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1 Department of Nutrition and Dietetics, Faculty of Health Sciences, Istanbul Medeniyet University,
Istanbul 34862, Turkey

2 Department of Food, Environmental and Nutritional Sciences (DeFENS), University of Milan,
20122 Milan, Italy; daniela.martini@unimi.it

3 Department of Nutrition and Dietetics, Faculty of Health Sciences, Gazi University, Ankara 06490, Turkey;
nilufer.sen@gazi.edu.tr

* Correspondence: burcu.aksoy@medeniyet.edu.tr

Abstract: Understanding sustainable food choices is key to shifting consumer behavior toward
sustainable food consumption. This study aimed to determine the validity and reliability of the
Sustainable Food Choice Questionnaire (SUS-FCQ) in 602 Turkish adults. The linguistic equivalence
of the SUS-FCQ was provided using the standard translation–back translation method, content
validity, and pilot testing. Then, the convergent, discriminant, and construct (exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)) validity and reliability (test–retest and internal
consistency) were evaluated. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was found to be excellent (0.961) and the
intraclass correlation coefficient was found to be moderate (0.689) using the test–retest method. As a
result of the EFA, two-factor structures were found, and the factor loadings of the items were 0.651
and 0.878. These factors explained 79.17% of the total variance, and discriminant and convergent
validity was provided for both factors. The results of this study suggest that the adapted SUS-FCQ
is valid and reliable for determining sustainable food choice motives in the Turkish population.
Therefore, the SUS-FCQ can be a useful instrument to encourage people to shift toward and adhere
to sustainable food consumption.

Keywords: sustainable consumer behavior; food choice; food choice motives; consumer preference

1. Introduction

Sustainable diets are defined as “diets protective and respectful of biodiversity and
ecosystems, culturally acceptable, accessible, economically fair and affordable; nutritionally
adequate, safe and healthy; while optimizing natural and human resources” by the FAO [1].
However, existing dietary patterns are related to various sustainability concerns, including
their significant impact on the environment, animal welfare, and ethical considerations [2].
Food choices play a crucial role in the sustainability of the diet; therefore, gaining an
understanding of consumer food choices is crucial for achieving sustainability goals [2].

The State of Food Security and Nutrition in the World 2022 (SOFI) report remarked
that approximately 29.3% of the world’s population is reasonably or severely food insecure
and almost 828 million individuals are affected by starvation globally [3]. Within the scope
of the United Nations Environment Program (UNEP), in 2015, the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs) were launched to reduce food waste and reach the aim of ensuring safe food
for all by 2030 [4]. However, according to a global assessment of countries’ progress toward
attaining the SDGs in The Sustainable Development Report 2023, progress toward the
SDGs across the world, including in Turkey (Turkey ranks 72nd among 193 countries),
is not adequate [5]. In other words, although there are only six years left until 2030, the
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achievement of the SDGs is becoming increasingly difficult, especially with setbacks due
to COVID-19, which has pushed the rates of food insecurity even higher [3]. On the
other hand, the EAT-Lancet Commission has established objectives for promoting healthier
and more sustainable diets, offering recommendations on the types and quantities of
food to consume on an individual basis [3]. Sustainable diets can be achieved through
nutritional modifications, including reducing the consumption of animal-based foods by
replacing them with plant-based alternatives and avoiding ultra-processed foods that
are high in saturated fat and added sugars [6]. Nonetheless, motivational strategies that
stimulate individuals to shift their current diet to a sustainable alternative still need to be
investigated [6]. The key to understanding the sustainability of a diet may lie in examining
the motives that influence food choices [6].

Both food choices and sustainable diet concepts are complex because they depend
on various factors (socio-demographic, economic, attitude, norms, culture, religion, con-
sumption context, etc.) [7]. In addition, due to the nature of the sustainability concept,
including water utilization, animal welfare, food safety, food security, local production,
seasonal production, and ethical working conditions, and a possible trade-off between
these dimensions, understanding the sustainability motivations underlying food choices is
difficult [8,9]. Moreover, adaptation to a sustainable diet is directly linked to individuals’
sustainable food choice motivations because food choice motives are at the root of dietary
behavior [4,5].

