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Abstract 

The ensuing climate crisis creates a rising need to engage in environmentally 

sustainable behaviour, as otherwise continuing the current path will have dire consequences. 

It is critical to change dietary habits in favour of plant-based meat substitutes. This study 

investigated how value frame videos could influence dietary intentions among young Dutch 

adults, with the aim of reducing red meat consumption and increasing plant-based alternative 

intake. Based on the value-belief-norm (VBN) theory (Stern, 2000), the effectiveness of four 
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value frame videos (biospheric, egoistic, altruistic, hedonic, and control)  was tested on 

intention to eat red meat and PBA. It was hypothesized that targeted value frame videos 

would result in an average lower intention to consume red-meat and a higher intention to 

consume plant-based alternatives, but analyses have not shown any significant evidence for 

this. It was hypothesized that biospheric and egoistic value frames would differentially affect 

intentions to consume meat or PBAs. However, results showed no significant evidence of 

impact by value frame videos on participants’ dietary intentions. This study found no 

evidence that these values can be effectively activated through short video messages to 

change behaviour. The discussion presented possible explanations for the results that were 

found. The theory of psychological reactance (Brehm & Brehm, 1981) could be used to 

explain the negative reactions by the participants as the assertive messaging could be seen as 

a threat to behavioural freedom. Based on these findings, future research should explore more 

relatable, less assertive communication strategies, such as those using peer role models or 

tailored content for specific subgroups. This study contributes to the growing discussion on 

how best to communicate sustainability messages to younger audiences amid ongoing climate 

challenges. 
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Value-Belief-Norm theory (VBN), value frame videos, young Dutch adults, dietary 

intentions, meat consumption, plant-based alternatives, sustainable behaviour 

 

Introduction 

Red meat consumption on an industrial scale has a detrimental effect on the 

environment and contributes significantly to climate change. Livestock-based food 

production puts significant strain on the environment and causes about 20% of the global 

greenhouse emissions (Eshel et al., 2014). According to Our World in Data (Ritchie & Roser, 

2024), almost half of the world’s habitable land is used for agriculture, and two-thirds of that 

is used for livestock as grazing lands, which consists of 20% of global habitable land area. 

The grazing of livestock causes soil degradation and a lack of biodiversity, while using lots of 

drinking water and polluting it. Red meat is the most resource-intensive of commercially 

produced livestock and emits significantly more greenhouse gas than other livestock 

production (Stea & Pickering, 2018). The emissions caused by red meat production represent 

80% of all livestock emissions and 16% of total global emissions come from ruminant supply 

chains (Davidson et al., 2020).  

In the efforts made to mitigate climate change and reduce carbon emissions a 

significant decrease in red meat consumption could be beneficial. As an example, in the 

Netherlands young adults eat on average 714 grams of meat per week, of which most is red 

and heavily processed meat (RIVM, 2020). The Dutch health institute RIVM advises to not 

eat more than 300 grams of meat per week, as more can have a negative effect on a person’s 

health (RIVM, 2020). Young adults stand to gain the most from reduced meat consumption 

as this could prevent health conditions later in life and provide them a future with a liveable 

planet.  
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Plant-based alternatives provide an environmentally sustainable solution to red meat 

consumption-induced climate change (Bryant, 2022). Research has shown that the primary 

drivers of food choice are price, taste, healthiness and convenience (Bryant, 2022). Plant-

based alternatives (PBAs) provide a promising alternative as they try to emulate animal 

products in their appearance, taste, smell, functionality and cooking experience (Bryant, 

2022). Research has shown that plant-based products are up to 120 times more carbon-

efficient than animal-based products (Bryant, 2022). A study by Auclair et al. (2024) has 

shown that substituting red meat consumption with PBAs twice a week can reduce a person’s 

carbon footprint by 25%. This shows that small changes in a person’s dietary habits can 

contribute on a major scale to environmental preservation. To induce a lasting reduction in 

carbon emissions it is essential to change people’s dietary behaviour by substituting red meat 

for PBAs.  

To change dietary behaviour, people must be convinced of the benefits that PBAs 

provide in comparison to the consumption of red meat (Bryant, 2022). Research has shown 

that PBA’s can be a healthier calorie- and protein-rich diet substitute that aids in weight loss, 

muscle growth, and is beneficial to certain health conditions (Bryant, 2022). 

Overconsumption of red meat has been linked to cancer and cardiovascular disease (Auclair 

et al., 2024). To create a lasting change in both health and environmental impact, it is 

important to focus on young adults to change their dietary behaviour. This paper aims to 

study how young adults can be influenced to change their dietary intentions to reduce red 

meat intake and increase PBA intake. 

Theoretical Framework 

The value-belief-norm (VBN) theory (Stern et al., 1999) is often used to predict 

environmental behaviours. The theory provides a framework for how values, beliefs and 

norms can be a predictor of pro-environmental behaviour and explains why some individuals 

support environmental social movements and others do not. Since its inception, the VBN 

theory (Stern et al., 1999) has proved its efficacy in several independent studies that have 

been successful in predicting behavioural intention. Steg et al. (2005) found that the VBN 

theory (Stern et al., 1999) is successful in explaining judgements of the acceptability of 

energy policies. It was found that the theory involves a chain of predictors, values predict 

beliefs and beliefs predict personal norms, which in turn predict actual behaviour. Hiratsuka 

et al. (2018) found that specific value orientations can explain variances in pro-environmental 

beliefs and personal norms in Japan. A meta-analysis done by Lim (2023) found that the 

VBN can explain sustainable consumption behaviours. Notably, the meta-analysis found that 

biospheric and altruistic values promote pro-environmental actions, while egoistic values 

have a negative effect. Li et al. (2024) found that the VBN theory can be applied in food-

related research and advance the study of consumer behaviour in plant-based foods by 

understanding what drives people to purchase plant-based food. 

It was found in the VBN theory (Stern et al., 1999) that norms are what influence the 

behavioural intention. Specifically, personal norms dictate what a person deems appropriate 

behaviour. Personal norms are internalized moral obligations to do ‘the right thing’, such as 

decreasing meat consumption to save the earth (de Groot et al., 2021). According to the VBN 



5 
 

theory (Stern et al., 1999), personal norms drive pro-environmental actions, as an example 

when an individual believes that climate change is severe, they hold responsibility for it and 

can do something about it their personal norms for environmental protection are activated. 

This activation increases the likelihood of engaging in pro-environmental behaviours. 

Beliefs are what activate these personal norms. Beliefs reflect an individual's 

subjective understanding of the world, and they represent what a person perceives to be true, 

regardless of whether it aligns with objective reality. In the context of environmentalism 

these beliefs are crucial to several factors (Stern et al., 1999). Beliefs include perceptions of 

environmental risk and consequences, among which perceived severity plays a central role as 

it determines how severe a person sees climate change or deforestation for instance. 

 This is followed by beliefs about the ascription of responsibility for these problems, 

which means that a person could view climate change as something that is a naturally 

occurring phenomenon or a consequence of human activity. This influences their belief that 

action is needed to reverse these problems. Lastly, the belief of efficacy of individual actions 

in addressing environmental issues determines if a person sees their actions as influential in 

making a difference in combating a large problem such as climate change.  

Values represent deeply held principles or ideals that influence what a person 

believes. The VBN theory (Stern, 2000) first outlined three of these beliefs: altruistic, 

biospheric, and egoistic. Altruistic values emphasize concern for the well-being of others, 

which includes future generations. An example of an altruistic belief could be the belief that 

it is important to reduce carbon emissions to ensure the health and well-being of future 

generations. Biospheric values reflect a concern for the intrinsic value of nature and the well-

being of the environment, ecosystems, and animals. The biospheric value is different 

compared to the altruistic value as it emphasises the importance of protecting the 

environment for its own sake rather than human-centred reasons. An example of a biospheric 

belief could be that it is important to protect biodiversity because all living beings have the 

right to exist and thrive. Egoistic values prioritize personal gain and self-interest, which in 

dietary contexts could refer to how the individual is affected by dietary choice, such as 

health, wealth or quality of life. An example of an egoistic belief is eating red meat because it 

is perceived as something masculine and healthy for men in comparison to PBAs. 

Steg et al. (2012) introduced a fourth value to the VBN theory (Stern et al., 1999), 

namely the hedonic value. The hedonic value emphasises personal comfort, convenience, 

pleasure, and immediate gratification, even if it has negative environmental consequences. 

