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Preface
“By eating meat, we share the responsibility of climate change, the destruction of our forests, and
the poisoning of our air and water. The simple act of becoming a vegetarian will make a difference in
the health of our planet.” ― Thich Nhat Hanh,
Since I am a little girl, I do not eat any meat or fish. I was surrounded by many other vegetarian kids in
school and my sister was doing the same. Eating a vegetarian diet became part of my everyday routine
and is something that occurs nearly always automatically. I do not see this as a challenge or a sacrifice.
However, around me, I see that even though there is awareness of the environmental impact of meat
consumption, many people continue their regular meat consumption. Interestingly, I noticed a clear
gap between men and women in their attitude and behaviour towards meat consumption.
I am not advocating that the whole world shifts to an entirely plant-based diet; however, a
fundamental change in meat consumption is necessary to prevent an immense worldwide food and
climate problem. Therefore, this project aimed to determine why this difference in meat consumption
behaviour between men and women occurs. What are the barriers that are experienced more by men
than by women? And what are possible solutions to induce meat reduction for this large group of the
world population?
I could not have done this alone; therefore, I would like to thank a few people for their help.
Firstly, I would like to thank my supervisors, Laura & Leah. Even though they had a lot going
on due to the pandemic, they were always energetic, inspiring and made our meetings, besides
inspiring and helpful, lightly and funny. Furthermore, I would like to thank the participants of the
interviews for their openness and their time. I often left the conversation with positive feelings and
many new insights and ideas. Finally, I would like to thank the fantastic people I got to know during
my time at Gaia (university building WUR) and with whom I moved to Italy to finish my thesis in a
picturesque Italian village. This group was always there for a good conversation around the coffee
table, a stunning table tennis game, or a delicious falafel wrap in the spring sun. Being surrounded by
these wonderful people encouraged me to stay motivated and energetic to continue the writing
process. In these strange times where we have to isolate ourselves as much as possible, I realized even
more how important it is to be surrounded by warm and inspiring people.
I hope this thesis will inspire more people to reduce their meat intake and enjoy delicious plant-based
alternatives!

Doris Groen,
10.05.2021
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Executive summary
Background: Avoiding meat is the most influential way to reduce our environmental impact on the
planet. In general, meat-eaters contribute seven times more to greenhouse gas emissions than people
with a vegetarian diet. Nevertheless, a significant gap occurs between males and females; vegetarian
and vegan diets appeal to females more than to males in almost every country.
Objective: If men and women differ in how they construct their social identity around diets, then
greater considerations of gender may be needed when developing campaigns promoting healthy and
sustainable habits to persuade consumers to eat accordingly successfully. Therefore, the central aim
of this study is to indicate factors that contribute to differences in the meat consumption behaviour
of women and men in order to design more effective engagement strategies.
Methodology: The research method of this study is threefold. The first part consists of an exploration
of the literature. The second part uses the SU-EATABLE LIFE project data to provide insight into meat
consumption behaviour and the perception towards meat consumption of canteen users of several
participating companies. Finally, case study analyses are performed to provide a deeper
understanding of the findings and to determine if the literature and survey analysis data are relevant
for younger generations.
Conclusion: Males consume more meat than females, and more pull factors (barriers) towards meat
reduction are observed for males, and more push factors (stimuli) are observed for females. A
difference is observed in the type of push factors for males and females. Remarkable is the difference
observed within the practical domain; females face more push factors, whereas males face more pull
factors. Moreover, females experience more push factors within the social domain; they are more
often located in a vegetarian-friendly environment, where males face pull factors because
vegetarianism is often not perceived as standard within their environment.
Discussion: Women are more often situated within a vegetarian-friendly environment where they feel
supported by other females and exchange information and practical skills. The minority of males
among people with a vegetarian diet seems to be caused by the detected practical typed pull factors.
The practical pull factors for males include eating vegetarian is perceived as: time and energyconsuming, less healthy, inefficient for physical purposes, and less tasty. Furthermore, lack of skills to
prepare vegetarian meals, lack of inspiration and the belief that vegetarian diets lack variety are not
supporting meat reduction.
Recommendations: It is suggested to address the practical pull factors observed for males to increase
their likelihood of reducing their meat intake. By doing so, also the social typed pull factors, related to
being exceptional, will decrease. Females will benefit from increased confidence and resilience to
make their own decisions independent of the desires of immediate others.
Keywords: Vegetarian diet, Meat reduction, Gender, Sustainable diet,
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1. Introduction
1.1 Societal relevance
Eating meat has an enormous impact on the environment, and avoiding meat and dairy products is
the most effective way to reduce our environmental impact on the planet (Caringthon, 2018; Qian et
al., 2020; Caringthon, 2018). In general, meat-eaters contribute seven times more to greenhouse gas
emissions compared to people with a vegetarian diet (Rothberger, 2013; Godfray et al., 2018; Stehfest,
et al. 2009). Besides, meat consumption is associated with many acute and chronic diseases (Aston et
al., 2012; Zelber-Sagi et al., 2018). Substantial evidence confirmed that the consumption of red and
processed meats are associated with increased risk of diabetes type 2, cardiovascular disease, cancer
(especially colorectal cancer), and all-cause mortality (Qian et al., 2020; Forouzanfar et al, 2015; Chao
et al., 2002; Aston et al., 2012). Moreover, the meat industry increases the chance for pathogen and
infectious diseases to transfer from animals to humans, raising the risk of food infections and
increasing non-therapeutic antimicrobial use and resistance (Rothberger, 2013).
Considering the growing world population, meat is a highly inefficient and unsustainable food
source that largely impacts the environment (Chai et al., 2019; Rotherberger, 2013). By 2050, milk and
meat production will grow by over 50% (Chai et al., 2019) and the increasing population will
experience starvation if meat production and consumption are maintained in the way it is now
(Rothberger, 2013).
Nevertheless, vegetarian and vegan diets appeal to certain demographic groups more than to
others; the most remarkable difference is observed between men and women (Modlinska et al., 2020).
In the UK, 56% of men and 32% of women eat more than the recommended maximum intake of red
meat (Macdiarmid et al., 2016). In the US, men eat 57% more meat than women (Dietary Guidelines
For Americans, 2015-2020), and also, in the Netherlands, gender differences in meat intake are
prevalent. According to the RIVM, men consume 30% more meat per day compared to women (RIVM,
2020). This difference is seen even though Dutch guidelines do not distinguish their nutritional
recommendation on meat or plant-based food for men and women (Richtlijnen Goede Voeding,
2015). Studies performed in Finland and the Baltic countries show that men eat more meat in all these
countries and use more meat products compared to women (Prattala et al., 2007). This indicates that
the gender gap in meat consumption occurs in various western societies worldwide.
From an early age, individuals learn to act according to certain gender norms (Browarnik,
2012). Browarnik (2012) describes this as "doing gender", and those who are not doing gender often
experience unfavourable consequences. There is no single concept of masculinity, and the definition
of masculinity and femininity are changing over time (Browarnik, 2012). Nevertheless, the concept of
being an authorized, aggressive and unemotional man has been persistent in the Western culture
(Sumpter, 2015). Furthermore, for many years the masculine identity is determined by what he
chooses to eat, whereas for females, their identity is more defined by what she does or what she does
7

not eat (Kubberod et al., 2002; Sobal, 2012). Food is frequently utilized as a means of doing gender
(Browarnik., 2012). And as Vartaninan et al. (2007) describes, food choices are a way to express one's
philosophy of life. Therefore, most of the gendering of foods is culturally constructed rather than
biologically based (Sobal, 2005).
In many Western societies, men's foods typically include beef, hamburgers, potatoes, and
beer and are considered masculine, while women's foods often include salads, pasta, yoghurt, fruit,
and chocolate and are considered as feminine (Sobal, 2005; Sumpter, 2015; Roberta & Walter, 2017;).
Particular diets represent gendered signs, signals or symbols reflecting the male or female identity of
the eater of that diet. Consequently, people do not just choose food for nutritive and sensory reasons;
what somebody decides to eat has important implications for social judgements (Vartanian et al.,
2007).
Historically, the consumption of meat has been a symbol of patriarchy that emerged from a
long-held association with power, strength, and virility (Rotherberer, 2013; Ruby., 2012; Calvert,
2014)). This reaches back to the time when men dominated the hunting area, and the concept of man
and meat has predominated through the paradigm of 'men as hunters' (Calvert, 2014; Sumpert, 2015).
On the other hand, women have been mainly excluded from the hunting practice (Sumper, 2015).
Hence, men are often characterized by their ability to suppress their emotion; this used to be a
valuable skill for hunting, killing and eating animals (Sobal, 2012; Love et al., 2018). On the other hand,
vegetarianism and femininity were already closely linked in the Victorian era; during this period,
pregnant women were abstained from eating meat to preserve their femininity (Browarnik., 2012).
Nowadays, young single women are still most likely to be vegetarian or vegan, where older
married men are most likely to be meat-eaters (Sobal, 2012; Leroy & Praet., 2015). Men and women
tend to have different beliefs towards following a vegetarian or vegan diet and their attitude towards
others following such diets (Browarnik, 2012). Women display more positive attitudes towards
vegetarians than men do, and teenage girls are more accepting of vegetarians than teenage boys
(Ruby.,2012). Females express more disgust and negative attitudes toward eating meat than males
(Rothberger, 2013). And men do still dominate meat cooking competitions, barbecue contests and
meat-eating competitions (Sobal, 2012).
However, as mentioned above, changing towards a more plant-based diet by reducing meat
intake is necessary to decrease the current environmental impact of the food system. Dietary changes
could play an essential role in reaching environmental goals, with up to the potential reduction of 50%
of current GHG emissions and land use demand associated with the current diet (Hallstrom et al.,
2015). Therefore understanding the gendered nature of meat consumption habits is important given
the currently existing gender gap in meat consumption (Hunt, 2020).
A project that aims for such dietary change is the EU SU-EATABLE LIFE project. This
international, interdisciplinary project started in 2018 and aims to engage customers of canteens at
Italian and UK universities and companies in more healthful and sustainable food choices. By
implementing a series of activities, the project aims to engage EU citizens to adopt a sustainable and
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healthy diet and thereby contribute to a substantial reduction in CO2 eq. emissions and water use
related to food consumption (SU-EATABLE LIFE, 2020).

1.2 Research interest and gap
Suppose men and women differ in how they construct their social identity around diets. In that case,
then greater consideration of gender is needed when developing campaigns promoting healthy and
sustainable habits to persuade consumers to eat accordingly successfully (Rosenfeld., 2020).
Differences between men's and women's attitudes towards plant-based diets are currently a major
issue in campaigns that promote sustainable and healthy food choices (Modlinska et al. 2020). "Failing
to take into account those widespread and relatively stable differences may hinder the effectiveness
of such efforts" (Modlinska et al., 2020, p.12). Identifying and including gender differences are
essential for the promotion of sustainable diets. Future campaigns promoting sustainable diets will
benefit from gender research on sustainable food habits, especially the reduction of meat, to increase
the impact of the campaigns for both genders.
Previous literature studies have focused on how meat consumption's social, masculine
identity leads to men preferring this type of food (Prättälä et al., 2006; Wardle et al., 2004). This study
applies a broader perspective and starts from the everyday-life setting in which food choice results
from an interplay between physical, social and mental dimensions of food choices.
By using a combination of qualitative and quantitative research methods, this study will
provide a unique perspective on the push and pull factors for meat reduction for men and women.
According to our knowledge, this study is the first to combine quantitative and qualitative data
methods to provide insights on this topic. The everyday-life perspective, as described by Van
Woerkum & Bouwman (2014) and the Salutogenic model of health (SMH), serve as guidelines
throughout the study.

1.3 Research objectives and aim
The central aim of this study is to indicate factors that contribute to differences in the meat
consumption behaviour of women and men in order to design more effective engagement
strategies. To accomplish this aim, the following research question is constructed:

Why do men and women differ in meat consumption behaviour?
● What are the differences in meat consumption for men and women?
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● What are the factors that influence meat consumption for men and women?
● What are the differences in the factors influencing meat consumption for men
and women?

The research methods of this study are threefold; the first part consists of an exploration of the
literature to assess the different factors for males and females contributing to whether or not
somebody is reducing meat intake. The second part uses the SU-EATABLE LIFE project data to
provide insight into meat consumption behaviour and the perception towards meat consumption
of canteen users of several participating companies. The last part uses the literature review results
and the quantitative analysis as a point of departure for the empirical study. The empirical research
entails a case study analysis of males and females with a vegetarian diet and males and females
eating meat.
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2. Theoretical lens and key concepts
This chapter provides the theoretical lens for investigating gender in relation to meat consumption,
starting with an explanation of two key concepts: 'gender' and 'meat consumption. Subsequently,
the everyday-life perspective, as described by Van Woerkum & Bouwman (2014) and the
Salutogenic model of health (SMH), serve as guidelines throughout the study. These models are
combined to explain and organise s factors influencing meat consumption for men and women.

2.1 Key concepts
2.1.1 Gender
In this study gender is seen as socially constructed; masculinity and femininity are proposed as a set
of jointly created characteristics forming the lives of men and women in contrast to the ideas of
masculinity and femininity and of men and women as acting according to established biological
determinants. In this understanding of gender, characteristics and behaviours are acquired because
of how they are understood by the surroundings. Furthermore, the term gender refers to categories
of social expectations, roles, and behaviours (Jule, 2014). Disch (2008) describes gender as a social
construct, and individuals adopt a gender identity because of strong societal messages about the
“correct” behavioural norms for their presenting sex. Gender identities reflect how people see
themselves and how this affects their feelings and behaviours; it influences somebody’s actions,
expectations, and experiences. Gender identities involve and change depending on the context
(Johnson & Repta, 2012). Gender relations refer to how people interact or are treated by others based
on their ascribed gender. These gender relations influence all levels of society and can either restrict
or make available various opportunities (Connell, 2002).
These concepts of gender are applied in this study towards dietary behaviour as follows, men
and women might choose what they eat because of their beliefs about what the surrounding is
expecting them to eat related to their assigned gender. Roberta & Walter (2017) talk about genderbased stereotypes, like meat rich in fat and protein are food for men, whereas a little mixed salad is
food for women. This stereotyping influences food choice and dietary habits because both men and
women tend to adhere to those expectations, most likely for reinforcing their own gender identity
(Roberta & Walter, 2017). Thus, because of the social-assigned gender role, which is deeply rooted in
diet habits, men might be less likely to choose a vegetarian diet compared to women.
As outlined before, when understanding gender as a social construct that can involve and
change over time depending on the context (Johnson & Repta, 2012), gender-specific diet habits can
do so too. This allows assuming that gender-specific diet habits can change over time and thus that
vegetarian diets can become masculine and feminine. Nevertheless, because gender-specific diet
habits are deeply rooted, it is important to indicate the working mechanisms underlying these
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different diet habits between men and women. This eventually helps to select the best tools to change
unsustainable diet habits induced by gender identity.

2.1.2 Meat and vegetarian consumption practices
This study concentrates on sustainable diets by focussing on the meat consumption patterns of men
and women. Therefore it is necessary to consider what a vegetarian diet and what a non-vegetarian
or meat-based diet entails. This section provides an overview of the different diets. In this study, a
standard meat-based diet is seen as a diet including meat from all kinds of animals, including fish and
poultry. Pescatarian diet refers to a diet containing fish and/or seafood but no meat (Dagnelie &
Mariotti., 2017). The term vegetarian diet is explained as: “all diets excluding meat and fish, regardless
of whether other animal products such as dairy and/or eggs are also excluded ”(Dagnelie & Mariotti.,
2017, ch1, p5). A vegan diet is a diet not containing any food of animal origin. Also, by-products of
animal husbandry, e.g., milk and honey, are excluded from a vegan diet (Dagnelie & Mariotti, 2017)
(Table 1).