Therefore, determining sustainable food choice motivation for all individuals is a key
factor in order to directly promote sustainable diets and indirectly attain the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) nationally and globally [3,4]. Although various tools have been
developed for this purpose in the literature, no scale has fully captured all the dimensions
of sustainable food choice motivations due to the complex nature of food choices and the
multidimensionality of sustainability [2]. For example, the scale that was developed by Linde-
man et al. (2000) includes some subscales for animal welfare and environmental protection,
political value, and religion [10]. The scales developed in the following years by Ozcaglar-
Toulouse et al. (2006) and Siriex et al. (2008) focus on only fair-trade products [11,12]. More
recently, two scales have been developed by Renner et al. (2012) and Onwezen et al. (2019),
respectively; in these scales, environmental concerns and local and seasonal consumption,
respectively, are not included [13,14]. Furthermore, although some scales include numer-
ous components of sustainability, they do not integrate sustainability motives with food
choice motives [15]. For instance, although a scale developed by Sautron et al. (2015) has
broad coverage of the concept of sustainability, it contains limited content on food choice
motives [15]. Considering these significant drawbacks, for the first time, a comprehensive
tool called the Sustainable Food Choice Questionnaire (SUS-FCQ) was developed. This
tool is suitable for measuring the full concept of sustainability (including environmental
welfare, ethical concern, animal welfare, local, and seasonal factors) and for evaluating
sustainability motivations together with other food choice motivations [2].

Although sustainable eating behaviors have been studied in Turkey, sustainable food
choices have not been studied before [16]. Moreover, no sustainable food choice question-
naire has yet been adapted for the Turkish population. Nonetheless, a deeper understanding
of the reasons behind consumers’ food choices is crucial to encourage behaviors to shift
toward sustainable choices [2]. Considering this gap, the current study adds to the existing
literature by translating the SUS-FCQ into the Turkish language. The adapted questionnaire
reveals the importance of sustainability motives in food choices by distinguishing general
sustainability and local and seasonal motives and can also be used together with food choice
questionnaires. The SUS-FCQ was chosen for adaptation in Turkish since it is a reliable
and valid instrument that has been used in five other countries (the Netherlands, Denmark,
Czech Republic, France, and Italy), making it a suitable choice for country comparisons.

Based on the above background, the aim of this study was to empirically determine the
validity and reliability of the SUS-FCQ in the Turkish population. Within the scope of the
validity and reliability of the SUS-FCQ, the standard translation–back translation method
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ensured linguistic equivalence. Then, content, convergent, discriminant, and construct
(exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)) validity and
reliability (test–retest and internal consistency) were evaluated.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Design

The research questions and hypotheses of this study are presented in Table 1. This
study was carried out in 3 basic stages (Figure 1). In the first stage, the psycholinguistic
features of the questionnaire were examined. The equivalence of language for the SUS-FCQ
was ascertained using the standard translation–back translation method. The research
questions (R1 and R2) were evaluated, the content validity tested using the content valid-
ity index (CVI), a pilot study carried out, and the adapted SUS-FCQ finalized (detailed
in Section 2.4).

Table 1. Research questions and hypotheses of this study.

Level of Evidence and
Reliability

Number of Research
Question (R) or
Hypothesis (H)

Research Question or Hypothesis

Evidence based on
content validity

R1
Are the items relevant and appropriate in
terms of Turkish culture and Turkish adults’
sustainability motives in food choices?

R2 Are the items clear, plain, and easy
to understand?

H1 The adapted SUS-FCQ has a suitable content
validity index.

Evidence based on
internal structure

H2 The data from this study confirm the
two-factor model of the original SUS-FCQ.

H3 Individual items of the SUS-FCQ show high
correlations within its respective factors.

Evidence based on
convergent and
discriminant validity

H4

The maximum shared variance (MSV) and
average shared variance (ASV) values of the
factors were lower than the average
variance extracted.

Reliability: internal
consistency H5 The adapted SUS-FCQ shows good

internal consistency.

Reliability: repeatability H6 The adapted SUS-FCQ shows an acceptable
intraclass correlation coefficient.

In stage 2, within the scope of the construct validation process, firstly, the integral
parts of process convergent and discriminant validity were evaluated. Then, the internal
structure was evaluated through exploratory factor analysis (EFA), the structure obtained
from the EFA was confirmed using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and convergent and
discriminant validity were evaluated. In other words, hypotheses H2, H3, and H4 were
questioned (detailed in Section 2.6).

