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Abstract 
The current global food system needs to change in order to be sustainable in the long run.    
One way to strive for a sustainable system is through dietary change. People often intend 
to eat sustainable, yet factors such as price and taste are often more important, making it 
difficult to change diets. Institutions like a university may be essential in implementing this 
dietary change, as they have the tools to guide this transition.      
 In the Netherlands, universities are implementing more sustainable policies, and 
also try to incorporate this into their food offers. Nonetheless, it can be challenging for 
universities to match their sustainable food policy with students’ (sustainable) food needs. 
 Based on two Nijmegen universities, the Radboud University (RU) and the 
Hogeschool Arnhem Nijmegen (HAN) and their different food policies, this thesis adds to  
knowledge about the effect of a university’s (sustainable) food policy on the perspective of 
students regarding sustainable food consumption, using the Reasoned Action Theory 
(RAT). The following research question is formulated: How do RU and HAN students’ 
perspectives on sustainable food consumption align with emerging university food policy 
initiatives?           
 To answer the research question, quantitative research is conducted through an 
online survey (n=94). In addition, the nature of RU and HAN’s food policies were 
ascertained through observations on the RU and HAN, a brief interview with the HAN’s 
community manager from “Eurest” (caterer of the HAN), and a short e-mail with RU’s head 
of food & drinks. The results show that it is possible to use the RAT to explain sustainable 
student behaviour.         
 From the results, it appears that even though both the RU and HAN’s food policy 
align with students’ perspectives on sustainable food consumption, there is still a mismatch 
between students’ perspectives and universities’ food policies. On paper, students are 
willing to consume more sustainable food, but in reality students are held by back 
practicalities such as price, time, knowledge and the university’s sustainable food offer. 
Possible follow-up research on other universities,  in other countries or in another Dutch city 
that is less left-wing, would possibly also reveals such a mismatch, and can provide useful 
insights into the role of a university’s food policy on students’ perspectives on sustainable 
food in the future. Studies on several kinds of institutions other than universities can 
determine what measures to take in order to change to sustainable diets and therefore 
shape sustainable food behaviour. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction  
The production and consumption of food have an impact on the environment. The global 
food system is responsible for realising 30% of global total greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions (Crippa et al., 2021; United Nations Environment Programme, 2022). The GHG 
emissions from the global food system are released in several ways. One of the largest 
contributors is deforestation and land clearing for the production of dairy, meat and palm oil 
(Clark et al., 2020; Steinfeld et al., 2006). Meat in particular shows to have a significant 
impact on the environment and on current GHG emissions (Petrovic et al., 2015). A meat-
based diet emits on average 7.19kg CO2 per 2000kcal whereas a plant-based diet emits 
2.89kg CO2 (Scarborough et al., 2014). Additionally, the transportation of food from one 
region to another also contributes to carbon emissions (Tassou et al., 2009). The 
distribution of bananas and avocados from South-America to all over the world, for example, 
contributes not only to carbon emissions but also to the deforestation of the natural 
vegetation, replacing it with a homogenous landscape resulting in habitat loss (Denvir et al., 
2022). Moreover, our crops also affect the quality of water and soil through the use of 
synthetic pesticides or fertilisers (Gerritsen, 2012). Furthermore, the working conditions in 
the food industry are often subpar, with hazardous working conditions, long hours and 
relatively low wages (Goff, 2018; Scott, 2017). In addition, there are also adverse effects on 
a fair distribution of food. In 2021, 702 to 828 million people in the world faced hunger (FAO 
et al., 2022). At the same time, people are getting more overweight; 2,2 billion people are 
overweight and face therefore health risks. This is twice as much as in 1980 (Afshin et al., 
2017).            
 Researchers argue that one key leverage point for addressing these problems is 
through dietary change (Hallström et al., 2015; Jarmul et al., 2019; Springmann et al., 2016; 
Stehfest et al., 2009). Adapting a healthy diet with minimal environmental impact has even 
been touted as a climate change mitigation strategy as it may be more effective than 
technological mitigation options (Jarmul et al., 2019; Popp et al., 2010). Dietary change in 
regions with affluent diets contributes to fulfilling environmental goals as it eases pressure 
on land use and reduces GHG emissions by up to 50% (Stehfest et al., 2009). Especially 
the amount and type of meat consumed have a substantial effect on the reduction potential 
(Hallström et al., 2015). Also, in contrast to a reference scenario in 2025, a shift towards a 
more plant-based diet might reduce global mortality by 6%-10% and will at the same time 
secure access to healthy and affordable food for a globally growing population (Ray et al., 
2013; Springmann et al., 2016).  

It is thus of great importance to understand the wide-ranging effects of our eating 
habits. It not only impacts our health but also the issue of global hunger, the environment 
and the climate (Alsaffar, 2016). Therefore a transition towards consuming (more) 
sustainable food is needed. This implies food that is produced locally, organic, fair trade 
and eating vegetarian or vegan, which ensures the least impact on the planet and people 
and is a way to establish a sustainable future.  

   
1.1 Research problem & goal          
Sustainability competes with a variety of power individual and personal factors as 
consumers’ food choices are influenced by several factors such as taste, price, personal 
values, appearance and packaging for example (Backus, et al., 2011). There is also a gap 
between how consumers think about sustainable food and how they act, as illustrated by 
sustainable food sales numbers and the intentions of Dutch consumers. While 60% of Dutch 
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consumers state that they are willing to pay more for sustainable products and 60% say 
they find various sustainable product features, such as animal-friendly labels, recyclable 
packaging, or plant-based relevant when buying food, the total consumer spending on 
sustainable food accounted for only 19% of all food expenditures in 2021 (Logatcheva, 
2022). These percentages indicate a mismatch between people's intentions and their 
ultimate behaviour (Onwezen et al., 2021). With some guidance in the right direction, 
sustainable food consumption may be enabled as a more natural behaviour.  
 Institutions have key positions in initiating and stimulating social transitions such as 
the change towards a (more) sustainable diet.  A university is a good example of an 
institution that has the power, the knowledge and the vision to guide this transition (Ramísio 
et al., 2019).  By switching to sustainable food alternatives, universities can express to 
students, staff and society that issues with animal-based food are pressing enough to call 
for change (Krattenmacher et al., 2023). Additionally, by adopting this change, a university 
indicates its support for sustainability, equity and environmental protection (Rust et al., 
2020). By influencing how individuals view and consume food, universities have thus the 
ability to contribute to a wider transformative change in the food system. Activities that take 
place on university campuses have therefore both indirect and direct impacts on the 
environment (Velazquez et al., 2005).        
 University campuses are currently already responding to a discourse of 
sustainability (Adams et al., 2018). But even with a clear direction, universities still seem to 
struggle with the implementation of a working sustainable food policy as they encounter 
several challenges (Cleveland & Jay, 2021). One of these challenges may be not knowing 
enough about the sustainable preferences of students. A university wants to avoid a 
mismatch between the sustainable food that they offer and what students want because 
this is one of the major causes of waste (Buisman et al., 2019).Another hurdle is the 
complexity of food choice, which often puts sustainability as a potentially minor factor 
compared to others. Sustainable food consumption can create a conflict between the 
collective interest (eating sustainable food) versus the individual interest (eating food that 
is tasty or eating food that is relatively cheap for example) (Aguirre Sánchez et al., 2021). 
This conflict raises questions for universities about what foods to offer, whether to offer less 
sustainable but preferred foods or sustainable but less preferred foods. Universities most 
of the time prefers the latter, as it aligns with their desired sustainable food policy. In order 
to achieve this, a university may choose its external suppliers and their procurement, and 
therefore shape students’ food consumption behaviour through its power (Dorothy et al., 
2011).  

In the Netherlands, universities are making an effort to make the food supplied on 
campus more sustainable. The universities in Nijmegen, RU and HAN, are also guiding 
towards a more sustainable vision. Different food policies and student population make it 
useful to compare and research the Nijmegen universities.     
 This research can actively play a role in developing universities’ food policies as it 
focuses on dietary change and aims to examine whether RU and HAN students’ 
perspectives on sustainable food consumption are compatible with the food policy of 
universities. This entails determining if the food preferences of students align with existing 
universities’ food policies and assessing to which extent universities actually have the power 
to influence students’ food consumption. To gain more knowledge about the effect of a 
university’s (sustainable) food policy on students’ perspective on sustainable food 
consumption, the behaviour predictors of the framework of the RAT are used (Fishbein & 
Ajzen, 2011). The framework serves as a guide for gathering data and providing context for 
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the research findings. To explain how universities shape students’ behaviour predictors on 
sustainable food consumption the main question central in this thesis is:  

 
‘How do RU and HAN students’ perspectives on sustainable food consumption align 
with emerging university food policy initiatives?’ 
 
An answer to the main research question will be formulated by using the answers to these 
sub-questions.  
 

1. ‘How do different behaviour predictors express themselves among students’ 
sustainable food consumption?’ 

2. ‘To what extent is there a link between University food policy and students’ 
perspectives on sustainable food consumption?’ 

3. ‘Can differences in student perspectives be explained by demographics?’ 
 
1.2 Research relevance  

Society & the food system                   
The way food is currently produced and consumed puts a massive burden on the global 
ecosystem, contributing to biodiversity loss, ecosystem destruction, water pollution and 
GHG emissions which in turn accelerate climate change (Allievi et al., 2019; Kevanty et 
al., 2018). Climate change will impact all aspects of food security, from changes in supply 
chain infrastructure, markets and food prices to direct effects on crop production (Gregory 
et al., 2005; IPCC, 2018). Furthermore, the world population is expected to continue to 
grow, causing an increase in food demand and resulting in additional GHG emissions, 
more water and land use, societal unrest, conflicts and migration unless the current food 
system will be fundamentally reformed (FAO, 2017).     
 So, the food system must become more sustainable in order to address all of 
these issues. Sustainable production and consumption of food consider environmental 
limits, animal welfare, healthy food, food waste and equity, and can therefore contribute to 
the accomplishment of several Sustainable Development Goals (Backus, et al., 2011; 
Gennari et al., 2019).         
 The university is an example of an institution that can contribute to a more 
sustainable food system through dietary change. With the implementation of a sustainable 
food policy universities are well on their way, yet universities are often unsure how to align 
students’ food behaviour with the university’s food policy. By focussing on Nijmegen 
universities, this thesis aims to put a finger on a possible mismatch between students’ 
sustainable food perspectives and universities’ food policy, and therefore actively 
contributes to improve universities’ developing food policies. 

Dietary change through universities  
The report of the Landbouw Economisch Instituut (LEI) defined six different groups of 
consumers by looking at their characteristics, attitudes and behaviour towards sustainable 
food (Onwezen et al., 2011). The Ministry of Economic Affairs, Agriculture and Innovation 
also conducted a research in 2011 which looked at consumer and producer behaviour, to 
help make sure that suppliers and consumers work together, to move towards sustainable 
behaviour (Backus et al., 2011). Both studies revealed that consumers are creatures of 
habit and purchasing factors such as health, taste and price are of greater importance than 
the social factors of environment, animal welfare and justice (Backus et al., 2011; Onwezen 
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et al., 2011). Besides, Onwezen et al. (2011) pointed out that consumers behave as they 
intended when it comes to convenience, fairness, animal welfare and environmental 
friendliness consumers while Backus et al. (2011) assessed that thinking sustainability is 
important does not always lead to sustainable intentions.  

Ahmed et al. (2018) looked at food waste in higher education, and Broton and 
Goldrick-Rab (2016) looked at the (un)affordability of food in higher education. Both 
emphasize the opportunity for universities to develop students’ capacity to lead 
transformational change in the food system by using an experiential learning model. 
 Dietary change can be crucial to transform the food system. The food environment 
establishes a connection between diet and food supply and is therefore a factor in 
determining consumer food preferences and food production. Moreover, food environments 
are significantly influenced by both consumers and food services (such as university 
canteens or restaurants) (European Commission, 2020).  

These studies show that there is a need for dietary change, and universities could 
play an important role in the sustainable transformation of the food system. It is yet not clear 
to what extent a university’s food policy may affect the sustainable food behaviour of 
students since behaviour is complicated and humans are creatures of habit (Aguirre 
Sánchez et al., 2021; Barlett, 2011; Kamenidou et al., 2019).  

This research looks at the effect of universities’ food policies on students’ 
sustainable food behaviour and contributes to theories of behavioural change by applying 
the RAT to food consumption within university campuses (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2011). The 
theory has a long history of adaptation and application, and has been applied to food and 
sustainability before (Bagozzi et al., 2000; Paul et al., 2016). This research examines 
whether the theory is also applicable to student sustainable food consumption behaviour in 
the context of ongoing sustainable food policy development and dietary change at the 
campus level. During the research, the behaviour of a specific group is questioned, namely 
RU and HAN students. Hereby this research adds to existing theory and contributes to the 
understanding of students' behaviour regarding sustainable food consumption. 
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Chapter 2: Literature review 
 

2.1 Dietary change 
To provide nutritious food for the entire world’s population while preserving the health of 
our planet, humanity needs to alter the food system. Because diets are both a driver and a 
result of the food system, dietary change is one way to strive for sustainable food.  
 A diet can serve as an excellent starting point for determining what can be done 
collectively and individually to better the food system (Meybeck & Gitz, 2017). Besides, 
changing diets is becoming more widely recognized as a crucial step in reaching several 
of the Sustainable Development Goals, and has been shown to have positive effects on 
health, less impact on land use and reduce GHG emissions (Nelson et al., 2016; Parodi et 
al., 2018; Stehfest et al., 2009). Moreover, diets are flexible, so flexible that they can even 
change within a generation. For example, a global transitions towards more energy dense 
diets have been measured by several researchers (Caballero & Popkin, 2002; Monteiro et 
al., 2010; Popkin & Nielsen, 2003). On top of that, it is relatively easy to produce more 
sustainable food and to enable a more positive socio-cultural image of these products 
through policy (Hereforth & Ahmed, 2015). Lastly, more sustainable food can be made 
more attractive by levying a tax on non-sustainable products, for instance (Gneezy & 
Rustichini, 2000).        
 Theoretically, a (global) dietary change is reachable because people in high-
income countries have few barriers to adopt a more sustainable diet, and it does not have 
significant technological obstacles. However, diets are commonly considered relatively 
harsh to alter due to habits (Vermeulen et al., 2020). Moreover, Holt-Giménez (2017) 
states that the food system is designed to structurally meet profit rather than demand and 
for extraction rather than resilience. Also, some scholars argue that transforming the food 
system is impossible without addressing systemic injustices (Holt-Giménez, 2017; 
McKeon, 2014).         
 Even though changing diet involves some obstacles, it is still the best way to 
switch to sustainable food. This may be due, among other things, to the possible 
drawbacks of technology that increases the automation of food production and 
processing. A change to automation may cause higher energy use and lead to fewer jobs 
in agricultural production, which may drive more migration to cities. This in turn can result 
in more unemployment and urban poverty, possibly ending in social conflict (Herrero et 
al., 2021). Thereby, due to the dependence on funding for fundamental research, many 
technological concepts frequently cannot be developed (Herrero et al., 2020).  