Type of diet

Description

Meat-based diet

Diet including flesh from all kinds of animals including
fish and poultry

PescetarianPescatarian diet

Diet containing fish and/or seafood but no meat

Vegetarian diet

Diet excluding meat and fish, but including other
animal products (dairy, eggs, etc)

Vegan diet

Diet not containing any animal products.

Table 1: definition of diets

2.2 Theoretical lens
This section will elaborate on the two theories that are used in the study serving as a lens to answer
the research question. The Salutogenic Model of Health provides a framework for the identification
of factors related to meat consumption for men and women. The Everyday life perspective is used
to zoom in on the practical and social organization of meat consumption in daily life. The following
section provides a comprehensive explanation of both frameworks regarding the study context.

2.2.1 The Salutogenic model of health
The SMH initially applies a life course perspective to understand how people manage a healthy life
and cope with stressors. Salutogenesis refers to an orientation focusing on the origins of health and
assets of resources instead of the origins of disease and risk factors to get ill (Mittelmark & Bauer,
2016). By using the salutogenic concept to define dietary practices, the model has aid to highlight the
strength of individuals and their capacity for successful adaptation of a different diet. In this study, the
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SMH is applied as an explanatory framework to establish factors related to meat consumption for men
and women.
The SMH is used to focus on the availability of resources that promote meat reduction.
Resources utilised to support meat reduction and facilitate coping with stressors are called
Generalised Resistance Resources (GRRs). These GRRs are in this study regarded as push factors,
factors that a person uses to reduce his or her meat intake. To change towards a vegetarian diet, a
person needs GRRs (push factors) that reside within an individual and exist outside the individual,
including their close and distal environments. Typical GRRs are money, knowledge, experience, selfesteem, healthy behaviour, commitment, social support, cultural capital, intelligence, traditions, and
life views. All these GRRs (push factors) share the basic principle of providing meaningful, coherent
life prerequisites that facilitate effective tension management (coping) and surviving. These kinds of
resources improve the chance for individuals to better deal with the challenges experienced when
trying to reduce their meat intake. On the other side, lack of resources or the capability to identify and
mobilise resources, in this study referred to as pull factors, can cause internal tension and can
negatively impact behaviour. Examples of these pull factors are lack of support, low self-esteem, lack
of money and disease.

2.2.2 Everyday life perspective (ELP)
The SMH provides a broader framework to shed light on the push and pull factors (GRRs) involved in
adopting a vegetarian diet. The ELP zooms in on everyday life situations in which men and women face
and overcome challenges related to the social and practical organisation of (not) eating meat. The ELP
focuses on the type of resources (practical and social) people need to reduce their meat intake
successfully.
The everyday life perspective is developed by van Woerkum & Bouwman (2012) to
approach behaviour change in the setting of everyday life. Eating practices are constructed by more
than only the nutritional needs of food and are shaped by many experiences across the lifespan in
specific social and cultural contexts (Van Woerkum & Bouwman,2012). First of all, dietary practices
consist of practical routines; changing eating behaviour means changing the routines of planning,
buying, selecting, preparing and enjoying food. Therefore push and pull factors within the practical
organisation of eating are important to investigate. Secondly, eating is merely considered a social
practice; changing eating behaviour means changing the social system in which one lives. Often people
are willing to change their eating behaviour but are unable to integrate this into their daily lives. Social
interactions play an essential role in order to achieve behaviour change. Therefore to understand
changes in dietary behaviour, the social organisation of dietary practices needs to be addressed. This
implies considering the push and pull factors occurring within the shared lifestyles of individuals within
their social environment and the values and norms that shape dietary patterns (Eggenoor, 2019).
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Therefore the ELP stresses the need to investigate push and pull factors within the social and
practical domain. (Van Woerkum & Bouwman, 2012).

2.3 Practical implications of the SMH and ELP
To answer the research question, the SMH shed a broader light on the factors (GRRs) influencing
meat reduction. The Everyday life perspective is used to zoom in on everyday life situations in which
men and women face factors related to the social and practical organisation of (not) eating meat.
To do so, the ELP divides GRRs into practical ones and social ones. Practi cal aspects are the factors
related to the practical implementation of a vegetarian diet in daily life, for example, the availability
of vegetarian products in the supermarket or the cooking skills for preparing vegetarian meals.
Social aspects are social constructions such as social norms in somebody's close surroundings
(friends and family) and the larger society (media etc.) and somebody's ability to communicate,
explain and defend his or her wish to eat less meat. These models guide as a tool to approach the
results obtained from the literature study and the empirical study and to compare the results with
one another efficiently (figure 1).

Figure 1: practical implications of the SMH and ELP to define practical and social typed push and pull factors towards vegetarian diets.
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3. Systematic Scoping review
This chapter presents the results of a scoping literature study on the existing literature concerning
the push and pull factors contributing to whether or not somebody is adopting a vegetarian diet or
reducing meat intake in everyday life. The difference in these push and pull factors for men and
women is furthermore examined. The scoping literature study includes studies that have previously
explored the push and pull factors for men and women in play when adopting a vegetarian diet or
reducing meat intake. Consequently, these findings are used to prepare for the qualitative part of
the study.

3.1.Method
3.1.1 Search Strategy
The purpose of a scoping review is to identify key concepts and connections between concepts and
to analyze gaps in the knowledge base, especially where an area is complex or has not been
reviewed comprehensively before (Arskey & Malley., 2005; Munn., et al. 2018). The review was
conducted from December 2020 to January 2021. The search generators Google Scholar and
PubMed were used to capture relevant articles. The review examined studies focussing on meat
consumption and gender.
Firstly, an examination of the current literature, addressing articles defining definitions and
synonyms for the terms ‘gender’, ‘vegetarianism’
and ‘ meat-based diet’ was done to find equivalents for these terms (table 2) (Parker & Vadiveloo,
2019; Blakemore et al., 2008; Dagnelie et al., 2017). These terms were combined to form the search
sequences used in the search generators, p.e: Sex AND plant-based, Male AND Veganism, etc.
Concept 1 - Gender

Concept 2 - Vegetarian / Carnivore -diet

Gender

Plant-based

Sex

Vegetarian (diet)/ vegetarianism

Female

(eating) meat

Male

Meat-less/ Less meat

Men

Herbivorous diet

Women

Meat-eater

Feminine

Vegan (diet)/ Veganism

Masculine

Meat-based
Meat (diet)
Carnivorous diet

Table 2: key terms which have been used in the search queries to scope the literature.
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3.1.2 Inclusion and exclusion criteria
The following inclusion and exclusion criteria were applied:
Inclusion criteria:
a. Literature is written in English or Dutch and published from 2000 onwards
b. Literature is published as an article, review, book, or book chapter
c. Research setting within Western society
d. Articles focusing on the micro-level; articles focusing on the social interactions of individuals
or small groups.
e. Full text is available
Exclusion criteria:
h. Literature on animal-species other than humans
i. Literature focusing on medical effects and diet; studies focussing on health related effect of
meat reduction for specific diseases or medical conditions, as well as meat reduction as part
of a dietary treatment

Only articles were included which were published after 2000 to guarantee that findings
were not outdated. Furthermore, since this study focuses on the reduction of meat, only articles
were included that were directly related to vegetarian and meatless diets or meat reduction;
articles that studied vegetarian and carnivore diet in relation to medical conditions and diseases
were eliminated. Only studies with research settings in Western society (Europe, Australia, Canada,
U.S.A and New Zealand) were selected to ensure, to some extent, that participants in the studies
had access to sufficient amounts of food and were not experiencing hunger. Furthermore, to avoid
including situations (p.e. in the global south) where meat consumption might be essential to stay
healthy. Therefore, only studies conducted in high-income economies were included. To remain
close to the theory, articles were included that provided insights into the push and pull factors for
eating vegetarian or reducing meat in an everyday-life context. This was pursued by including
studies focused mainly on the micro-level. The micro-level analysis focuses on the social
interactions of individuals or small groups like families, friend groups, and relationships.
Articles were excluded, which focused on non-humans, such as the study of various
animal species or the nutritional value of diets in relation to disease prevention/curation and health
and articles focusing on meat reduction as part of dietary treatment. The reference lists of the
selected articles were screened for additional studies to ensure all relevant articles were included
in the review, and they were selected using the same criteria.
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3.1.3 Selection of the literature
The search terms were matched and applied in both databases. Appendix 2 shows those search
terms providing (new) hits in one or both databases. The articles meeting the inclusion criteria,
based on the title and abstract, were selected, and the reference lists were checked for relevant
additional articles. This was repeated for the following search term combination, and the new hits
were registered. This was continued for all search term combinations until no new hits were
detected. After inserting the search terms, google scholar yielded 21 and PubMed 6 articles. Based
on the reference of these articles, another 13 articles were selected. Finally, 40 articles were
selected based on the abstract and titles. After reading the full text, another 10 out of the 40 articles
were excluded because they did not meet the inclusion criteria (9 articles) or were not accessible
in full text (1 article). A total of 30 articles were included for further examination (figure 2).
These 30 studies were critically appraised, using the assessment criteria from Kmet, Cook
and Lee (2004), to guarantee the quality of the studies. Based on this analysis, six articles were
excluded because of a low score of <75%). The evaluations of the articles according to the criteria
can be found in appendix 1. Finally, 24 articles were included in this scoping review.

Figure 2: Flow chart articles included in the study.
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3.2 Results
This review presents insights into the push and pull factors perceived by men and women regarding
reducing meat intake and adopting a vegetarian diet. First, research characteristics are presented,
followed by the study results, and finished with an interpretation of the results for the empirical
phase of the study.

3.2.1 Research characteristics
The 24 included articles comprise a broad range of studies that explore the push and pull factors
for meat reduction for men and women in Western societies. Twelve studies were conducted in
Europe (Hoek et al., 2004; Beardsworth et al., 2002; Macdiarmid et al, 2016; Prättälä et al., 2001;
Kubberød et al., 2002; Prättälä et al., 2007; Timeo & Suitner, 2018; Mertens et al., 2021; Tobler et
al., 2011; Meier et al., 2012; Sumpter et al., 2015; Backer et al., 2020), eight studies in the USA
(Browarnik, 2012; Rothgerber, 2012; Forestell & Nezlek, 2018; Thomas, 2015; Lax & Mertig, 2020;
Mycek et al., 2020; Greenebaum, 2017; Stenberg, 2017), two studies in Australia (Dowsett et al.,
2018; Love & Sulikowski, 2018), one review article includes European studies, (Sumpter et al.,
2015) and finally the study of Rozin et al., 2012 reviews a broad selection of different Western
cultures ( America, Europe and UK).
Eight studies used questionnaires as the main method to collect their data (Prättälä et al.,
2007, Dowsett et al, 2018, Hoek et al, 2004, Beardsowrth et al., 2002, Love & Sulikowski, 2018,
Rothenberger, 2012, Backer et al., 2020, Lax & Mertig, 2020). One study additionally performed
IAT tests (Love & Sulikowski, 2018). Two studies (Greenbaum, 2017, Stenberg, 2017) performed
interviews and one study focus group discussion (Macdiarmid et al., 2016). Three studies applied
a theoretical model approach and literature reviews (Rozin et al., 2012, Leroy & Praet, 2015,
Sumpter et al., 2015). Two studies (Forestell & Nezlek, 2018 and Mertens et al., 2021) made use
of personality tests. And finally, one study (Kubberød et al., 2002) used sensory analysis and
performed a consumer study.

3.2.2 Results literature study
In response to the scoping literature study, three themes are identified concerning the push and pull
factors for men and women to adopt a vegetarian diet or to reduce their meat intake. These three
themes should be understood as umbrella results covering various push and pull factors towards meat
reduction for men and women. This section will elaborate on the themes: 'Not connecting the dots',
'Put into practice' and 'If I was (not) alone'. These themes are further divided into several sub-themes
(figure 3). The figure illustrates that the themes are closely connected and overlap within the themes
and between the sub-themes. Media & marketing is, for example, affecting the purchasing behaviour
and therefore what somebody prepares for dinner. The figure shows that this balloon overlaps with
the 'plan to plate' balloon respectively.
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Figure 3: structure of themes scoping review

1.(Not) connecting the dot
The first theme, 'not connecting the dots', refers to linking certain concepts together. Linking or not
linking certain concepts (p.e. emotions, beliefs, practical skills, etc.) can induce behaviour change or
dissuade behaviour change. This section elaborates on the push and pull factors established from the
literature, associated with (not) connecting the dots. The findings are structured within three subthemes; (1a) From awareness to (not) acting, (1b) Cost-benefit evaluation and (1c) Beyond the self.
Table 3 summarises the push and pull factors obtained from the literature per theme for men and
women.

Sub-theme 1a: From awareness to (not) acting
Awareness & Denial
For people to decide to act, it is important to be aware of the issue (Weinstein et al., 2020). Therefore,
to reduce meat intake, it is important to be mindful of the environmental impact of meat consumption
(Weinstein et al., 2020; Tobler et al., 2011). Overall, the lack of awareness of the environmental
benefits of changing food consumption patterns is similar for both genders. Despite this, women tend
to show higher levels of environmental concern and are more likely to have already reduced their
meat consumption (i.e. to be in the action stage) (Tobler et al., 2011). After awareness of the issue,
the following stage is where people are, even though aware, unengaged by the problem (Weinstein
et al., 2020). This is observed for meat consumption regularly in the form of denial (Tobler et al., 2011).
Tobler et al. (2011) found that people who eat more meat attribute less environmental benefits to
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meat reduction. According to the researchers, this can be explained by the fact that people find it hard
to reduce their meat intake and therefore deny the environmental benefit of meat reduction and use
this as a strategy to reduce their dissonance.
Nevertheless, opposite patterns of denying, patterns of confirmation, are seen as a
mechanism stimulating meat reduction, especially among women (Kubberod., 2002; Dowsett et al.,
2018; Timeo & Suitner, 2018). Confirmation happens when people are not able to deny the impact of
meat consumption. Because women have more difficulties distinguishing the meat from the living
animal, they are more likely to reduce or avoid meat (Rotherberger, 2013).

Sub-theme 1B: Cost-benefit evaluation
Meat- eating justification & Emotions and pleasure
This sub-theme centres around the cost-benefit evaluation made by men and women considering the
consumption of meat. Steps within this evaluation can result in (not) reducing meat intake (Weinstein
et al., 2020). This section focuses on meat-eating justification and emotion & pleasure. Meat-eating
justification relates to connecting certain (false) benefits to the consumption of meat that restrains or
stimulates its reduction (Hartmann & Siegrist, 2020). Men are more likely to attribute positive
characteristics such as health justification and physical benefits to the consumption of meat
(Ruby,2012; Rothberger, 2013; Bonjour, 2005). Similar, men are more likely to be target by false
justification; this means that meat is seen as an essential ingredient for males and often linked to
masculinity, real men eat meat (Calvert, 2014; Sobal,2012; Vartaninan et al., 2012; Rotherberger 2013;
Hartmann & Siegrist, 2020). On the other side, tofu is linked to vegetarianism, femininity and weakness
(Rogers, 2008).
Moreover, perceived emotion and pleasure play an essential part in reducing meat
consumption (Rousset et al., 2007). Emotion and diet are firmly linked for women, and women often
report feelings of disgust and guilt when consuming meat (Rothberger, 2013; Rousset et al., 2007).
That women often encounter negative emotions upon meat consumption stimulates the reduction of
meat intake among women (Rotherberger, 2013). Related but not equal to emotions is the feeling of
pleasure (Cohn & Fredrickson, 2008). Where women often report emotions related to the food
consumed (Rothberger, 2013; Rousset et al., 2007), men display more positive attitudes to the physical
and hedonic pleasure associated with (meat-)eating (Timeo & Suitner, 2018). Men consider the
obtained pleasure induced by the taste of meat significantly more often as a restraining factor to
reduce their meat intake than women (Timeo & Suitner, 2018).