An example of a hedonic belief could be taking the car to work instead of public transport 

because it is more comfortable and convenient. Hedonic values often compete with pro-

environmental behaviours, as people may prioritize their immediate pleasure or ease over 

actions that benefit the environment Steg et al. (2012). By incorporating hedonic values, Steg 

et al. (2012) has provided the VBN theory (Stern et al., 1999) with a more nuanced 

framework that understands the complexities of human behaviour and the challenges in 

promoting sustainable behaviour. 

Yang et al. (2023) advance the use of the VBN theory (Stern et al., 1999) by 

integrating health-related values, beliefs and norms into the framework, which has primarily 

focused on environmental concerns. The study demonstrates how health values (e.g., 

reducing pesticide exposure) and environmental values (e.g., supporting sustainable farming) 
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interact to influence organic food consumption. This study extends the VBN theory (Stern et 

al., 1999) to specific product categories and highlights that consumer decisions can be driven 

by dual motivations such as health and sustainability, which provides insights for promoting 

sustainable consumption. Li et al. (2024) further build upon this by researching the adoption 

of plant-based eggs as a sustainable dietary choice by applying the VBN theory (Stern et al., 

1999). It incorporated both health and environmental values in addition to addressing 

product-specific barriers. It contributes to the field as it makes clear that the dual emphasis 

(environmental sustainability and health improvement) of plant-based alternatives enables the 

integration of dietary recommendations into broader sustainability initiatives. Li et al. (2024) 

provide relevant information to promote PBAs as it identifies barriers to the adoption of 

plant-based alternatives. These are taste, price, familiarity, and these factors create a gap 

between personal norms and actual purchasing behaviour. It was found that even when 

consumers hold strong biospheric values and environmental beliefs factors such as PBAs 

being expensive or not sensory satisfying prevent purchase behaviour.  

Further research investigating consumer attitudes and purchase intentions for plant -

based meat alternatives found that integrating multiple value frames (biospheric, egoistic, 

hedonic) is in total the most effective in promoting plant-based diets (Auclair et al., 2024; 

Chen, 2022). For example, biospheric appeals (e.g., ‘reduce your carbon footprint’) resonate 

with environmentally conscious consumers, egoistic appeals (e.g., ‘improve your health’) 

attract health-focused individuals and hedonic appeals (e.g., ‘delicious and satisfying’) 

address sensory barriers (Auclair et al., 2024; Chen, 2022). Both studies further emphasize 

the need to address practical barriers to adoption such as taste, cost and nutritional concerns. 

Comparing both studies, it is important to highlight the significance of cultural context to 

tailor interventions to local contexts. Chen (2022) found that in Taiwan social influence and 

cultural influence play a stronger role in shaping attitudes towards plant-based alternatives 

compared to Western countries. In contrast, Auclair et al. (2024) found that in Canada 

consumers may place more emphasis on individual values due to cultural differences in 

decision-making processes.  

Looking at how messaging can be optimized to target young adults, because their 

dietary change would have long-term effects, to change their behaviour towards sustainable 

dietary behaviour several studies have been done. Van den Berg et al. (2022) found that life 

course transitions such as moving out of the parental home, starting university or entering the 

workforce influence young Dutch adults' decisions to reduce meat consumption. Gaining 

independence as an adolescent enables young adults with the opportunity to experiment with 

plant-based diets but are often hindered by family traditions, lack of cooking skills, and 

perceived higher cost of PBAs. It highlights the enabling factors to try plant-based food such 

as exposure to vegetarian/vegan peers, access to PBAs, and institutional support (e.g., 

campus sustainability initiatives). Pieniak et al. (2016) found that young adults are motivated 

by both personal health benefits (e.g., reduced risk of chronic diseases) and environmental 

sustainability (e.g., reducing carbon footprints). Whitley et al. (2016) found that the role of 

education such as exposure to sustainability education and campus initiatives reinforced 

biospheric values and strengthened personal norms related to sustainable behaviours. It was 

found that social norms played a key role in encouraging sustainable dietary practices by peer 

influence and institutional policies such as plant-based dining options on campus.  
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Previous research has focused on identifying which value orientations are responsible 

for sustainable behaviour through examination of people engaged in that behaviour (de Groot 

& Steg, 2007). De Groot and Steg (2007) found that biospheric values are most consistently 

associated with sustainable actions. Egoistic values also played a role, but altruistic and 

hedonic values were less predictive of sustainable behaviour.  It was found that for 

sustainable dietary behaviour biospheric and egoistic value orientations were significantly 

important (Vainio, 2019). For young adults it was found that this holds true in terms of 

environmental sustainability and personal health benefits Whitley et al. (2016). These 

findings have been found through analysis of value orientations and behaviour, but directly 

influencing behavioural intention using value message framing is missing from the literature. 

It would be important to identify which value frame message (altruistic, biospheric, egoistic, 

or hedonic) has the most effect on young adults’ sustainable dietary intentions. It is important 

to research young adults as they can benefit from these choices for the rest of their lives.  

Current Study 

The main objective is to examine the role of value message framing to decrease young 

adults’ intention to consume red meat and increase the consumption of plant-based 

alternatives. Specifically, I seek to identify which value frame (altruistic, biospheric, egoistic, 

or hedonistic) has the strongest effect on dietary intention in young adults. This leads to the 

following research question: 

 

RQ: 

Which value frame message is most effective in changing young Dutch adults’ sustainable 

dietary intentions? 

 

In order to check whether a framed value message with information about the 

negative effects of eating red meat and the benefits of eating PBAs influences the intention of 

Dutch young adults two sub-research questions are formulated: ‘What is the effect of value 

frame messages on the intention of young Dutch adults to decrease their consumption of red 

meat’ and ‘What is the effect of value frame messages on the intention of young Dutch adults 

to increase their consumption of plant-based alternatives?’ This leads to the following 

hypotheses:  

 

Hypothesis 1a: People exposed to any form of value-framed message will report a lower 

intention to consume red meat compared to people not exposed to any framing. 

 

Hypothesis 1b: People exposed to any form of value-framed message will report increased 

intention to consume plant-based alternatives compared to people not exposed to any 

framing.  

 

Previous research done by Vainio (2019) on eating motives for meat and plant-based 

diets has found that motivations to decrease meat consumption differ from motivations to 

consume more plant-based alternatives. The study found that environmentally conscious 
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individuals tend to be more receptive to messages emphasizing sustainability and ecological 

impact, suggesting that such motivations align with biospheric concerns (Vainio, 2019).  The 

use of biospheric value frame messaging proved effective at reducing the intention to 

consume red meat. In the same study it was found that biospheric value frame messaging did 

not provide a convincing factor to increase plant-based alternative consumption. Instead, it 

was found that egoistic value frame messaging proved effective. It was found that health is a 

primary motivator in considering plant-based diets along with cost savings and other personal 

benefits, which are highly relevant to individuals motivated by self-interest. The research 

showed that highlighting personal advantages through egoistic value frame messaging proved 

effective at increasing intention to consume plant-based alternatives (Vainio, 2019). This 

leads to the following hypotheses:  

 

Hypothesis 2a: People exposed to the biospheric value frame message will on average report 

a lower intention to consume red meat, compared to people exposed to another value frame. 

 

Hypothesis 2b: People exposed to the egoistic value frame message will on average report an 

increased intention to consume plant-based alternatives, compared to people exposed to 

another value frame. 

Methodology 

Design 

In an online experiment, Dutch young adults watched a value frame message video 

fragment and had to evaluate its effects. This study employed a between-subjects design to 

investigate the effect of four different value frame messages (altruistic, biospheric, egoistic, 

hedonic), or the control message, on young adults' intentions to eat red meat and plant-based 

alternatives. The value frame messages that were presented to the participants served as the 

independent variables and the dependent variables were the intentions to eat red meat and 

plant-based alternatives. The values, beliefs and norms of the participants served as mediating 

variables that were measured beside the effect of the value frame messages. Questions about 

red meat and PBA consumption served as control variables along with demographic 

questions. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the four value frame conditions, or 

to the control group containing a video that was not related to a value frame message. The 

sample was collected using non-probability convenience sampling through the social circles 

of the researcher. The criteria on which participants were selected were age (between 16 and 

25) and whether participants ate at least one portion of red meat in a typical week. This 

means that vegetarians and vegans were excluded from the study as they do not need 

convincing to eat less red meat and cannot provide valid results to test the hypotheses. The 

experiment was approved by the faculty’s ethics committee. The questionnaire can be found 

in Appendix F. 
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Materials 

The materials used for this experiment were designed to investigate the independent 

variable of value frame message. Specifically, four videos were made pertaining to each type 

of value frame message and the scripts of these videos can be found in Appendix A, B, C, D. 

A separate video was made as a control condition containing no value frame message 

Appendix E.  