In stage 3, repeatability and internal consistency were evaluated using the intra-
class correlation coefficient and Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, respectively (detailed in
Section 2.5).
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Figure 1. Flowchart of this study.

2.2. Study Sample

This cross-sectional study was carried out between February 2023 and June 2023 in
adherence to the tenets of the Declaration of Helsinki and was ratified by the Istanbul
Medeniyet University Research Ethics Committee (Ethics Committee number: 2023/0101,
date: 8 February 2023). Data were collected through an online survey. The questionnaire was
created using Google Forms and was posted on the Istanbul Medeniyet University website.
The survey was advertised on social media (e.g., Facebook, LinkedIn, and Instagram) and
digital channels (email, WhatsApp, relevant university student groups, etc.). All adults aged
≥18 whose mother language was Turkish were eligible to participate. Six hundred and ninety-
seven individuals completed the questionnaire, and informed consent was obtained from all
participants. The participant exclusion criteria were the following: individuals with disease
and/or disability; individuals who followed a specific diet (vegans, vegetarians, and individ-
uals who consumed only certain foods due to food intolerance, illness, or personal reasons);
and pregnant and/or breastfeeding women. A total of 602 participants were recruited.

In the literature, it has been remarked that the sample size should number at least 300
in order to provide a scale that ensures validity [17] and at least 30 data pairs are needed for
the test–retest method [18]. In that context, this study was carried out with 602 participants
and the questionnaire was re-administered to 59 randomly selected participants with an
interval of 4 weeks to determine the test–retest reliability.

2.3. Sustainable Food Choice Questionnaire

This questionnaire was developed by Verain et al. in order to provide a comprehensive
and validated scale with which to gain an understanding of the sustainability motives
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behind individuals’ food consumption behaviors and to measure sustainability motives
across the entire range of food choice factors [16]. Briefly, it involved two factors and nine
items (all thirteen items/six items after reduction) in the final version. The first factor was
“general sustainability”, which included six items that consisted of environmental, ethical,
and animal welfare aspects including “Is produced without animals being in pain” and
“Is produced in an animal-friendly way” under the animal welfare category; “Is produced
without exploitation”, “Is produced without child labor”, and “Is produced without ex-
ploitation” under the ethical concern category; and “Is prepared in an environmentally
friendly way” and “Is produced in an environmentally friendly way” under the environ-
mental welfare category. The second factor was “local and seasonal”, which included the
following three items: “Is a local/regional product”, “Is a seasonal product”, and “Comes
from close by (short transport distance).” For each item, participants were asked to indicate
the importance of these aspects in relation to the food they ate on an ordinary day. In
the scale evaluation, 1 = not at all important and 7 = very important, and individuals
were asked to choose within this range. The SUS-FCQ was detailed further in the original
study [2].

2.4. Language Validity

This study was planned to accommodate the “Adaptation Model”, which was gener-
ated by utilizing intercultural-scale adaptation studies conducted in Europe, the USA, and
Turkey [19].

Equivalence of language: The linguistic equivalence of the SUS-FCQ was provided
using the standard translation–back translation method [20]. Accordingly, the questionnaire
was independently translated into Turkish by two academicians who were fluent in both
Turkish and English and had knowledge of Turkish culture and scale constructs. The
questionnaire was then back-translated into English by three native researchers who had
not seen the original version of the tool. Subsequently, the two questionnaires were
checked, evaluated, and corrected by the researchers for suitability, clarity, and based on
cultural factors.

Content validity: Seven academicians and nutritionists evaluated the content validity
of the adapted SUS-FCQ using CVI. The items were scored for clarity and simplicity, with
each item on the SUS-FCQ rated between 1 and 4 points (1: not suitable, 2: somewhat
suitable but requires revision, 3: quite suitable but requires minor modification, and 4: very
suitable). The total CVI of the adapted SUS-FCQ was found to be 0.86 (>0.80 values were
accepted as suitable) [21].

Pilot testing: The adapted SUS-FCQ was tested by 30 individuals who satisfied the
study inclusion criteria and, subsequently, the questionnaire was finalized according to
their feedback. The results of the test participants were not incorporated into the study
sample. Moreover, data from the pilot study were not included in the validity and reliability
stages of this study. The pilot group evaluated the adapted SUS-FCQ in terms of Turkish
cultural and traditional values (food culture, morality, religion, etc.), and the items were
assessed based on simplicity, plainness, and clarity. As a result, it was determined that
the scale was appropriate and understandable in terms of applicability to Turkish culture.
Moreover, the survey completion time of the test participants was approximately 10 min.