 

2.1 Sustainable diet 
At this point, it may be unclear what constitutes a sustainable diet or sustainable food. That 
is not odd, as the definition of sustainability is contested and definitions can sometimes 
even contradict each other, making sustainability a vague and complex container concept. 
Moreover, sustainability is a dynamic process. What is now considered sustainable may not 
be sustainable in a few years.       
 The definition of sustainable diets in the FAO rapport is: “Sustainable diets are those 
diets with low environmental impacts which contribute to food and nutrition security and to 
healthy life for present and future generations. Sustainable diets are protective and 
respectful of biodiversity and ecosystems, culturally acceptable, accessible, economically 
fair and affordable; nutritionally adequate, safe and healthy; while optimizing natural and 
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human resources”. (Burlingame & Dernini, 2012, p.7). This is a broadly interpretable 
definition which shows that it is almost impossible to give a straightforward definition of 
sustainable food. Numerous published types of research focus on sustainable food 
consumption, but there is no commonly accepted definition (Lorenz & Langen, 2018; Reisch 
et al., 2013; Thøgersen, 2017).         
 Studies often choose to ascribe only a few characteristics to the concept of 
sustainable food. Van Dam and Scholten (1997) for example state that sustainable food 
may be animal friendly and produced in an environmentally friendly way on an economically 
viable scale. Further research includes animal welfare, reducing meat consumption, the 
environmental impact of food consumption and production, fair trade, organic foods and 
consuming locally produced products (Clarke et al., 2007;De Bakker et al., 2008; 
Kamenidou et al., 2019; Lorenz & Langen, 2018; Miranda-de la Lama et al., 2019; Tanner 
& Kast, 2003).           
 Furthermore, in the Lancet, Will et al. (2019) do not discuss about a ‘sustainable 
diet’ but about a ‘healthy diet’, focused on the health of both humans and the environment. 
They provide a recommendation of daily amounts for different kinds of foods, allowing a 
daily intake of animal products. Although consuming small bits of animal products could fall 
within the line of sustainable consumption, there are plenty of other researchers who argue 
that a plant-based or diet with the fewest animal products is the best sustainable diet 
(Hallström et al., 2015; Ray et al., 2013; Springmann et al., 2016). Therefore, this thesis 
considers vegetarian, vegan, locally produced, organic and fair trade as characteristics of 
a sustainable food product. 
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Chapter 3: Theoretical framework 
This study applies theories of human behaviour to understand food choices. Human 
behaviour is a complex interaction between multiple factors, such as genetics, 
environmental, social and decision-making factors. For instance, personality 
characteristics, which are shaped by genetics, determine whether one is risk-taking or risk-
adverse (Craig & Halton, 2009). Environmental factors such as up brining, education and 
the environment you live in also influence one’s behaviour (Hungerford & Volk, 1990; 
Landesman et al., 1987; Richardson et al., 1985). Social factors like peer pressure, social 
expectations and cultural norms can even further impact one’s behaviour (Carden Smith & 
Fowler, 1984; Froming et al., 1982; Gelfand & Jackson, 2016). In addition, human behaviour 
is also influenced by the decision-making processes, this process allows one to make 
conscious decisions that do not align with environmental or genetic tendency factors 
(Henderson & Nutt, 1980). All of these factors can affect the way one perceives and reacts 
to different situations.  

Behaviour is thus complex, to simplify it and make it more understandable, different 
behavioural theories have been invented. Theories are useful tools during research and 
help us to gain some clarity and understanding of how complex things work: how 
organisations operate, how societies work and how behaviour works for example. These 
complicated problems can be looked at through different ‘lenses’, which are provided by 
theories. These lenses offer a framework for conducting analyses and assist researchers in 
focusing on various parts of the data they have gathered (Reeves et al., 2008).  

This research uses the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), Theory of Planned 
Behaviour (TPB) and the RAT, developed by psychologists Fishbein and Ajzen, to look at 
whether students’ sustainable food behaviour can be changed by universities’ food policy. 
Through these theories, it will become more evident which factors influence students’ 
sustainable food behaviour and how universities can change this behaviour.  
      

3.1 Explanation of behaviour and behavioural change  
The TRA was introduced by Fishbein and Azjen in 1967 and is used to explain, predict and 
influence behaviour (Fishbein, 1979; Yzer, 2012). It is one of the most widely used theories 
in consumer behaviour research and has gained popularity among academic circles (Zhou 
et al., 2013).   

At the beginning of the 20th century, there was a general understanding that attitude 
could play a role in determining how people behave. By the 1960s, the body of scientific 
evidence supporting the idea that people behave on their attitudes was, at best, patchy. For 
example, an attitude may not match one’s behaviour when this behaviour is impulsive or 
mindless. Besides, much research did not find a connection between attitude and behaviour 
at all and other researchers countered that the weak connections between attitude and 
behavioural data were partly caused by measuring difficulties (Yzer, 2012). 
 That is where the TRA steps in, making measurement of the relationship between 
attitude and behaviour easier. Hale et al. (2002, p. 259), describe that the TRA was “born 
largely out of frustration with traditional attitude-behaviour research, much of which found 
weak correlations between attitudes measures and performance of volitional behaviours.”. 
In this theory, attitude and subjective norm lead via intention to behaviour. Over the years, 
the theory proved inadequate. Fishbein and Ajzen (1991) therefore added perceived 
behavioural control in the hope it would “explain behaviours that were not completely under 
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the volitional control of the actor. ” and called it the TPB (Figure 2) (Hale et al., 2002, p. 
277). Behaviour that required unique resources or opportunities, cooperation of others or 
special skills could now also be explained (Hale et al., 2002). After that, doubts were raised 
in academia as to whether the subjective norm could capture all relevant social influence, 
Fishbein and Ajzen again added another variable, descriptive norm, to the model and called 
it the RAT (Figure 3) (Yzer, 2012).  
 
 
Theory of Reasoned Action 
The first behavioural theory that was developed by Fishbein and Ajzen was the TRA (1980). 
This model is rather simple and only has six variables (Figure 1). That is also the reason 
why the model is widely criticised, as it was argued as incomplete. Nevertheless, a model 
with all the variables that influence behaviour would become too complex (Van den Putte, 
1993). As the model is simple, it can be used for different subjects, think about coupon use 
or AIDS preventative behaviour (Fisher et al., 1995; Shimp & Kavas, 1984). The study of 
Fischer et al. (1995) explored whether AIDS-preventive behaviour can be predicted by 
behavioural intentions. The results illustrate that when one believes using condoms is good 
(attitude), the intention and behaviour to use condoms becomes higher.   
 In the model (Figure 1), attitude and subjective norm lead to intention from which 
behaviour arises. Attitude or attitude towards the act reflects someone's consideration to do 
a certain behaviour (Ajzen, 1991; Yzer, 2012). It shows whether the person is willing to do 
the behaviour and if the behaviour is good or bad, favour or disfavour. Things that influence 
the attitude are consequences of the behaviour and beliefs, also called behavioural beliefs. 
A belief can be that eating organic food is good. The attitude is then ‘eating organic food is 
good for your health'. This thought can lead to eating more organic food. Attitude has 
therefore a positive relation with intention.           
 As stated before, the model is straightforward, but this makes it challenging to avoid 
asking too many generic questions. The principle of comity is important with the TRA (Yzer, 
2012; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977). This means that there must be asked specifically at 
someone's attitude about a specific behaviour, taking into consideration the time, context, 
action and purpose. A statement can be: ‘I find it important to eat at least once a week 
vegan’. In this way, both the action being discussed and its frequency are obvious. 
 Subjective norm (or injunctive) is the perception that one is under social pressure to 
behave or not to behave in a certain way (Ajzen, 1991; Yzer, 2012). People that stand close 
to you, like loved ones, play an important role. Not only close friends but also experts and 
role models determine the subjective norm. If one has several friends who consume organic 
food, the chances are high that this will positively influence one’s intention and one may be 
going to eat (more) organic. The subjective norm is drawn from normative beliefs, also 
known as the opinions of others (Ajzen, 2005). So subjective norm and intention have a 
positive relationship.          
 Behavioural intention is someone's intention (or intent) to do a certain action. Time 
plays a big factor in the difference between intention and behaviour. If the period assessed 
between intention and behaviour is extensive, there is a considerable chance that factors 
impacting intention have changed, affecting the initial intention (and attitude and subjective 
norm) (Kollmuss & Agyerman, 2010).  For example, if one’s initial intention is to solely eat 
sustainable food, but it takes some time before one begins to purchase only sustainable 
food, there is a possibility that the intention will alter between the time of the intention and 
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behaviour. Instead of eating completely sustainable, one now decides to only eat 
sustainable vegetables for instance.   
                           
  

    
 Figure 1: TRA (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975)  
 
 
Theory of Planned Behaviour  
Ajzen felt there was an important factor missing from the TPB, namely the perceived 
behavioural control (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen, 2011). One can have good intentions, but there 
can be several things that can affect the control over one's behaviour. Perceived 
behavioural control, according to Ajzen (1991, p. 183) is: “people's perception of the ease 
or difficulty of performing the behaviour of interest". Examples of factors that can influence 
one's behaviour are time, skills, money, knowledge and cooperation with others (Ajzen, 
1991). An example would be if one has the intention to buy more organic food, but does not 
have enough money for it. Additionally, students who believe they are able to prepare 
vegetarian food are more likely to have the intention to do so than students who think they 
cannot. Moreover, the students who believe that they can succeed will try harder than 
students who think they cannot. In this way, perceived behavioural control affects both 
intention and behaviour (Figure 2) (Van den Putte, 1993). Perceived behavioural control is 
measured directly by asking whether one thinks that the action in question is within one’s 
capabilities (Ajzen, 2005).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2: TPB (Ajzen, 1991)  
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Rational Action Theory  
The RAT, the most recent version of Fishbein & Ajzen's TRA, takes into account various 
criticisms (Figure 3) (Yzer, 2012). More variables have been added, giving the model a 
more complete picture of behaviour, without becoming hugely complex. The introduction of 
perceived behavioural control, the inclusion of external factors and the switch from 
subjective norm to perceived norm are the key changes (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2011; Yzer, 
2012). The latter needs more explanation because it is not an obvious change.  

The perceived norm can be split into two categories; descriptive norms and 
subjective norms. Subjective (injunctive) norm was already incorporated in the original TRA 
and focuses on the opinion of others (Yzer, 2012). The descriptive norm is added in the 
RAT. The descriptive norm not solely looks at the opinion of others, but it also looks at 
whether one is motivated to do a particular behaviour by oneself (motivation to comply) 
(Yzer, 2012).  For instance, a student who is more intrinsically motivated to eat vegetarian 
is likely to eat more vegetarian than a student who is less intrinsically motivated. 

Figure 3: RAT (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2011)  
 

Behaviour and sustainability   
To make the conceptual model (Figure 5) more specific on sustainability, some 
environmental factors that can explain sustainable behaviour will be added: environmental 
knowledge, environmental risk perception and environmental concern. 
 Environmental knowledge refers to the information that someone possesses on the 
environment and the impact that consumption and production have (Pagiaslis & Krontalis, 
2014). Davidson & Frickel (2004) even distinguish three types of environmental knowledge: 

1. system knowledge is knowing about the working of ecosystems, for example, the 
understanding of the relationship between carbon dioxide and climate change; 

2. action-related knowledge is knowing what actions can be undertaken to encounter 
environmental problems; 
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3. effectiveness knowledge is knowing about the benefit when taking environmentally 
friendly actions. 

Recent studies show that environmental knowledge has an indirect effect on individuals’ 
intention to behave more sustainably (Gkargkavouzi et al., 2019; Paço & Lavrador, 2017). 
Environmental knowledge is thus important in changing one’s unsustainable consumption 
behaviour (Pagislis & Krontalis, 2014; Zsóka et al., 2013). The more knowledge about 
environmental issues one possesses, the more positive the attitude towards the 
environment (Marquart-Pyatt, 2008). This more positive attitude can possibly lead towards 
a more (positive) sustainable behaviour. Hence that it is important what kind of knowledge 
is given and how the knowledge is delivered to someone (Zsóka et al., 2013). 
 Environmental risk perception is “an individual’s understanding of the importance 
and urgency of environmental protection and the relationship between people and the 
environment.” (Zeng et al., 2020, p.4). Franzen and Vogl (2013) distinguish three types of 
Environmental risk perception: emotionally affected by environmental degradation, willing 
to act and having rational insight into the problem. The propensity to protect the environment 
is thus dependent on the perceived environmental risk by someone, this can vary according 
to someone’s external contexts (Franzen & Vogl, 2013; Saari et al., 2021). For instance, 
compare a daughter of a timber worker, whose life depends on cutting trees and doing it 
well, with a city dweller who is inhaling toxic fumes from the paper mill nearby. Because 
one’s health is put at risk, the city dweller is more likely to become emotionally affected by 
the cutting of trees than the timber worker. Consequently, the city dweller has a greater 
environmental risk perception than the timber worker.  
 Environmental concern is the extent to which one is aware of environmental issues 
and whether they are willing to make efforts to solve them (Dunlap & Jones, 2002 in Paul 
et al., 2016). The environmental concern of one depends on one’s spatial background, like 
weather, but it also depends on geographical vulnerability like heat waves or rising sea-
level (Hamilton et al., 2010). For example, due to rising sea levels, one living below sea 
level may have a higher environmental concern than one living at the top of a mountain. It 
is thus important to keep the spatial component of environmental concern in mind (Schaffrin, 
2015). Additionally, the dimension of time needs to be taken into consideration. Individuals 
differ in their levels of environmental concern regarding risks that jeopardise the lives of 
future generations because they have different perspectives on the future (Milfont & 
Gouveia, 2006; Schaffrin, 2015). One can think that it is most important to safeguard the 
lives of future generations while others think it is most important for today’s generation to 
have a safe life. On top of that, each region will have different experiences with climate 
change, some will be more affected by climate change than others. All these factors shape 
the degree to which one is concerned about the environment. 