The altruistic message frame focuses on a person’s desire to do good for others, which 

as a message could be framed as: ‘By eating less red meat and choosing plant-based 

alternatives, you’re helping to reduce world hunger, and building a sustainable future for 

everyone.’ The biospheric message frame focuses on a persons’ concern for the environment, 

which as a message could be framed as: ‘Eating less red meat and choosing plant-based 

alternatives reduces deforestation, greenhouse gas emissions, and water use, helping protect 

the planet’s ecosystems and ensuring a sustainable future.’ The egoistic message frame 

focuses on a person’s self-interest and how it benefits them specifically, which as a message 

could be framed as: ‘Eating less red meat and choosing plant-based alternatives improves 

your health, saves you money, and adds variety to your meals, helping you live a longer, 

happier, and more fulfilling life.’ The hedonic message frame appeals directly to a person’s 

desire for pleasure, excitement, and satisfaction, which as a message could be framed as: 

‘Swap red meat for mouthwatering plant-based meals that are bursting with flavour, 

creativity, and indulgence—making every bite a delicious adventure.’  

All four videos were around a minute long and made in a way that resembles an 

Instagram Reel or a long-form TikTok video. In these videos three arguments were given that 

were congruent with the specific value frame in the video along with background visuals that 

supported these arguments. The arguments in the videos were both spoken and subtitled and 

all videos had the same background music. The video that did not have value frame 

messaging consisted of a TikTok video by @TwoPlaidAprons that featured instructions on 

how to make egg fried rice. A pre-test was conducted before spreading the questionnaire. 

This pre-test was conducted by friends and family members of the researchers. In total the 

pre-test was conducted by 12 participants, who each correctly identified the specific value 

orientation that was targeted in the video. 

Subjects 

The sample collection was done in collaboration with other researchers. Each 

researcher was tasked with obtaining around 60 participants. As the researchers were young 

adults themselves, these participants could be obtained through the social circles of the 

researchers. This included methods such as direct messaging on social media platforms such 

as WhatsApp but also posting the survey on platforms such as Instagram and LinkedIn. 

Participants were also obtained through word-of-mouth. The argument used to convince 

potential subjects to participate was to help the researchers graduate by participating in the 

survey.  

A total of 301 Dutch young adults took part in the experiment, but only 162 

participants completed the survey and provided valid data that could be analysed (age: M = 

23.3, SD = 2.08; range 17 – 28). Of the participants 53.7% were female and 43.8% were 
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male. Most of the participants had finished university with 34% having finished their 

bachelor’s and 11% their Master’s. The number of participants that had only finished high 

school was 24.7% and the remainder either finished trade school 9.9% or practical education 

19.8%. An independent samples t-test showed that women (M = 2.5, SD = 1.5) reported 

consuming red meat significantly less frequently than men (M = 3.2, SD = 1.6), This 

difference, -0.69, 95% CI [ -1.18, -0.20], was significant t (142.19) = -2.772, p = .006, and 

represented a very small effect d = -.44. 

An independent samples t-test showed that women (M = 1.4, SD = 1.3) reported 

consuming plant-based alternatives slightly more frequently than men (M = 1.1, SD = 1.4). 

This difference, 0.24, 95% CI [-0.18, 0.65], was not significant, t (142.62) = 1.135, p = .258, 

and represented a very small effect size d = .18. Age was distributed not unevenly across 

conditions, F (4, 157) = 0.907, p = .461, η2 = .004. Gender was distributed not unevenly 

across conditions, χ² (10) = 15.302, p = .121, Cramer’s V = .142. Education was distributed 

not unevenly across conditions, χ² (20) = 17.280, p = .635. Cramer’s V= 0.163. 

Instruments 

Meat eating intention was measured with seven-point Likert scales anchored by ‘completely 

disagree – completely agree’, followed by three statements (e.g., ‘I plan to eat red meat in the 

next month’) based on Menozzi et al. (2017). The reliability of ‘Int_meat’ comprising three 

items was good: α = .81. 

 

Plant-based alternative eating intention was measured with seven-point Likert scales 

anchored by ‘completely disagree – completely agree’, followed by three statements (e.g., ‘I 

plan to eat plant-based alternatives in the next month’) based on Menozzi et al. (2017). The 

reliability of ‘Int_PBA’ comprising three items was excellent: α = .95. 

Value orientation 

The questionnaire included 16 questions measuring value orientation consisting of 4 

sub scales per value orientation. Biospheric/egoistic/altruistic/hedonic values were measured 

with seven-point Likert scales anchored by ‘completely disagree – completely agree’, 

followed by four statements. An example item of one of these statements per value type 

would be: ‘I feel responsible to reduce my carbon footprint’, ‘I buy products based on what is 

best for me, not necessarily for the environment’, ‘I feel responsible to make choices that 

contribute to the well-being of others’, ‘I prefer products that enhance my enjoyment of life, 

regardless of their environmental impact’ based on de Groot & Steg (2007); Steg et al. 

(2012); Stern (2000). The reliability of the values each comprising four items: ‘Value_bio’ 

was good: α = .84, ‘Value_ego’ was acceptable: α = .73, ‘Value_alt’ was questionable: α 

= .61, ‘Value_hed’ was acceptable: α = .78. 

 

Current red meat/PBA consumption was measured with a multiple-choice question ‘In a 

regular week, how many days do you eat red meat/PBAs?’ followed by the 8 options: 0-7 

based on Menozzi et al. (2017). 
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Demographic variables included questions about the gender, age and educational level 

of the participants. Gender was measured with a multiple-choice question containing the 

options: woman, man, trans woman, trans man, non-binary, no answer, other. Participants 

were able to fill-in their age by hand. Educational level was measured by highest educational 

level that the participant has achieved with the multiple-choice options: high school, trade 

school, practical education, university Bachelor, university Master, or other.  

Procedure 

Before the experiment, participants were not given any information about the purpose 

of the study, as to minimize preexisting bias. At the start of the experiment, participants were 

asked to read an information document informing them about the experiment and were asked 

to fill in a consent form informing them of anonymous data storage. The participants were 

informed that they had the option not to take part or stop at any moment. The experiment was 

conducted with an online Qualtrics questionnaire that can be found in Appendix F. The 

questionnaire started with a question asking the participants how many times a week they ate 

red meat. If a participant did not eat red meat at all during a given week, it would conclude 

the participation in the questionnaire. The remaining participants were then asked how often 

in a week they would consume red meat and plant-based alternatives. The participants were 

then asked to watch a one-minute video fragment in which they were exposed to a value 

frame message pertaining to why plant-based alternatives are a good alternative to red meat. 

Each participant watched one randomly assigned video fragment that used either biospheric, 

egoistic, altruistic, hedonic or, no value frame. After the video, participants were asked about 

their intentions to eat red meat and plant-based alternatives in the coming month. Them, the 

participants were asked questions about their value orientation, beliefs, and personal norms. 

These questions included biospheric, egoistic, altruistic and hedonic value orientation. The 

last questions consisted of demographic questions asking about the participant’s gender, age, 

and educational level. After these questions the questionnaire was concluded, and the 

participants were thanked.  

Statistical Treatment 

To analyse the dataset, the program IBM SPSS Statistics 27 was used. Reliability 

analysis was used to determine the Cronbach’s alpha of the composite means of red-meat 

consumption intention, plant-based alternative consumption intention, and value orientations. 

Independent samples t-tests were used to determine if the value frame messages had any 

effect on a participant’s value orientation, by measuring if there was a significant effect and 

analysing the means. Independent samples t-tests were used to determine the effects of the 

different value frame messages on the intentions to eat red meat and plant-based alternatives. 

This is done by using the value message frames as independent variables and measuring their 

effect on the dependent variables of intentions to consume red meat and plant-based 

alternatives. Contrast variables were made to analyse the effects of a specific value frame in 

combination with independent samples t-tests.  
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Results 

Manipulation checks 

To determine if a video with a value frame scores higher on that particular value 

orientation several independent samples t-tests have been carried out.  

The independent samples t-test on the biospheric value frame orientation, with video 

type as the between subjects’ factor, showed no significant difference between the biospheric 

value frame video and the other videos on biospheric value orientation. This difference, 0.26, 

95% CI [ -0.19, 0.71], was not significant (t (53.37) = 1.13, p = .261), and represented a small 

effect d = 0.21. The biospheric value orientation (M = 4.8, SD = 1.3) was shown not to be 

higher after watching a biospheric value frame video than another value frame video (M = 

5.0, SD = 1.2). Means and standard deviations for value orientation are displayed in Table 1. 