2.5. Reliability of SUS-FCQ

Within the scope of reliability, invariance over time (repeatability) was evaluated
using the test–retest method. It is recommended that the period between the first and
second applications of the survey should be 2–4 weeks [22]; therefore, the SUS-FCQ was
first administered to 59 participants, followed by a second application after four weeks.
The results were evaluated using intraclass correlation coefficients. Intraclass correlation
coefficients in the range of 0.50–0.75 and 0.75–0.90 are considered to indicate moderate and
good reliability, respectively [23].
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Internal consistency was investigated using Cronbach’s alpha, which must be ≥0.70
to be considered reliable, while values of 0.80–0.90 are considered good and ≥0.90 is
considered excellent [24].

2.6. Validity of SUS-FCQ

Within the scope of reliability, firstly, convergent and discriminant validity were
evaluated. Then, construct validity was tested using EFA, and the structure obtained from
the EFA was confirmed using CFA [25]. Since separate datasets must be used in EFA and
CFA [25], the sample was randomly divided into two sub-samples (EFA: n = 301 and CFA:
n = 301). The suitability of the dataset for the EFA was evaluated with the Kaiser–Meier–
Olkin coefficient and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity. The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin value must be
at least 0.50 [26] and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity value must meet a significance level of
p < 0.05 [27]. Then, the varimax method was used for rotation, and principal component
analysis was applied for factor extraction and factor structure. According to the principal
component analysis results, factors with eigenvalues (λ) of ≥1.0 were accepted [28].

The chi-square/degree of freedom (χ2/SD), root-mean-square error of approximation
(RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker–Lewis index (TFI), goodness-of-fit index
(GFI), Bentler and Bonnet’s normed fit index (NFI), Standardized Root-Mean-Square Resid-
ual (SRMR), and incremental fit index (IFI) were used as fit indices. The chi-square/degrees
of freedom (χ2/SD) results were between 2 and 5; the CFI, TFI, NFI, IFI, and GFI results
were greater than 0.9; and the RMSEA and SRMR results were <0.05, indicating a good
fit [29].

2.7. Statistical Analysis

Data were investigated using IBM SPSS V23 and IBM SPSS AMOS V24 (SPSS Inc.,
Chicago, IL, USA). Whether the data were normally distributed was evaluated with multi-
ple normality assumptions and the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test. Bootstrap ML (maximum
likelihood) was used as the calculation method in structural equation models. The Wilcoxon
test was used to compare test–retest scores that were not normally distributed. Analysis re-
sults are shown as mean ± standard deviation (X ± SD) and median (minimum–maximum)
for quantitative data. The significance level was determined to be <0.05.

3. Results
3.1. Study Population

Validity was determined with 602 individuals; the mean age of participants was
27.9 ± 9.6 years, and 84.2% of the sample were women. The mean age of the test–retest
sample was 27.2 ± 10.3 years, and 83.1% of the participants were women.

3.2. Validity Analysis
3.2.1. Construct Validity

In the original SUS-FCQ validity and reliability study, the SUS-FCQ initially included
16 items but was later reduced to 9 items for practical application [2]. However, the factor
loadings and reliability of the subscales, including animal welfare (five items, alpha of 0.93),
ethical concern (three items, alpha of 0.87), and environmental welfare (five items, alpha of
0.93), were found to be high [2]. Owing to these results, it was stated that these subscales could
be used separately in studies requiring that only one aspect be considered [2]. Accordingly,
in this study, the EFA was conducted on 16 items to determine their factor loadings and
distributions, and to reveal the factor structure. After performing rotation and principal
component analysis using the varimax method for factor extraction, three items—“Is prepared
in an environmentally friendly way”, “Is produced in an environmentally friendly way”, and
“Is produced without disturbing the balance of nature”—were removed from the adapted
SUS-FCQ, because these three items were under both factors. After these items were removed,
the Kaiser–Meier–Olkin coefficient and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity value were 0.944 and
χ2 = 8235.884, p < 0.001, respectively. These results showed that the data were suitable for
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EFA. The extraction values of the questionnaire, consisting of thirteen items, were all ≥0.3 [30],
and all values were >0.5 [31]. As a result of the EFA, the two-factor structure was revealed
to be as in the original version of the SUS-FCQ. The final version of the adapted SUS-FCQ
was as follows: items 1–8 fell into the first factor called “general sustainability” and items
9–13 were located under the second factor named “local, seasonal, and environmental well-
being”. According to the results of the EFA, the factor loadings of the items and the eigenvalue
coefficients of factors were higher than 0.65 and 4, respectively, and thus the adapted SUS-FCQ
explained 79.17% of the total variance (Table 2).