A basic model can be used to describe environmental knowledge, environmental 
risk perception and environmental concern. The more one knows about environmental 
issues, the higher the environmental concern, the higher one’s attitude towards sustainable 
consumption and the higher the intention (Marquart-Pyatt, 2008). The direction of the 
causality between environmental concern and the level of risk perception is not clear. It 
could be that a higher environmental concern leads to a higher environmental risk 
perception, but it can also be the other way around (Saari et al., 2021).  
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Figure 4: environmental knowledge, environmental risk perception and environmental concern 
 
 

To understand sustainable food choice, one can combine these theories of 
behaviour (TRA, TPB, RAT) with environmental concepts. While theories of behaviour focus 
on variables that directly influence one’s intention and indirectly influence one’s behaviour, 
environmental concepts bring some further specificity to the model regarding sustainable 
behaviour. Together they construct a comprehensive model that could explain students’ 
sustainable food consumption (Figure 5). 
 
3.2 Conceptual model   
The conceptual model is essentially the conceptual model of the RAT, but also incorporates 
the way a university’s food policy may influence students’ sustainable food behaviour 
(Figure 5). A university may increase the environmental concern of a student by providing 
knowledge about sustainable food or about negative effects of consuming unsustainable 
food. Additionally, the perceived norm may also be influenced by the university. The 
university can achieve this by responding to the subjective norm. If there is a general 
discourse of sustainable food at the university’s campus, students will probably feel 
compelled to consume (more) sustainable food. Also, a university may influence the 
descriptive norm of one, by motivating to buy sustainable food. This can be accomplished 
by, for instance, attaching win contents to the purchase of sustainable food. Lastly, the 
university may directly influence perceived behavioural control by, for example, making 
sustainable food cheaper. And a university may even be able to change attitude, intention 
and eventually behaviour indirectly through environmental concern, perceived norm and 
perceived behavioural control.         
 Environmental knowledge is not measured because it has a direct effect on 
environmental concern, hence only environmental concern is measured. Because 
universities do not have a direct effect on environmental risk perception, this variable will 
not be mentioned much in the research. Also, the research may become too extensive if 
environmental risk perception is included. Furthermore, the strength of each relation 
between the variables will be tested through regression analyses and there will be looked 
what the explanatory factor of the independent variable is on the dependent variable. 
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Figure 5 Conceptual model of the research 

 

 

Figure 5:  Conceptual model  

 
 

3.3 Hypotheses 
Environmental concern, perceived norm and perceived behavioural control could thus be 
influenced by a university (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2011; Yzer, 2012). There will be a brief 
explanation of every variable, followed by hypotheses. These hypotheses are derived from 
the sub-questions.          
 Environmental concern is an important factor, according to theory it (indirectly) 
influences every behaviour component in the model (Figure 5) (Dunlap & Jones, 2002 in 
Paul et al., 2016; Kollmuss & Agyemann, 2013). Confirming the theory, the students with 
the highest environmental concern could also be the students consuming the most 
sustainable food. Therefore the first hypothesis reads as follows:    

Hypothesis 1: There is a difference in environmental concern among students.  

Perceived norm consists of subjective- and descriptive norm. However, only the 
descriptive norm is taken into account in this study. Descriptive norm means whether one 
has an intrinsic motivation to do a particular behaviour, this motivation varies from person 
to person. Therefore the second hypothesis reads as follows:  

Hypothesis 2: There is a difference in perceived norm among students.   

Perceived behavioural control is also an important factor because according to the 
theory it influences intention and behaviour (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen, 2011). It is expected that 
students differ in factors that affect the control over one’s behaviour and students differ in 
how they perceive their own capability. Therefore the third hypothesis reads as follows:   

Hypothesis 3: There is a difference in perceived behavioural among students.  

De first three hypotheses were about the effect of the universities’ food policy on 
students’ behaviour. It is however also important to test whether the RAT is applicable for 
sustainable food consumption in general. Therefore the fourth and fifth hypotheses are 
about the RAT. According to the theory attitude, perceived norm and perceived behavioural 
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control have a positive relation with intention (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2011; Yzer, 2012). 
Therefore the fourth hypothesis reads as follows:  

Hypothesis 4: Attitude, perceived norm and perceived behavioural control have a positive 
effect on intention.  

Intention and perceived behavioural control have a positive effect on behaviour 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 2011; Yzer, 2012). There will be looked at the effect of a direct relation 
between perceived behavioural control and behaviour. Therefore the last hypothesis reads 
as follows:  

Hypothesis 5: Intention and perceived behavioural control have a positive effect on 
behaviour.  
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Chapter 4: Methods 

4.1 Research strategy 
Based on the observed food at campuses, an interview with the community manager from 
HAN’s caterer, and a short e-mail from the head of Food & Beverage, a picture of the 
universities’ food policies could be constructed without the need to have access to formal 
documentation of the policies. After the characteristics of the food policies were established, 
a wide online survey was used to explore how the universities in the study influence the 
sustainable food attitudes of students. RU and HAN both want to reach a large group of 
students with their food policy, by using an online survey a large group of students and their 
attitudes can be reached. This makes it easier to generalise findings to the full student body, 
and better address the main research question. Interviews with students are unable to 
accomplish this, despite the fact that qualitative research would provide greater detail and 
convey a more compelling story about students’ sustainable eating habits than quantitative 
research.  

          

4.2 Data collection  
Prior to the fieldwork, the definition of sustainable food was constituted through literature, 
forming the basis of the study and being essential to the fieldwork since it established the 
structure for both the observations and the survey.     
 The data were thus collected in two parts, firstly observations on both universities 
were made to determine the character of each sustainable food policy. During the 
observations, it was considered whether the building had an independent coffee corner and 
what food it offered. The food options in the food corners and vending machines were also 
examined. By focusing primarily on the presence of vegetarian and vegan options, it 
assessed how much sustainable food was offered in the coffee corners and food corners. 
Due to their simplicity of identification, only these two sustainable food characteristics were 
chosen. For instance, it is more challenging to determine whether a product was made 
locally if it is not listed than to determine whether a product contains animal products.  
Additionally, research indicates that the optimal diet, for reducing harmful impacts on the 
environment and climate change as well as battling hunger and obesity, is plant-based or 
contains the fewest animal products feasible (see Appendix for the elaborated observation 
protocols) (Hallström et al., 2015; Jarmul et al., 2019; Ray et al., 2013; Springmann et al., 
2016).            
 To ensure equal knowledge of the food policy of both the RU and the HAN, a brief 
interview was arranged with the community manager from HAN’s caterer, “Eurest”. The goal 
of this interview was to learn what tasks the HAN assigns to the caterer concerning the food 
they desire to offer (see Appendix for the interview summary).     
 For the RU, the observations and a short e-mail from the head of Food & Beverage 
outlining the sustainable food developments at the campus were sufficient as there was 
already sufficient knowledge of RU’s food policy beforehand (see Appendix for the e-mail). 
 Subsequently, data on the attitudes of a large number of students towards 
sustainable food consumption was gathered via an online survey. This method of data 
collecting was chosen as it allowed to reach a large potential number of respondents and 
one can complete the survey in their own time. The survey had to be well thought-out to be 
valid and reliable. There may occur a bias when this is not the case. To avoid a bias, the 
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decision was made to distribute the survey through various social media channels, such as 
WhatsApp groups and Instagram. Additionally, flyers were distributed during the lunch 
break at the universities, specifically providing randomly selected respondents.    
 A few answer categories were added to the questions regarding variables in the 
conceptual model to guarantee validity. By doing this, an effort was made to avoid having 
students interpret responses differently. Although, it is unlikely that every respondent will 
comprehend every question clearly and it is also probable that some respondents may not 
have read the survey’s introduction carefully, missing the definition of ‘sustainable food’. 
For these reasons, it was sought to formulate sub-statements as simply as possible.  
 At request of “Eurest” some questions were added to the survey, these questions 
mainly focus on what influences students to buy food at university rather than bringing their 
own meal. These questions are thus not included in the results. 

Potential limitations  
Every research process can come with risks and limitations that might compromise the 
validity and representativeness of the findings. This section will discuss potential limitations 
that appeared during the writing of this thesis.      
 Firstly, the observations did not take into consideration the Spar University at the 
RU, because it is an independent party. It is although important to mention that a lot of 
students buy food here. The Spar is located near four buildings of the RU, and also HAN 
students who have to go to the Sports Centre are customers. Also, the food courts for dental 
and medical students are not included in the observation because they are not part of the 
food policy of the RU. The Radboud UMC is responsible for these food courts. There are 
however more than 1000 bachelor students at these faculties. These students will be 
included in the survey as this is a significantly large group, allowing to generalise the 
outcomes.          
 Another possible limitation is that the observations only took place in Nijmegen, 
while HAN also has some locations in Arnhem. The research is however about Nijmegen 
universities, not Arnhem universities. To be able to make equal comparisons between the 
universities, HAN’s locations in Arnhem are not taken into consideration.  
 The observations were conducted in one day, the food supply of RU was observed 
on March 16, 2023 (week 11), and the food supply of HAN on March 20, 2023 (week 12). 
This will not make a huge difference to the supply of the food. It can however affect the 
dinners offered in “The Craft” and in the “Kapittelweg”, as the menu differs every week. Yet, 
“The Craft” does offer a vegetarian meal every day and both in week 11 and week 12 there 
were three evenings that they served a vegan option.     
 Soups offered by RU and HAN are often different daily. Also, the promotion of 
products at the HAN differs every month. Nonetheless, these products are assumed to be 
similar at the core, because they are a small part of the food supply and the products are 
comparable.            
 Lastly, although 139 respondents had started the survey, only 94 were usable for 
the analysis. The desired number was approximately 100 respondents, so it is sufficient to 
have only 94.             

4.3 Data analysis  
To answer the research question, the data had to be analysed strategically. Environmental 
concern, perceived norm, perceived behavioural control, attitude, intention and behaviour 
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are captured in one value and are the main variables in this thesis, in the survey they consist 
of sub-statements. Environmental concern is divided into eight sub-statements  about 
working conditions, knowledge, veganism, dairy, animal suffering, climate change, 
consequences of climate change, and food and water scarcity. Each of these sub-
statements determines the level of environmental concern. The more a student agrees with 
all these sub-statements, the greater one’s concern about the environment.  
 Perceived norm consists of ten sub-statements about price, taste, healthy, cooking, 
CO2, water use, animal suffering, working conditions, local and organic. The more a student 
agrees with the statement, the more impact the factor mentioned in the statement has on 
the perceived norm. A high perceived norm therefore implies that one has low intrinsic 
motivation to consume sustainable food.       
 Perceived behavioural control has five sub-statements about money, time, 
university’s food offer and knowledge. The more a student agrees with the statement, the 
more the student is constrained by the factor mentioned.      
 Attitude only has two sub-statements, one about veganism and one on the purchase 
of sustainable goods. The more a student agrees with the statement, the higher one 
believes that consume sustainable food is good.       
 Intention and behaviour both consist of five sub-statements about vegetarian, vegan, 
fair trade, organic and local. The more days a student intended to incorporate a sustainable 
food factor in one’s dinner, the higher the intention to consume sustainable food. And the 
more days a student actually incorporated a sustainable food factor in one’s diner, the 
higher the behaviour of consuming sustainable food. Because student responses may differ 
between sub-statements, some main variables were interesting to analyse per statement.
 Subsequently, the hypotheses are tested through an ‘independent t-test’ and 
‘regression analyses’, using a significance of 0.05. To use these two methods, the variables 
tested need to comply with the next assumptions;  

Independent t-test sample 

1. Random sampling; 
2. Both variables are interval or ratio scale; 
3. The variable is normally distributed in the population. 

Regression analysis  

1. Both variables are interval or ratio scale; 
2. The relation between both variables is in theory causal; 
3. The relation between both variables is linear;  
4. The dependent variable is normally distributed in the population for any value of X, 

and all these normal distributions are homoscedastic (Field, 2017). 

These criteria will ensure that the research is valid and reliable, all of the assumptions are 
met (see Appendix).           
 An ‘independent t-test sample’ was used to compare the universities for the first 
three hypotheses. It was examined whether there is a difference between RU and HAN 
students regarding environmental concern, perceived norm and perceived behavioural 
control. Afterwards, the strength of the correlations between each variable in the conceptual 
model was assessed through ‘regression analyses’. The strength of the correlations 
between the variables will also be assessed, the closer the coefficient approaches ± 1, the 
stronger the correlation (Figure 6) (Taylor, 1990). 
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Chapter 5: Results 
This chapter will give meaning to the survey results. First, the nature of the two 
universities’ food policies will be established. After that, the survey data will be analysed, 
answering the five hypotheses.  