The independent samples t-test on the egoistic value frame orientation, with video 

type as the between subjects’ factor, showed no significant difference between the egoistic 

value frame video and the other videos on egoistic value orientation. This difference, 0.30, 

95% CI [ -0.14, 0.75], was not significant (t (39.64) = 1.35, p = .177), and represented a small 

effect d = 0.29. The egoistic value orientation (M = 3.9, SD = 1.0) was shown not to be higher 

after watching an egoistic value frame video than another value frame video (M = 4.2, SD = 

1.1).  

The independent samples t-test on the altruistic value frame orientation, with video 

type as the between subjects’ factor, showed no significant difference between the altruistic 

value frame video and the other videos on altruistic value orientation. This difference, 0.09, 

95% CI [ -0.24, 0.41], was not significant (t (50.88) = 0.53, p = .599), and represented a very 

small effect d = 0.10. The altruistic value orientation (M = 5.2, SD = 0.9) was shown not to be 

higher after watching an altruistic value frame video than another value frame video (M = 

5.2, SD = 0.9).  

The independent samples t-test on the hedonic value frame orientation, with video 

type as the between subjects’ factor, showed no significant difference between the hedonic 

value frame video and the other videos on hedonic value orientation. This difference, -0.16, 

95% CI [ -0.60, 0.27], was not significant (t (46.04) = -0.74, p = .463), and represented a very 

small effect d = -0.14. The hedonic value orientation (M = 4.2, SD = 1.2) was shown not to be 

higher after watching a hedonic value frame video than another value frame video (M = 4.1, 

SD = 1.1).  

It can be concluded that the manipulation check was unsuccessful as the targeted 

value frame videos have not been able to significantly positively influence value orientation.  

 

Table 1 

Means, standard deviations and n for value orientation in function of contrast video (1 = 

completely disagree, 7 = completely agree) 

 Value frame video Contrast video 

 M SD n M SD n 

Value orientation       

 Biospheric 4.76 1.28 36 5.01 1.18 126 
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 Egoistic 3.92 0.98 27 4.22 1.08 135 

 Altruistic 5.16 0.92 35 5.24 0.85 127 

 Hedonic 4.23 1.16 32 4.07 1.11 130 

 

Main analysis    

To determine if a value frame video influences meat-eating intention and PBA-eating 

intention, a contrast variable was made to analyse if there was a significant effect of the value 

frame videos on meat-eating intention compared to the meat-eating intention after the control 

video. This is done to answer the first hypothesis. 

The independent samples t-test on meat-eating intention, with experimental condition 

as the between subjects’ factor, showed no significant difference between the experimental 

condition and the control condition on meat-eating intention. This difference, 0.25, 95% CI [ 

-0.32, 0.82], was not significant (t (52.85) = 0.872, p = .385), and represented a very small 

effect d = 0.17. The meat-eating intention (M = 5.0, SD = 1.5) was shown not to be higher 

after watching an experimental video than after a control video (M = 5.2, SD = 1.3). Means 

and standard deviations for meat-eating intention and PBA-eating intention are displayed in 

Table 2.  

The independent samples t-test on PBA-eating intention, with experimental condition 

as the between subjects’ factor, showed no significant difference between the experimental 

condition and the control condition on PBA-eating intention. This difference, -0.40, 95% CI [ 

-1.15, 0.35], was not significant (t (48.25) = -1.058, p = .385), and represented a very small 

effect d = -0.21. The PBA-eating intention (M = 4.5, SD = 1.9) was shown not to be higher 

after watching an experimental video than after a control video (M = 4.1, SD = 1.9).  

The results of the independent samples t-tests on meat- and PBA-eating intention 

conclude that hypothesis 1a and 1b cannot be confirmed and must be rejected.  

 

Table 2 

Means, standard deviations and n for meat-eating intention and PBA-eating intention in 

function of Condition (1 = completely disagree, 7 = completely agree) 

 

 Meat-eating intention PBA-eating intention 

 M SD n M SD n 

Experimental condition   

  Experimental 4.96 1.50 130 4.52 1.93 130 

  Control 5.21 1.31 32 4.11 1.88 32 

 

To determine if people exposed to the biospheric value frame reported a significantly 

different intention to consume red meat compared to the other value frame videos, a contrast 

variable was created. This was done to analyse if people exposed to the biospheric value 

frame video reported an on average lower intention to consume red meat.  

The independent samples t-test on meat-eating intention, with biospheric contrast 

video as the between subjects’ factor, showed no significant difference between the 



14 
 

biospheric value frame video and the contrast value frame video. This difference, -0.19, 95% 

CI [ -0.74, 0.35], was not significant (t (56.47) = -.702., p = .484), and represented a very 

small effect d = 0.13. The meat-eating intention was shown not to be lower after watching a 

biospheric value frame video (M = 5.2, SD = 1.5) than another value frame video (M = 5.0, 

SD = 1.5). Means and standard deviations for biospheric value frame video are displayed in 

Table 3. 

The results of the independent samples t-test on meat-eating intention conclude that 

hypothesis 2a cannot be confirmed and must be rejected.  

 

Table 3 

Means, standard deviations and n for meat-eating intention in function of Biospheric contrast 

(1 = completely disagree, 7 = completely agree) 

 

 Meat-eating intention 

 M SD n 

Experimental condition  

  Biospheric 5.16 1.47 36 

  Control 4.96 1.46 126 

 

To determine if people exposed to the egoistic value frame reported a significantly 

different intention to consume PBAs compared to the other value frame videos, a contrast 

variable was created. This was done to analyse if people exposed to the egoistic value frame 

video reported an on average higher intention to consume PBA.  

The independent samples t-test on PBA-eating intention, with egoistic value frame 

video as the between subjects’ factor, showed no significant difference between the egoistic 

value frame video and no egoistic value frame video. This difference, -0.29, 95% CI [ -1.1, 

0.51], was not significant (t (38.03) = -.719, p = .473), and represented a very small effect d = 

-0.15. The PBA-eating intention was shown not to be higher after watching an egoistic value 

frame video (M = 4.7, SD = 1.9) than another value frame video (M = 4.4, SD = 1.9). Means 

and standard deviations for egoistic value frame video are displayed in Table 4. 

The results of the independent samples t-test on PBA-eating intention conclude that 

hypothesis 2b cannot be confirmed and must be rejected.  
 

Table 4 

Means, standard deviations and n for PBA-eating intention in function of Egoistic contrast (1 

= completely disagree, 7 = completely agree) 

 PBA-eating intention 

 M SD n 

Experimental condition  

  Egoistic 4.68 1.87 27 

  Control 4.39 1.94 135 

 



15 
 

Conclusion & Discussion 

This study, which aimed to influence the dietary intentions of young Dutch adults to 

reduce red meat consumption and increase plant-based alternative consumption, did not yield 

significant changes in behavioural intention. No evidence was found that using value frame 

messaging directly to influence (or stimulate) a persons’ value orientation is an effective 

method. No evidence was found that targeted value frame messages were able to influence 

dietary intention, and there was no difference in effectiveness by different value frame 

messages on meat-eating intention and PBA-eating intention. The evidence found by analysis 

led to the rejection of all hypotheses. The main aim of this study to influence the sustainable 

dietary intentions of Dutch young adults has not been achieved. 

Explanations 

The results of the analysis showed no effect of value frame videos influencing value 

orientation and dietary intention. It would have been expected that the value orientation 

scores would increase after watching a targeted value frame video, but no significant effect 

was found, although they appeared slightly lower. According to Whitley et al. (2016) it 

would have been expected that young adults would be influenced by biospheric or egoistic 

value frames, but the stimulus material evoked a negative reaction in the participants. This 

negative reaction could be explained by the psychological reactance theory (Brehm & Brehm, 

1981), which states that individuals react negatively to perceived threats to their behavioural 

freedom. The assertive nature of the messaging and implied need to change dietary behaviour 

could be perceived as such a threat. What is surprising is that the hedonic value that focuses 

on the feeling of being guilty from eating meat and relieving that guilt through plant-based 

alternatives did increase slightly, which means that feelings of guilt can increase the hedonic 

value orientations in participants Steg et al. (2012).  

The main analysis for both meat-eating intention and PBA-eating intention resulted in 

no significant results. The intention to eat meat and PBAs could not be significantly 

influenced targeted value frame videos which means that hypothesis 1a and 1b must be 

rejected. This could be explained in multiple ways, either the stimulus material was not 

convincing enough or at least not optimized to convince participants to change their dietary 

intention. Another interesting explanation could be that the applied VBN theory (Stern, 2000) 

is not suited to directly influence behaviour through influencing value orientation. This 

means behaviour is a complex subject that cannot be influenced solely by influencing values, 

but it takes multiple mediating variables to influence behaviour.  