Table 2. Factor loadings, extraction values, anti-image correlation coefficients of the sustainability
items, eigenvalue coefficients of factors, and percentages to explain variance based on the EFA.

Item Factor
Loading

Extraction
Value

Anti-Image
Correlation
Coefficient

Factor 1: General sustainability

1. Is produced without animals being in pain 0.843 0.757 0.953
2. Is produced in an animal-friendly way 0.878 0.839 0.932
3. Is produced with respect for animal rights 0.878 0.868 0.953
4. Is produced with sufficient space for the animals 0.867 0.876 0.946
5. Is a free-range product 0.651 0.643 0.960
6. Is produced without exploitation 0.834 0.822 0.965
7. Is produced without child labor 0.716 0.735 0.944
8. Is traded in a fair way 0.750 0.846 0.953
Eigenvalue coefficient 6.062
Explained variance (%) 46.634

Factor 2: Local, seasonal, and environmental welfare

9. Is produced with minimal CO2 emissions 0.682 0.775 0.925
10. Is packaged in an environmentally friendly way 0.711 0.803 0.927
11. Is a local/regional product 0.840 0.822 0.929
12. Is a seasonal product 0.774 0.718 0.937
13. Comes from close by 0.874 0.787 0.941
Eigenvalue coefficient 4.229
Explained variance (%) 32.531

The results of the CFA are shown in Table 3. As a result of the two-factor CFA consisting
of a total of 12 items (according to the EFA and discriminant validity results, 3 items and
then 1 item were removed from the scale, respectively), the fit indices were calculated as
χ2/SD = 7.877, GFI = 0.90, NFI = 0.951, IFI = 0.957, TLI = 0.941, CFI = 0.956, RMSEA = 0.122,
and SRMR = 0.046. According to the fit indices, except for χ2/SD and RMSEA, the model
had an acceptable fit. Moreover, considering that χ2/SD and RMSEA values are sensitive to
a normal distribution, it has been remarked that these values approach acceptable threshold
values, particularly in cases where multiple normality is not achieved [32]. In addition,
all path coefficients of the items were statistically significant (p < 0.001) (Supplementary
Materials, Path diagrams S1 and S2). Therefore, the Turkish version of the SUS-FCQ was
deemed valid, acceptable, and applicable according to the results of the EFA and CFA.
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Table 3. Mean values and standard deviations of the CFA.

Item β1 (%95 CI) * β2 (%95 CI) ** St. Dev. p

Factor 1: General sustainability

1 <--- 1 (1–1) 0.802 (0.743–0.848) --- ---
2 <--- 0.948 (0.888–1.004) 0.872 (0.823–0.911) 0.03 <0.001
3 <--- 1 (0.93–1.082) 0.906 (0.869–0.936) 0.039 <0.001
4 <--- 0.989 (0.929–1.051) 0.939 (0.914–0.959) 0.031 <0.001
5 <--- 0.887 (0.807–0.973) 0.784 (0.723–0.835) 0.042 <0.001
6 <--- 1.035 (0.953–1.129) 0.901 (0.846–0.945) 0.044 <0.001
7 <--- 0.95 (0.863–1.044) 0.82 (0.763–0.866) 0.046 <0.001
8 <--- 0.977 (0.888–1.076) 0.896 (0.856–0.925) 0.047 <0.001

Factor 2: Local, seasonal, and environmental welfare

9 <--- 1 (1–1) 0.931(0.898–0.956) --- ---
10 <--- 1.016 (0.973–1.062) 0.958 (0.936–0.976) 0.023 <0.001
11 <--- 0.813 (0.718–0.897) 0.764 (0.694–0.824) 0.046 <0.001
12 <--- 0.683 (0.58–0.778) 0.676 (0.589–0.75) 0.05 <0.001

* β1: Unstandardized beta coefficient. ** β2: Standardized beta coefficient; bootstrap 95% confidence interval.