5.1 Food policies 

Similarities in food policy 
First, the observed similarities of the food policies at the universities will be discussed. Both 
universities try to reduce waste, encourage plant-based food and involve local food 
suppliers. Both RU and HAN have implemented the “Billie Cup”, this is a reusable thee or 
coffee cup that students can purchase for 1 euro. Students receive a discount when they 
bring their “Billie Cup” to be filled with a hot beverage. Like so, the universities try to 
encourage students in reducing waste. Another initiative aiming to reduce waste is  “Too 
Good to Go”, whereby stores and grocery stores offer their unsold food for a lower price. In 
this way, the food will not be wasted. Both universities offer their unsold food on this 
platform.          
 Furthermore, both universities also encourage “the week without meat and dairy”, 
where vegetarian and vegan products are highlighted and special attention is given to why 
it is important to eat vegetarian or vegan. Based on the observations it became clear that 
the universities both try to offer more vegetarian options. Students have several options to 
choose from, including soup, different kinds of buns, sandwiches, wraps, salads, hot snacks 
and snacks (see Appendix for all of the vegetarian food offerings on both universities). 
 Next, the actual food supplies will be briefly outlined. Both universities try to engage 
with more local and sustainable suppliers. The RU collaborates with “Oregional”, whic is a 
cooperative of local farmers that provide potatoes, vegetables and fruit. RU aquires bread 
from  ‘’t Kraayennest’, canned coffee from coffee producer “Santas”, and “MAAS” offers 
certified coffee and plant-based milk. Biscuits come from “de Koekfabriek”, chocolate from 
“Tony’s Chocolonely”,  and the cakes at RU are produced by “Droom!”, which is an 
organisation where people who are distanced from the labour market work. Soups are 
delivered from “de Verspillingsfabriek”, who produce the soups by using vegetables that 
would otherwise have been thrown away (see Appendix).     
 The HAN collaborates with the “Voedselbank”, “Trash’ure”, “de Versfabriek”and 50% 
of the Groenewoudseweg is purchased locally (HAN, 2022). Food that is left over at HAN 
is donated to “Voedselbank”, which is an organisation that offers food to families that do not 
have sufficient income to make ends meet. “Trash’ure” provides for vegan cake, and HAN 
obtains the mushroom croquettes and mushroom bitterballen from “de Versfabriek”. The 
oyster mushrooms that are used to make the croquettes and bitterballen are grown out of 
coffee dregs supplied by HAN itself (see Appendix). 

Differences in food policy 
A key difference between the universities is the level of promotional material. The HAN 
seems to promote the use of the “Billie Cup” more actively, with flyers in every restaurant, 
flyers on every table in the Brew (the coffee bar), a vending machine with solely “Billie Cups” 
and a QR-code that leads to a survey about the “Billie Cup”. This difference in the promotion 
can be explained by the fact that the HAN introduced the “Billie Cup” later than the RU, 
starting its use in only some locations on September 5, 2022 (Velemans, n.d.). Wheras the 
RU implemented the “Billie Cup” already in May 2022 in every building on the campus 
(Radboud University, n.d.a.). Thus the HAN maybe ought to promote the “Billie Cup” more 
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because it may not be so well known among its students yet.    
 Another notable difference between the universities that stands out are the different 
food events and promotions. The HAN organises monthly taste testing and a food festival, 
highlighting products that are healthier or more sustainable than the regular product. In the 
week of March 20th 2023, the popped chips from “FOOD2SMILE” were highlighted as a 
healthier alternative to regular crisps. Students who purchased this product were given a 
chance to win tickets for the EK qualification football game between The Netherlands-
France. By sampling and linking a giveaway these healthier or more sustainable products 
are introduced in a ‘fun way’.        
 Furthermore, every costumer, in one of the food courts at the HAN, gets a piece of 
free fruit on Mondays and Fridays. The HAN also promotes products ,such as the 
“BitesWeLove Flip-its” (organic lentil crisps) and “Products of Happiness”, by having a sign 
next to it. Although on the day of the observation, there was only one Product of Happiness 
highlighted. At “Kapittelweg 33”, there was a pick & mix action, where three different 
products could be purchased for 5,50 euro, consisting of six different products. Additionally, 
there was an action where a Chaudfontaine 500ml bottle could be purchased for 1 euro 
when a bun worth 3,50 euro or more was purchased. Lastly, the week’s diner menu was 
displayed on boards at every food court. On the RU campus, there were no specific products 
highlighted in any food court and there were also no discounts or deals.   
 In ‘similarities in food policy’, it was mentioned that both universities have a lot of 
vegetarian options. In contrast, the range of vegan options between the universities differs 
significantly. From the observations, it became clear that the RU has more vegan options 
than the HAN in every food court. In some food courts of the HAN, they do not have a proper 
vegan lunch option. The “Prof. Molkenboerstraat 3” food court only offered crisps, nuts and 
popcorn as vegan options and the “Laan van Scheut 2” food court only offered soup. In 
contrast, the smallest food court of the RU, “The Cultuurcafe”, offered soup and a couscous 
salad as vegan options.         
 During the observations it was also found that the vending machines at both 
universities mostly offered vegetarian products, with the exception of some wine gums. The 
only vegan products that were offered were “Katja biggetjes”, “Pop chips” and “Oreos”. The 
RU has “the Health Food Wall” in “Huygens”, “Maria Montessori” and in the “University 
Library”. This vending machine offers only vegetarian and vegan options, ranging from 
wraps to meals, from drinks to flatbread, making it possible to choose vegetarian or vegan 
food after the food courts and coffee corners are closed. The HAN however only had regular 
vending machines.           
 Then, both universities also offer dinner on campus. The menu of the HAN does not 
offer any vegetarian or vegan options, whereas the RU offers three out of five days a vegan 
meal (in week 11), and a vegetarian option every day.    
 The last difference between the universities is their vision. HAN’s vision in 2017, 
when “Eurest” was appointed as the caterer, was to become the healthiest University of 
Applied Science in the Netherlands. During the interview, the community manager of 
“Eurest” was also speaking more about healthy food rather than sustainable food. Six years 
later, the HAN has shifted its vision to make its offered food more affordable. This policy 
can be seen in the food offerings. HAN now has a breakfast deal, which consists of 
“Zuivelhoeve” yoghurt granola + coffee/thee and a lunch deal: creamy soup + raisin bun + 
fruit, both for 2 euro. All of items included in the deals are unhealthy and unsustainable, but 
they are cheap. 
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It remains however unclear whether this shift in vision from HAN is created by feedback 
from students, who found the food becoming more expensive or if other factors are at play. 
Moreover, given that this information came from a non-official HAN spokesman interview, it 
is not guaranteed that HAN’s food policy has shifted towards more affordable food over 
healthy or sustainable food.        
 Yet, the RU does not aspire more affordable food but vegetarianism and veganism, 
with the standard catering being vegetarian and 60% of the food they offer being vegetarian. 
There is no indication that the RU is going to alter its vision any time soon.  

Conclusion about food policy 
Both universities try to reduce waste, offer sufficient vegetarian options in every food court 
and have more local and sustainable suppliers. Although the RU does not actively promote 
its products,  the HAN does and stands out for doing so via the weekly menu, the highlighted 
food, “Products of Happiness”, free fruit on Mondays and Fridays, and pick & mix. Even 
though both universities offer similar vegetarian products, the RU has a greater selection of 
vegan products than the HAN. Lastly, the difference in universities’ vision, while the RU 
envisions offering vegetarian and vegan options, the HAN aims to offer more affordable 
food. With all these points taken into account, it can be concluded that the food policy of the 
RU is more focused on sustainability than the food policy of the HAN. 
 
5.2 Analysis of dataset 
In total 94 students completed the survey, 46 students study at RU and 48 students study 
at HAN. More women than men filled in the survey, the average age of the respondents is 
20.94 years, the majority of the respondents do their groceries most of the time, and on 
average students think they spend between 5%-25% of their money on food (Table 1 and 
2, and Appendix for a more extensive analysis).  

 

Table 1: Frequency table per university      

 Frequency 
RU 46 
HAN 48 
Total 94 

 

Table 2: Averages in the dataset 

Gender 26.6% Male, 71.3% Female, 1,1% Non-binary, 1.1% Prefer not to say 
Average age  20.94 years  

 
Groceries  67 students doing their own groceries most of the time – 71.28% 

Average monthly expenditure on 
food (as % of monthly income) 

54,2%      5%-25%  
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No differences between universities 
For the first three hypotheses, the students of RU are compared with HAN students, 
concerning environmental concern, perceived norm and perceived behavioural control. The 
respondents have filled in several sub-statements for every variable (Chapter 4.3).  In Table 
3, these sub-statements are merged into one variable (environmental concern, perceived 
norm and perceived behavioural control). For environmental concern, a 3-point Likert scale 
was used. The respondent was able to answer with ‘disagree’, ‘neutral’ or ‘agree’. A score 
of three on environmental concern means that one is the most possible concerned 
regarding sustainability-related issues, and a score of zero means that one has no 
environmental concern at all. It is often not the case that one has the highest or lowest score 
since the eight different statements all cover a different aspect of environmental concern. 
For instance, one might ‘agree’ with ‘My knowledge about sustainability is great’, but 
disagree with ‘I am worried about animal suffering’ .     
 For perceived norm, a 4-point Likert scale was used. The respondent was able to 
answer with ‘no influence’, ‘a little bit of influence’ or ‘all determining’. A score of four on 
perceived norm means that the aspects appointed in the ten sub-statements are all 
determining in deciding to buy a product, and a sore of zero means that no factor influences 
whether one wants to buy a product. For example, when one might find that the price and 
taste of a product are ‘all determining’, but find the rest of the statements to have ‘no 
influence’ on their food choices, their score on perceived norm is rather low. 
 For perceived behavioural control, also a 3-point Likert scale was used. The 
respondent was also able to answer with ‘disagree’, ‘neutral’ or ‘agree’. A score of three on 
perceived behavioural control means that one is totally constrained by practicalities when it 
comes to sustainable food consumption, and a score of zero means that one is not at all 
constrained by practicalities. Again, answers may differ between statement, giving an 
overall score between zero and three (see Appendix for all of the statements). 
 The scores of both universities for each variable are relatively close to each other 
(Table 3). There is no significance for any of the variables. Both universities score relatively 
high on environmental concern, meaning that students on average are reasonably 
concerned about sustainability issues. For perceived behavioural control, the scores are 
slightly on the low side. Meaning that students are a little bit constrained by practicalities 
when it comes to sustainable food consumption. Lastly, perceived norm, the scores are 
relatively low, implying that students do not regard the variable as much of an influence on 
their food choices. 
 
Table 3: Independent Samples t-tests per university 

Variable  University Mean 

Environmental 
concern 
 

RU 1.51 

HAN 1.34 

Perceived norm RU 0.98 

HAN 1.09 

Perceived 
behavioural control 

RU 1.33 

HAN 1.48 

(*= significant with 0.05)  
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 Since all the variables are not significant, it is interesting to investigate if the sub-
statements per variable are significant.        
 For perceived behavioural control, again, the higher the scores the more one is 
constrained by practicalities when it comes to sustainable food consumption. Table 4 shows 
that there are some differences between the universities. RU students answered more with 
‘agree’ on the statement ‘If I had more money, I would consume more sustainable food’ 
than HAN students. HAN students answered more with ‘agree’ on the sub-statements of 
‘Knowledge’, ‘Time’ and ‘University’s sustainable food offer’. Remarkable is that the scores 
of ‘Money’ are relatively high for both universities, this can be justified by the fact that 
students often do not have much money and are therefore constrained to buy more 
sustainable food. 

   

Table 4: Independent Samples t-tests per university, perceived behavioural control 

Sub-statement University Mean 

Money RU 1.94 

HAN 1.88 

Time RU 1.22 

HAN 1.31 

University’s sustainable food offer  RU 1.02 

HAN 1.42 

Knowledge  RU 1.17 

HAN 1.31 

  (*= significant with 0.05) 

 Some sub-statements of environmental concern and perceived norm do show some 
significant difference, therefore there will now be focussed on these sub-statements. 
 For all of the sub-statements of environmental concern also applies; the higher the 
scores the higher the concern. Table 5 shows that there are some differences between the 
universities. Only ‘Knowledge’ (Sig. = 0.038) , ‘Dairy’(Sig. = <0.001) and ‘climate change’ 
(Sig. = 0.026) are significant. RU students are more concerned with climate change than 
HAN students, the score of RU students is 1.85 whereas the score of HAN students is 1.73. 
RU students also answered the statement ‘My knowledge about sustainability is great‘ more 
with ‘agree’ than HAN students, the score of RU students is 1.41 whereas the score of HAN 
students is 1.10. So there is higher environmental knowledge and higher environmental 
concern among RU students. This is in line with the theory, because a higher environmental 
knowledge leads to a higher environmental concern.     
 RU students also answered the statement ‘The meat, dairy, egg industry is bad for 
the environment’ more with ‘agree’ than HAN students, the score of RU students is 1.78 
whereas the score of HAN students is 1.40. This can be explained by the fact that RU 
students also more often filled in ‘agreed’ on the statement ‘Veganism is the most 
sustainable diet’. When one finds veganism the most sustainable diet, one is highly likely to 
think that ‘The meat, dairy and egg industry is bad for the environment’. So, the results 



28 
 

correspond.           
 From the sub-statements  of environmental concern it can be said that HAN students 
score higher on the sub-statements about animal suffering and working conditions of the 
workers, whereas RU students are more concerned about the environment and the effects 
of climate change. This difference can perhaps be explained by the respondents studying 
GPE at RU. Through their studies they generally gain more knowledge about sustainability 
than their fellow students, leading to more concern about climate change and a higher 
environmental concern.  

  

Table 5: Independent Samples t-tests per university, environmental concern    

Sub-statement  University Mean 

Working conditions  RU 1.24 

HAN 1.32 

Knowledge RU 1.41* 

HAN 1.10* 

Veganism is the most 
sustainable diet 

RU 1.04 

HAN 0.73 

Dairy RU 1.78* 

HAN 1.40* 

Animal suffering RU 1.39 

HAN 1.46 

Climate change RU 1.85* 

HAN 1.73* 

Consequences climate change RU 1.80 

HAN 1.75 

Food and water scarcity RU 1.59 

HAN 1.25 

 (* = significant with 0.05) 

Then perceived norm, for the sub-statements it also holds that a high score implies 
that a variable has a high influence in deciding whether to buy a product. Table 7 shows 
that there are some differences between the universities. Only ‘Healthy’  is significant (Sig. 
= <0.001). HAN students answered the statement ‘Whether the product is Healthy’ more 
with ‘All determining’ than RU students, the score of HAN students is 1.70 whereas the 
score of RU students is 1.59. This aligns with HAN’s food policy, which is focused on healthy 
food rather than sustainable food.  ‘Taste’ has, in general, the highest score, meaning that 
it has a relatively high influence when one decides to consume a product.   
 Noteworthy is that HAN students on average score higher than the RU on every 
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variable, except ‘Local’. This means that all sub-statements of perceived norm, except 
whether a product is produced locally, influence HAN students more in the decision-making 
to buy a product or not than RU students. Moreover, it is somewhere contradictory that RU 
students have a higher environmental concern but a lower perceived norm than HAN 
students. If one is concerned about the climate, they would probably take into account, for 
example, how much CO2 their food emits or how much water was consumed for their food. 
However, one may reduce CO2 or water consumption in other ways and find it less 
important to do through their food consumption.  