Sub-theme 1C: Beyond the self
Moral dimensions & (un)willingness
The last sub-theme in this category elaborates on the positioning of the self in a broader system (p.e,
family, friends, society, earth) or the broader system around 'the self'. Two essential factors in this
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theme are the moral values considered when making food choices and the willingness to change and
try. Women generally report a greater desire to make food choices (or food changes) with moral
concerns in mind (Breadsworth et al., 2002). Women are more often motivated to adopt a vegetarian
diet because of their welfare and ecological morals. Men have fewer ecological doubts about eating
and are less motivated to adopt a vegetarian diet (Beardsworth et al., 2002). In line with this, women
have more negative attitudes towards using animals for experiments or other human interests and
more often support animal protection movements (Rotherberger, 2013). On the other hand, men
believed that animals were lower in the hierarchy than humans and denied animal suffering
(Rotherberger, 2013).
Men and women differ in their willingness to reduce meat consumption; men are substantially
less willing to lower their meat intake (Tobler et al., 2011). Moreover, this difference is seen in the
willingness to try new food(products) (Beardsworth et al., 2002; Rothberger, 2013; Sobal, 2012).
Women are more open-minded to new food items and diet changes and are more willing to prepare,
obtain and enjoy new products and recipes (Rothberger, 2013; Sobal, 2012).

2. Put into practice
The second theme, 'put into practice,' refers to the possession of practical skills and experiences that
stimulate the adaptation of a vegetarian diet or meat reduction for men and women (push factors).
Shortage of these skills and experiences can counter the adoption of such dietary changes (pull
factors). This section elaborates on the push and pull factors existing in the practical domains of
planning, obtaining, preparing food. The findings are structured within two sub-themes; Plan to plate
(Planning, Obtaining & Preparing) and The Recipe.
Sub-theme 2A: Plan to plate
In modern Western society, women are still planning most meals, do the shopping and cook three
times as much compared to men (Sobal, 2012). Men are less involved in selecting, buying and
preparing food (Beardsworth et al., 2002). Furthermore, men dispose of less culinary skills, especially
regarding vegetarian meals or meals that are not centred around meat(Beardsworth et al., 2002). Men
are often perfectly able to prepare a beefsteak or manage a bbq event; when talking about plantbased meals or meals that are not mainly centred around meat, men often lack culinary
skills(Beardsworth et al., 2002).
Sub-theme 2B: The recipe
Nonetheless, the food & marketing industry contributed extensively to the disparity in cooking skills
and engagement in the practical organisation of meals for men and women. Vegetarian minded or
plant-based recipe books are still primarily addressed towards female (amateur) chefs, and BBQ and
Steak books are mainly targeted at males (Neuhaus, 2012). The same is observed on social media
platforms promoting sustainable food habits (Shabir, 2020). The majority of these accounts are
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dominated by women and target young women (Shabir, 2020). People often use platforms, recipe
books, social media and magazines to obtain inspiration and skills for dietary changes (Boer et al.,
2018).

3.If I was (not) alone
The final theme, 'if I was not alone,' refers to the push and pull factors created by the close and more
distal social environment that influences dietary habits and dietary changes. This section elaborates
on the push and pull factors for meat reduction created by an individual's environment. The findings
are structured within three sub-themes; family dinner, diet driven judgement image and media &
marketing.
Sub-theme 3A: Family dinner
As described in the previous chapter, women are often in charge of the meals, and social media
platforms and recipe books are often targeted towards a female audience. Nevertheless, many of the
shared meals remain masculine, meals that typically centre around meat (Sobal, 2012). Nonetheless,
men claimed to have reduced their meat intake because their partner was vegetarian or ate little meat
(Macdiarmid., 2016). Despite the consumption of meat, and in particular, meat reduction is regularly
reported as a cause for gender struggles within households (Sobal, 2012). Women claimed reducing
meat intake was problematic because their husband did not accept meals without meat (Macdiarmid
et al., 2016). Fathers are more concerned than mothers when their children consider adopting a
vegetarian diet (Sobal, 2012) and adolescents expected the most support in following a vegetarian
diet from their mothers, and the least support, or even opposition, from their fathers or older brothers
(Ruby., 2012; Sobal., 2005). Furthermore, men reported being criticized by their family members
about their food choices when this was not in line with the food they were supposed to select
according to their gender (Browarniks., 2012; Sumpter, 2015).
Sub-theme 3B: Diet driven judgement & imago
As mentioned in the previous section, diet is an important target for judgement. People react to these
judgements by maintaining or changing their diet. For example, eating meat is explicitly identified as
an ideal man's attributes (Rothberger, 2013) and those who abstain from eating meat are viewed as
less masculine (Rotherberger, 2013; Sumpter, 2015). Women and men are often judged as more
feminine and less masculine when eating low-fat foods than when they eat high-fat foods like certain
meat products (Vartanian et al., 2012). Consequently, people try to convey a desired impression to
others by consuming specific foods (Herman et al., 2003); for example, men "do gender" in the act of
eating meat (Sumpter, 2015). Hyper masculine meat-eating is a term introduced for single men eating
more meat to display their independence and to be more attractive to potential partners (Sobal,
2012). That this is not only a man's perceived belief is evident from the fact that women rate omnivore
men as more attractive compared to vegetarian men (Timeo & Suitner, 2018). Both omnivore and
vegetarian males and females considered vegetarians as significantly less masculine compared to
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omnivores (Ruby., 2012). Moreover, vegetarian men reported that their diet choice was often not
supported by omnivores and that they constantly felt the need to justify their actions towards them
(Sumpter, 2015); vegetarian diets were seen as excessive and not a way of life (Browarniks., 2012).
Sub-theme 3C: Media & Marketing
This section elaborates on the impact of the social environment at a broader level; the marketing
world. As slightly addressed in the chapter about social media. Advertisements on television often
link meat to masculinity (Roger., 2008). Various large, primarily American, companies such as Burger
King, Del Taco and TGI Fridays operated on the gendering of red meat (Roger., 2008). Furthermore,
mock-meat brands have marketed their products specifically toward women, increasing the
feminine character of the products (Sumpter, 2015).

Push
THEMES

(Not)
connecting the
dots

Men

Pull
Women

Men

From awareness
to (not) acting

●

Difficulties
distinguishing meat
from living animal

●
●

Lack of awareness
Denying environmental
benefits

Cost-benefit
evaluation

●

Vegetarian linked to
femininity
Feelings of disgust and
guilt

●
●
●
●
●

Health justifications
Physical benefits
Meat essential ingredient
Real men eat meat
Vegetarian linked to
femininity
Physical and hedonic pleasure
(taste)

●

●

Beyond the self

●
●
●
●

Put it into
practice

Plan to plate

●
●

●
The recipe

●
●

If I was (not)
alone

Family dinner

●

Vegetarian
partner

Women

●
●

Lack of awareness
Denying
environmental
benefits

●
●

Masculine meals
Partner not
accepting
meatless meals

Moral concerns
Negative attitudes
towards using animals
Open- minded to new
food
Willing to prepare new
dishes
Planning and
preparing meals
Taking control over
your diet (sense of
agency)
Veggie culinary skills

●

(Veg) recipe books
targeted at females
(Veg) Social media
platforms

●

Meat recipe books targeted at
males

●

Criticized by family member
for diet not matching their
gender

●

Un-involvement in planning
and preparing meals
Lack of veggie culinary skills
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Diet driven
judgment &
Imago

●
●
●

Media &
Marketing

●

Mock meat brands
targeting women

●

Judged as less masculine
when abstaining from meat
Omnivore men rated more
attractive by women
(veg) Diet choice not
supported by omnivores
Advertisements link meat to
masculinity

table 3: overview of the push and pull factors obtained from the literature.

4.Survey analysis
4.1 Method
4.1.1.Participants and survey
A survey was disseminated among the participating companies and universities of the SU-EATABLELIFE projects in 2018/2019. The survey was filled in online in all locations, except for Ducati and
Barilla where it was filled in person. In total, 556 respondents (221 female respondents and 335
male) were included in the analysis. Table 4 presents the research characteristics of the
participants. Respondents from City University (UK) and the University of Worcester (UK) were a
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mix of young university students and employees, with a high proportion of females. In Parma
University (IT), respondents were only young university students with a high proportion of females.
Respondents from company cafeterias were mainly full-time employees of different ages, with a
generally higher proportion of males. Barilla-Novara (IT) and Ducati (IT) are factory cafeterias,
whereas Deluxe (UK) and L&Q (UK) have a more varied workforce with a higher proportion of
people in the higher income range (Bouwman & Tan, 2018) (Table 4).

Table 4: Research characteris participants

The survey (see appendix 3) included three sections: (1) Food Choices, (2) Learning preference and
(3) Demographic information: age, gender, work status (employed full-time, employed part-time,
student, unemployed, other), income bracket and education. For this study, section one and three
were used, and the following paragraph elaborates on the questions selected. For this analysis,
meat intake levels and food values were used to determine whether men and women differ in their
meat consumption and in the values they keep when selecting food.

4.1.2 Variables
Meat consumption
The first question included a 3-point Likert- scale asking respondents about their consumption of
different food categories (meat, fish, dairy, eggs, plant-based). The second and third question
included a 5-point Likert scale, with eight statements related to the food behaviours of the
participants at home and work. To compare the meat intake level of the participants, three
questions/statements were used. To assess the overall meat consumption question, (1) how often
do you eat meat? (0=not, 1=limited, 3=regularly) was used. Furthermore, question (2) I try to limit
my meat consumption at home (1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=neutral, 4=agree, 5= strongly
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agree) and (3) I try to limit my meat consumption at work (1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree,
3=neutral, 4=agree, 5= strongly agree) provide further insides in participants' affinity with meat
reduction. For question (1), a higher score correlates with a higher meat intake. For question (2)
and (3), a higher score correlates with a lower meat intake (1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree,
3=neutral, 4=agree, 5= strongly agree). Thus, for this study, a low score on question (1) and a high
score on questions (2) and (3) corresponds to a lower meat intake.
Food values
The final question of section one used a 5-point Likert scale to investigate the importance of several
values when making food choices. The following food values were assessed: Healthy, Mood,
Convenient (in buying and preparing), Satisfying and enjoyable, Organic/Natural, Affordable,
Weight, Familiar, Environmentally friendly, Animal friendly and Fair Trade/ethical. Average value
scores were calculated. These values were compared between men and women and vegetarian
males and females and males and females who reported to eat a limited amount of meat on
question (1) ‘how often do you eat meat’ were compared. This was done to compare if males and
females differ in their motivation towards vegetarian diets.

4.1.3 Statistical analysis
Descriptive analysis
A descriptive analysis was provided to present a clear overview of the participants' meat
consumption stratified for men and women. Additionally, an analysis was performed to indicate
the difference in meat consumption for males and females per country (IT vs the UK) and age group.
For this last analysis, the answer options 'no meat' and 'limited meat' were combined because of
an inadequate number of people per group.
Statistical tests
All statistical procedures were executed in IBM SPSS statistics 27. Normality tests were
performed to determine the most suitable test for this data set. These were performed using
histograms, skewness and kurtosis tests, while Predicted Probability plots were used to determine
if the residuals were normally distributed. No normal distribution was found for any of the variables
used in the analysis. Therefore parametric tests do not fit the data, and nonparametric tests were
run. The Mann-Whitney U test using an alpha of 0.05 was performed to compare males and females
on meat consumption and to compare the different food values for males and females.
Furthermore, vegetarian females and vegetarian males and females and males who try to limit their
meat intake are compared to investigate the difference in push factors for men and women to
adopt a vegetarian diet or for reducing meat intake.
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Confounding for age and country was checked. Mann-Whitney U tests were applied
separately for meat consumption for males and females for IT and the UK and for the different age
groups.

4.2 Results
4.2.1 Meat consumption
To assess the overall meat consumption question (1) how often do you eat meat? was used. In total,
33 (5.9%) participants answered they did not eat meat, 131 (23.6%) answered they limited their
meat intake, and 391 (70.3%) indicated they ate meat regularly. Of all female participants 8.6% and
of all males 4.2% indicated they did not eat meat. Of all males 75% and of all females 63% stated
they eat meat regularly (Figure 4).

figure 4: meat included in diet (Regularly, Limited, Not) for males, females and total population.

Additionally, Mann-Whitney U test scores showed that men and women differ significantly
in their (self-reported) meat consumption. Women consumed significantly less meat than men
(p=0.003), significantly more often try to limit their meat intake at home ( p=0.035) and in the
canteen (p=0.027) (table 5). These results show that females more often limit or eliminate meat
from their diet than the males in this population.

Table 5: mean scores for meat consumption compared for men and women

4.2.2 Food values
The food values considered when selecting meals are outlined from most to least important for
men and women (table 6). Men and women score healthy as the most important value when
making food choices. Environmentally friendly is scored high for females but lower for males.
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Furthermore, men score animal-friendly as least important, where animal friendly is scored higher
in the list for women.

Table 6: food values outlined from most to least important for men and women.

Mann-Whitney U test reveal that the following values were scored significantly different for men
and women: convenience (p=0.04), satisfying & enjoyable (p=0.00), affordable (p=0.000), animalfriendly (p=0.003) and fair-trade/ethical (p=0.003) (table 7). Females scored significantly higher on
all these values. This suggests that females consider these topics as more important compared to
men. The average score on all values for females was 3.96 and for males 3.81. Women rate food
values in general higher than men do (table 7).

Table 7: Food-values females compared to males.

Vegetarian males vs. vegetarian females
When comparing vegetarian females (n=19) with vegetarian males (n=14) on the food values, the
values ' healthy (0.026) appear to be significantly different for both groups. Vegetarian men score
significantly higher on the variable healthy compared to vegetarian women (see table 8). This means
that vegetarian men more often consider health as an important value when selecting meals than
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vegetarian females.

Table 8: food values vegetarian females compared to vegetarian males

Females limiting their meat consumption vs. males limiting their meat consumption
When comparing males and females who limit their meat intake, the following food values appear to
be significantly different: Satisfying & enjoyable (p=0.017), Affordable (p=0.014), Control weight
(p=0.049) and Animal friendly (p=0.033). Males who limit their meat intake rate Satisfying &
Enjoyable and Control weight as more important when selecting meals than women in this category.
Women who limit their meat intake rate Affordable and Animal-friendly as significantly more
important than males who limit their meat intake (see table 9).

Table 9: Food values females limiting their meat intake compared to males limiting their meat consumption
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4.2.3 Analysis per country and age group
Country
When dividing the analysis by country (UK vs IT), 48.2% of all women in the UK reported they limit
or eliminate meat from their diet, 29.3% of all females in IT, 41.5% of the males in the UK and

Figure 5: percentage of participants that indicated they limit or eliminate meat from their diet

22.8% of the males in IT (figure 5). This indicates that respondents in the UK tend to limit their meat
intake more than Italian respondents and that women in both countries tend to limit their
consumption more than men.

When applying the Mann-Whitney U test for meat consumption for males and females for IT and
the UK separately, no significant difference in meat consumption was found for some of the
variables. Meat consumption was significantly different between males and females in the UK for
the variable Limit_at_Home (p=0.03). In Italy, a significant difference was found for males and
females for the variable Limit_at_Canteen (p=0.015) and close to a significant difference was found
for the variable Limit_at_Home (p=0.07) (Table 10). This suggests that the country somebody is
living acts as a confounder in the relation between meat consumption and gender.

