dat op dat gebied
zou ik zeggen, de horeca heeft daar zeker een voorbeeldfunctie in. Om mensen er bewust van te maken dat
bepaalde producten gewoon niet goedkoop kunnen. Of dat bepaalde gerechten niet voor onder de €20 kunnen.
Want dan ergens in de keten wordt dan verlies geleden of kinderhandjes gebruikt of dieren mishandeld. Maar dat
zie je nu nog veel te weinig terug, echt veel te weinig. Dus dat is wel, ja terwijl het is wel mogelijk.”

Het was opvallend dat deze chefs vooral intrinsiek gemotiveerd zijn deze transitie in te gaan. Geld is
wel een middel om het doel te behalen, maar de meeste chefs doen dit omdat ze er een bevredigd
gevoel van krijgen, willen bijdragen aan een betere wereld en/of de gezondheid van hun gasten en
omdat ze het leuk, lekker en uitdagend vinden. Bovendien willen ze graag hun gasten overtuigen om
het gewoon een keertje te proberen, laagdrempeligheid speelt hierbij dus een grote rol. Daarna gaan
ze graag het gesprek aan met hun gasten, om het negatieve imago rondom vegan uit de wereld te
helpen. Dus voordat de gasten mogen oordelen, moeten ze het eerst proeven. Opvallend was dat
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meerdere chefs niet alleen plantaardig maar ook biologisch koken. In hun ogen draagt dit ook bij aan
een betere wereld: bijen zijn ook dieren en de pesticiden en andere chemicaliën zijn heel schadelijk
voor de biodiversiteit. Dit is niet voor alle chefs haalbaar, maar als biologisch betaalbaarder zou zijn,
zouden veel van de chefs overstappen van leverancier.
Ik vroeg de chefs naar wat in hun ogen een ‘goede kok’ is. Velen koppelen deze vraag aan
duurzaamheid, de omgang met ingrediënten, het voorkomen van voedselverspilling en het tonen van
respect voor het milieu om je heen. Naast kritisch zijn werden ook creativiteit, consequentie,
innovativiteit, flexibiliteit, positiviteit, kennis van HACCP, snelheid en een hoogontwikkelde smaak
genoemd als kwaliteiten van een goede chef. Opvallend was dat de meeste chef-koks zichzelf ook als
'goede koks' beschouwden omdat ze trots zijn op hun werk en aan deze eigenschappen voldoen. Toen
ik vroeg over de kennis en kunde die nodig is om deze transitie te kunnen doorgaan, bleek nogmaals
hoe gedreven deze koks zijn. De kennis leer je niet op een koksopleiding. Alle koks hebben door middel
van eigen onderzoek en experiment het zichzelf aangeleerd. Door YouTube filmpjes te kijken, in
kookboeken te bladeren, internet af te speuren en heel veel te koken en te proeven hebben ze hun
eigen recepten en technieken ontwikkeld. Hier is veel leergierigheid, creativiteit en flexibiliteit voor
nodig, met name voor de koks die denken vanuit het plantperspectief aangezien dit een andere manier
van denken vergt. Een chef legde uit dat het enige obstakel voor hem om over te stappen op
plantaardig, zijn mindset is. Of hij bereid is of het aandurft om het naar een hoger niveau te tillen. Wat
het koken betreft, is er niet veel verschil, je moet gewoon goed blijven proeven. Zes chefs leiden zelfs
anderen op om hetzelfde te doen, door hun kennis en vaardigheden te delen. Ook hier komt de
voorbeeldfunctie weer terug. Dus de chefs proberen niet alleen hun gasten ervan te overtuigen om
plantaardig eten te proberen, maar ook andere horeca professionals. De kansen en mogelijkheden die
genoemd werden door de chefs zijn: een gebrek aan concurrentie, meer vraag van de gasten, uitdaging
qua koken, (media) aandacht, hoogwaardige kwaliteit van producten en leuk personeel. Sommige koks
dachten, als niemand het doet dan doe ik het zelf wel, omdat zij zelf ook gewoon behoefte hadden aan