3.2.2. Convergent and Discriminant Validity

To ensure the discriminant validity of the scale, we tested whether the maximum
shared variance (MSV) and average shared variance (ASV) were less than the average
variance extracted (AVE) values and whether the correlation value between the factors
was less than the square root of the AVE. As a result of this evaluation, it was determined
that Factor 2 did not meet this condition, so the item “Comes from close by”, which had
the lowest factor loading in Factor 2, was removed from the scale. Then, the discriminant
and convergent validity of the adapted SUS-FCQ was evaluated (Table 4). The AVE values
of Factors 1 and 2 were greater than 0.50 and the CR values were greater than 0.7, thus
ensuring the convergent validity of the scale [33].

Table 4. Convergent and discriminant validity of SUS-FCQ.

CR AVE MSV ASV Factor 1 Factor 2

Factor 1: General sustainability 0.96 0.751 0.692 0.692 * 0.866
Factor 2: Local, seasonal, and environmental welfare 0.904 0.706 0.692 0.692 0.832 * 0.84

CR: composite reliability, AVE: average variance extracted, MSV: maximum shared variance, and ASV: average
shared variance. * Represents the square root values of AVE.

The MSV and ASV values of the factors were lower than the AVE values and the
correlation value between the factors was lower than the square root of the AVE, thus
confirming discriminant validity for both factors.

3.3. Reliability Analysis

After the SUS-FCQ was adapted and validated in Turkish, the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient was excellent (0.964). The total item score correlation of all items was found to be
higher than 0.30 (Table 5). The results of Tukey’s test of additivity showed that the adapted
SUS-FCQ had a collectible structure (F = 5.329; p = 0.021) and, according to Hotelling’s
T-squared distribution, it had different sub-dimensions (F = 14.672; p < 0.001).

The intraclass correlation coefficient was moderate (0.516) (Supplementary Materials,
Table S1). The difference between the test and retest median values of the general score,
Factor 1, and Factor 2 was not statistically significant (p = 0.589, p = 0.594, and p = 0.516,
respectively). As a result, the adapted SUS-FCQ was found to be valid and reliable.
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Table 5. Means, standard deviations, total item score correlations, and Cronbach’s α values if items
were deleted from the adapted SUS-FCQ.

Factor Item
Score Total Item Score

Correlation
Cronbach’s α If

Item Deleted
Confidence

Coefficient (α)Mean SD

General sustainability

1 5.650 1.671 0.802 0.958

0.960

2 5.930 1.469 0.868 0.953
3 5.960 1.479 0.898 0.951
4 6.010 1.411 0.912 0.951
5 5.720 1.516 0.748 0.96
6 5.930 1.538 0.876 0.953
7 5.990 1.553 0.811 0.957
8 6.030 1.461 0.874 0.953

Local, seasonal, and
environmental welfare

9 5.740 1.524 0.810 0.886

0.914
10 5.810 1.505 0.856 0.870
11 5.660 1.508 0.817 0.884
12 5.860 1.435 0.733 0.912

Hotelling’s T-squared distribution (F = 14.672; p < 0.001); Tukey’s test of additivity (F = 5.329; p = 0.021).

4. Discussion

Sustainability-related concerns about our current diets are increasingly being raised,
and in order to encourage the transition to more sustainable diets, understanding the
sustainability motivations underlying food choices is crucial. The Food Choice Question-
naire is often used to assess the reasons for consumers’ food choices, but sustainability
motives are not sufficiently represented. The assessment of sustainability motives across
the entire range of factors that influence food choices at the national level lacks a sufficient
and reliable scale. To the best of our knowledge, there are no valid and reliable tools to
determine sustainable food choice motives in Turkey; thus, in this study, the reliability and
validity of the SUS-FCQ were evaluated for the first time.