 

Table 6: Independent Samples t-tests per university, perceived norm   
Sub-statement University  Mean 

Price  RU 0.94 

HAN 1.02 

Taste  RU 1.96 

HAN 2.06 

Healthy RU 1.59* 

HAN 1.70* 

Cooking RU 1.41 

HAN 1.33 

CO2 RU 0.52 

HAN 0.63 

Water use RU 0.41 

HAN 0.50 

Animal suffering RU 1 

HAN 1.27 

Working conditions RU 0.65 

HAN 0.93 

Local RU 0.65 

HAN 0.60 

Organic RU 0.69 

HAN 0.88 

 (*= significant with 0.05) 

Besides the effect of the universities’ food policy, it can also be interesting to look at 
other variables that may influence environmental concern, perceived norm and perceived 
behavioural control. Through several multiple regression analysis, it was examined whether 
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the variables ‘Age’, ‘Gender’, ‘Degree’, ‘Study’ and ‘Income’ can explain more of the 
variance than the universities’ food policy. Table 7 shows that for environmental concern 
none of the variables are significant. The kind of degree one is obtaining explains a little bit 
of the variance. The other variables do not explain much of the variance. For perceived 
norm, ‘Degree’ also explains a little bit but is also not significant. For perceived behavioural 
control, ‘Gender’ and ‘Degree’ also explains a little bit, but both are not significant. 
 It is important to mention that three out of the ten master students, who completed 
the survey, do a GPE master. Thus it could be that ‘Degree’ may play a smaller role than 
what is currently shown. 

  

Table 7: Demographics multi regression analysis 
Variable Environmental 

concern   
Perceived 
norm  

Perceived 
behavioural 
control  

Age 0.008 0.003 0.168 

Gender 0.081 0.43 0.007 

Degree -0.24 0.183 0.169 

Study 0.005 0.003 0.210 

Income  0.015 0.004 -0.009 

 (* = significant with 0.05) 
 
Based on the analyses done above, the first three hypotheses can be answered.   
Hypothesis 1: There is a difference in environmental concern among students.   
 Generally, RU students have a higher environmental concern, but there are no 
significant differences between RU and HAN students. It is however noteworthy that three 
sub-statements are significant (‘Dairy’, ‘Knowledge’ and ‘Climate crisis’). This can perhaps 
be justified by the fact that the RU offers more vegetarian and vegan food, therefore RU 
students have also a higher environmental concern when it comes to ‘Dairy’ and ‘Climate 
crisis’ than HAN students. In addition, the RU has more climate- and environment-related 
courses and even has a study focussing on environment (GPE), resulting in a higher 
environmental knowledge among RU students. It is also worth mentioning that although 
HAN’s food policy is not specifically aimed at vegetarian and vegan products, HAN students 
do have a higher concern with respect to animal welfare than RU students.  
 Hypothesis 1 is rejected, and H0 is accepted: there is no difference in environmental 
concern among students.     

Hypothesis 2: There is a difference in perceived norm among students.   
 Also with this variable, there is no significant difference between HAN and RU 
students. Only the sub-statement ‘Healthy’ was significant, HAN students find it more 
important whether a food is healthy than RU students. Due to different food policies, one 
might also expect two different discourses regarding sustainable food, at RU and HAN. This 
is however not the case. One potential reason for this can be that the groups measured are 
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too similar and that differences within the groups are not measured. For instance, the 
respondents are all highly educated young people. As a result, the differences between the 
universities’ students are generally not very large, HAN students score just slightly higher 
than RU students.         
 Perceived norm consists of the subjective norm and descriptive norm. It was chosen 
to measure only descriptive norm. This arguably ensures that a significant difference 
between the universities may not have been measured, even though it is present. In 
addition, almost an entirely separate study would be required to establish how perceived 
norm works exactly since it is a complex variable.      
 Hypothesis 2 is rejected, and H0 is accepted: there is no difference in perceived 
norm among students.  

Hypothesis 3: There is a difference in perceived behavioural control among students. 
 There is no significant difference between HAN and RU students for perceived 
behavioural control. There are also no significant differences for the sub-statements. What 
did stand out was that RU students more often agreed with the statement ‘If I had more 
money, I would consume more sustainable food’ and HAN students less often agreed with 
that statement. This does not mean that money does not play a role for HAN students, the 
scores of both universities were relatively high. By discounting sustainable food, universities 
can probably encourage students to consume more sustainable food.    
 HAN students score higher on Perceived behavioural control, especially 
‘Knowledge’ and ‘University’s food offer’ are relatively high in contrast with RU students. 
Meaning that if HAN puts more effort into providing knowledge about sustainable food and 
increases its supply of sustainable food, it can influence its students by consuming more 
sustainable food.          
 In the survey, students were also asked to what extent they were aware of 
sustainable options at the university. More than half of the students (52.1%) answered with 
‘No, I have no idea’ and 42.6% replied with ‘Yes, I am a little bit aware. Meaning that 90% 
of the students are not fully aware of the sustainable eating options offered at the university. 
When both RU and HAN make sure students know what food is sustainable, students may 
start to consuming more sustainable food.      
 Hypothesis 3 is rejected, and H0 is accepted:  there is no difference in perceived 
behavioural control among students. Meaning that no impact of universities’ food policy can 
be measured on environmental concern, perceived norm and perceived behavioural control. 

 

Strong effect environmental concern and perceived norm 
The fourth and fifth hypotheses deal with determining whether using the RAT has been 
fitting to this thesis. A regression analysis was performed between every variable. Figure 6 
shows the results of this.          
 All correlations are significant. The closer the coefficient approaches ± 1, the 
stronger the relationship between the two variables. Most correlations are between 0.3– 
0.5, which means they have a ‘weak correlation’.  Environmental concern-attitude, 
perceived norm-intention are ‘moderate correlations’ and intention-behaviour is a ‘high 
correlation’ (Taylor, 1990).  
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Figure 6: Results regression-analyses incorporated into RAT model (* significance of 0.05) 
 
 Table 8 shows the results of the regression analyses that are important for 
answering the last two hypotheses. The R2 coefficient is added in the table, this shows what 
percentage of the model is explained by the correlation. What is striking is that the 
correlation between perceived norm-intention is greater than the correlation between 
attitude-intention and perceived behavioural control-intention (Figure 6).  Suggesting that in 
general, one’s intrinsic motivation is greater than one’s beliefs and greater than variables 
that can cause one to be held back from consuming sustainable food. This is somewhere 
odd since one’s beliefs (attitude) are often seen as the basis of one’s actions. These 
differences in correlations may be because attitude is only covered by two sub-statements 
and perceived norm only consists of the descriptive norm.    
 Besides, perceived behavioural control has more influence on intention than 
behaviour. Perceived behavioural control, therefore, seems to have mainly an indirect 
relation with behaviour rather than a direct influence.  
 
Table 8: Results of regression analyses 

Dependent variable  Independent variable   R R2 

Intention  Attitude 0.331* 0.110* 

Perceived norm  0.569* 0.323* 

Perceived behavioural control  0.445 * 
 

0.207* 

Behaviour  Intention 0.893* 0.797* 

Perceived behavioural control  0.323* 0.104* 

(* = significant with 0.05) 
 
 Because perceived behavioural control also includes different variables, Table 9 
shows the results of the regression analyses by sub-statements. ‘Time’, ‘Knowledge’ and 
the ‘Universities’ sustainable food offer’ have a significant effect on intention. ‘Time’ and the 
‘Universities’ sustainable food offer’ also have a significant impact on behaviour. 
‘Knowledge’ is thus significant for intention but not for behaviour. An explanation could be 

Background factor:  

Environmental 
concern   

Attitude toward 
behaviour 

Perceived norm  

Perceived 
Behavioural 
Control  

Intention Behaviour 0.421* 

0.326* 

0.569 * 

0.445 * 0.323 * 

0.893 * 

0.594* 0.331* 
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that one might has a  higher intention to buy sustainable food when one’s sustainability 
knowledge increases, but does not convert this into behaviour because other factors play a 
(bigger) role. For instance, ‘Money’, ‘Time’ or the ‘Universities’ sustainable food offer’.   
 
Table 9: Results of regression analyses perceived behavioural control 

Dependent variable  Independent variable   R R2 

Intention  Money 0.185 0.034 

Time 0.327* 0.107* 
Universities’ food offer  0.388* 0.151* 

Knowledge 0.263* 0.069* 

Behaviour   Money 0.116 0.014 

Time 0.220* 0.49* 
Universities’ food sustainable  offer  0.288* 0.083* 
Knowledge 0.195 0.038 

 (* = significant with 0.05) 
 
 Based on the analyses done above, the last two hypotheses can be answered. 
Hypothesis 4: Attitude, perceived norm and perceived behavioural control have a positive 
effect on intention.           
 All three variables have a positive effect on intention,  nonetheless one variable is 
stronger than the other. Perceived norm has a greater effect on intention than the other two 
behavioural variables, for instance. This may be because only descriptive norm was used 
to measure perceived norm. Most of the sub-statements of perceived norm (organic, local, 
working conditions, animal suffering and CO2) are therefore very similar to the sub-
statements of intention (vegan, vegetarian, local, organic and fair trade). This could have 
ensured a stronger correlation between the perceived norm and intention.  
 Moreover, three sub-statements (‘Time’, ‘Universities’ sustainable food offer’ and 
‘Knowledge’) of perceived behavioural control significantly affect intention. This is 
noteworthy, because this shows that students would intend to consume more sustainable 
food if they had more time and more sustainable knowledge, and if the university would 
offer more sustainable food.         
 Once again, the correlations between perceived norm-intention and perceived 
behavioural control-intention are moderate correlations and attitude-intention is a high 
correlation (Taylor, 1990). Meaning that in the case of intention and sustainable food 
consumption among students, RAT explains reasonably much. Therefore hypothesis 4 is 
accepted: Attitude, perceived norm and perceived behavioural control have a positive effect 
on intention. 

Hypothesis 5: Intention and perceived behavioural control have a positive effect on 
behaviour.            
 Both intention and perceived behavioural control have a positive effect on behaviour. 
The effect of intention on behaviour is strong. This may be related to the phrasing of the 
questions in the survey; the questions of both variables were very similar, which probably 
caused the correlation to be so high.        
 Besides, a difference between the sub-statements of perceived behavioural control 
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can be observed. Only variables ‘Time’ and the ‘Universities’ sustainable food offer’ have a 
significantly low effect on behaviour. The remaining sub-statements are not significant and 
do not have a strong effect on behaviour. Implying that students would consume more 
sustainable food if they would have more time and if the university would offer more 
sustainable food options. Meaning that in the case of behaviour and sustainable food 
consumption among students, RAT explains very little.    
 Perceived behaviour control is an added variable in the TPB and makes therefore 
the difference between the TRA and the TPB. However, the addition of the variable proves 
to be useful; perceived behaviour control explains 10.4% of behaviour in the case of 
sustainable food consumption of students. For that reason, hypothesis 5 is accepted: 
Intention and perceived behavioural control have a positive effect on behaviour.   

Differences in intention and behaviour between RU and HAN 
It can be interesting to look at the sub-statements of intention and behaviour. Students 
indicated how many days of the following seven days they intended to eat vegan or 
vegetarian, and how many days they intended to eat a meal which contains at least one fair 
trade, organic and locally produced product. They did the same for behaviour, but this was 
about 7 days prior to completing the survey.  
 Table 10 shows that there is no significance for intention. RU students on average 
intend to eat more vegetarian and vegan than HAN students. It stands out that students on 
average intend to eat five days a week vegetarian. HAN students intend to incorporate fair 
trade and organic products in their meals more than RU students. In turn, RU students 
intend to eat more locally produced food. Furthermore, the scores between the two 
universities are practically the same. 
 
Table 10: Independent Samples t-test Intention sub-statements     
Variable University  Mean 
Vegetarian RU 5.57 

HAN 4.98 
Vegan  RU 2.09 

HAN 1.85 
Fair trade RU 3.87 

HAN 4.40 
Organic RU 3.93 

HAN 4.73 
Locally RU 4.04 

HAN 3.23 
 (* = significant with 0.05) 
 

Table 11 shows that only ‘Organic’ is significant for behaviour. This difference can 
not necessarily be attributed to HAN’s food policy, as it is not focused on organic food per 
se. Yet, HAN has a monthly food festival where organic products are promoted, which may 
explain the significance.  

Just like intention, RU students have higher average scores for ‘Vegetarian’, ‘Vegan’ 
and ‘Locally’ than HAN students, and HAN students have higher average scores for ‘Fair 
trade’ and ‘Organic’ than RU students. Lastly, all scores of the sub-statements are higher 
for behaviour than intention. One explanation may be that when buying food, students are 
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more tempted to buy a more sustainable product than they intended to. Another explanation 
could be that students are unconsciously consuming more sustainable products than they 
initially think. As a result, their consumption of sustainable food (behaviour) exceeds their 
intention.  