een (beter) veganistisch aanbod in hun omgeving. Waar enkele chefs dit als kansen ervaarden, zijn het
voor anderen juist obstakels, want waar de een het juiste personeel aantrekt, heeft de andere hier
juist problemen mee. Bovendien ervaarden de chefs in de grote steden eerder te veel concurrentie,
terwijl de chefs in de rurale gebieden van Nederland graag meer concurrentie zouden willen, om zo
zich minder alleen te voelen. Over het algemeen ervaarden meerdere koks dat de gasten liever en
leuker zijn: “De veganist betaalt wel meer. Die heeft het er ook wel voor over. En als je het over, het is allemaal
wat duurder en dat accepteert dan de veganist ook wel. Die heeft het er ook wel voor over. En die merkt zelf ook
van ja de keuze is niet zo groot en we zijn al blij dat het er is (…) Ja in deze vegan klanten, ze zijn ook allemaal wat
liever. Ik weet niet wat dat is. Heel raar is dat he, ze zijn niet… want ze willen natuurlijk ook wel lekker eten maar
ze zijn blij dat er iets is. Dankbaar dan misschien, heel dankbaar.”

Echter werd de beschikbaarheid van mooie en gevarieerde ingrediënten door iedere chef genoemd als
een obstakel. Sommige chefs ervaren ook een ‘writers block’, omdat het lastig is om telkens weer
innovatieve gerechten te bedenken, met deze beperkte ingrediënt keuze. Over de vervangbaarheid
van ingrediënten verschilden de meningen, de een had het meeste moeite met kaas te vervangen,
terwijl de andere eieren of de smaak en vettigheid van vlees het meeste mistte. Het grootste obstakel
dat werd benoemd is het imago rondom veganisme, er zou nog te veel een geitenwollen sok gehalte
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omheen zitten, terwijl dat allang niet meer is. Of mensen ervaren vegan als te rigide, waarbij ze het
idee hebben dat niks meer mag tegenwoordig. Het zou niet lekker en te gezond zijn, waardoor mensen
er niet voor open staan om het uit te proberen. Als laatste obstakel bespraken we de marges. Hier was
veel onenigheid over: Zeven chefs gaven aan dat de inkoop van plantaardig goedkoper is, maar dat er
veel meer arbeid in gaat zitten dus dat de marges uiteindelijk hetzelfde zijn. Vier chefs gaven aan dat
de marges beter zijn, omdat je plantaardig eten makkelijk in bulk kan inkopen en dat compenseert
meer dan genoeg voor de extra arbeid. Bovendien blijven plantaardige producten langer lekker, dus
de houdbaarheid is veel beter. De overige vijf chefs vonden de marges slechter, aangezien vlees en
zuivel in hun mening veel te goedkoop zijn door subsidies van de overheid en daar kan je nooit tegenop
boksen, zeker niet als je dure voorgemaakte vleesvervangers gebruikt. Er is dus meer onderzoek voor
nodig om hier een conclusie uit te kunnen trekken. Een van de opvallendste uitkomsten van dit
onderzoek is dat deze chef-koks plantaardig koken zien als meer dan alleen hun werk, het is voor hen
een manier om hun creativiteit te uiten, status te vergaren binnen de sector, activistisch te zijn en
uitdaging en bevrediging te creëren in hun leven by being on the good side of history. Zeker in een
sector met relatief weinig aanzien en een hoge werkdruk, maakt dat deze uitkomsten uniek zijn. Al
met al wijzen deze zestien chef-koks als het ware de weg voor anderen. Ze willen ‘het goede’ doen en
zijn bereid veel tijd te investeren in het verbeteren van hun gerechten, om de eerste indruk van
veganistisch eten zo goed mogelijk te maken. Deze chefs hopen dat de tijd hen zal inhalen, zodat het
negatieve imago van veganisme wordt omgebogen en het klantensegment zal blijven groeien, opdat
andere chefs en restaurants ook kunnen volgen.
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