Table 10: Difference in meat consumption between men and women per country.

30

Age group
The mean scores on question (1) are compared to examine the meat intake for men and women
per age range. Results show that young females eat less meat than older females and younger
males eat more meat than older males. (see figure 6).

Figure 6: meat consumption organised per age range for men and women.

The observed difference in meat consumption between men and women appears to be partly
different for the different age groups (<30, 31-50, >50). However, the effect was found significant
(for all three variables) in the lowest age group (<30); no significant difference was found in the two
higher age groups (31-50 and >50). Nevertheless, the observed difference was more significant in
the middle group compared to the oldest group. This implies that the difference in meat
consumption patterns between men and women is more present in the younger generations (table
11).

Table 11: difference in meat consumption between men and women per age group
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In conclusion, these results show that women are more likely to limit their meat intake than men,
independent of the country or age group they belong to. Furthermore, people in the UK are more
likely to eat less meat than people in Italy and women of all age groups are more likely to eat less
meat than men in the same age group. Moreover, young women eat less meat than older women,
and young men eat more meat than older men in the dataset.
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5. Interpretation results for qualitative study
5.1 Results literature study and survey analysis
Literature study
This section sums up the most important findings from the literature study:
Theme 1 not connecting the dots
●

Overall, lack of awareness of the environmental benefits of changing food consumption
patterns is similar for both genders; however, women show higher levels of environmental
concern and are more likely to have already reduced their meat consumption.

●

Women have more difficulties distinguishing the meat from the living animal, and they are
more likely to reduce or avoid meat.

●

Men are more likely to attribute health justification and physical benefits to the
consumption of meat. Similarly, men are more likely to be targeted by false justification; this
means that meat is seen as an essential ingredient for males and often linked to masculinity;
real men eat meat.

●

Women often encounter negative emotions upon the consumption of meat, stimulating the
reduction of meat intake.

●

Men consider the obtained pleasure induced by the taste of meat significantly more often as
a restraining factor to reduce their meat intake compared to women.

●

Women generally report a greater desire to make food choices (or food changes) with moral
concerns in mind.

●

Women are more open-minded to new food items and diet changes and are more willing to
prepare, obtain and enjoy new products and recipes.

Theme 2: Put into practice
●

Men are less involved in selecting, buying and preparing food and dispose of fewer culinary
skills for vegetarian meals.

●

Vegetarian recipe books and social media platforms are primarily addressed towards
females.
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Theme 3: If i was (not) alone
●

Men claimed to have reduced their meat intake because their partner was vegetarian or ate
little meat.

●

Women claimed reducing meat intake was problematic because their husband did not
accept meals without meat.

●

Men reported being criticized by their family members about their food choices when this
was not in line with the food they were supposed to select according to their gender.

●

Both omnivore and vegetarian males and females considered vegetarians as significantly less
masculine compared to omnivores.

●

Single men eat more meat to display their independence and to be more attractive to
potential partners.

●

Vegetarian men reported that their diet choice was often not supported by omnivores and
that they constantly felt the need to justify their actions towards them.

●

Mock-meat brands have marketed their products specifically toward women, increasing the
feminine character of the products.

Survey analysis
Meat consumption:
●

Women eat less meat and are more likely to limit their meat intake than men

●

Men and Women in the UK eat less meat than people in Italy

●

People working in a university are more likely to limit their meat intake than employees of a
company

Food values:
●

Women care more about the convenience, satisfaction & enjoyability, affordability of food

●

Women care more about that the food is fair-trade/ethical and animal friendly

●

Vegetarian men found it more important that their food is healthy than vegetarian women.

●

Men more often have health and body as the primary motivations to reduce their meat
intake where women in general (independent of their diet) more often include moral
dimension as animal welfare and environmentally friendly in consideration when selecting
meals.

Age group:
●

In general young men eat most meat, and young women have the most negligible meat
intake.
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5.2 Interpretation results
The statistical analysis and the scoping literature study revealed that men eat more meat
than women and that women more often than men eliminate meat from their diet. The literature
study indicates that men experience far more pull factors than women. The most important pull
factors for men are: denial of environmental benefits, positive justification towards meat
consumption, the physical and hedonic pleasure associated with meat products, not leading the
planning, obtaining and preparing of meals, lack of vegetarian culinary skills, judgement by others,
media linking meat to masculinity. Women, on the other hand, experience more push factors
towards meat reduction (table 3). According to the literature, the most significant push factors for
women are negative emotions towards meat consumption, open-mindedness towards new
products and diets, willingness to prepare new dishes, leading the planning, obtaining and
preparing meals, vegetarian cooking skills and media and marketing of vegetarian lifestyle towards
women. These factors make the elimination of meat more manageable for women.
Additionally, the statistical analysis reveals that women are more concerned about moral
issues related to food production and consumption. Women attribute more value to issues such as
animal welfare and ecological issues. The statistical analysis reveals that men, who have
successfully reduced their meat intake, often indicate health and body-related motivations as
drivers to reduce their meat intake.
The statistical results show that absolute meat intake decreases for younger
women but increases for younger males. The difference in meat intake for men and women is more
significant for younger generations, and younger men eat more meat than older men.

5.2 Implication results
The survey analysis revealed that younger men eat more meat than older men. This may
be in contrast with the higher appeal for eating less meat for younger generations. Younger
generations will live on the planet for a longer time and will have, in the long term, more impact on
the earth. Moreover, they are the generations whose lives will be more affected by climate change
than any generation before (Kuthe et al., 2019).
Surveys among young Europeans show either comparable or, in some cases, higher levels
of reported interest and concern about climate change for younger than older age groups (Corner,
et al., 2015). Several studies among young people in Germany, Austria and Switzerland found that
76% of respondents perceived climate change as a very or moderately big problem. However, there
is a significant degree of recognition among young Britons that climate change is happening now.
Qualitative research from the UK indicates a lack of concern about climate change among 16‐ to
24‐year olds, who reported feelings of disengagement and inaction concerning climate change. In
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terms of awareness about climate change, it is suggested that younger generations are likely to be
the best informed of any in history.
Nevertheless, the statistical analysis revealed that young men eat most meat from the
whole study population. Because the push and pull factors in the literature are not particularly
investigated for younger generations, this study will examine if these factors are still/also applicable
for the younger generation (millennials). The SU-eatable life project focuses on universities and
companies where primarily young people (below 40) study and work. Therefore the project will
benefit from an investigation study on the push and pull factors specified for this generation.
Hence the qualitative part of the study will occur among young men and women (age 18 to
30 year) to evaluate the push and pull factors they experience when trying to reduce their meat
intake. The qualitative research will be used to examine if these factors are in line with the identified
push and pull factors in the existing literature or if there are different factors of play for this specific
generation.
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6. Qualitative research
The qualitative research aims to generate an in-depth understanding of the factors influencing meat
consumption for men and women in the millennial generation. This is done by performing a case study
analysis in the form of in-depth interviews among men and women who are aware of meat
consumption's environmental impact but have not yet successfully reduced their meat intake and
among men and women that managed to adopt a vegetarian diet successfully.

6.1 Methods
6.1.1 Sampling
The participants were recruited through snowball sampling utilising the network of the researcher as
a point of departure. Participants were students or recently graduated students in the age group 18
to 30 year (millennial generation). Case study analysis with four participants were performed. Two
men and two women were selected for the study to make a proper comparison between men and
women. For each gender, one participant was selected based on an existing awareness of the
importance of meat reduction for the climate but an inability to reduce meat intake or adopt a
vegetarian diet to date. These participants were furthermore selected on a meat intake of at least four
times a week. The other participants of both genders must have successfully adopted a vegetarian or
vegan diet. The vegetarian participants must have admitted to their vegetarian or vegan diet for at
least six months to guarantee that it concerns a long term dietary change and not only a temporary
transition. Furthermore, all participants had to t be able to express themselves in Dutch or English.
The interviews were held in March 2021. The names of the participants are changed into pseudonyms
for privacy reasons.

6.1.2. Study design
To answer the question; Why do men and women differ in meat consumption? Four case studies, in
the form of in-depth interviews, were conducted. The interviews were structured around the results
gathered from the scoping review and the quantitative data analyses. An interactive interview method
was developed using Google Jamboards.

Case study
Case study analysis encourages exploring issues holistically and within their context, using ‘thick
description’ (which means contextual information) to develop in-depth and detailed understandings
of interwoven parts of the data set. It aims to paint a detailed picture of a situation and makes case
study analysis particularly helpful in answering ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions Therefore it suits the
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explorative nature of the research question: Why do men and women differ in meat consumption?,
exploring and observing the issue of meat consumption and reduction to generate an in-depth
understanding of key factors and processes influencing the situation for men and women (Skovdal &
Cornish, 2015).
After selecting the participants, a few days before the interview, participants received an email with
the study background, the interview procedure, and the confirmation of the interview time and date.
In this email, participants were asked, in preparation, to think about their relationship with meat
consumption past and present and to answer a few background questions in the format of a small
survey (see Appendix 4). Furthermore, the informed consent was sent as a separate document
annexed to this email (see appendix 4). The introductory email and the interview itself were conducted
in Dutch as this was the native language of both the researcher and the participants.

In-depth interviews with Jam Board.
The applied method using Google Jam Board was developed based on previously performed focus
group sessions for the SU-EATABLE life project. Furthermore, to ensure the interview method, using
the Jam Boards, worked and revealed the desired information, a trial of the interview was held before
starting the official interviews. The interviews were held online using Microsoft Teams. At the
beginning of the meetings, the researcher repeated the study's aim and asked if there were any
questions regarding the informational email. Then the participants were added to the google Jam
Board and received a short instruction. Finally, before the interview, the researcher double-checked
whether the interviews were allowed to be recorded. The interviews lasted between 40 and 70
minutes. During the interviews, Google Jamboard was used as an interactive board to encourage the
participants to join the conversation actively. The interviews consisted of various topics (background,
motivation, men & women, environment, and practice) displayed on different slides in the Jam Board
document (see appendix 5). At some slides, participants were asked to think for a few minutes about
specific topics and to add notes on the slides. The researchers asked them to explain their notes to
get a more extensive understanding of their feelings, experiences, and opinions about the subjects.
The researcher slightly adjusted the jam board slides for meat and non-meat consumers. The interview
was completed by taking a moment to ask whether the participants had any final additions, questions
or remarks. Finally, the participants were thanked for their participation and time.

6.1.3 Data analysis
The interviews were recorded using Microsoft Teams recording function and transcribed in written
format. To analyse the interviews, a case study analysis method was used to provide a detailed
overview and to compare the different cases. This method is described in the following section.
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Case study analysis
Case study analysis is a method for analysing data holistically and within their context to develop indepth and detailed understandings of interwoven parts of the data set. The cases were analysed using
the six stages described by Skovdal and Cornish (2015), presented below. The theoretical framework
was used as a lens through which the data was explained.
Step 1: Examine and understand the context of the case
Participants were asked to fill in a small survey before the interview. Furthermore, the first section of
the interview was completely focused on the participants' context and their relation to meat from
childhood to the present. This was done to get familiar with the broader context of the cases.
Step 2: Get familiar with the data
The interviews were entirely transcribed in written format, and the interactive jam board slides were
downloaded and analysed. The data was re-read, and interesting findings were marked. A summary
was created, including the details about the context of the data generation activity. This aids the
researcher to get familiar with the data.
Step 3: Create coding framework
The data was reread, and a coding framework was developed taking into consideration the following
elements: About (the who, what, where and when of the case), Actions (practices, events, crises,
problems within the case), Appraisal (the meaning and significance ascribed to the actions) and the
After-effects (Implications, outcomes and solutions to the actions). By doing this, interconnections
within the cases can be captured.
Step 4 Detailed description of the cases
Based on the coding framework, case summaries were structured. These include the context (about),
the phenomenon being studied (the journey with (not) eating meat) (actions, crises, and practices),
taking into account the meaning and significance that people ascribe to the phenomenon. The
summaries end with a description of the implications, outcomes and proposed solution to the
phenomenon studied (after-effects). The jam board slides were added to the cases.
Step 5 Comparing cases
Finally, the cases are compared and analysed for similarities and differences across the cases. This was
done by using a case study comparison chart (table x). Furthermore, the interactive slides were
compared between the cases to find similarities and differences.
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6.2 Results
6.2.1 Characteristics of the cases
Four people between 23 and 25 years old participated in the study (participant characteristics in
table 12). All participants were born and raised in The Netherlands, high- educated and lived or had
lived for a longer period in larger cities in the Netherlands (Amsterdam, Utrecht, Rotterdam).

Participants

Age

Sex

Place of
residence

Occupation

Meat (yes/no)

Stefan

25

Male

Utrecht

University Teacher

No (>1 year)

Simon

25

Male

Nederhorst den
Berg

Student (Informatica and
Math)

Yes (>4 times a week)

Flora

23

Female

Utrecht

Student (business
informatics)

Yes (> 4 times a week)

Dorien

23

Female

Wageningen

Student (International land
and water management)

No (>1 year)

Table 12: characteristics of participants

6.2.2 General observations
The researcher started the conversations with a bit of small talk before the actual interview started;
this created an informal and comfortable ambience. All participants talked easily about their life
situation and experiences with meat consumption. Some of the participants had prepared for the
interview by thinking about their relationship with meat consumption beforehand. The participants
could clearly reflect on the moments they were confronted with issues around meat consumption.

6.2.3 Case descriptions
This chapter displays a summary of each case. The description structure is based on the case study
classification approach (Skovdal & Cornish, 2015) and includes a description of personal characteristics
covering somebody's background and living situations. Secondly, their action towards meat reduction
is described. Thirdly their problems experienced related to the action are described, followed by the
factors providing support, the appraisal (meaning and significance), the implications and outcomes.
Lastly, the solutions taken to the experienced problems are described. An overview of the cases is
displayed in table 13.
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Case 1: Stefan, Vegetarian male
About
Stefan became a vegetarian when he was ten years old. Hower, he eliminated meat from his diet he
still consumes fish. Stefan is a 25-year-old single male and highly educated (climate studies). He is
currently living in Utrecht in a shared flat. He grew up with parents who ate meat occasionally. His
mom is very ethical minded and used to be a vegetarian in the past. Currently, he lives in a vegetarianfriendly environment. He is very aware of climate issues. In his free time, he likes to do sports and
plays soccer. He is not likely to try many new products and dishes and prefers meals he is familiar with.
Today he is not experiencing a lot of gender-related issues considering his diet. However, when he
was younger, he often needed to clarify why he ate vegetarian, especially towards other males.
Action
He initially eliminated meat from his diet because of a challenge with a female friend when being in
primary school.
Problems
He experienced several problems when changing towards a vegetarian diet. He did like the taste of
meat at the time he became a vegetarian. Several social situations and events, like parties and soccerrelated activities, were experienced as problematic. Because in these situations, there ruled a lack of
understanding, and there were limited vegetarian alternatives available. The same applies to travelling
to other countries. Occasionally, he experienced judgmental comments about his gender towards his
vegetarian diet; however, this often wasn't really upsetting him. He often was the only man with a
vegetarian diet, which sometimes made it a bit harder.
Support
Several things are experienced as helpful and supporting. First, the game with the friend was the
convincing factor in adopting a vegetarian diet. However, being raised with an ethically minded mom
who used to be a vegetarian was experienced as supporting meat reduction. His mom informed him
from a young age about the climate impact of meat consumption. He explains that the delicious taste
of cheese helped in reducing the desire for meat. Cheese fulfilled an essential replacement for meat.
Ethical issues, such as climate change and animal welfare, support him to maintain his vegetarian diet.
Nowadays, living with vegetarian roommates eating or roommates supporting his diet and the many
vegetarian alternatives for meat products make it easier to remain vegetarian. Furthermore,
experiencing respect for his diet from mere women and receiving attention from girls is experienced
as a positive benefit from his lifestyle.
Appraisal
Several values are appraised considering food choices. He considers food tastiness highly important;
nevertheless, when nothing tasty is available, he eats something less delicious than turning back to
meat. He values the price of food as less important compared to the sustainability of a product.
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Furthermore, he considers nutritious and healthy as important factors to take in mind when making
food choices. However, he experiences that this often happens naturally to him.
Implications
Several implications appear from the interview regarding his attitude towards meat. He prefers eating
less tasty meals over eating meat. He is highly aware of the impact of meat on the climate resulting in
meat reduction. He is self-confident and not vulnerable to judgement from others about his diet. He
has a flexible mindset and can adjust his own comfort to stick to his vegetarian diet. A vegetarianfriendly environment mainly surrounded him. And most of the problems experienced are related to
the lack of availability of vegetarian products.
Solutions
He indicated several solutions for the problems experienced when reducing meat:
●

The desire for meat disappears after some time.