 
 

Table 11: Independent Samples t-test Behaviour sub-statements     
Variable  University Mean 
Vegetarian  RU 6.67 

HAN 6.21 
Vegan RU 2.37 

HAN 2.27 
Fair trade  RU 4.37 

HAN 4.83 
Organic  RU 5.17* 

HAN 5.54* 
Locally RU 4.91 

HAN 3.79 
 (* = significant with 0.05) 
 

Although the differences between students from both universities seem small at first, 
these small differences do explain differences in behaviour. This indicates that RAT helps 
explain behaviour and offers insight into how behaviour can be changed by focusing on the 
behavioural components.   
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Chapter 6: Conclusions  
The main research question ‘How do RU and HAN students’ perspectives on sustainable 
food consumption align with emerging university food policy initiatives?’ can be answered 
via the sub - questions. This research shows that RAT can predict and explain sustainable 
food consumption and also demonstrates that RU and HAN students do not differ much 
from one another. 

The first sub-question ‘How do different behaviour predictors express themselves 
among students’ sustainable food consumption?’ , refers to the RAT. In advance, it was 
difficult to predict how much the theory would explain the students’ behaviour because the 
RAT is broadly applicable and can play out differently with each type of behaviour (Van den 
Putte, 1993). After conducting several regression analyses, it appears that behavioural 
components of the RAT correlate with each other. Some behavioural predictors are 
however more strongly correlated than others. In particular the sub-statements from 
perceived behavioural control seemed to play a serious part. Students would intend to 
consume more sustainable food if they would have more, money, time, knowledge about 
sustainable food, and if the university would offer more sustainable food.   
 In addition, the behaviour of students in this study is in line when it comes to 
perceived behavioural control. The component has both a direct effect on behaviour as well 
as an indirect effect, through intention. This research shows that the addition of perceived 
behavioural control to the theory has been of value. 
The second sub-question ‘To what extent is there a link between University food policy and 
students’ perspectives towards sustainable food consumption?’ was investigated by first 
conducting an observation at both RU and HAN to establish the food policies of both 
universities, then respondents were compared by institution on the various behavioural 
predictors. From the observations it became clear that RU’s food policy is more focused on 
sustainable food (vegan/vegetarian) and HAN’s food policy is more focused on healthy food.
 The regression analyses initially showed that there are not many differences 
between the universities. The main variables do not differ significantly from each other. But 
once zooming in on different sub-statements of environmental concern and perceived norm, 
significant differences in the sub-statements emerge. RU students have a greater 
knowledge about sustainability, a higher concern regarding the meat, dairy and egg 
industry, and are more worried about climate change. HAN students find whether food is 
healthy a more important factor than RU students. In these differences it is possible to 
observe the difference in food policy between the universities; RU is more focused on 
sustainable food and HAN more focussed on healthy food. Besides, it appears that the 
intention and behaviour of eating vegetarian or vegan is a little bit greater among RU 
students than among HAN students. This could be an effect of the food policy of the RU, as 
more vegan and vegetarian products are offered at RU than at HAN. It may be stressed 
that the difference between the two universities is not significant and that the difference is 
small. 

But the difference in environmental knowledge among RU and HAN students may 
also be explained by different studies and courses offered at the two universities. At RU, for 
instance, GPE is offered, where students obtain a lot of knowledge about sustainability. As 
a result, their knowledge and concern about environmental issues will be higher than 
students with non-sustainability-focused studies. HAN does not offer a similar type of study 
focusing on the environment.  
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The last sub-question ‘Can differences in student perspectives be explained by 
demographics?’ was examined by looking at whether ‘Age’, ‘Gender’, ‘Degree’, ‘Study’ and 
‘Income’ might have more effect on environmental concern, perceived norm and 
behavioural control than the universities’ food policy. No significant scores emerge, only 
‘Degree’ could explain a little bit of the variation for all three behavioural variables. However, 
the scores were thus not significant. In addition, the ratio of  master-bachelor students was 
uneven resulting in one-third of the master’s students having an environmental study 
background. Because of this, it can be questioned whether ‘Degree’ has any impact at all 
on students’ perspectives.  

It can be concluded that the RU and HAN’s food policies and students’ perspectives 
on food consumption reasonably coincide. The HAN strives for healthy food, also HAN 
students consider this an important factor in food decision-making. On the other hand, HAN 
students also indicate that they would consume more sustainable food if the university 
would offer more, if they had more money and if they had more knowledge about 
sustainable food. This arguably indicates a mismatch between what students want and what 
the university offers, because the HAN is offering more unhealthy cheap food lately. 
 The RU aims at sustainable food, focussed on vegan and vegetarian options. RU 
students find it important to eat most dinners of the week vegetarian and sometimes even 
vegan. Perhaps RU students consciously consume vegan and vegetarian food, yet the 
other factors of sustainability (organic, fair trade and locally produced) are overlooked. RU 
students, just like the HAN students, are willing to consume more sustainable food if they 
would have more knowledge about it, especially about organic, fair trade and locally 
produced food. The underlying factor of this mismatch between willingness to consume and 
actual behaviour is unawareness among students concerning sustainable food. 
 What becomes clear from this study is, that by increasing one’s awareness about 
sustainability and sustainable food, combined with making sustainable food consumption 
more accessible,  it is possible to change students’ behaviour to consume (more) 
sustainable food.  
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Discussion 
This thesis tried to contribute knowledge about the effect of a university’s (sustainable) food 
policy on the perspective of students regarding sustainable food consumption, focusing on 
RU and HAN students. However, the effect of universities’ food policies on students’ 
sustainable food consumption did not emerge completely clearly from this study. More time 
could ensure a better answer is provided. After all, four months is relatively little to conduct 
research, allowing it to be not comprehensive.     
 From the results, claims about student sustainable food behaviour are made. A small 
group of students did not complete all of the questions, rendering them unusable. By 
formulating the survey questions concretely and specifically or shortening the survey, the 
results would be more valid.  Besides, behaviour is difficult to measure through a survey. 
Actual behaviour is not observed through this method. An individual can also have a 
particular view on their behaviour when this is in reality otherwise. Someone may provide 
socially desirable answers or intentionally avoid a question, making their answers less valid. 
 It was chosen to define sustainable food as food that is either vegetarian, vegan, fair 
trade, organic or local. The observations and sub-statements are based on this definition. 
Had a different definition of sustainable food been used, different sub-statements would 
have been chosen and the results of the study might also be different.  

Also, attitude only had two questions, which makes the variable not very 
representative. It can be even questioned whether the variable adds value to the research 
at all. In addition, not every behavioural component was equally reflected in the survey. For 
instance, perceived norm does not consists solely of descriptive norm, but also the 
subjective norm. The latter was not included in the survey. As a result, information may 
have been missed. The subjective norm might explain that one eats vegetarian five days a 
week because a loved one does, not because one values vegetarian food or because one 
is influenced by the university’s food policy for example.  

The reader should bear in mind that RAT was originally meant as a theory for well-
thought behaviour, not for routines, as consumption behaviour is a routine. Although RAT 
may not be the ideal theory, it is currently the most suitable for this research. Despite the 
mentioned limitations, this thesis provides useful insight about the effect of a university’s 
food policy on students’ perspectives on sustainable food. 
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Recommendations  
As discussed, a more extensive research using a baseline measurement will provide more 
insights about the effect of a universities’ food policy on students’ sustainable food 
perspectives. The behaviour of students would be measured before and after the 
universities changed their food policy, allowing for a better picture of the influence of a 
university’s food policy on students’ perspectives.      
 Nijmegen is generally very left-wing and focused on sustainability. Looking at 
another student city which is less ‘green’ and where eating vegetarian food is less common, 
would be interesting to investigate. Or perhaps to look even at universities in a different 
country, for example a country where there is less prosperity than the Netherlands. 
 Although there was no significant difference between RU and HAN students in terms 
of eating vegetarian and vegan, RU students eat more often vegan and vegetarian. This 
minor difference could be because RU offers more vegan and vegetarian food. This poses 
the question if students’ food perspectives influence universities’ food policies or if student 
food perspectives are influenced by universities’ food policies. On the one hand, it may be 
that students consume more sustainable food because the university offers it. On the other 
hand, it may be that a university offers more sustainable food because it notices that, for 
example, more students take sustainable courses or more students participate in climate 
protests. More research on the role of universities’ food policies has to be conducted to 
develop a better understanding of this process.     
 Determining the perceived norm could be a whole study itself. It is very complex and 
challenging to capture in a few questions. Perceived norm could however be key in clarifying 
which food policies are going to be effective and which are not. Despite this, environmental 
concern is the most effective variable to focus on, if one (a university) wants to change 
behaviour. Universities could implement more knowledge about food in their programme by 
adapting food-related course to what students want to see, as well as what universities want 
students to know. In this way, universities can provide food information to students in a low-
key way.            
 Students indicated that they would consume more sustainable food if they had more 
money and additional information about it and if the university offered more sustainable 
food. If the universities take this into account and adjust their policies accordingly, perhaps 
students will consuming more sustainable food if their perceived behavioural control has 
increased.          
 Then zooming out to the wider problem of dietary change in the food system. 
Changing diet is the best option to change the food system, but can be difficult. Due to the 
fact that one may have the intention to consume sustainable food, factors such as price, 
time and taste are often more important, making it difficult to change diet. Institutions 
(supermarkets, government, food manufacturers and education, for example) have an 
essential role to support individuals with choosing sustainable food products. This can be 
accomplished by providing information, making prices of sustainable food products more 
attractive, coming up with more vegetarian and vegan recipes or simply offering more 
sustainable products and less unsustainable products. 
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Appendix 

Interview summary with the community manager from Eurest catering of the HAN  
Eurest Catering is the catering for the HAN since 2017. Eurest is the biggest catering for 
Universities of applied science in the Netherlands. The interviewee is the community 
manager of three contracts within Eurest, one of them is the HAN. She is responsible for 
creating online and offline places where people come together. She ‘manages’ the 
community (students) of the HAN by initiating discussions about the food options at the 
HAN, responding to remarks of students, and creating content that will elicit positive 
reactions from the students. An example of the latter are the giveaways every week; when 
a student buys a certain product in that week one stands a chance of winning something. 
This can be tickets for a football game or a free lunch, depending on the brand deal. 
Although, every win is linked to a healthy or sustainable product. In this way, Eurest and 
HAN want to make students aware of a more healthy/sustainable option than the regular 
one. An example is an energy drink made out of natural sugars instead of “Red Bull”. 
Besides that, the community manager tells that there are narrow-cast screens which project 
information about sustainable food/ sustainability.  
 Eurest Catering has a contract for two times 4 years (contract ending in 2025). In 
2017 the HAN wanted to become the healthiest University of applied science in the 
Netherlands, before that it was not really concerned about sustainability. The Eurest 
catering had to go along with that, so they invested in becoming more healthy and 
sustainable. Every Monday and Friday students get a free piece of fruit when they buy food. 
Eurest also offers a free tasting every month, in this way students get in touch with different 
healthy/sustainable products. They also have a different cuisine that they highlight every 
week, this week it was Japan. In the past they had Indian and Indonesian for example. 
Eurest also organises a food festival with healthy suppliers or supplies that are corporate 
socially responsible, two times a year. There are also 5 products that are not rising in price, 
they call it the products of happiness. These are yoghurt, a vegan bun, a vegetarian salad, 
a smoothie and juice. All this free product and price fixing is paid from the budget given to 
the caterer, so they do not make a profit on this. 
 Every restaurant has a campus agenda. This is a monthly agenda highlighting the 
giveaway, the samples that will be given away that week, and the cuisine that is going to be 
discovered. From 6-10 March there was special attention given to the week without meat 
and dairy on the agenda. 
 All of the food courts on the HAN order their products from the supplier of Eurest, 
this is a fixed list of products. As a result, all food courts have roughly the same assortment. 
But Eurest also works with young small entrepreneurs, the food bank, Trash’ure (makes 
vegan cakes) and they get their oyster mushroom croquettes/ bitterballen from the 
Versfabriek. A fun fact is that these oyster mushrooms are grown out of coffee dregs 
supplied by the HAN.  
 The interviewee mentioned that since this week the direction of the HAN is changed. 
They want the food to become cheaper. She says that the food is too expensive according 
to students. But she is not sure why the HAN suddenly wants to change her direction, 
whether this is in response to the students’ view or whether there is something else.  
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E-mail head of Food & Beverage RU 
24-02-2023 

There are always developments in sustainability within the F&B department, which is 
actually embedded in our operations. Some examples are: 

- Catering at meetings and events is vega(n) by default and meat or fish only available 
upon express request 

- Stepwise increase in the supply and sales of vega(n) products in our departments 
by actively promoting and encouraging them 

- Plant-based alternative to milk in all our staffed coffee corners 
- Many local and/or sustainable suppliers, such as: 

• Oregional (cooperative of local farmers from whom we buy our potatoes, 
vegetables and fruit)  

• 't Kraayennest (local baker) 
• Santas (coffee, supplying e.g. canned coffee that is reused instead of 

disposable aluminium bags 
• MAAS (certified coffee and plant-based milk options) 
• Health Food Wall (offering sustainable options 24/7 from vending machines) 
• The Biscuit Factory 
• Tony's Chocolonely 
• Dream! (cakes, local and with people distanced from the labour market 
• De Verspillingsfabriek (e.g. soups made from vegetables that would 

otherwise have been thrown away 
- Active participation in sustainability themed weeks, such as Dry January, National 

Week Without Meat and Dairy, Radboud Impact Festival and Vitality Week. 
- Alcohol policy 
- Introduction of Billiecup to reduce use of disposables 
- Promote water taps and promote tap water at meetings instead of packaged water 
- Offer more zero sugar soft drinks 
- Too good to go (sell at reduced prices the last remaining products that are still good 

In the coming period, the focus will be on further minimising food wastage and waste, 
making the chain transparent (CO2 emissions, local, seasonal, natural) and the protein 
transition (increasing the share of veg(n) and, for example, investigating steps towards the 
EAT-Lancet menu). 
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Observation protocol RU 
 

Building  Grotius building (Het 
Gerecht) 

Maria Montessori building 
(Grand café Iris) 

University library (UB) 

Is there a separate 
coffeebar in the 
building? 

Yes Yes, but it is together with the 
food court. 

Yes 

What does the 
coffeebar offer in 
general? 

Hot drinks, cold drinks, pastry, 
snacks, yoghurt, fruit, noodle 
soup. 

Hot drinks, cold drinks. Hot drinks, cold drinks, pastry, 
snacks, yoghurt, fruit, noodles 
soup.  