 The results from the first hypotheses tie into the results of the second hypotheses, 

which also did not provide any significant results. It was expected, based on Vainio (2019) 

and Whitley et al. (2016), that participants exposed to the biospheric value frame would 

report an average decreased intention to consume red meat, but a slight and non-significant 

increase was measured. This can be explained as a negative reactance (Brehm & Brehm, 

1981) towards the message and desired action that was heavily suggested in the biospheric 

value frame video. Additionally, the egoistic value frame video did increase the intention to 

consume PBAs slightly but not significantly. This would mean that the personal health 

argument for PBAs encounters less resistance than the environmental argument for meat 

reduction, which would be in line with findings by Vainio (2019) and Whitley et al. (2016). 
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Limitations 

One limitation of this study is that the messaging that was used to convince young 

adults was not optimized to be significantly convincing. It proposed that arguments, such as 

environmental sustainability and long-term health benefits, used in a targeted value frame 

format would be enough to convince young adults to change their dietary intentions. These 

value frame formats were tailored to a social media format without having analysed which 

type of social media content is the most convincing to young adults. Research has shown that 

it is quite difficult to engage young adults as their engagement is often passive and young 

adults are splintered in very different subgroups that cannot all be influenced by one type of 

messaging (Dix et al., 2022). Kronrod et al. (2012) found that the assertiveness of a message 

matters when trying to convince people to act and these levels of assertiveness differ per type 

of message and target audience. According to the psychological reactance theory (Brehm & 

Brehm, 1981) a too assertive approach leads to a negative reaction in participants as it can be 

viewed as a threat to a persons’ behavioural freedom. Frequent comments made by 

participants in the current study was that they felt pushed to answer in a certain direction, 

which could explain the increased negative response. Lim et al. (2022) found that young 

adults respond better to content made by relatable role models, authority figures and pages 

that present real and relatable content. Conducting research into optimising messaging for 

young adults would have been a beneficial addition to the theory of this research, but as this 

study is part of a bachelor’s thesis it would have been too much of a challenge given the 

constraints of the research opportunity.  

A week into the data collection another limitation was found that affected the study. It 

was found that the waiting time in Qualtrics after the videos were watched was set too high, 

which resulted in participants having to wait 30 seconds after the video had ended. This was 

resolved within the first week of data collection and has only affected a limited number of 

participants, but it limited the study as it contributed to the non-completion rate that was 

already high in this study. This limitation in the methodology can be attributed to human 

error as it was not recognized by multiple researchers who created and checked the Qualtrics 

questionnaire. As for the other participants who did not finish the questionnaire even after the 

fault had been solved, this can be attributed to the inherent nature of the questionnaire 

because it contained a video and many questions. The drop off point for participants was 

often at the start or after the video. Wu et al. (2021) have studied incomplete surveys and how 

these occur and found that environmental characteristics were influential. This means that if 

the participant is presented with a noisy environment when participating in the survey the 

participant is less likely to complete the survey.  

A final limitation that occurred in the analysis of the data which was due to the lack of 

in-depth knowledge of statistical analysis to perform advanced analysis. The analysis of the 

data has provided no significant results and thus the multiple hypotheses have been rejected. 

While the theoretical framework used the value-belief-norm theory (Stern, 2000) in the 

analysis it was not possible to analyse the possible effects of beliefs and norms on the 

interaction between value frame and dietary intention. This could have been attempted 

through a mediation analysis instead of using independent samples t-tests. Unfortunately, in 

the bachelor’s program of International Business Communication, this form of analysis is not 

taught. This could have proven to give more insights into what influenced the dietary 
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intention, but as the results have been non-significant it is highly unlikely that a mediation 

analysis would have resulted in significant effects. 

Suggestions for further research 

The manipulation check analysis has shown that this study failed to positively 

influence value orientation in participants, and notably even suggested a slight negative 

reactance effect on the targeted value orientation. A suggestion for further research would be 

to change the stimulus material to investigate if this results in the same effects. Creating 

stimulus materials with relatable role models, authority figures, and relatable content as 

mentioned in the limitations (Lim et al., 2022) could create a more favourable attitude that 

makes the participants more willing to change their viewpoints or at least not negatively 

influences them. This research should be done in combination with investigations into the 

proper assertiveness of a value frame message as negative reactions from participants have 

shown that a too assertive approach increases feelings of condescension and belittlement.  

That is why in further research the psychological reactance theory (Brehm & Brehm, 1981) 

should be further investigated and incorporated into design of the stimulus material. The 

efforts of convincing people to change their dietary habits for the benefits of themselves or 

the planet without influencing them in such a way that they feel pushed or belittled is a fine 

line which provides a great opportunity for further research.  

 Another suggestion for further research is to apply the VBN theory (Stern, 2000) and 

the direct value orientation influencing behaviour this study attempted to achieve a different 

type of study, such as recycling of trash and reduction of waste. If messaging is optimized 

and reactance is considered, a similar study that directly influences value frames could be 

attempted to determine the effectiveness of this approach or abandon it in favour of a 

different way to influence behavioural intention. 

Strengths 

The current research has added to the existing body of literature that uses the VBN 

model (Stern, 2000) to understand and explain what drives a person’s behaviour. This current 

addition has attempted to directly influence value orientation through targeted value frame 

messages and with that influence behaviour. In this current form it has not provided 

significant insights into how behaviour can be successfully influenced through applied value 

frame messaging, but it adds to emerging literature that focuses on directly applying 

messages to influence behaviour rather than explaining why people are motivated to act in a 

sustainable manner. This field of research is very relevant today as the ensuing climate crisis 

will increase the need to engage in environmentally sustainable behaviour drastically 

otherwise continuing the current path will have dire consequences. A major part of this shift 

that needs to happen in our consumption habits are our dietary habits, which need to favour 

plant-based alternatives over meat consumption. The research discussed in this paper hopes 

to contribute to the knowledge on how we can make that transition happen on a larger scale. 
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Appendix 

A: Script biospheric value frame video 

 

Did you know that red meat consumption is one of the biggest contributors to environmental 

issues such as deforestation?  

 

As the global demand for red meat is still rising, the expansion of pastureland and meat 

processing institutions is growing simultaneously. The main industry related to deforestation 

is cattle ranching, i.e. the beef industry. One consequence of deforestation is the loss of 

biodiversity. About 135 species of animals and plants are going extinct every DAY. The red 

meat industry also impacts the environment through water pollution. The excessive 

consumption of red meat is responsible for toxic waste from slaughterhouses as these 

facilities generate large amounts of wastewater containing blood, fats, and chemicals that are 

polluting the groundwater. 

 

By consuming less red meat, you can decrease your carbon footprint and help fight 

environmental impacts from the red meat industry. You can replace red meat with plant -

based alternatives such as tofu, seitan or tempeh, or simply wheat- or soy-based alternatives 

that look like burgers or sausages. Help save the environment by choosing more plant-based 

alternatives and less red meat. 

 

 

B: Script egoistic value frame video 

 

Did you know that frequent consumption of red meat poses notable health risks to you and 

your loved ones? 

Regular consumption of red meat causes increased risk of cancer and type 2 diabetes due to 

heme iron, amines and saturated fat. These things are often found in processed red meat. Not 

only do they severely affect you and your loved ones’ wellness, these diseases can become 

hereditary or even cause death.  

 

Consider replacing your usual dinners and lunches with new, modern plant-based alternatives 

(PBA). PBA’s have fewer calories, less saturated fat and zero cholesterol. Plant based 

alternatives also feature essential fiber and high amounts of protein, often in higher quantities 

than animal products. 

 

Lately, PBA’s have caught up with red meat products in terms of price. You can save up to 

20% by purchasing PBA’s. These products also have a longer shelf life and are often ready to 

cook and full of seasoning, making for an easier and comfortable meal. PBA’s are becoming 

more and more mainstream, which will lead to a further price decrease in the future. 
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By consuming less red meat, you will not only benefit your health, but also your wallet. You 

can replace red meat with plant-based alternatives such as tofu, seitan or tempeh, or simply 

wheat- or soy-based alternatives that look like burgers or sausages. Help save the 

environment by choosing more plant-based alternatives and less red meat. 

 

 

C: Script altruistic value frame video 

 

Did you know that 1 in 11 people face hunger? 

Did you know that around 733 million people face hunger, while 1.2 billion are obese? 

Did you know that ¼ of the global food supply is practically being thrown out? 