●

The increasing availability of vegetarian alternatives made it a lot easier to maintain his
vegetarian diet.

●

Living in a bubble where he is feeling confident to express his dietary preference.

Case 2: Simon, Meat consumer, Male
About
He is a 25-year-old single male currently eating meat every day. He is highly educated (Informatica &
Math) and lives with his parents in a small village close to Hilversum. He is raised with Surinam parents
that eat meat daily. He furthermore has many friends that eat meat. He likes to practice sports, play
soccer and is joining a student rowing society in Amsterdam. He is caring about his nutrient
requirement since he is a tall guy who is working out often. He tries to eat vegetarian alternatives
sometimes. He would like to eat less meat however has not managed to decrease his meat intake
sufficiently yet.
Action
He is consuming meat daily. However, he is motivated to reduce his meat intake and made some
attempts to do so. Furthermore, he successfully changed his dairy intake from cow milk to plant-based
milk. He is willing but struggling to reduce his meat intake.
Problems
In his attempt to reduce his meat intake and when considering meat reduction, he confronts several
problems. Firstly, missing the taste of meat is a significant concern. He is very used to the structure
and elasticity of real meat, and he has not found meat replacements meeting these criteria yet.
Moreover, he finds it more challenging to prepare vegetarian dishes than meat dishes since he is more
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used to preparing the latter. He admits to often struggles with eating diverse foods when trying to
reduce his meat intake. He experiences that he has to eat similar products like hummus and curry over
and over again. Besides, he is worried about meeting his nutrient needs, particularly proteins, when
reducing his meat intake. He believes that it is harder for him than for a woman to change towards a
vegetarian diet because of a higher need for nutrients for males. Finally, he experienced that being
mainly out of control of purchasing and preparing meals is not beneficial for reducing meat intake
when others are not trying to reduce their meat intake. Also, he indicates that he is missing platforms
and friends that provide him with vegetarian suggestions.
Support
Some factors worked supportive for him and helped him to reduce his meat intake slightly during his
life. For example, being in a relationship with a vegetarian girl during high school resulted in a more
moderate meat intake. Also, the availability of vegetarian meals at the rowing club made him choose
vegetarian meals sometimes. Before moving back to his parents, he lived in Amsterdam in an
environment with others eating vegetarian or people who ate less meat, which decreased his meat
consumption slightly. Nowadays, he sometimes exchanges information about the benefits of
vegetarian meals with his friends, which also supports him and his friend to more often choose plantbased options instead of animal products.
Appraisal
That a meal is filling and nutritious is, for him, the major requirement. After that, the tastiness of a
product is highly valued. He mentioned that he is aware that it is necessary to reduce meat intake for
environmental reasons. He explains that he would eat less meat when he would be more in charge of
meals at home. Furthermore, he is willing to pay more for vegetarian alternatives if the taste is good
and the nutrients are similar to real meat. Nevertheless, so far, this is not the situation, and therefore
he often still eats meat.
Implications
The value of taste, price and nutrients of a product exceed the ethical aspects and the desire to reduce
his meat intake. However, he suggests that he would eat less meat when having more control over his
diet; he is not taking active action to take more initiatives for the meals at home. He indicates that
breaking habits will be too much of a burden, suggesting that the desire to lower his meat intake might
be not present enough to make the effort.
Solutions
He suggests some solutions for the problems experienced.
●

Talking to his mother about meat reduction and motivating her to buy less meat or
vegetarian alternatives.
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●

He thinks it would help him if there were platforms that provide inspiration and suggestions
for meat alternatives. He assumes that such platforms are not existing yet or that he might
haven't actively searched for them.

●

Furthermore, he believes that having people around eating a vegetarian diet and exchanging
information about vegetarian diets would help him to reduce his meat intake.

Case 3: Flora, Meat consumer, Female
About
She is a 23 years old female who eats meat daily. She has a boyfriend who consumes meat. She grew
up in a family where meat was served every day. She is high-educated in Business informatics and
currently living in Utrecht in a shared flat. She eats outside the house most nights with friend groups,
her boyfriend or at the rowing society. Sometimes she eats vegetarian with girlfriends groups. She is
an active member of the rowing society, and for a while, she was actively stirring and therefore had
to watch her bodyweight precisely. She is not picky with food; however, she likes to prepare food she
is familiar with.
Actions
She consumes meat every day. However, she has slightly reduced her meat intake since she started
university. She stopped cooking meat when eating alone but still eats meat for lunch often and when
eating dinner with others.
Problems
However, she is still eating meat. She tried to limit her meat intake slightly, and she talks about why
she has not reduced her meat intake further. Firstly, she enjoys the taste of meat and learned to fancy
particular meat types from her dad. She has not found tasty alternatives for some of her meat
products, and even if she could find them, she is not sure if this will lead to a change in her meat
consumption since she is so used to the preparation and taste of real meat. She is very insecure about
her ability to change her persistent habit of meat consumption.
Furthermore, her immediate environment is in many ways experienced as a restraining factor
for meat reduction. She has many others in her surrounding (boyfriend, friends, family) who eat meat
regularly. She feels ashamed and guilty if she would ask for vegetarian options when eating with
groups. Moreover, she is not seeing any behaviour change towards meat consumption in the
environment of her parents. She is also comparing her meat intake with others, and thereby she is
downplaying the consequences of her own intake.
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Support
However, she still eats meat most nights; she has tried to limit her meat intake slightly. Factors
experienced as supportive for meat reduction are; moving out of her parents' house and starting
university. At this time, she entered an environment that was more aware of the benefits of meat
reduction and more supportive of vegetarian diets. At this time, she lived with a roommate who ate
vegetarian, which made her decrease her meat intake slightly because of increased awareness of the
impact of meat consumption on the planet. Furthermore, she obtained more experience with cooking
vegetarian meals.
Additionally, documentaries and other media made her more aware of the environmental
benefits of meat reduction. Furthermore, she became more mindful of the downside of food waste
and that it is a sin to throw meat away. Together with the fact that meat often comes in large packages
led to a reduction in buying and consuming meat. She furthermore discovered tasty vegetarian
alternatives, like vegetarian burgers, and she sometimes ate with a group of girlfriends who standard
ate vegetarian.
Appraisal
She considers the taste of food as the most important factor when making a food choice. Secondly,
she is considering the health aspect of food; however, she does not consider herself a health freak.
Another topic considered is the portion size, to limit food waste. Because she is not spending a lot of
money on food, she does not consider this an influential factor when making food choices.
Furthermore, she considers the ethical aspects of food; however, this is rated less critical than the
other factors.
Implications
The taste and the social aspect of eating meat often exceed her moral urges to decrease her meat
intake. Furthermore, she is experiencing unpleasant feelings when asking for vegetarian meals, and
they are often more powerful than the desire to reduce her meat intake. Lastly, the habituation of
eating meat outweighs eating a tasty vegetarian alternative.
Solutions
She suggests several solutions for the problems she experienced
●

It would help her if there were more vegetarian options in the restaurants she is visiting.

●

Finding alternatives for meat products, especially the meat products she uses on bread, will
be helpful.

●

Convincing herself that it is acceptable to ask for vegetarian options when eating with others.

●

She suggests that surrounding herself with more people that eat vegetarians will be
motivating.
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Case 4: Dorien, Vegetarian Female
About
She became a vegetarian when she was 19th years old because of increased knowledge obtained
during her bachelor study. She is a 23-year-old female currently in a relationship with a female. She is
highly educated (climate studies) and currently studying and living in Wageningen. She lives in a shared
flat with other males and females. She was raised with parents who ate meat regularly. When she was
younger, she loved eating meat. In particular, her dad likes meat. Currently, she is surrounded by many
vegetarians. She is very aware of climate issues because of her studies. In her free time, she likes to
do sports and is active in her student society. She likes to try new products and recipes and is an easy
eater.
Action
She eliminated meat from her diet because she acquired more awareness and knowledge of climate
issues during her first years of her study of climate science in Amsterdam.

Problems
She experienced some problems when changing her meat intake. One of the main problems
experienced was visiting her parents. Her parents do not fully understand and often forget that she is
not consuming meat anymore. Also, living with her roommate in Amsterdam, who was not very
supportive of her diet change, was experienced as slightly problematic. Furthermore, she really missed
the taste of meat at the start because she used to be a big meat lover. She had some troubles at the
start of her new diet with knowing what and how much to eat.
Support
She experiences and experienced several things that supported her in her journey towards meat
reduction, primarily being confronted with meat's environmental consequences during her bachelor
study. Furthermore, being surrounded by many vegetarians and people supporting her diet choice.
She also felt that vegetarian diets were getting more mainstream, and she saw the vegetarian options
(restaurants and supermarkets) increase. She was an active member of her student society's
sustainability team, which provided her with much new knowledge and solutions for sustainability
issues. Furthermore, she experienced that having a flexible and creative attitude and the willingness
to try new things are skills supporting a vegetarian diet.
Appraisal
Climate change is the main reason for her to eliminate meat from her diet. This is further shown in
caring about food waste and the seasonality of products. Furthermore, she considers price important
since she lives with other students and does not want to prepare too expensive meals for them.
Therefore, she tries to balance price and sustainability when selecting meals.
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Implications
She considers it more important that she is not unnecessarily wasting food than eating what she is
most feeling like at that moment. Therefore food waste outweighs the desire for tasty meals.
Furthermore, she feels sufficiently confident to convince her roommates to eat something she wants.
She is not enjoying the idea of eating meat anymore, even though she likes the taste. It is more
essential for her that a meal is vegetarian than healthy or nutritious.
Solutions
She mentioned several solutions for problems she experienced in her journey towards meat
reduction.
●

She learned to be patient with people who did not understand or repeatedly forgot about
her diet choice. She repeatedly explains that she is not eating meat and tries to let them
experience that vegetarian food can be tasty by cooking for them.

●

She openly speaks about what drives her to eat a vegetarian diet that helps her to stay
motivated.

●

She experienced that having a flexible attitude makes maintaining a vegetarian diet easier.

●

She is experimenting a lot with new products and meals,

●

She is learning from other vegetarians.
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Stefan (Vegetarian, Male)
About

● 25-year-old male.
● A vegetarian diet (with
fish) since his 10th.

Actions

Simon (Meat consumer, Male)

● 23-year-old female
● Vegetarian diet since

●
●
●
●

19th

Flora (Meat consumer, Male)

●
●

25-year-old male, single
Consumes meat daily
Not in a relationship
High educated (Informatica
& Math),
He lives with his parents in
small village
Raised with Surinam mom.
Meat is served daily.
Many of his friends eat meat
regularly.
Training and adequate
nutrition is important for
him
He tries to eat vegetarian
alternatives sometimes.
He would like to eat less
meat.

● Not in a relationship
● High educated (climate

● In a relationship with

studies).
● He lives in Utrecht in a
shared flat (1 vegetarian,
2 meat consumer).
● Raised with parents
eating meat occasionally.
● Mom very ethical minded
and used to be a
vegetarian.
● Currently, living in a
vegetarian-friendly
environment.
● Highly aware of climate
issues and the impact of
his diet.
● Not likely to try many
new products and dishes
● Prefers meals he is
familiar with.

● High educated (climate

Eliminated meat from diet
because of game with friend.

Eliminated meat from diet
because of acquired
awareness of climate issues
during her studies.

Is eating meat, however changed
his dairy intake. Is willing to
reduce his meat intake.

● He likes the taste of

● She did like the taste of

meat.
● Parties, travelling, and
soccer were experienced
as challenging situations
because of a lack of
understanding and
limited vegetarian
alternatives.
● Occasionally he received
judgemental comments
related to his gender and
diet; however, this was
not encountered as a big
issue.

meat.
● Visiting her parents, who
eat meat regularly and not
fully understand her
vegetarian diet.
● Travelling to other
countries was experienced
as challenging because of a
lack of vegetarian
alternatives.
● At the start, she struggled
with knowing how much
and what to eat to stay
healthy.

● He likes the taste of meat.
●
● Meals with meat are perceived ●

Problems

Support

Dorien (Vegetarian, Female)

●
●
●
●

Being raised with an
ethically minded mom
The challenge with a peer
The taste of cheese
Awareness of climate
issues and animal
welfare

another female

●

studies),
● She lives in Wageningen
in a shared flat (1
vegetarian, 1 vegan, 2
meat consumers)
● Raised with parents
eating meat regularly.
● When she was younger,
she loved eating meat;
especially her dad is very
meat-oriented.
● Currently, living in a
vegetarian-friendly
environment.
● Highly aware of climate
issues and the impact of
her diet.
● She likes to try new
products and recipes and
is not picky.

●
●
●
●
●

●
●
●
●

●

as convenient and easy;
vegetarian meals as more
complex.
● Struggs with preparing
vegetarian meals.
● He experiences limited meat
alternatives.
● Lives in a meat friendly
environment; family and
friends consume meat.
● He beliefs that meeting his
nutrient requirement is more
complicated when eliminating
meat.
● Limited control of his own
meals and therefore eats meat
because his parents serve
meat.
● Misses platforms and friend
that provide him with
vegetarian suggestions.

● Being confronted with the ●
environmental
consequences of meat
during her bachelor
study.
● Being surrounded by
many vegetarians and

●
●

●
●

Having a vegetarian girlfriend
made him eat less meat.
Vegetarian meals provided at
the rowing club.
Living in Amsterdam, a
vegetarian friendly
environment

23 year old female
Reduced her meat intake
since she started university
however is still eating meat
daily.
Relationship with a male
High educated (Business
informatics)
She lives in Utrecht in a
shared flat (meat consumers)
Raised with parents eating
meat regularly.
She loves eating meat, and in
particular, her dad is very
meat orientated.
She eats outside the house
most days with friend groups
or her boyfriend, where
consuming meat is the
standard.
She is not picky with food
however likes to prepare
food that she is familiar with.

Is eating meat, reduced meat
intake slightly when starting
university, is willing to reduce
meat intake however not willing
to eliminate meat completely.

●
●

●

●
●

●

●
●

She likes the taste of meat.
She is surrounded by many
others who eat meat regularly
(boyfriend, friends, family).
She feels ashamed and guilty if
she would ask for vegetarians
options.
She is not seeing any behaviour
change towards meat
consumption in the
environment of her parents.
She is comparing her meat
intake with others and
downplays the consequences
of her own intake.
She misses tasty alternatives
for meat
She is used to consuming meat,
and she is unsure about
breaking her current meat
consumption habits.