In this study, the psychometric features of the SUS-FCQ were investigated and the
construct validity (EFA and CFA), content, convergent, and discriminatory validity, internal
consistency reliability (Cronbach’s alpha coefficient), and repeatability results showed
that the adapted SUS-FCQ is an appropriate research instrument for the Turkish popula-
tion. The EFA of the adapted SUS-FCQ resulted in a two-factor structure like the original
SUS-FCQ [2]. However, unlike the original SUS-FCQ, the “environmental welfare” items
under the “general sustainability” dimension were included under the “local and seasonal”
dimension [2]. When considering the validity and reliability studies of various food choice
questionnaires (FCQs) in the literature, in the study conducted by Lindeman and Väänä-
nen [10], “environmental welfare” and “animal welfare” were included under the same
dimension. Moreover, in Sautron et al.’s study [15], “ethical” and “environmental welfare”
were included under the same dimension, while in Reisch et al.’s study [34], “environmen-
tal”, “ethical”, and “animal welfare” were found to be different dimensions. It is thought
that the different dimensionalities of sustainable food choice motives (environmental wel-
fare, ethical concern, animal welfare, and local and seasonal factors) among FCQs are due
to differences in perceptions of the sustainability concept [35,36]. In other words, it has
been remarked that differences in dimensionality mainly depend on the way foods are
perceived in society, culture, subcultures (ethnic groups), and on an individual basis. This
is because people perceive food according to individual sensory characteristics, personal
norms, knowledge, involvement, motives, beliefs, and political and moral values [15,35–37].
Moreover, since available questionnaires other than the SUS-FCQ include limited food
choice motives and evaluate only specific aspects of sustainability, the dimensions of the
FCQs may differ [13,35–37].
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As a result of the CFA, the eigenvalue coefficient of the second factor (local, seasonal,
and environmental welfare) and the total variance were found to be higher than in the
original study (the eigenvalue coefficient of the second factor was 1.5, and the explained
variance was 68.6%) [2]. In this study, fit indices, except for χ2/SD and RMSEA, had suit-
able values, as in the original study conducted in five countries (the Netherlands, Denmark,
Czech Republic, France, and Italy) [2]. Cronbach’s α coefficients were found to be excellent
at 0.960 and 0.919 for general sustainability and local, seasonal, and environmental welfare,
respectively; these results are similar to those of the original scale (general sustainability:
0.962; local and seasonal: 0.853) [2]. Additionally, in this study, for the first time, the repeata-
bility of the SUS-FCQ was evaluated (test–retest method), and the intraclass correlation
coefficients were found to be moderate. When the results of the original SUS-FCQ study
are compared with this study conducted in Turkey, it can be seen that the sustainability
motives of consumers are quite similar [2]. “Is traded in a fair way” and “Is produced
with sufficient space for the animals” under the “general sustainability” factor were found
to have the highest values, respectively. This result can be explained as follows: Turkish
society is sensitive to the fair and honest procurement of food and animal welfare owing to
their value judgments and religious beliefs. On the other hand, the mean value of the item
“Comes from close by” (5.190) was found to be the lowest. Similarly, in Dikmen et al.’s “In
the Validation of a Turkish version of the food choice questionnaire (FCQ)” study, the mean
values of the items “Comes from countries I approve of politically” and “Has the country
of origin clearly marked” were found to be lower (2.29 and 2.45) than the other items [38].
These results show that the country of origin of a food product and the distance of the
place where a food product is supplied are low-motivation factors for Turkish consumers.
Moreover, Turkish consumers may not realize that sustainability is supported by protecting
the environment via using less expensive and more natural resources, achieved by selecting
short-distance food products. In other words, consumers have relatively limited awareness
of the concept and scope of sustainability, and they do not associate these items with the
concept of sustainability or find it convincing.

This study had strengths and some limitations. First, the test–retest reliability of the
SUS-FCQ was evaluated for the first time in this study. Second, multiple validity assessment
methods were used (content, construct, convergent, and discriminatory validity). Moreover,
the validity and reliability of the long form of the original SUS-FCQ were evaluated so that
the subscales could be used as separate scales in the future. In addition, through the online
application of the adapted SUS-FCQ, data were collected from across the country in order
to provide a reliable and representative analysis of sustainable food choices in the general
Turkish population.