Did you know that the production of 1 kg of protein from beef needs 18 times more land, 10 

times more water, 9 times more fuel, 12 times more fertilizer, and 10 times more pesticides 

than the same amount of proteins obtained from kidney beans? 

 We need to readjust our priorities. It's clear that reducing meat consumption gives room for 

more production and more efficient use of our food sources. 

 

By consuming less red meat, you can aid in reducing world hunger. You can replace red meat 

with plant-based alternatives such as tofu, seitan or tempeh, or simply wheat- or soy-based 

alternatives that look like burgers or sausages. Help save the environment by choosing more 

plant-based alternatives and less red meat. 

 

 

D: Script hedonic value frame video 

 

Did you know that cows could reach the age of 20 years in the wild? 

In the red meat industry, however, they only reach a maximum age of 2 years. Very young 

cows are being slaughtered to meet the demands of our society. Each person that consumes 

meat is jointly responsible for the early death of a cow. They have been domesticated more 

than 10000 years ago and are now only meant to provide dairy and meat for people’s 

pleasure. Some cows are slaughtered and have never seen the outside of the cowshed. How 

would you feel if you would die without ever seeing the sun, breathing fresh air and walking 

through a field of green gras? 

 

By consuming less red meat, you can feel less guilt towards these animals. You can replace 

red meat with plant-based alternatives such as tofu, seitan or tempeh, or simply wheat- or 

soy-based alternatives that look like burgers or sausages. Help making more animals and 

yourself happy by choosing more plant-based alternatives and less red meat. 
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E: Script control video 

 

"Today, we're making egg fried rice, which is easily one of the most popular Chinese takeout 

dishes. Let's get started!" 

"First, let's gather our ingredients. We'll need peas, carrots, and some other essentials to make 

this classic dish." 

"Start by chopping an onion and slicing it into small pieces. Next, crack two eggs into a small 

bowl and whisk them well. For best results, use day-old rice, as it helps achieve that perfect 

texture." 

"Heat some oil in a wok or large skillet over medium-high heat. Pour in the whisked eggs and 

cook until they set. Use chopsticks to break them into smaller pieces and remove them from 

the wok." 

"Now, add the chopped onions to the wok and stir-fry until they become translucent. Add the 

diced carrots and peas, and continue stirring until everything is evenly coated with the oil." 

"Next, add the day-old rice to the wok. Spread it out evenly and toss it around to combine 

with the vegetables." 

"To enhance the flavor, pour in some soy sauce and oyster sauce. These sauces will give the 

dish its signature savory taste. Drizzle a bit of sesame oil over the rice for added aroma and 

richness." 

"Stir everything together thoroughly to ensure all the ingredients are well combined and 

evenly coated with the seasonings." 

"Transfer the egg fried rice to a serving bowl. It's ready to be enjoyed! This dish is quick, 

easy, and tastes just like your favorite Chinese takeout." 

"Enjoy your homemade egg fried rice! It’s a delicious and satisfying meal that you can whip 

up anytime. Don’t forget to subscribe and try this recipe at home!" 

 

 

F: Script Qualtrics survey 

 

Values Vlees 

 

 

Start van blok: Welcome Screen 

 

Consent_text INFORMATIE:   Onderzoek naar voorkeuren voor short-format 

informatievideo's onder jongvolwassenen   Je wordt uitgenodigd om mee te doen aan een 

wetenschappelijk onderzoek van de Radboud Universiteit. Je deelname aan het onderzoek is 

vrijwillig en anoniem.    Beschrijving en doel van het onderzoek  Wij onderzoeken de 

voorkeuren van mensen als het gaat om informatieve short-format video's. Op deze manier 

willen we er achter komen aan welk soort format mensen een voorkeur geven bij het zien van 

deze korte informatieve video's.    Door wie wordt het onderzoek uitgevoerd?  Dit 

onderzoek wordt uitgevoerd door Bachelorstudenten van de Faculteit der Letteren aan de 
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Radboud Universiteit, die bezig zijn met hun Bachelor's scriptie. De studenten zijn Berend, 

Christian, Lili, Lona, Lloyd en Mauro. Het onderzoek wordt begeleidt door dr. Thabo van 

Woudenberg. Voor vragen over deelname aan het onderzoek of de vragenlijst kun je contact 

opnemen met Lona van Hooft (lona.vanhooft@ru.nl). Voor eventuele klachten of 

opmerkingen over het onderzoek kun je contact opnemen met dr. Thabo van Woudenberg 

(thabo.vanwoudenberg@ru.nl).    Wat houdt deelname aan het onderzoek in?  Meedoen 

aan het online onderzoek houdt in dat je een informatievideo te zien zal krijgen en vervolgens 

enkele vragen over de video en jezelf in gaat invullen. Het meedoen aan het onderzoek zal 

ongeveer 10 minuten duren, en is geheel vrijwillig. Je kunt op elk moment stoppen.    Welke 

gegevens verzamelen we en hoe gaan we hiermee om?  In dit onderzoek verzamelen we 

onderzoeksgegevens. Deze worden voor wetenschappelijke doeleinden gebruikt. De 

onderzoeksgegevens worden anoniem gemaakt. Jouw onderzoeksgegevens kunnen van 

belang zijn voor ander wetenschappelijk onderzoek. De anonieme onderzoeksgegevens zijn 

daarom ten minste 10 jaar beschikbaar voor andere wetenschappers. Omdat de 

onderzoeksgegevens anoniem zijn, kunnen deze niet tot jou herleid worden. Voor de 

uitvoering van het onderzoek is het nodig dat wij persoonsgegevens verzamelen, gebruiken 

en bewaren. Deze persoonsgegevens zijn: jouw genderidentiteit en leeftijd. De 

persoonsgegevens die noodzakelijk zijn voor het beantwoorden van de onderzoeksvraag 

worden ten minste 10 jaar bewaard. We bewaren alle onderzoeks- en persoonsgegevens op 

beveiligde wijze volgens de richtlijnen van de Radboud Universiteit.    Inzage voor controle  

Sommige personen moeten inzage kunnen hebben in jouw persoons- en onderzoeksgegevens. 

Dit is nodig om te kunnen controleren of de gegevens volgens de richtlijnen zijn opgeslagen. 

Personen die deze controle uitvoeren zijn bijvoorbeeld de data-officer en aangewezen 

medewerkers datamanagement van de Radboud Universiteit. Zij zullen jouw gegevens 

vertrouwelijk behandelen.   Jouw toestemming Jouw gegevens mogen alleen voor 

wetenschappelijk onderzoek gebruikt worden als je hier toestemming voor geeft.  Omdat de 

data meteen geanonimiseerd worden, is het na het voltooien van het experiment niet mogelijk 

om jouw onderzoeksgegevens te laten verwijderen.  Mocht je geen toestemming willen geven 

en niet meedoen aan het onderzoek, dan kun je dit venster sluiten.    Heb je vragen?  Als je 

vragen hebt of meer informatie over het onderzoek wilt hebben, kun je contact opnemen met 

Lona van Hooft (lona.vanhooft@ru.nl). Voor overige vragen over dit onderzoek 

(bijvoorbeeld de verwerking van gegevens) kun je contact opnemen met privacy@let.ru.nl.    

Ethische toetsing en klachten  Dit onderzoek is goedgekeurd door de Ethische 

Toetsingscommissie Geesteswetenschappen (ETC-GW) van de Radboud Universiteit (ETC-

GW nummer 2023-4456). Heb je klachten of opmerkingen over het onderzoek, dan kun je 

contact opnemen met dr. Thabo van Woudenberg (thabo.vanwoudenberg@ru.nl). Ook kun je 

een klacht indienen bij de secretaris van de ETC-GW Radboud Universiteit (etc-gw@ru.nl).   

TOESTEMMING:  Door te klikken op de knop ‘Ik ga akkoord’ geef je aan dat je:    ● 

bovenstaande informatie hebt gelezen  ● instemt met deelname aan het onderzoek zoals in 

bovenstaande informatie is beschreven  ● vrijwillig meedoet aan het onderzoek  ● begrijpt 

dat de onderzoeksgegevens ten minste 10 jaar beschikbaar zijn voor controle en hergebruik in 

toekomstig wetenschappelijk onderzoek.  ● ermee akkoord gaat dat de data-officer en 

aangewezen medewerkers datamanagement van de Radboud Universiteit uw gegevens 

kunnen inzien  ● Tussen de 16 en 25 jaar oud bent  Ook stem je ermee in dat:  ● voor dit 
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onderzoek zullen de volgende persoonsgegevens van je worden verzameld, gebruikt en 

bewaard: leeftijd, genderidentiteit en educatieniveau. 