Moving to an environment that
is more aware of the benefits
of meat reduction and
supporting a vegetarian diet
Having a roommate that ate
vegetarians
Documentaries and other
media made her more aware.
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●
●
●

Respect for his diet from
mainly women and
attention from girls
Living in a vegetarianfriendly house aids him to
maintain his diet.
Increased possibilities for
vegetarian alternatives
makes his diet easier to
maintain.

●
●
●
●

Appraisal
(meaning
and
significanc
e)

● He considers tastiness as

Climate change is the main
reason for her to eliminate
meat from her diet. This is
further shown in caring
about food-waste and
seasonality.
Price is important since she
lives with other students;
however, she tries to
balance cost and ethical
motivations when selecting
meals.

highly important; however,
he prefers to eat
something less tasty than
meat when nothing is
available.
● Price is rated less
●
important compared to
sustainability.
● Nutritious and healthy is
important but often
happens naturally.

Implicatio ●
ns/
Outcomes

●

●

●

Solutions

●

An attitude that favours
eating less tasty meals
over eating meat supports
meat reduction.
Awareness of the impact
of meat reduction on the
climate supports meat
reduction.
Growing up and living in a
vegetarian-friendly
environment supports
meat reduction
Being flexible and not
picky with food supports
meat reduction

people supporting her
●
diet choice.
The feeling that
vegetarian diets were
mainstream
Many vegetarian options
(restaurants and
supermarkets)
Being part of a
sustainability team in her
student society.
A flexible and creative
attituded and willingness
to try new things.

●

●

●

●

When environmental
concerns outweigh other
values, meat reduction is
more likely to occur
Feeling confident about
your diet supports
maintaining a vegetarian
diet in group situations
Having enough confidence
to explain and persuade
others to eat certain things
support maintaining a
vegetarian diet.
Maintaining a vegetarian
diet for a while aids to get
rid of the desire for the
taste of meat

Exchanging information about ●
the benefits of vegetarian
meals with his friends

●
●
●
●

● He finds it important to
consume less meat. However,
that a meal is nutritious and
filling is often of greater
importance for him.
● He is willing to pay more for
vegetarian alternatives if the
taste and nutrient composition
were similar to real meat;
however, this is not the reality
yet.
● He find it important, especially
after a long day of work, that
food is easy and convenient in
preparation.

● When other values, like the

●
●
●
●

●
●

●

taste and nutrient composition
of meat, outweigh the value of
meat reduction, it is less likely
that meat reduction occurs
●
● When consuming meat is seen
as essential to meet nutrient
requirements, meat reduction
is less likely to occur
●
● Growing up in an environment
where meat is mainstream is
not supporting meat reduction
● Living in an environment where
meat is mainstream is not
●
supporting meat reduction
● The idea that a vegetarian diet
is monotonous and not varied is
not supporting meat reduction.

● Maintaining a vegetarian

● Learn how to dealing with

● Access to a platform providing

diet for an adequate time
to lose the desire for the
taste of meat.
● Increasing the availability
and accessibility of
vegetarian alternatives.
● Surround yourself with
others supporting a
vegetarian diet.

people that forget or do
not understand your
vegetarian diet
● Be able to explain over and
over again what your
motivation towards a
vegetarian diet is.
● Be able to take more of the
duties of buying and

suggestions for meat
replacements and recipes.
● Surround yourself with other
vegetarians
● Exchange information with
friends about vegetarian diets.
● More tasty and nutritious meat
replacements
● More variation in vegetarian
meals

Experiencing that it is not too
difficult to cook vegetarian
meals.
The belief that it is a sin to
throw meat away together with
large packaging of meat.
Watching her weight during
rowing season.
Discovering tasty alternatives
for meat products.
Eating with groups of girls were
meals are standard served
vegetarians.

She considers taste as the most
important factor of a meal.
She considers the health aspect
of food and the quantity of the
portions when selecting meals.
She finds food waste important
to consider.
She is not spending a lot of
money on food, and therefore
this is not an essential factor to
consider.
In the last place, she thinks
about the ethical aspects of
food.
She finds it important that she
is not bothering others too
much, and therefore, she likes
to eat the standard option
when eating with others.
Being highly influenced by the
desires and wishes of your
environment is not supporting
meat reduction.
Having the feeling that it is
bothering others if you ask for
vegetarian alternatives is not
supporting meat reduction.
If the habit of eating meat is
firmly rooted, and somebody
has the feeling that it is very
complex to break this habit,
decrease the likelihood for
meat reduction.
Being surrounded by many
males is not supporting meat
reduction.

● More vegetarian options in
restaurants

● More vegetarian alternatives
for meat products, especially
for lunch products
● Obtaining more confidence to
ask for vegetarian options
when eating with a group
where meat is the standard.
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● Be able to hand in some of
the pleasure (taste,
variation) of food for the
greater good.

preparing meals when
eating with others.
● Be able to be flexible and
not too picky with food
● Experiment with new
products and meals
● Learn from other
vegetarians.

Table 13: overview of cases

6.2.2 comparing cases
This section sums up the push and pull factors related to meat consumption and reduction explored
between the cases. It is essential to consider that all push and pull factors are provided and influenced
by the individual environment, their “bubble”. Connections and contrasts are found between men and
women and between vegetarians and meat consumers. The results could be grouped into four
sections: Taste & Alternatives, Priorities & Beliefs, Breaking habits & Control and Mainstream &
Exceptional (figure 7). The different push and pull factors derived from the analysis are furthermore
displayed in table 15.

figure 7: overarching section of push and pull factors obtained from the empirical study

Bubble
The participants' social environment appears to be an essential factor determining whether somebody
is adopting a vegetarian diet, and all observed push and pull factors are deeply driven by the bubble
somebody is living in. For example, this is demonstrated by the participants moving out of their
parent's place to university cities. They became surrounded by more vegetarian others, and also the
50

availability of vegetarian options in supermarkets and restaurants increased. On a smaller scale, the
friend groups, roommates, and partners of the participants highly influence the participants' diet.
Interesting to see is that the vegetarians both surrounded themselves with a mainly vegetarianfriendly bubble, and furthermore, they built up resistance towards the judgment of others about their
diet. The vegetarian girl explained her motivation and took the initiative to buy and prepare meals
when eating with others to maintain her vegetarian diet when eating with others. For example, she
often offers to cook and tries to explain the intentions behind her vegetarian diet.
"Yes, that was my way of coping with not eating meat, I told people: 'I do like it, it is tasty, when I explained to
people why I ate vegetarian, I really do I for the environment" (Interview Dorien, Vegetarian female).

The vegetarian male, Stefan, was raised by a vegetarian mom, and from a young age, he was educated
about the impact of meat on the climate. This awareness provided him with a solid motivation for a
vegetarian diet, something that others miss. Even though Stefan experienced some difficulties in social
situations with other males, this motivation aids him to be resilient in such situations. Later, he settled
in a highly vegetarian-friendly environment due to his study, making it easy to maintain his diet.
"And when I was older, when I was 11 years old I understood that meat was really bad for the climate and this
was for me the main reason" (Interview Stefan, Vegetarian males)"

Both meat-eaters were raised in a high meat supportive bubble, and when moving out, they, however,
decreased their meat intake; they were both still surrounded by mainly meat consumers. For Flora,
the meat consuming female, her boyfriend and friend groups have a noticeable impact on her diet.
However, she indicates that she would make more vegetarian choices when eating alone; she often
considers the wishes of others when cooking, driving her to buy and prepare meat.
"what I also did at a certain point, that if I was on my own, I always cooked vegetarian" (Interview
Flora, Meat consumer, Female)
For Simon, the meat consuming male, his Suriname family, who traditionally consumes a lot of
chicken, influences his meat intake; however, his perception of meat and vegetarian products
contributes significantly to his ongoing meat consumption.
"I have a Suriname background, there we cook in general often with meat, nasi with bacon, salty meat and a
lot of fish, and often when you eat vegetables they are prepared with shrimps. Thus, almost every meal
contains meat" (Interview Simon, Meat consumer, Male)

Hence, the bubble of the participants contributes largely to whether somebody adopts a vegetarian
diet and is acting as a common tread within the further described sections of push and pull factors.

Taste & Alternatives (taste of meat and vegetarian alternatives)
All participants mentioned the hedonic pleasure of meat as a restraining factor for adopting a
vegetarian diet. However, both vegetarians searched for alternatives and gave up some of the hedonic
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pleasure to fulfil larger ethical concerns. The vegetarian male used the taste of cheese to replace meat
and the improved vegetarian alternatives.

"So I liked cheese so much that I didn't have to miss meat anymore.". (Interview Stefan, Vegetarian Male).

The vegetarian female experimented with different products and dishes, and she used others around
her to learn about preparing vegetarian meals. The meat consumer male tried different vegetarian
products; however, the great perceived effort and not enjoying the taste optimally restrained him
regularly from replacing meat with vegetarian alternatives.

" if you are in the supermarket and you have not yet thought about what you are going to eat that you will grab a
piece of chicken anyway rather than thinking about preparing a curry with products you don't really know..." (Interview,
Simon, Meat consumer, Male)

Flora did replace some of her meat with vegetarian options; however, she hasn't found an
alternative for various lunch products. Moreover, she experiences struggles with choosing vegetarian
options when eating with others.
Furthermore, they all noticed an increase in tasty and nutritious vegetarian
alternatives in supermarkets. Especially for Stefan, the vegetarian male, this helps him to maintain his
vegetarian diet. However, the vegetarian girl eats meat alternatives; she is not highly dependent on
these alternatives since she uses various other products to build her meals. For both meat-eaters,
vegetarian options are often still not satisfying their taste and nutrient requirement, and therefore
they usually prefer meat products. However, the meat consuming female replaced most of her meat
products when eating alone for vegetarian alternatives. Nevertheless, she is not feeling comfortable
changing meat products when dining with her boyfriend or friend groups.
Priorities and beliefs
An outstanding returning factor in the interviews is the observed differences in priorities and beliefs
about meat consumption. Different values are persuaded when making food choices (table 14). A
significant difference is observed between vegetarians and non-vegetarians in the extent of
considering ethical issues like food waste and sustainability when making food choices. Vegetarians
do have certain ethical values significantly higher on their priority list compared to meat consumers.
The meat consuming male did not mention ethical values at all; for him, the priority of the nutritional
value of meat often exceeds the priority of meat reduction. Beliefs about nutrient intake and the
difficulties of meeting specific requirements when reducing meat are observed as a pull factor,
especially for the meat-consuming male.

"But yes, usually I think, it is challenging to eat enough protein with only vegetarian products. " (Interview Siemon, Meat
consumer, Male)
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Furthermore, a difference is observed in prioritizing price over other values. All participants
indicated that they are likely to pay more for sustainable products, however, up to a certain limit. For
Dorien, the vegetarian girl, the desire of her roommates to eat low-budget play a relevant role in
buying sustainable and or cheap products. This sometimes leads to internal conflict when shopping;
however, she learned to cope with this by purchasing discount products and choosing seasonal
products.
"The fact that I do not want an overpriced meal for my housemates, so you look then ate products that are for sale and then
I just buy that"

The vegetarians indicate that having a flexible mindset regarding being not too picky with food and
lowering their perceptions of meals made it easier to cope with conflicting values.

"I think you have to be flexible because you cannot force everyone to always eat vegetarian or a certain dish. I am already
very happy that they want to eat vegetarian, then I don't want to make it too difficult for them" (Interview Dorien, Vegetarian
Female)

Both meat-eaters were generally aware of the effect of meat consumption on the climate;
however, they indicated that they missed specific and accurate knowledge. Therefore, they often did
not feel the need for changing their meat consumption. All cases indicate that watching
documentaries increased their awareness. Furthermore, being surrounded by others that are highly
aware of the issue grew their understanding of the issue.
Both females indicate that they care about food waste which influences their meat
consumption, and the meat consuming female explained that weight control also reduced her meat
intake. The vegetarian girl experienced positive physical benefits of meat reduction, stimulating her
to maintain her vegetarian diet. On the other hand, the meat consuming male experiences physical
benefits of meat consumption in terms of increased strength and increased muscle mass. However,
all cases are willing to reduce their meat intake; the vegetarian girl is most willing to try new recipes
and products and to experiment with novel products.

Stefan (vegetarian, male)
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

Dorien (vegetarian, female)

Tasty;
Diverse
Nutritious
Sustainable;
Simple during the week;
Complex in the weekends
Price;
Healthy
No sugar

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Food waste (what do I
have left)
Price
Sustainable (Seasonality)
Tasty (Roommates
taste)
Nutritious

Simon(Meat, male)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Nutritious
Filling
Taste
Effort
Price

Flora (Meat, female)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Tasty
Nutritious
Healthy
Quantity
Ethical

Table 14: Values for food choices jam board.
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Habits, Control & Attitude
A returning topic in the conversations is the issue of breaking existing habits. Both meat-eaters explain
that breaking the habit of eating meat will be, in their opinion, an immense challenge. The meat
consuming girl is insecure about her ability to change her persistent meat consumption pattern.
"and I also think I should try it a little more every now and then, but it's just some kind of habit that I'm not sure if I can break
it" (Interview Flora, Meat consumer, Female)

The meat-eating male indicates that he often finds himself choosing the convenient and easy option
even though he intends to pick vegetarian options. The vegetarian male eliminated meat from his diet
by organising a competition, and the desire to win the game helped him change his meat consumption
pattern. For the vegetarian girl, being surrounded by many vegetarians and asking them for advice
during her studies enabled her to change her meat consumption habits. She used her network to help
her find inspiration for vegetarian recipes and cooking skills to break her habit of eating meat.
The meat consumption habit developed for nearly all of the cases during their childhood. Three
of the four cases grew up in a family where meat is seen as a normal and important part of the meals,
and especially fathers are mentioned as stimulating factors for meat consumption.

" Mainly with my father who really loves Tartare and red meat and Filet American and that kind of thing .. so I learned from
him to appreciate that" (Interview Flora, Vegeterian, Female)

All cases decreased their meat intake when moving out of their parent's place. And even nowadays,
the participants' parents are generally not changing their meat consumption habits and visiting
parents is not stimulating meat reduction. An interesting difference is seen in the way of dealing with
parents not willing to change towards meat reduction. However, the meat consuming male sometimes
tries to convince his parents to buy less meat by telling them to do so. He is not actively trying to take
control or participate in planning, shopping, or preparing meals when living with his parents.

"Yes, but of course, it is also a bit conscious; I could take more responsibility for the meals at home .. but that takes a lot of
effort .." (interview Simon, Meat consumer, Male)

On the other hand, the vegetarian girl is actively involved in buying and preparing meals when visiting
her parents. This to maintain her vegetarian diet and to let her parents experience the positive side of
vegetarian food.

(In relation to her parents:) "You also have to be a bit innovative from okay I don't eat lasagna with meat, so I will cook for
you, and then I make it with vegan minced meat to show that it is also very tasty and that it is not much trouble, or I send a
recipe and ask them if they can make this tonight" (Interview Dorien, Vegetarian, Female)

Three out of the four cases are, for a substantial part, in charge of their meals; only the meat-eater
male is not much in control of his meals. Having less control restrains him from eating vegetarian
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products. However, the meat-eating female is often in charge of meals; she feels the pressure of
groups to cook meat. However, when she eats alone, she uses this control to cook vegetarian meals.

"I also think because if I eat with my boyfriend he really likes chicken and then you do that or if you indeed eat with a large
group of friends.."(Interview Flora, Meat consumer, Female)

Having control over your diet in a supportive environment helps to reduce meat intake for males and
females, however, only if the priority for meat reduction outweighs other priorities.