Since there were no objective measurements (such as urine and blood biomarkers)
used for validation, owing to the nature of the SUS-FCQ, social desirability bias was the
main limitation of this study. Moreover, we included only healthy adults in this study
to minimize specific factors that may affect individuals’ sustainable food choices and
excluded special groups (pregnant and/or breastfeeding women and those following a
specific diet (vegans, vegetarians, and individuals who consumed only certain foods due to
food intolerance, illness, or personal reasons)). Therefore, we recommend that the validity
and reliability of the adapted SUS-FCQ be evaluated before using it for the aforementioned
groups, adolescents, and the free-living elderly population. Moreover, while the use of a
web-based survey offers the benefit of reaching a large number of participants at a lower
cost, it also poses the risk of bias in the selection of participants. The individuals involved in
this online survey may have volunteered out of a particular interest in food, sustainability,
and health, potentially skewing the results concerning sustainability-related food choices.
Moreover, because of the web-based methodology of the present study, the study sample
did not cover the entire population, especially missing out on those with low literacy levels.
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5. Conclusions

Food and the diet are strongly related to sustainability. Accordingly, sustainable food
choice is a key strategy in shifting food consumption behaviors to achieve a healthier
population and environment. Our findings suggest that the Turkish-adapted SUS-FCQ is a
valid and reliable instrument that enables the assessment of sustainable food choice motives
of the Turkish population and a better understanding of the position of sustainability
motives against other motives that influence consumers’ food choices. The SUS-FCQ can be
used in large-scale epidemiological and intervention studies; this tool offers the advantages
of being short, relatively simple to complete, feasible, useful, inexpensive, and effective,
and it does not require trained personnel for application. Moreover, the SUS-FCQ is highly
feasible for conducting comparisons between multiple countries in terms of sustainable
food choice motives, as it can be used in various areas such as food policies, the food
industry, local produce and manufacturers, food, the environment, and health sciences.

In this respect, the Turkish-adapted SUS-FCQ can assist in determining sustainable
food choice motives in the Turkish population and in taking action regarding adherence to
sustainable food consumption and diet by raising awareness and informing the planning
of sustainability policies. For food policymakers, it is important to encourage consumers
to make sustainable food choices, with sustainable labeling being the key factor [39].
The SUS-FCQ can assist food policymakers in investigating sustainable food choice mo-
tivations of the population, supporting them to propose or improve sustainability food
labeling guidelines.

Regarding the food industry, segments of the food market require sustainable and
healthy food alternatives. Enabling the food industry to identify consumers’ motives for
sustainable food choices is advantageous for the development of sustainable food products
appropriate for consumer segments and sustainability-specific marketing strategies and
improvements in food labeling. Within this scope, determining consumers’ sustainable
food choice motives also supports food developers and researchers, which may increase
product diversity and competition in the food market worldwide [40]. Beyond that, the
transition of existing dietary patterns to a healthy and sustainable alternative is crucial
for the achievement of the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals, and in this
respect, the existence of validated tools in different countries is an important step toward
determining how food choices can be guided from the perspective of sustainability, taking
into account the characteristics of the population [41]. The validated Turkish-language
SUS-FCQ questionnaire resulting from this study can be implemented as a nationally
representative survey aimed at determining sustainable food choice motives in Turkey.
Turkey also represents an interesting case study because when compared to the water
footprint results of the Turkey Nutrition and Health Studies conducted in 2010 and 2017,
the Mediterranean Adequacy Index showed that adherence to the Mediterranean diet
decreased as a result of an increase in the consumption of a Western-style diet [41].

In studies investigating sustainable food choice motives, adult consumers were the
target study population, as one of the criteria for the majority of studies was only to
include decision-makers directly involved in food purchasing [42]. Generally, people with
chronic diseases or those undergoing some type of diet were not considered, as in our
study. Moreover, subgroups with special dietary requirements or those who had chronic
diseases were generally excluded from the studies. However, on the contrary, some studies
investigated specific target populations, including adolescents and the elderly population.

Further studies should be conducted on these specific target groups and consumer
segments. In particular, since adolescents as a consumer segment are adults of the future
population, determining their sustainable food choice motives and increasing their aware-
ness regarding sustainability by providing educational resources and opportunities is very
important in terms of achieving sustainability goals [42].

In conclusion, encouraging consumers’ sustainable food choices will undoubtedly
help achieve the goals of protecting the environment, promoting individual and societal
well-being, and developing new avenues for sustainable consumption. The adapted SUS-
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FCQ is a useful and valid instrument for determining sustainable food choice motives in
Turkey and points to opportunities and strategies for encouraging people to adopt healthier
and more sustainable food consumption behaviors.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at https:
//www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su16093519/s1, Table S1. Test-retest reliability of the adapted
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19. Esin, M.N. Veri toplama araçlarının güvenirlik ve geçerliği. In Hemşirelikte Araştırma, Süreç, Uygulama ve Kritik, 1st ed.; Erdoğan,
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