 

 

 

Consent Geef aan of je toestemt met deelname aan het onderzoek. Als je niet mee wilt doen 

aan het onderzoek, kun je de vragenlijst afsluiten. 

▢ Ik ga akkoord met deelname (doorgaan met het onderzoek).  (1)  

 

Einde blok: Welcome Screen 

 

Start van blok: Consumption short videos 

 

Short_videos Hoe vaak bekijk je korte video's, zoals tiktok-, instagram- en youtubevideo's? 

▼ Nooit (1) ... Dagelijks, meer dan 1 uur per dag (12) 

 

Einde blok: Consumption short videos 

 

Start van blok: Diet check 

 

Consumption_intro Voor dit onderzoek vragen wij jou vooraf eerst deze twee algemene 

vragen te beantwoorden. Daarna volgen een filmpje en vragen met betrekking tot het filmpje. 

 

 

 

 

Cons_meat In een gemiddelde week, op hoeveel dagen per week eet jij  rood vlees? Denk 

hierbij aan rundvlees, varkensvlees of lamsvlees. 

▼ 0 (0) ... 7 (7) 

 

 

 

 

Cons_PBA In een gemiddelde week, op hoeveel dagen per week eet jij plantaardige 

alternatieven voor vlees? Denk hierbij aan klant-en-klare vleesvervangers zoals plantaardige 

burgers, gehakt, balletjes of worstjes, maar ook vervangers die je niet direct aan vlees doen 

laten denken zoals tofu, tempeh, of peulvruchten. 

▼ 0 (0) ... 7 (7) 

 

Einde blok: Diet check 

 

Start van blok: Audio warning 
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Audio_warning_screen LET OP:   Je krijgt nu een video te zien. De video bevat ondertiteling 

van de audio, maar het is optimaal als je deze video met audio aan bekijkt.     Neem dus even 

de tijd om te checken dat jouw audio aan staat. Pak eventueel jouw koptelefoon of oordopjes 

om de video goed te kunnen beluisteren.   Het kan zijn dat je het geluid van de video zelf 

moet inschakelen. Dit doe je door rechts in de balk in de video op het luidsprekericoontje te 

klikken.    Klik door naar de volgende pagina om de video te bekijken. 

 

 

 

Q33 Timing 

First Click  (1) 

Last Click  (2) 

Page Submit  (3) 

Click Count  (4) 

 

Einde blok: Audio warning 

 

Start van blok: Video 1 

 

Vid1_intro Bekijk de video aandachtig. Je krijgt hierna vragen over deze video. De video 

duurt ongeveer 1 minuut.  Wanneer je de video helemaal bekeken hebt, kun je doorgaan naar 

de volgende pagina met vragen.    

 

 

 

Video_1_B  

 

 

 

Timer1 Timing 

Eerste klik  (1) 

Laatste klik  (2) 

Pagina Indienen  (3) 

Aantal klikken  (4) 

 

Einde blok: Video 1 

 

Start van blok: Video 2 

 

Vid2_intro Bekijk de video aandachtig. Je krijgt hierna vragen over deze video.  De video 

duurt ongeveer 1 minuut.  Wanneer je de video helemaal bekeken hebt, kun je doorgaan naar 

de volgende pagina met vragen. 
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Video_2_E  

 

 

 

Timer2 Timing 

Eerste klik  (1) 

Laatste klik  (2) 

Pagina Indienen  (3) 

Aantal klikken  (4) 

 

Einde blok: Video 2 

 

Start van blok: Video 3 

 

Vid3_intro Bekijk de video aandachtig. Je krijgt hierna vragen over deze video. De video 

duurt ongeveer 1 minuut.  Wanneer je de video helemaal bekeken hebt, kun je doorgaan naar 

de volgende pagina met vragen. 

 

 

 

Video_3_A  

 

 

 

Timer3 Timing 

First Click  (1) 

Last Click  (2) 

Page Submit  (3) 

Click Count  (4) 

 

Einde blok: Video 3 

 

Start van blok: Video 4 

 

Vid4_intro Bekijk de video aandachtig. Je krijgt hierna vragen over deze video. De video 

duurt ongeveer 1 minuut.    Wanneer je de video helemaal bekeken hebt, kun je doorgaan 

naar de volgende pagina met vragen. 

 

 

 

Video_4_H  
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Timer 4 Timing 

Eerste klik  (1) 

Laatste klik  (2) 

Pagina Indienen  (3) 

Aantal klikken  (4) 

 

Einde blok: Video 4 

 

Start van blok: Blok 5 control 

 

Vid 5_intro Bekijk de video aandachtig. Je krijgt hierna vragen over deze video. De video 

duurt ongeveer 1 minuut.    Wanneer je de video helemaal bekeken hebt, kun je doorgaan 

naar de volgende pagina met vragen. 

 

 

 

ControlVideo  

 

 

 

Timer 5 Timing 

First Click  (1) 

Last Click  (2) 

Page Submit  (3) 

Click Count  (4) 

 

Einde blok: Blok 5 control 

 

Start van blok: Effect_video 

 

Informative_video Hoe informatief was deze video voor jou? 

o Helemaal niet informatief  (2)  

o Niet informatief  (4)  

o Niet zo informatief  (5)  

o Noch informatief noch niet informatief  (6)  

o Een beetje informatief  (7)  

o Informatief  (8)  
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o Heel erg informatief  (9)  

 

 

 

Persuasive_video Hoe overtuigend was deze video voor jou? 

o Helemaal niet overtuigend  (1)  

o Niet overtuigend  (4)  

o Niet zo overtuigend  (5)  

o Noch overtuigend noch niet overtuigend  (6)  

o Een beetje overtuigend  (7)  

o Overtuigend  (8)  

o Heel erg overtuigend  (9)  

 

Einde blok: Effect_video 

 

Start van blok: Intentions 

  

 

Intention_meat De volgende stellingen gaan over het eten van rood vlees. Denk hierbij aan 

rundvlees, varkensvlees of lamsvlees.  Geef aan in hoeverre je het eens bent met de volgende 

stellingen: 

 Helemaal 

mee 

oneens 

(1) 

Mee 

oneens 

(2) 

Enigszins 

mee 

oneens 

(3) 

Noch 

eens 

noch 

oneens 

(4) 

Enigszins 

mee eens 

(5) 

Mee 

eens 

(6) 

Helemaal 

mee eens 

(7) 

Ik ben van 

plan om de 

komende 

maand rood 

vlees te eten. 

(Int_meat_1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Ik zal de 

komende 

maand zeker 

rood vlees 

eten. 

(Int_meat_2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Ik zal 

proberen de 

komende 

maand rood 

vlees te eten. 

(Int_meat_3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

Pagina-einde  

  

 

Intention_PBA De volgende stellingen gaan over het eten van plantaardige alternatieven voor 

vlees. Denk hierbij aan klant-en-klare vleesvervangers zoals plantaardige burgers, gehakt, 

balletjes of worstjes, maar ook vervangers die je niet direct aan vlees doen laten denken zoals 

tofu, tempeh, of peulvruchten.    Geef aan in hoeverre je het eens bent met de volgende 

stellingen: 

 Helemaal 

mee 

oneens 

(1) 

Mee 

oneens 

(2) 

Enigszins 

mee 

oneens 

(3) 

Noch 

eens 

noch 

oneens 

(4) 

Enigszins 

mee eens 

(5) 

Mee 

eens 

(6) 

Helemaal 

mee eens 

(7) 

Ik ben van 

plan om de 

komende 

maand 

plantaardige 

alternatieven 

te eten. 

(Int_PBA_1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Ik zal de 

komende 

maand zeker 

plantaardige 

alternatieven 

eten. 

(Int_PBA_2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Ik zal 

proberen de 

komende 

maand 

plantaardige 

alternatieven 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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te eten. 

(Int_PBA_3)  

 

 

Einde blok: Intentions 

 

Start van blok: Value Orientation 

 

Q58 De volgende stellingen gaan over vier verschillende soorten waardes die een persoon 

kan hebben.   