Are there 
vegetarian/vegan 
options? 

All the food options are 
vegetarian. 

Not relevant Vegetarian 
- Old cheese sandwich 
- All the snacks are 

vegetarian 
Vegan  

- Alpro red fruit drink 
- Alpro Greek yoghurt 

  
Remarks about 
coffee corner 

No vegan food options. No 
soy milk.  

No No  

What does the 
food court offer in 
general? 

Cold drinks, hot snacks, 
snacks, bars, different kind of 
sandwiches and buns, 
different bread toppings, 
fruits, salad bar, soup. 

Warm snacks, different 
sandwiches, different wraps, 
snacks, salades, soup.  

Not relevant 

Does the food 
court offer 
vegetarian 
options? 

- Vegetarian croquette 
bun 

- Vegetarian crème 
American (spread) 

- Panini caprese 
- Pizza snack 
- Brie rustica bun  
- Cheese rustica bun 
- Egg salad and 

vegetarian bacon 
rustica bun  

- “Kaassouffle”  
- Salad bar  
- Veggie wrap 
- Veggie sandwich 
- All the snacks   

- Vegetarian 
‘saucijzenbroodje’ 

- Grilled cheese 
sandwich 

- Panini caprese 
- “Kaassouffle”  
- Cheese sandwich  
- Brie bun 
- Veggie salad 
- Borek with spinach and 

cheese 
- Bun with cheese  
- All the snacks are 

vegetarian 
 
 

Not relevant 

Does the food 
court offer vegan 
options? 

- Muhammar (spread) 
- Jam (spread) 
- Sweet potato soup 
- Celeriac parsnip 

soup 
- Alpro cold coffee 
- Alpro greek yoghurt  

- Cinnamon bun  
- Cookie  
- Tomato soup  
- Vegetable soup 
- Alpro red fruit drink 
- Wrap falafel  
- Bun with muhammara 
- Vegan salad  

Not relevant 

Remarks about 
food courts 

No  Oat milk machine. 
 
Uses less packaging than the 
other buildings.  
 
Small food court. 

No  

Are sustainable 
food products 
promoted via 

No No  No 
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posters or 
discount actions?  

How many 
vending machines 
are present? 

None  Three vending machines: 
- Healthy food wall  
- Soft drink vending 

machine with regular 
sodas  

- Snack vending 
machine with no 
sustainable option 

Three vending machines: 
- Healthy food wall  
- Soft drink vending 

machine with regular 
sodas  

- Snack vending machine 
with no sustainable option 

Does the vending 
machine offer 
vegetarian/vegan 
options? 

Not relevant Healthy food wall offers 
vegetarian/vegan options. 
 
The regular machine has only 
oreo, snelle jelle and popcorn as 
vegan options.  
 
All of the options are vegetarian, 
except the winegum. 
 

Healthy food wall offers 
vegetarian/vegan options. 
 
The regular machine has only 
oreo, snelle jelle and popcorn as 
vegan options.  
 
All of the options are vegetarian, 
except the winegum. 
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Building Refter  The yard (sportscentre) Cultuurcafe  
Is there a separate 
coffeebar in the 
building? 

Yes (Café Panama) Yes, but it is together with the 
food court. 

Yes, but it is together with the 
food court.  

What does the 
coffeebar offer in 
general? 

Hot drinks, cold drinks, pastry, 
snacks, alcohol.  

Hot drinks, cold drinks, beer, 
wine. 

Hot drinks, cold drinks,  
alcohol. 

Are there 
vegetarian/vegan 
options? 

Vegetarian: 
- Vegetarian sausage roll.  
- Alle the snacks are 

vegetarian except a 
panini, sausage roll and 
grilled cheese ham 
sandwich. 

Vegan: 
Cinnamon roll  
 

Not relevant  Not relevant 

Remarks about 
the coffee corner 

Offers breakfast every day 
between 8-10 (vegetarian). Also 
vegan possible.  

They offer various sport 
drinks: Aquarius, AA drink, 
O2 life drink, protein shake. 

No 

What does the 
food court offer in 
general? 

1. Mama maria’s: pizza, 
piandina’s, schicciata, 
flammkuchen, salads, 
panna cotta, pasta de 
nata, cold drinks  

2. Sousa: salad bar, 
clubsandwich, soup, 
grilled sandwiches, 
panini, deepfried snacks, 
croquette bun, fruit, 
different buns, cold 
drinks  

3. Craft: offers every day a 
different diner 

4. Deli tiger: wok noodles, 
ramen, side dishes, cold 
drinks 

5. Angus: burgers, fries & 
more, cold drinks, 
menu’s  

 

Different sandwiches, 
different wraps panini, 
yoghurt, fruit, soup, pasty, 
snacks, salad. 

Soup, grilled sandwiches, 
panini, snacks, bars, pastry, 
different buns, couscous salad. 

Does the food 
court offer 
vegetarian 
options? 

1. Mama maria’s: pizza 
margherita, pizza 
veggie, pizza quattro 
formaggi, flammkuchen, 
piandina caprese, 
piandina pulled 
mushroom, schicciata, 
pastel de nata 

2. Sousa: bun hummus, 
bun brie, bun cream 
cheese, grilled cheese 
sandwich, vegetarian 
croquette bun, panini 
caprese 

3. Craft: always vegetarian 
or vegan  

4. Deli tiger: wok noodles 
and ramen are offered 
vegetarian 

5. Angus: Refter 
burger(menu) , refter 
cheeseburger (menu), 
Caesar salad 

- Grilled cheese 
sandwich 

- Panini caprese  
- Peanuts 
- All pastry and 

snacks 
 

- Grilled cheese 
sandwich 

- Vegetarian bun 
- Panini caprese  
- All the pastries and 

snacks 

Does the food 
court offer vegan 
options? 

1. Mama maria’s: 
margherita vegan 

2. Sousa: salad bar, onion 
soup and bun 
muhammara  

3. Craft: in week 11, 3/5 
days it is a vegan meal 

4. Deli tiger: wok noodles, 
ramen and spring roll 
are offered vegan 

- Onion soup 
- Protein shake 
- Lays natural crisps 
- Vegetable crisps 
- Soy drink  

 

Couscous salad with falafel and 
soup. 
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5. Angus: loaded fries, 
veganaise (vegan 
mayonnaise), fish & 
chips 

Remarks about 
food court 

It is the biggest food court on the 
RU campus. 

Small food court. Really small food court, offers a 
lot of beers. 

Are sustainable 
food products 
promoted via 
posters or 
discount actions?  

No No  No 

How many 
vending machines 
are present? 

None  Two vending  machines:  
- Soft drink vending 

machine with regular 
sodas. 

- Snack vending 
machine with no 
sustainable option. 

None  

Does the vending 
machine offer 
vegetarian/vegan 
options? 

Not relevant The machine has only oreo, 
snelle jelle and popcorn as 
vegan options.  
 
All of the options are 
vegetarian, except the 
winegum. 
 

Not relevant 
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Supplier What do they offer? 
Oregional  Cooperation of local farmers where the RU buys her 

potatoes, vegetables and fruit  
‘t Kraayennest  Local baker  
Santas Coffee supplier, but the coffee comes in cans 

instead of aluminium bags   
MAAS Plant-based milk and certificated coffee  

Building  Gigabite (Huygens) 
Is there a 
separate 
coffeebar in the 
building? 

Yes (Qubar) 

What does the 
coffeebar offer in 
general? 

Coffee, tea, bread, pastry, yoghurt, fruit, snacks. 

Are there 
vegetarian/vegan 
options? 

Vegetarian: 
- All the pastry  
- Vegetarian sandwich 
- Vegetarian wrap 

Vegan: 
- Danish  
- Cinnamon bun  

Remarks about 
the coffee corner 

No 

What does the 
food court offer 
in general? 

Cold drinks, bread, different bread toppings, hot snacks, salads, yoghurt, fruit, pastry, snacks. 

Does the food 
court offer 
vegetarian 
options? 

- Curry cauliflower soup 
- Grilled cheese sandwich 
- Oyster mushroom snack  
- Vegetarian Unox sausage bun 
- Vegetarian loempia 
- “Kaassouffle” 
- Cheese sandwich 
- Egg sandwich 
- Vegetarian tikka masala 
- Caprese wholewheat wrap  
- Caprese sandwich 
- Cheese mustard sandwich 
- Veggie salad 
- All snacks and pastry  

Does the food 
court offer vegan 
options? 

- Tomato soup 
- Vegan curry 
- Vegan croissant 
- Beet falafel wrap 
- Vegan salad 
- Alpro drink 
- Alpro Greek yoghurt 
- Alpro cold coffee 
- Jam (spread) 
- Cinnamon swirl 
- Snelle jelle  

Remarks about 
food court 

No 

Are sustainable 
food products 
promoted via 
posters or 
discount 
actions?  

No 

How many 
vending 
machines are 
present? 

Three vending machines:  
- Healthy food wall  
- Soft drink vending machine with regular sodas  
- Snack vending machine with no sustainable option 

Does the 
vending machine 
offer 
vegetarian/vegan 
options? 

Healthy food wall offers vegetarian/vegan options. 
 
The regular machine has only oreo, snelle jelle and popcorn as vegan options.  
 
All of the options are vegetarian, except the winegum. 
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De Koekfabriek  People with a distance to the labour market work 
here 

Droom! Local and people with a distance to the labour 
market work here 

De Verspillingsfabriek  For example soups are made of vegetables that 
were thrown away otherwise  
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Observation protocol HAN 
 

Location Laan van Scheut 10  
Restaurant 

Laan van Scheut 2 
Restaurant 

Kapittelweg 33 
Restaurant  

Is there a separate 
coffeebar in the 
building? 

Yes (The Brew) No  No  

What does the 
coffeebar offer in 
general? 

Hot drinks, cold drinks  Not relevant  Not relevant  

Are there 
vegetarian/vegan 
options? 

Not relevant  Not relevant  Not relevant 

Remarks about 
coffee corner 

Option of oatmilk and they 
offer free tony’s 
chocolonely  

No No  

What does the food 
court offer in 
general? 

Different kind of buns, 
different kind of wraps, hot 
snacks, yoghurt, 
smoothie, salad, bars, 
snacks, fruit, soup. 

Different kind of buns, 
different kind of wraps, 
hot snacks, pastry, 
snacks, fruit , cold 
drinks, yoghurt, bars, 
soup. 

Different kind of buns, 
different kind of 
sandwiches, different kind 
of wraps, hot snacks, 
snacks, bars, cold drinks, 
soup, salad bar, yoghurt, 
smoothie, fruit, pastry. 

Does the food court 
offer vegetarian 
options? 

- Cream cheese 
bun 

- Wild mushroom 
soup 

- Brie wrap 
- Pasta pesto 

salad 
- Raisin cheese 

bun 
- “Kaassouffle”   
- Brie bun 
- Mozzarella bun 
- Salad bar  
- All the snacks  

- Muesli bun  
- Croissant 
- Cheese bun 
- Cream cheese 

bun 
- Brie bun 
- Cream cheese 

wrap 
- Veggie oats 
- Panini cheese 

tomato 
- Currant bun 
- All the snacks 

and pastry  

- Old cheese 
sandwich 

- Pasta salad 
- Egg salad 

baguette 
- Cream cheese 

bun 
- Mozzarella bun 
- Cheese bun 
- Brie bun 
- Surinam peanut 

soup 
- Brie pasta salad 
- Old cheese and 

cream cheese 
wrap 

- All of the snacks 
and pastry  
 

Does the food court 
offer vegan 
options? 

- Vegan tuna bun 
- Nakd bar 
- 5th season dried 

fruit  
- Vegan bun 

(product of 
happiness) 

- Falafel wrap 

- Vegetable 
soup  

- Tempeh poke 
bowl 

- Hummus 
sandwich 

- Vegan 
“Kaassouffle”  

- Alpro cold coffee 
- Alpro Greek 

yoghurt mango 
- Alpro Greek 

yoghurt 
strawberry 

- Alpro protein 
drink 

- Hummus bun 
- Muhammara bun 
- All of the 

smoothies  
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Remarks about food 
courts 

They sell reusable, hard 
plastic cups and 
lunchboxes. You have to 
pay for a cup and cutlery.  

Organic mints. 
 
QR-code to give you 
opinion about the “Billie 
Cup”. 

No  

Are sustainable 
food products 
promoted via 
posters or discount 
actions?  

Every Monday and Friday 
a free piece of fruit for 
every costumer.  
 
Vegan bun is a product of 
happiness, 3,05 euros 
instead of 3,95. Tasting of 
popped chips (vegan), a 
better alternative for 
normal chips.  

Every Monday and 
Friday a free piece of 
fruit for every costumer. 
  
Chaudfontaine water 
500ml for 1 euro when 
purchasing a bun of 
3,50 euro. 

Every Monday and Friday 
a free piece of fruit for 
every costumer. 
 
Pick and mix 3 different 
items for 5,50 euro. You 
can choose from 
Chaudfontaine water 
500ml, granola bar, 
yoghurt, sandwich 
hummus, sandwich old 
cheese, pasta salad and 
poke bowl tempeh. 
 
Chaudfontaine water 
500ml for 1 euro when 
purchasing a bun of 3,50 
euro. 
 
Bun with hummus and 
muhammar contain a hip 
& healthy sticker. 

How many vending 
machines are 
present? 

None Three vending 
machines: 

- 2 with food and 
cold drinks 

- 1 with 
sustainable 
“Billie Cup”s 

Two vending machines: 
- cold drinks 
- cold drinks and 

snacks  

Does the vending 
machine offer 
vegetarian/vegan 
options? 

Not relevant Vegetarian: 
All of the options are 
vegetarian, except the 
winegum. 
 
Vegan: 
Pop chips and Katja 
biggetjes  

Vegetarian: 
All of the options are 
vegetarian, except the 
winegum. 
 
Vegan: 
Pop chips and Katja 
biggetjes  

 
Location  Kapittelweg 33 Zalloon Kapittelweg 35 

Restaurant 
Kapittelweg  35 The 
Pub  

Is there a separate 
coffeebar in the 
building? 

No No  No  

What does the 
coffeebar offer in 
general? 