Mainstream & Exceptional
This section is most strongly correlated to the environment. Whether vegetarian diets are exceptional
or mainstream in somebody's immediate environment strongly determines whether an individual
adopts a vegetarian diet. The empirical study shows that pull factors experienced by males most often
occur within this section. On the other hand, females experience most of the push factors within this
section.
Nevertheless, all participants experienced or expected to experience difficulties with friend
groups where vegetarian diets are not mainstream or even exceptional. They all have experienced
uncomfortable feelings with being the only vegetarian or thinking about being the only vegetarian.
For the males, masculine settings like soccer or male friend groups are experienced as situations where
meat reduction is not stimulated because having a vegetarian diet is exceptional. Also, for the girls,
eating with other males is problematic. All cases mention that friend groups consisting of mainly males
are primarily causing these feelings since the girls in their surroundings often eat vegetarian.
Moreover, the city where they resided during their study was experienced as a stimulating meat
reduction environment. In these areas, vegetarianism felt more mainstream in the city than in the
places where they grew up.
"It just became much more mainstream in restaurants and cafes; you weren't seen as crazy or something, and my friends,
teachers, nobody was making a problem of it. (Interview Dorien, Vegetarian, Female)

Moreover, both vegetarians were, at this time, living together with other vegetarians, where
both meat-eaters did not live with other vegetarians. The last-mentioned presume that living together
with other vegetarians and spending more time with other vegetarians will reduce their meat intake.
Because all cases know more vegetarian females than vegetarian males, it is more likely to be
surrounded by other vegetarians when being a female spending time with other females than being a
male spending time with other males. Both males mention that girls and females positively affected
meat reduction. Living with a girlfriend and receiving attention and respect from other females
because of a vegetarian diet choice reduced their meat intake. For the girls, eating with other girls also
stimulates meat reduction.
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"So I had a girlfriend who ate vegetarian, haha then you cannot come by with meat (Interview Simon, Meat consumer,
Male)"

Section 1: Taste & alternatives
Pull factors

Push Factors

Males

Females

Males

Females

1.Taste of meat
2.Situations with lack of
vegetarian alternatives

1.Taste of meat
2.Situations with lack of
vegetarian alternatives

1.Taste of meat
alternatives

1.Taste of meat
alternatives

Section 2: Priorities & Beliefs
Pull factors

Push Factors

Males

Females

Males

Females

1.Not meeting nutrient
requirement without
meat
2.Grew up with belief that
meat is essential
3.Price of vegetarian
products

1.Grew up with belief
that meat is essential
2.Price of vegetarian
products

1.Awareness of climate
issues
2.Documentaries

1.Awareness of climate
issues
2.Positive physical
benefits
3.Documentaries
4.Caring about food-waste
5.Price of meat

Section 3: Habits, Control & Attitude
Pull factors

Push Factors

Males

Females

Males

Females

1.Parents are not
changing behaviour
2. Too much effort to
break habits
3.Convenience and
familiarity with purchasing
and preparing meat
4.Lack of skills to prepare
vegetarian meals
5.Not in control of own
diet

1.Parents are not
changing behaviour
2.Too much effort to
break habits
3.Meat loving father
4.Knowing how much
and what to eat to stay
healthy

1.Ethical minded mom
2.Moving out parents’
home
3.Exchanging information
with friends
4.Taking control over own
diet

1.Willing to try new things
2.Moving out parents’
home
3.Learning from other
vegetarians
4.A flexible attitude
5.Creativity with recipes
6.Experimenting with new
products and recipes
7.Experiencing that it is
not difficult to cook
vegetarian
8.Taking control over own
diet
9.Exchanging information
with friends

Section 4: Mainstream & Exceptional
Pull factors

Push Factors

Males

Females

Males

Females

1.Soccer and parties
2.Being the only male
3.Comments by other
males
4.Living with others who
eat meat
5.No vegetarian friends
for inspiration
6.Eating with groups were
meat is standard

1.Feelings of shame and
guilt when asking for
vegetarian option
2.Eating with boyfriend
3.Eating with groups
were meat is standard

1.Respect from females
2.Attention from girls
3.Vegetarian girlfriend
4.Supportive housemates

1.Supportive friends
2.Surrounded by many
vegetarians
3.Being part of active
sustainability teams
4.Surrounded by others
that are aware of climate
issues
5.Eating with groups of
girls
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7.No platforms for
inspiration

6.Roommates eating
vegetarian

Table 15: Push and pull factors for males and females obtained from case study analysis.

6.3 Summary empirical study
The empirical study shows that, in general, more push factors are observed for females, and more pull
factors are observed for males. Overall the environment, the bubble somebody is living in, is of major
influence in whether somebody reduces his or her meat intake for males and females. Furthermore,
differences are noticeable in the type of push and pull factors observed for men and women. The
observed push and pull factors within the different themes are generally practical oriented or social
oriented.
Within the section taste & Alternatives, many practical typed push factors are observed. This
section shows that taste is an essential part of nutrition; however, the vegetarians found alternatives
and were willing to give up a bit of the taste to maintain their vegetarian diet. Males were more
fancying easy and convenient alternatives with meat characteristics and similar to meat in usage.
Females were willing to replace their meat with other products (legumes, beans, etc.).
Secondly, the theme of priorities & beliefs shows that prioritizing ethical concerns influences
the likelihood to decrease meat intake for males and females. Differences are observed for males and
females in the beliefs about meat's healthiness and physical impact on the body. Men perceive meat
as something important for their physical performance and appearance. Therefore males are more
likely to have other priorities and beliefs about certain issues like nutritional values or tastiness of
vegetarian products, restraining them from meat reduction.
The section Habits, Control & Attitude contains practical and social typed push and pull factors
of. Meat consumers experience meat reduction as something very challenging because of breaking
existing habits. The vegetarian female changed her meat consumption pattern by experimenting with
different products and seeking information in her network. The vegetarian male tried to find meat
replacements similar in taste and usage to traditional meat products. The meat consuming male is
hindered by his perception of vegetarian diets. The female is restrained by her close surroundings that
is not willing to change their habits. Furthermore, this theme reveals that having control over buying,
planning, and preparing the meals helps reduce meat intake if intentions for meat reduction are
present and the social environment is supportive towards meat reduction. Females are more often in
charge of meals but are also more vulnerable to the requests and desires of others surrounded.
Finally, the section mainstream & exceptional shows many social typed push and pull factors.
The likelihood of adopting a vegetarian diet increases when vegetarian diets are more mainstream.
Conversely, in a situation where a vegetarian diet is more exceptional, the likelihood of adopting a
vegetarian diet decreases. In the main cities and areas where more females are around, vegetarian
diets are more often experienced as mainstream.
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7. Conclusion
This study aimed to gain insights into why men and women differ in their meat consumption
behaviour. Both men and women in this study face push and pull factors towards meat reduction, and
various push and pull factors are similar for males and females; nevertheless, they are often stronger
presented for one of the two groups.
In general, the males in the study face more pull factors, where the females experience more
push factors. Moreover, the nature of these factors differs for the males and the females. The results
show a remarkable difference for males and females in the number of push and pull factors operating
within the practical domain. Within this domain, the females face more push factors, whereas the
males face more pull factors.
Furthermore, the results show that the women in the study are more likely to face social typed
push factors than males. The women are more likely to be often situated within a vegetarian-friendly
environment where they feel supported by other females and exchange information and practical
skills. However, these social-typed push factors are more present for the women in the study; this
study reveals that also for the males in the study, these factors will help them to reduce their meat
intake. Nevertheless, these factors are not as often present for males as they are for women. On the
other hand, the observed pull factors for women are also more often located within the social domain.
Women are often vulnerable to the opinions of others, and when these others are not stimulating
meat reduction, women are likely to confess to the demands of others. Furthermore, women are more
likely to consider ethical issues as animal welfare and environmental friendliness when making food
choices.
For the males in the study, the pull factors are located within the social and practical domains.
Considering the social typed pull factors, they are often related to the issue that vegetarian diets are
usually not perceived as common among males. That vegetarian diets are not typical among the males
is probably caused by the detected practical typed pull factors. The practical pull factors for the males
in the study include eating vegetarian is perceived as: time and energy-consuming, less healthy,
inefficient for physical purposes, and less tasty. Furthermore, lack of skills to prepare vegetarian meals,
lack of inspiration and the belief that vegetarian diets lack variety are not supporting meat reduction.
However, these pull factors are, to some extent, also identified for the women; they are less actively
perceived as barriers by them.
Moreover, this study reveals that the men and women in the study are both less likely to
choose vegetarian alternatives when they have an inadequate awareness of the environmental impact
of meat. However, this study suggests that women, independent of their knowledge on climate issues,
are more likely to be concerned about climate issues.
Overall this study highlights that the males and females differ in their meat consumption
behaviour because the males in the study experience more pull factors, particularly within the
practical domain, and because vegetarian diets are perceived as less common among males.
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This conclusion has been depicted in figure 8.

figure 8: practical and social typed push and pull factors towards meat reduction for males and females.
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8. Discussion
This research explored the difference in meat consumption for men and women and the factors
contributing to these differences. This chapter will reflect on the integrated findings of the literature,
the survey analysis and the case study analysis. The observed push and pull factors (GRRs) are
discussed and are arranged guided by the Everyday-life Perspective in practical and social typed
factors, followed by some considerations related to the difference between men and women observed
in this research. This chapter secluded by presenting the study strengths and limitations.

8.1 Interpretations of results
Meat consumption
In line with several other studies, this study suggests that males consume more meat than females;
and that younger males eat more meat than older males (Gifford & Nilsson, 2014; Pfeiler &
Egloff,2018). However, other studies suggest that young people eat less meat than older people
(Pribis, et al ., 2010; Di Novi et al., 2021). In line with these studies, this study shows that younger
women indeed consume less meat than older women; however, younger males eat more meat than
older males. Perhaps younger females eat substantially less meat than older females, and therefore,
the overall meat intake for younger generations is lower than for older generations, even though
young men consume more meat. However, future research is needed to research the relationship
between age and meat consumption.
Push and pull factors
The findings of this research contribute to the literature in several ways. Firstly, this study shows that
the males and females in the study differ in their meat consumption practices and in their perceived
push and pull factors. The males face more pull factors, restraining meat reduction, whereas the
females experience more push factors towards meat reduction. This difference between the males
and females in the study is likely causing the difference in meat consumption behaviour found for the
males and females. Nevertheless, further research is needed to define the relationship between the
observed push and pull factors and meat intake. Within this study, the Everyday life perspective
(Bouwman & Woerkum, 2012) has been used to focus on the nature of the push and pull factors
determined. This theoretical perspective explains that; dietary practices, and thus meat consumption,
consist of practical routines, like buying, selecting, preparing and enjoying food. Therefore, push and
pull factors within the practical organization of eating meat are investigated within this study.
Secondly, because eating is merely considered a social practice, the study further investigated the
push and pull factors within this social domain.
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Practical domain
The results show a noticeable difference in the push and pull factors observed between the males and
females in the study within the practical domain. Many practical push factors are established for the
women, and many practical pull factors are established for the males. Practical typed push factors
discovered for the females are, among others, experiencing that it is not difficult to cook vegetarian,
experimenting with new products and recipes, creativity with recipes, and their willingness to try new
things. The men experience pull factors like not being in control of their own diet and lack of skills to
prepare vegetarian meals. This is supported by findings from other studies, like the study of Mullee et
al. (2017) and Pohjolainen et al. (2015), who found that males suggested that limited skills and
knowledge about how to cook vegetarian meals restrain them from changing their meat consumption
behaviour. The observed variations in the push and pull factors for the males and females within the
practical domain might be partly explained by the fact that women, in general, are more often in
charge of the practical organization of planning, purchasing and preparing meals (Sobal, 2012). This
responsibility might have provided the females with more practical skills and experiences so that they
are better able to deal with dietary changes. The findings of this study have furthermore added to this
by indicating that whenever the males obtain more responsibility and control over their diets, it
increases the likelihood of meat reduction. Presumably, because having control and responsibility is
related to improved skills and experiences. The literature supports this assumption; according to
Lavelle et al. (2020), are better cooking and food skills (home meal preparation such as meal planning,
food shopping, and budgeting) related to a more healthful diet. Nevertheless, future research is
needed to provide more insights into the relation of cooking and food skills related to sustainable diets
and to provide a deeper understanding of the correlations between responsibility for meals (agency)
and the ability to change dietary habits. Nevertheless, these results indicate that increasing skills and
experiences with planning, buying, selecting, preparing and enjoying meals is likely to increase meat
reduction for males.
Furthermore, the remaining pull factors experienced by the males in the study can be divided
into six practical categories. However, several of these pull factors are also in play for the females; this
study reveals that they are more obstructive for the males. This is support by several other studies
(Timeo & Suitner, 2018; Calvert, 2014; Hartmann & Siegrist, 2020). These six categories are Appetizing,
Price, Nutrient requirement (especially concerning sports), Environmental impact and Convenience.
This study demonstrated that the males face barriers within these categories. Vegetarian meals are
often understood as less tasty, more expensive, inadequately nutritious, low in variation and more
complicated to purchase and prepare. And last, the environmental impact of changing diet is not seen
as sufficiently mattering to change dietary behaviour. However, the barrier taste was mentioned by
both males and females within this study; according to Rosenfeld & Tomiyama (2020), who studied
the barriers of meat reduction (N=579), were males more likely to perceive taste as a barrier towards
meat reduction. Regarding the value 'convenience', the survey analysis found that females are more
likely to rate convenience as important when making food choices. A possible explanation for this can
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be that the females in the study might be more often in charge of preparing the meals and therefore
benefit more from convenient meals. The issue of awareness is depicted in this study through
increased knowledge of climate change obtained during university, and educational documentaries
are considered as encouraging meat reduction. This correlation is found in this study for as well the
males as the females. That increased awareness is linked to increased action is consistent with
previous studies, finding a connection between sustainability awareness and sustainable behaviour
(Semenza et al., 2008). Nevertheless, this study suggests that women, independent of their knowledge
on climate issues, are more likely to be concerned about climate issues.
Consequently, the data of this study suggest that targeting these six barriers offers the most
promise for making vegetarianism more appealing to males.
Social domain
Concerning the social typed push factors, this study shows that the women in the study are more likely
to experience social typed push factors. This study adds to the literature that women possibly
experience more often support from their network, are more often surrounded by other vegetarians,
exchange information and learn from each other. Making use of their network likely empowers
females in reducing their meat intake. These findings suggest that women are perhaps more likely to
use their close surroundings as support and are more likely to help others, where males might be more
likely to operate solo. In other words, women appear to be more likely to position themselves in a
broader system (p.e, family, friends, society, earth), where men are more likely to place the broader
system around 'the self'. Additionally, this study found that the males more often have health and
body as the primary motivations to reduce their meat intake, where the women in general
(independent of their diet) more often include moral dimension as animal welfare and
environmentally friendly in consideration when selecting meals. Several other studies support these
findings; according to Carroll et al. (1998), women feel more empathy and sympathy in response to
their friends' problems and the study of Merkas et al., 2011 found that girls are more likely to rate the
importance of community feeling higher compared to boys.
Nevertheless, on the other hand, this study exhibited that the women are more vulnerable to
the requests and desires of others. The women in the study are likely to change their food choices
when they have the feeling they are disappointing others or have the feeling they are a burden to
others. These findings might be associated with the fact that women more often have a caring nature
and are more likely to sacrifice themselves for the interest of others (McQuaid et al., 2012). Women
are taught to behave in loving and caring ways and to put the needs of others before themselves. At
the same time, boys and men are often socialized to avoid feelings and expose concerns to others
outside themselves (Bloodhart & Swim, 2020). In addition, Groves. (2005) found that women were
more likely to demonstrate environmental sensitivity, such as recognizing constraints in their social
environment and identifying the needs and feelings of others. Consequently, when others are not
supporting meat reduction, this can hinder women in their journey towards meat reduction. Though,
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when located in an environmentally friendly surrounding, the women are more likely to use their
environment to sustain their journey towards meat reduction. Furthermore, these caring and sensitive
characteristics might explain the findings of this study, showing that the women more often respects
moral concerns as 'animal welfare' and 'environmentally friendliness' when selecting meals.
In general, the findings of this study suggest that acknowledging others and the world around
them, together with a flexible attitude and openness towards new things, supports meat reduction
for the females. Moreover, the results imply that when a strong moral restraint and confidence guide
females, even more men and women will be able to reduce their meat intake. However, future
research is needed to explain this assumption.
Regarding the social typed pull factors for males, this study reveals that they are often
associated with being an exception when not eating meat as being a male. However, this study reveals
that when the males, like the females, move to a more vegetarian-friendly environment, they are
more likely to reduce their meat intake. Furthermore, when their social circle included a vegetarian
friend or family member, meat consumption was considerably lower. The vegetarian male in the case
study was raised by a mom who limited her meat consumption, and he lived with other vegetarians.
However, difficulties were experienced when being in situations with many males, like soccer or
dinner with groups of other males.
In line with the ELP, this study found that meat consumption is not driven purely by individual
choices but that it is strongly related to the dietary choices made by significant others in one's social
network. This study suggests that for females, vegetarian diets are often perceived as the norm. When
eating with a group of females, the meals are often prepared without meat, and participants are
surprised when they meet other females that still consume meat.