 

 

 

 

Biospheric values Geef aan in hoeverre je het eens bent met de volgende stellingen: 

 Helemaal 

mee 

oneens 

(1) 

Mee 

oneens 

(2) 

Enigzins 

mee 

oneens 

(3) 

Noch 

eens 

noch 

oneens 

(4) 

Enigzins 

mee 

eens (5) 

Mee 

eens 

(6) 

Helemaal 

mee eens 

(7) 

Ik voel me 

verantwoordelijk 

om mijn 

ecologische 

voetafdruk te 

verkleinen. (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Ik vind het 

belangrijk om 

duurzame 

keuzes te 

maken. (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Ik vind het 

belangrijk om de 

natuur en de 

biodiversiteit te 

beschermen. (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Ik ben bereid 

mijn consumptie 

van vlees te 

verminderen om 

het milieu te 

beschermen. (4)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Egoistic values Geef aan in hoeverre je het eens bent met de volgende stellingen: 

 Helemaal 

mee 

oneens 

(1) 

Mee 

oneens 

(2) 

Enigzins 

mee 

oneens 

(3) 

Noch 

eens 

noch 

oneens 

(4) 

Enigzins 

mee eens 

(5) 

Mee 

eens 

(6) 

Helemaal 

mee eens 

(7) 

Ik koop 

producten 

op basis van 

wat het 

beste is 

voor mij, 

niet per se 

voor het 

milieu. (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Bij mijn 

beslissingen 

over 

consumptie 

hou ik 

vooral 

rekening 

met mezelf, 

en niet met 

anderen en 

het milieu. 

(2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Ik ben pas 

bereid om 

duurzaam te 

consumeren 

als het mij 

financieel of 

praktisch 

voordeel 

oplevert. (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Mijn 

comfort en 

gemak zijn 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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belangrijker 

dan het 

verminderen 

van mijn 

impact op 

het milieu. 

(4)  

 

 

 

 

 

Altruistic values Geef aan in hoeverre je het eens bent met de volgende stellingen:  

 Helemaal 

mee 

oneens 

(1) 

Mee 

oneens 

(2) 

Enigzins 

mee 

oneens 

(3) 

Noch 

eens 

noch 

oneens 

(4) 

Enigzins 

mee 

eens (5) 

Mee 

eens 

(6) 

Helemaal 

mee eens 

(7) 

Ik voel me 

verantwoordelijk 

om keuzes te 

maken die 

bijdragen aan 

het welzijn van 

anderen. (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Ik ben bereid 

meer te betalen 

voor producten 

die eerlijk 

geproduceerd 

zijn. (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Mensen moeten 

rekening houden 

met elkaar. (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Het welzijn van 

anderen is net zo 

belangrijk als 

mijn eigen 

welzijn. (4)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Hedonic values Geef aan in hoeverre je het eens bent met de volgende stellingen:  

 Helemaal 

mee 

oneens 

(1) 

Mee 

oneens 

(2) 

Enigzins 

mee 

oneens 

(3) 

Noch 

eens 

noch 

oneens 

(4) 

Enigzins 

mee 

eens (5) 

Mee 

eens 

(6) 

Helemaal 

mee eens 

(7) 

Ik geef de 

voorkeur aan 

producten die mijn 

levensplezier 

vergroten, 

ongeacht hun 

impact op het 

milieu. (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Mijn geluk en 

comfort zijn 

belangrijker dan 

het verminderen 

van mijn impact 

op het milieu. (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Als een duurzame 

keuze minder 

gemakkelijk of 

plezierig is, kies ik 

liever voor de 

niet-duurzame 

optie. (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Ik ben niet bezig 

met de impact van 

mijn 

consumptiegedrag. 

(4)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

Einde blok: Value Orientation 

 

Start van blok: World view + beliefs 

 

Q57 De volgende stellingen gaan over jouw wereldbeeld.    
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NEP_scale_beliefs Geef aan in hoeverre je het eens bent met de volgende stellingen:  

 Helemaa

l mee 

oneens 

(1) 

Oneen

s (2) 

Enigzin

s mee 

oneens 

(3) 

Noch 

eens 

noch 

oneen

s (4) 

Enigzin

s mee 

eens (5) 

Me

e 

een

s 

(6) 

Helemaa

l mee 

eens (7) 

Mensen misbruiken het 

milieu ernstig 

(NEP_scale_beliefs_1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

De zogenaamde 

“ecologische crisis” 

waar de mensheid mee 

geconfronteerd wordt, 

is sterk overdreven 

(NEP_scale_beliefs_2_

R)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Als de dingen op hun 

huidige koers doorgaan, 

zullen we binnenkort 

een grote ecologische 

catastrofe meemaken 

(NEP_scale_beliefs_3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

 

AC+AR Geef aan in hoeverre je het eens bent met de volgende stellingen: 

 Helemaal 

mee 

oneens 

(1) 

Oneens 

(2) 

Enigzins 

mee 

oneens 

(3) 

Noch 

eens 

noch 

oneens 

(4) 

Enigzins 

mee 

eens (5) 

Mee 

eens 

(6) 

Helemaal 

mee eens 

(7) 

Het huidige 

consumptiepatroon 

van rood vlees kan 

milieuproblemen 

veroorzaken 

(AC1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Ik geloof dat elke 

consument 

gedeeltelijk 

verantwoordelijk 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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is voor de 

milieuproblemen 

veroorzaakt door 

het huidige 

consumptieniveau 

van rood vlees. 

(AR1)  

 

 

 

 

 

Personal norm Geef aan in hoeverre je het eens bent met de volgende stellingen:  

 Helemaal 

mee 

oneens 

(1) 

Oneens 

(2) 

Enigzins 

mee 

oneens 

(3) 

Noch 

eens 

noch 

oneens 

(4) 

Enigzins 

mee 

eens (5) 

Mee 

eens 

(6) 

Helemaal 

mee eens 

(7) 

Ik voel me 

verplicht om een 

milieuvriendelijke 

keuze te maken, 

zoals het 

verminderen van 

rood 

vleesconsumptie, 

wanneer ik 

keuzes maak over 

mijn dieet. (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Ongeacht wat 

anderen doen, 

voel ik vanwege 

mijn eigen 

waarden/principes 

dat ik 

milieuvriendelijk 

moet handelen 

wat betreft rood 

vleesconsumptie. 

(2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Ik vind het 

belangrijk dat 

consumenten op 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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een duurzame 

manier handelen 

wat betreft rood 

vleesconsumptie. 

(3)  

 

 

Einde blok: World view + beliefs 

 

Start van blok: Demographics 

 

Demographics_intro Tot slot zouden we graag een aantal persoonlijke dingen van je weten. 

 

 

 

 

Age Wat is jouw leeftijd? (Geef antwoord in getallen). 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

  

 

Gender Welke omschrijving past het beste bij jou? 

o Vrouw  (1)  

o Man  (2)  

o Trans vrouw  (3)  

o Trans man  (4)  

o Non-binair (genderqueer)  (5)  

o Geef ik liever geen antwoord op  (98)  

o Omschrijf ik liever zelf, namelijk:  (99) 

__________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Education Wat is jouw hoogst afgeronde niveau qua opleiding? 

o Middelbare school  (5)  

o MBO  (12)  
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o HBO  (13)  

o Universitair Bachelor  (14)  

o Universitair Master  (15)  

o Anders  (17) __________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Household Wat is de samenstelling van je huishouden? 

o Ik woon alleen  (2)  

o Ik woon met mijn partner samen  (4)  

o Ik woon met mijn gezin samen  (5)  

o Ik woon in een gedeeld huishouden met meerdere mensen  (3)  

o Anders, namelijk....  (6) 

__________________________________________________ 

 

 

Pagina-einde  

 

Einde blok: Demographics 

 

Start van blok: Exploratory variables 

 

Ending_open Wil je nog iets kwijt over het onderzoek? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

Einde blok: Exploratory variables 

 

 

  



39 
 

CIW English 

Statement of Own Work 

  

Student name:          Lloyd Hooghwinkel 

Student number:      s1034341 

Course code and name: :  Bachelor’s thesis LET-CIWB351-IBC-2024-SCRSEM2-V 

Lecturer:  Dr. Thabo van Woudenberg 

Number course group: Theme 4 

  

PLAGIARISM is the presentation by a student of an assignment or piece of work which has in fact 

been copied in whole or in part from another student’s work, or from any other source (e.g. published 

books or periodicals or material from Internet sites), without due acknowledgement in the text. 

  

DECLARATION: 

a. I declare that I am aware of and know what is in the Faculty guidelines on how to avoid plagiarism, 

and the Rules and Regulations for the Bachelor Communication and Information Studies 

b. I declare that I will only submit texts written by me in my own words, without the use of AI (such 

as ChatGPT), and that I will adhere to the guidelines regarding appropriate citing, paraphrasing and 

quoting, in accordance with current APA conventions, in any texts I submit. 

c. I declare that I will not submit texts I have already submitted elsewhere in the context of 

examinations for other courses or modules, without the express permission of my lecturer,  

  

  

Signed:                       Lloyd Hooghwinkel 

  

Date:                        5-06-2025 

 


