
Understanding ambivalence in health-related behaviour 
change interventions: A scoping review protocol

• Though ambivalence is important in how patients modify 

their behaviour there is a lack of consensus on the way 

ambivalence is understood and defined, and thus how it 

influences the behaviour change process.
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• To identify the different definitions of ambivalence in 

health-related behavioural interventions; 

• To detail the reported role of ambivalence in the behaviour 

change process

OBJECTIVES

CONCLUSION

• This scoping review will inform researchers and 
interventionist about the gaps in properly using and defining 
a complex term such as ambivalence in health-related 
behaviour change
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Population: People who 

have received a behaviour 

change intervention

Context: Health-related 

behaviour change

Concept: Ambivalence
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Records identified from:
 PubMed (n = 94)
 Scopus (n = 261)
 APA PsycINFO (n = 84)
 Web of science (n = 27)

Records removed before 
screening (n = 0)

Records screened (n = 466)
Reports excluded by Zotero:

Wrong publication type (n = 16)
Duplicate (n = 81)

Reports assessed for 
eligibility (n = 369)

Reports excluded:
Wrong publication type (n = 
117)
Wrong population (n = 189)
Duplicate (n = 1)
Other context (n = 9)

Studies included in review
(n = 53)
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