Not relevant Not relevant  Not relevant 

Are there 
vegetarian/vegan 
options? 

Not relevant  Not relevant  Not relevant  

Remarks about 
coffee corner 

No  No  No  

What does the food 
court offer in 
general? 

Sandwiches, borrel bites, 
burgers, salad, hot 
drinks, alcohol, cold 
drinks, muffin and cake. 

Different kind of buns, hot 
snacks, yoghurt, cold 
drinks, hot drinks, soup, 
snacks, pastry. 

Sandwiches, borrel bites, 
burgers, salad, hot 
drinks, alcohol, cold 
drinks, muffin and pastry. 

Does the food court 
offer vegetarian 
options? 

- Muffin  
- Tortellini 
- Grilled 

mozzarella  
sandwich  

- Autumn salad  

- Aspergers soup 
- Sweet potato 

soup  
- Cream cheese 

wrap 
- Mozzarella bun 

- Muffin  
- Brie salad 
- Bread with 

oyster 
mushroom 
croquette  
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- Nacho’s with 
cheddar cheese  

- Chips with 
mayonnaise 

- Oyster 
mushroom 
“bitterballen” 

- Cake  

- Brie bun 
- Cream cheese 

bun 
- Cheese bun 
- Egg salad 

baguette 
- “Kaassouffle” 
- Vegetarian 

sausage roll  
- Panini 

mozzarella 
- All the snacks 

and pasty  

- Grilled brie 
sandwich 

- Grilled cheese 
sandwich 

- Grilled old 
cheese and 
pesto sandwich 

- No chicken 
burger 

- Nacho’s with 
cheddar cheese 

- Chips with 
truffle 
mayonnaise 

- Sweet potato 
chips with chili 
dip 

Does the food court 
offer vegan 
options? 

- Oat- soy or 
coconut milk for 
coffee 

- Plant-based 
burger 

- Alpro cold coffee  
- Hummus bun 
- Bites we love 
- Proper popcorn 
- Snelle jelle  
- Lays natural 

crisps 

No  

Remarks about food 
courts 

They offer the oyster 
mushroom croquette only 
with the ‘uitsmijter’ which 
contains meat.  
 
The Zalloon offeres every 
day a dinner. Stews (7,20 
euro) and luxury (8,65 
euro) meals, however 
this week nothing is 
vegetarian.  

Coffee or tea with 
Zuivelhoeve for 2 euro. 

No  

Are sustainable 
food products 
promoted via 
posters or discount 
actions?  

No Bites we love, organic 
lentil chips are new and 
have a small information 
card.  

No  

How many vending 
machines are 
present? 

See Kapittelweg 33 
restaurant  

Two vending machines: 
Both contain cold drinks 
and snacks 

See Kapittelweg 35 
restaurant 

Does the vending 
machine offer 
vegetarian/vegan 
options? 

See Kapittelweg 33 
restaurant 

Vegetarian: 
All of the options. 
 
Vegan: 
Pop chips and Katja 
biggetjes  

See Kapittelweg 35 
restaurant 
 

 
 
 
 

Location  Groenewoudseweg 1 Prof. Molkenboerstraat 3 
Is there a separate 
coffeebar in the 
building? 

No  No  

What does the 
coffeebar offer in 
general? 

Not relevant  Not relevant 

Are there 
vegetarian/vegan 
options? 

Not relevant  Not relevant 

Remarks about coffee 
corner 

No  No  



61 
 

What does the food 
court offer in general? 

Yoghurt, different kind of wraps, fruit, 
cold drinks, different kind of soft buns, 
soup, soup, snacks, bars. 

Snacks, bars, soup, different kind of 
buns, different kind of wraps, cold 
drinks, hot drinks, yoghurt, fruit, 
pastry, soft buns. 

Does the food court 
offer vegetarian 
options? 

- All the soft buns 
- Mozzarella bun 
- Egg salad bun 
- Onion soup 
- Wild mushroom soup 

- Currant cheese bun  
- Brie wrap 
- Onion soup 
- Mustard soup 
- Mozzarella bun 

Cream cheese bun 
- Brie bun 
- Egg salad bun 
- Cheese bun 

Does the food court 
offer vegan options? 

- Vegan wrap 
- Tabouleh salad 
- Lays natural crisps 
- Popcorn  
- Snelle jelle 
- Bites we love (lentil crisps) 
- Nakd bar  

- Popcorn  
- Bites we love (nutmix) 
- Popped crisps 
- Lays natural crisps 
- Bites we love (lentil crisps) 

Remarks about food 
courts 

Vegan sign by a section with a vegan 
wrap and tabouleh salad. 

Bites we love, organic lentil chips 
are new and have a small 
information card. 

Are sustainable food 
products promoted via 
posters or discount 
actions?  

Every Monday and Friday a free piece of 
fruit for every costumer. 

Every Monday and Friday a free 
piece of fruit for every costumer. 

How many vending 
machines are present? 

3 vending machines:  
2 with only cold drinks  
1 with cold drinks and snacks  

1 vending machine: 
Snacks and cold drinks 

Does the vending 
machine offer 
vegetarian/vegan 
options? 

Pop chips are vegan.  
Soft cheese bun is vegetarian. 
All of the candy bars are also vegetarian.  

Pop chips. All of the options are 
vegetarian, except the winegum.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



62 
 

Survey questions 
Hello, 
 
I am Yi Fu, a fourth years Geography, Spatial Planning and Environment student from the Radboud 
University. For my bachelor thesis I am researching whether the attitude of Radboud University and 
Hogeschool Arnhem Nijmegen students align with the food policy of the university. My main research question 
is: ‘How do RU and HAN students’ attitude towards sustainable food consumption align with emerging 
university food policy initiatives?’ 
 
Through this survey I would like to discover whether there is a link between the university’s food policy and 
your sustainable food consumption behaviour. In this survey, sustainable food consumption is interpreted as 
consuming products that have the least harm for planet, people and animals. So when the term ‘sustainable 
food’ is mentioned in one of the questions, I refer to foods that are vegetarian and/or vegan and/or organic 
and/or fair trade and/or locally produced. 
 
The results will be presented to the RU and HAN, so they can better adapt their food policies to what students 
want. 
 
There are no good or bad answers, so please answer according to truth and not according to social 
desirability. The survey is completely anonymous and the answers will be used for educational purposes only.  
You can stop the survey at any time. If you have any questions, feel free to contact me: yifu.smits@ru.nl 
  
Thank you for your participation. 

 

Q1 How old are you? 
 
Q2 With which gender do you identify? 

o Male  (1)  

o Female  (2)  

o Non-binary  (3)  

o Prefer not to say  (4)  

 

Q3 At which university do you study? 

o RU  (1)  

o HAN  (2)  

 

Q4 Which degree are you currently obtaining? 

o Bachelor  (1)  

o Masters  (2)  

 

Q5 What do you study? 
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Q6 What kind of imcome do you have?  - Multiple answers possible  
 

▢ Supplementary grant  (1)  

▢ Loan  (2)  

▢ Salary  (3)  

▢ Money from parents/caretakers  (4)  

 

Q7 How much % of your money do you think you spend on food? 

Q8 I do my own groceries most of the time. 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

 

Q9 The next questions are about how you think about sustainability. Please indicate to what extent you agree 
with the following statements. 

 Disagree (1) Neutral (2) Agree (3) 

My knowledge about 
sustainability is great (1)  o  o  o  

Veganism is the most 
sustainable diet (2)  o  o  o  

The meat, diary, egg 
industry is bad for the 

environment (3)  
o  o  o  

I am worried about 
animal suffering (4)  o  o  o  

I am worried about 
climate change (5)  o  o  o  

I am worried about the 
consequences of climate 

change (think about 
rising sea-level, wars or 

heavy droughts) (6)  

o  o  o  

I am worried about food 
and water scarcity (7)  o  o  o  

I am worried about the 
working conditions of 

workers producing food 
(8)  

o  o  o  
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Q10 What factors influence your food consumption behaviour when you do not have to take into account other 
people, just only yourself? Indicate to what extent the following factors influence your food choices. 

 No influence (1) A little bit of 
inluence (2) 

A lot of influence 
(3) All determining (4) 

The price of the 
product (1)  o  o  o  o  

The taste of the 
product (2)  o  o  o  o  

Whether the 
product is healthy 

(3)  
o  o  o  o  

How easy it is to 
cook the product 

(4)  
o  o  o  o  

How much CO2 is 
released by 

producing the 
product (5)  

o  o  o  o  

How much water is 
used by producing 

the product (6)  
o  o  o  o  

How much animal 
suffering took 

place by producing 
the product (7)  

o  o  o  o  

Whether the 
workers, involved 
in producing the 
product, have 

decent working 
conditions (8)  

o  o  o  o  

Whether the 
product is locally 

produced (9)  
o  o  o  o  

Whether the 
product is organic 

(10)  
o  o  o  o  

 

 
 
Q11 Indicate to what extent the following statements apply to you. 

 Disagree (1) Neutral (2) Agree (3) 

Veganism is the most 
sustainable diet (1)  o  o  o  

Buying sustainable 
products makes a strong 

difference in the world 
(2)  

o  o  o  
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Q12 The next statements   are about the possibilities that you think you have when it comes to sustainable 
food and your willingness to consume sustainable food. Indicate to which extent the sub-statements are 
applicable to you. 

 Disagree (1) Neutral (2) Agree (3) 

If I had more money, I 
would consume more 
sustainable food (1)  

o  o  o  

If I had more time, I 
would consume more 
sustainable food (2)  

o  o  o  

If the university would 
offer more sustainable 
food, I would consume 
more sustainable food 

(3)  

o  o  o  

If I had more knowledge 
about sustainable food, I 

would consume more 
sustainable food (4)  

o  o  o  

 

Q13 If no factors are involved (think about money, taste, effort, convenience, time, etc.) would you eat more 
sustainable? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

 

Q14 Fill in what is applicable to you. 

 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
From the dinners you 
are going to cook in the 
next 7 days, how much 
of the diners are going 
to be vegetarian? (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

From the dinners you 
are going to cook in the 
next 7 days, how much 
of the diners are going 
to be vegan? (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

From the dinners you 
are going to cook in the 
next 7 days, how much 
of the diners will contain 
at least one fair trade 
product? (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

From the dinners you 
are going to cook in the 
next 7 days, how much 
of the diners will contain 
at least one organic 
product? (4)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

From the dinners you 
are going to cook in the 
next 7 days, how much 
of the diners will contain 
at least one locally 
produced product? (5)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q15 Fill in what is applicable to you. 

 

 

 

 

 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
From the diners that you 
ate in the past 7 days, 
how much of the diners 
where vegetarian? (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

From the diners that you 
ate in the past 7 days, 
how much of the diners 
where vegan? (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

From the diners that you 
ate in the past 7 days, 
how many of the diners 
contained at least one fair 
trade product? (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

From the diners that you 
ate in the past 7 days, 
how many of the diners 
contained at least one 
organic product? (4)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

From the diners that you 
ate in the past 7 days, 
how many of the diners 
contained at least one 
locally produced product? 
(5)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q16 On average, how many times a week do you buy food at university? (the Spar University not included)? 

o Never (0 times a week)  (1)  

o Sometimes (0-1 times a week)  (2)  

o Regular (1-3 times a week)  (3)  

o Often (3-4 times a week)  (4)  

o Always (>5 times a week)  (5)  

Q17 What is the reason that you buy food at the university? 

Q18 Are you aware of the sustainable food options at the university? 

o Yes, I am fully aware  (1)  

o Yes, I am a little bit aware  (2)  

o No, I have no idea  (3)  

Q19 Have you ever consumed sustainable food on the university? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

o I don't know  (3)  

Q20 What did you eat? 

Q21 Would you buy the food again? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

Q22 Why would(n't) you buy it again? 

Q23 Has the university made you more positive towards sustainable food consumption? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

o Other  (3) __________________________________________________ 

Q24 What do you think about the current food policy of the university? 

Q25 What kind of foods would you like to see offered (more) at the university? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



68 
 

SPSS data  

Frequencies 
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Normal distribution environmental concern 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Normal distribution perceived norm  
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Normal distribution perceived behavioural control  
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Independent t-test environmental concern 
 
 
    
    

  

Independent t-test environmental concern sub-statements    
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Independent t-test perceived norm  
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Independent t-test perceived norm sub-statements    
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Independent t-test perceived behavioural control  
 
 
 
 

 
 

Independent t-test perceived behavioural control sub-statements    
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Regression analyses demographics environmental concern 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Regression analyses demographics perceived norm  
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Regression analyses demographics perceived behavioural control  
       
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Histogram environmental concern - perceived norm  
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Scatterplot environmental concern – perceived norm  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Regression environmental concern – perceived norm  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Histogram environmental concern – attitude  
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Scatterplot environmental concern – attitude 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Regression environmental concern – attitude 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Histogram environmental concern – perceived behavioural control 
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Scatterplot environmental concern – perceived behavioural control 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Regression environmental concern – perceived behavioural control  
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Histogram perceived norm – intention  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



79 
 

Scatterplot perceived norm – intention  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Regression perceived norm – intention  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Histogram attitude – intention 
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Scatterplot attitude – intention 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Regression attitude – intention   
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Histogram perceived behavioural control – intention 
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Scatterplot perceived behavioural control – intention 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Regression perceived behavioural control – intention  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Histogram perceived behavioural control – behaviour  
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Scatterplot perceived behavioural control – behaviour  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Regression perceived behavioural control – behaviour  
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Histogram intention – behaviour  
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Scatterplot intention – behaviour  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Regression intention – behaviour  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Regression analyses perceived behavioural control – intention (money) 
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Regression analyses perceived behavioural control – intention (time) 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Regression analyses perceived behavioural control – intention (university) 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Regression analyses perceived behavioural control – intention (knowledge) 
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Regression analyses perceived behavioural control – behaviour (money) 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Regression analyses perceived behavioural control – behaviour (time) 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Regression analyses perceived behavioural control – behaviour (university) 
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Regression analyses perceived behavioural control – behaviour (knowledge) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Independent t-test intention sub-statements    
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Independent t-test behaviour sub-statements     
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