Action
The findings of this study suggest that; to decrease meat consumption among males, we have to focus
on positioning vegetarian diets as the norm in 'male' situations. To make vegetarian diets more
prevalent amongst males, it is necessary to tackle the practical barriers experienced by males first.
Tackling these barriers increases the likelihood that a vegetarian diet is accepted by males, raising the
possibility that even more males adopt a vegetarian diet because the perceived social barriers
decrease.
Overall, this study highlights the idea that gender should be considered in sustainability
promotion. Therefore, practitioners should consider diverging motivational and restraining factors for
males and females concerning sustainable dietary behaviour
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8.2 Study strengths and limitations
Strengths
The primary strength of this study is the multiple method strategies used for this research. Qualitative
and quantitative methods are combined to answer the research question. Using various research
methods aids to provide an extended and more in-depth answer to the research question. Based on
the findings obtained from the survey analysis and the literature study, the case studies were utilised
to provide a more in-depth understanding of the previously observed determinants and investigate if
these factors apply to younger generations. Case study analysis allows obtaining an in-depth and
detailed understanding of interwoven parts in the data. Using the case study method, the participants'
life stories from childhood to the present could investigate the push and pull factors experienced
regarding meat reduction.
Furthermore, the use of interactive Jam Boards during the interviews was received very
positively by the participants. Using the Jam Board, participants were stimulated to participate actively
in the conversation and motivated to reflect deeper on specific topics.
Finally, a major strength of this study was the use of the SMH and the Everyday-Life
Perspective to create a framework to study the difference in meat consumption for males and females.
This framework has depicted the push and pull factors and provided a perspective on practical and
social typed push and pull factors for men and women. This has provided insights into the different
restraining and stimulating factors regarding meat reduction for males and females actively
interacting with the social setting and the challenges of daily life. Moreover, this has served to
understand better why men and women differ in their meat consumption and what the focus point
should be for campaign holders to promote vegetarian diets for men and women.

Limitations
This study has some limitations which are important to consider when interpreting the results. Firstly,
the systematic scoping review looked at vegetarian diets or meat reduction in combination with
gender. However, some articles might be not incorporated because articles not explicitly focusing on
gender; however, focussing on a plant-based or vegetarian diet might not show up in the search
platforms; though, they might include information about gender differences.
Furthermore, some limitations regarding the statistical analysis need to be addressed. Firstly,
the surveys participants were free to fill in the survey if they felt like doing so and were aware of the
topic (sustainability) of the survey. This might appeal to a particular type of people more than others,
possibly causing some self-selection bias. The results might therefore resemble more positive towards
sustainability and less representative for the broader population. Furthermore, the sample size,
however large enough to use as a whole; when separating into sub-groups, the numbers per group
were small.
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Secondly, the snowball sampling strategy used to recruit the participants for the case study has
some possible limitations, perhaps affecting the findings' representability. However, seven people
were selected and interviewed; only four participants were used for the definitive case study analysis
due to the time limitations of the researcher. Moreover, the selected participants were quite
comparable, all highly educated and living in the two largest cities of the Netherlands. Therefore
results of the case study analysis are only generalisable to a particular population group.
Finally, however, the survey was conducted in Italy and the UK; due to the current corona
situations and the project's temporary closure, the interviews were held among Dutch students.
Consequently, the findings of the case study might be only generalisable to dutch students.

9. Recommendations
9.1 Recommendations for research
Based on reflections of the research process, results and outcomes, suggestions for further research
on gender and meat consumption were developed:

●

Since the case study analysis focuses on a specific sample of Dutch university students living
in larger cities, future research might focus on a broader and more diverse and larger study
sample, including people from different levels of education and living environment. Such
research can provide a more in-depth understanding of the determinants in play in meat
consumption behaviour for a wider population. Future research might include the elements;
living environment, education, culture and family situation in relation to meat consumption
and gender. Additional relevant research can offer even more and fitting advice to promote
meat reduction among men and women.

●

This study indicated a large difference in meat consumption behaviour and perception
between different countries. Since the SU-EATABLE-LIFE project operates in different
countries, further research should specify cultural differences in relation to meat
consumption behaviour to develop appropriate methods to reduce meat intake per country.

●

Since this research shows that vegetarian cooking skills are related to maintaining a
vegetarian diet, future research can focus on cooking and food skills and adopting a
sustainable diet. By obtaining a deeper understanding of the correlations between food and
cooking skills and meat reduction, the promotion of meat reduction can be strengthened by
promoting cooking and food skills.
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●

Since meat consumption is culturally and historically connected to masculinity, meat
reduction logically is a complex pattern to change. Other sustainable diet practices might be
less firmly linked to masculinity and, therefore, perhaps easier to adopt for males. Future
research can investigate adopting sustainable diet practices, like eating seasonal, eating
local, preventing food waste, and examining if these practices are easier to apply to males.
Nevertheless, since meat consumption most impacts the climate, it remains essential to
focus on meat reduction as the primary tool for climate change prevention through diet
changes.

●

Moreover, in line with the previous topic addressed, future research could explore the
difference in sustainability practices other than dietary practices for men and women.
Gender differences in sustainable behaviour in other domains besides nutritional habits are
likely different for males and females. Gender differences in travel behaviour, consumption
(other than food) behaviour, recycling, waste management and green energy use can
contribute to a better understanding of gender roles in sustainability practices to promote
sustainable behaviour for both genders.

●

The participants indicated that after the interview, they became more aware of their meat
consumption behaviour, resulting in at least a temporary reduction of their meat intake.
Therefore it can be worth investigating how increasing awareness of particular behaviour
can be increased using dialogue techniques. Certain research can provide relevant
information and can provide techniques applicable to reduce meat intake further.

●

This research suggests that younger males eat more meat than older males. Future studies
may investigate this relationship to provide a better understanding of the underlying
mechanisms for this phenomenon.

●

Furthermore, additional research is needed to examine if the provided recommendations for
practices (see next chapter) have the desired result and if meat reduction is indeed realized
by implementing these recommendations in canteens.

8.2 Recommendations for practice
The practice recommendations are developed to provide an entry point for campaign developers
promoting meat reduction primarily aimed towards campaigns operating in canteens like the SUEATABLE LIFE PROJECT. This study revealed that males consume more meat than females; therefore,
these recommendations are directed towards the male audience to promote meat reduction among
this group.
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This study shows that the males in this study population are hindered by practical typed pull
factors, where females experience push factors within this domain. These recommendations primarily
focus on tackling the practical pull factors for males. This study reveals that the practical typed pull
factors experienced by the participants are related to six experienced barriers; the taste, the price, the
nutrient needs, the environmental impact, the diversity within vegetarian diets and the comfort of
purchasing and preparing vegetarian meals. Based on this study, it is recommended to focus on these
issues to increase the likelihood for males to reduce their meat intake. If so, also the experienced
social typed pull factors, which are often related to being exceptional when not eating meat as a male,
will decrease.
Regarding the females, this study reveals that increasing their confidence and empowering
them in their journey towards meat reduction by providing them with strong arguments makes them
resilient towards the negatively impacting desires of others. This will ensure them to make their own
decisions independent of the desires of immediate others. The following section presents content that
can help promote meat reduction among males based on the findings of this study.

Promotion material
ACTIVE
The study reveals that interventions aiming for widespread adoption of a more plant-based diet should
include gender induce inequality regarding meat consumption and perception. Therefore they can use
the letter code ACTIVE. ACTIVE includes six elements that, according to this research, should be
addressed when promoting a vegetarian diet towards males. These six elements are: Appetizing,
Cheap, Training, Impact, Variation and Easy .

APPETIZING: When promoting vegetarian meals, a great emphasis should be placed on the tastiness
of the meals. This can be realized by providing free taste tastings of vegetarian products in the
canteens. Furthermore, a great chef must prepare vegetarian meals to offer delicious options in the
canteen.

CHEAP: Educate that vegetarian meals do not have to be expensive and can even be more affordable
than meat containing meals. Within the canteens, the vegetarian meals should be at least similar in
price to the meals containing meat; however preferable, they should be cheaper. Another possibility
is that the meals are always vegetarian and that meat is optional for an additional fee. Besides,
promotion can focus on situations where food is purchased outside the canteens, e.g., supermarkets
or restaurants (see image 2 & 5).

TRAINING: The physical benefits of eating a vegetarian diet should be addressed. A focus should be on
the incorrect information provided about meat as an essential element to improve sports
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performance and to gain muscle strength and hypertrophy. Ways of doing so are; giving information
about the protein value of vegetarian products (image 2 and 3) and by working with examples of
successful athletes committed to a vegetarian diet (image 4).

IMPACT: Emphasis that with changing towards a vegetarian diet, people can, even though small, make
an impact. It is important to make this impact visible to ensure people understand their impact with
certain behaviour. This can be realized by providing numbers of C02-eq and water saved by choosing
a vegetarian diet (image 2 and 3). By converting these numbers into hours drove in a car or minutes
showered, the numbers can become even more concrete. Furthermore, it might aid to show the value
of the earth and the importance of maintaining nature, for example, to practice extreme sports like
surfing and snowboarding.

VARIATION: Furthermore, the possible variation within vegetarian meals should be stressed. The
prevalent belief that vegetarian diets are monotonous and low in variations should be tackled. This
can be done by providing a high variation of vegetarian meals in the canteen. Also, demonstrate that
nearly all meat meals can be transferred to vegetarian meals with the currently wide range of available
meat replacements.

EASY: Emphasis that vegetarian meals are easy and do not have to be time-consuming. Show that it is
possible to eat a vegetarian meal within 20 minutes. Use vegetarian alternatives similar to meat
products to promote easy meals (See image 1).

ACTIVE
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Image 1: ACTIVE flyer
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Extra content
Since people and in particular males often appreciate easy and convenient meals without too many
extraordinary ingredients, promoting vegetarian options as easy and convenient is suggested. Poster,
advertisement and or social media posts showing easy food shifts from meat products to vegetarian
alternatives products, to positively impact the cost-benefit evaluation made when making food
choices (Image 2).

Image 2: Cost benefit evaluation promotion food shifts.

Furthermore, provide recipes that are easy and similar to meat recipes. These recipes can furthermore
be used to show the effects of choosing sustainable options by showing the water and CO2-eq saved
by choosing vegetarian options rather than meat. Showing the effects of choosing sustainable options
aid to make sustainable food choices. (image 3)
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Image 3: Easy recipes that emphasize the protein composition of the meal and the water and GHG emission saved by making
this choice compared to similar meat options

Furthermore as explained in the flyer, professional athletes can be used for promotion purposes
(image 4).

Image 4:: Using athletes for promotion. Carl Lewis is an American former track and field athlete who won nine Olympic
gold medals, one Olympic silver medal, and 10 World Championships medals, including eight gold. Lewis is a vegan
and he believes that switching to a vegan diet can lead to improved athletic performance

Besides making vegetarian meals the cheaper option in the canteens, it can help inform about the
prices of vegetarian meals compared to meals containing meat in the supermarkets. This can provide
insights into the reality that vegetarian meals are often not more expensive or even cheaper than
meals containing meat (image 5).

Image 5: Promoting vegetarian products as not necessarily more expensive in comparison to similar vegetarian products.
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8. Appendix
Appendix 1: Quality Assessment
Study: Hoek et al., (2004)
Criteria

Yes (2)

1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3

Context for the study clear?

2

4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

2

6

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

2

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

2

8

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

9

10

No (0)

Data analysis not clearly
described
1

Cronbach α's were
assessed as a measure of
internal reliability.

1

Conclusion provided, no
clear link to theory

2

Total score

Explanation

Connection to
framework not
provided, to wider body
only partly

1

Conclusions supported by the results?

Reflexivity of the account?

Partial (1)

No limitation of the study
included
14

17

85/20 (50%)

Study: Macdiarmid et al., 2016
Criteria

Yes (2)

1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3

Context for the study clear?

2

4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

6

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

2

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

2

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2
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8

9
10

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

0

Conclusions supported by the results?

not provided

2

Reflexivity of the account?

2

Total score

18

2

18/20 (90%)

Study: Browarnik, (2012)
Criteria

Yes (2)

1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3

Context for the study clear?

4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

2

6

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

1

The context is partially
described.

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

1

not very structured

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

1

not very systematic

8

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

1

Reliability measures
performed

4

16/20 (80%)

9
10

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Reflexivity of the account?

2

Total score

12

Study: Roos et al., (2001)
Criteria

Yes (2)

1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3

Context for the study clear?

2

4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

2

6

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

2

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

2

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

79

8

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

9

Conclusions supported by the results?

10

1

interviews reviewed,
reliability tests not
mentioned.

1

19/20(95%)

2

Reflexivity of the account?

2

Total score

18

Study: Rotherberger, (2013)
Criteria

Yes (2)

1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3

Context for the study clear?

2

4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

6

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

2

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

2

8

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

2

9

No (0)

1

Conclusions supported by the results?

10

Partial (1)

Explanation

Recruitment with reward
system

interviews reviewed,
reliability tests not
mentioned.
2

Reflexivity of the account?

2

Total score

18

Criteria

Yes (2)

1

19/20(95%)

Study: Thomas (2016)

1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3

Context for the study clear?

2

4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

2

6

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

2

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

2

Partial (1)

1

No (0)

Explanation

Theory or framework
not clearly described
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9
10

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

2

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Reflexivity of the account?

2

Total score

18

limitation only party
described
1

19/20(95%)

Study: Leroy & Praet, 2015
Criteria

Yes (2)

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3

Context for the study clear?

2

4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

6

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

1

Criteria for data not
clearly described

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

1

Analysis not clearly
described

8

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

9
10

N/A

N/A

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Reflexivity of the account?

0

Total score

10

not provided

2

12/16(75%)

Study: Timeo & Suitner, (2018)
Criteria

Yes (2)

1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3

Context for the study clear?

2

4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

2

6

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

2

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

2

Partial (1)

1

No (0)

Explanation

theory partly described

81

8

9
10

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

2

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Reflexivity of the account?

2

Total score

18

1

19/20(95%)

Study: Sumpter, (2015)
Criteria

Yes (2)

1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

3

Context for the study clear?

2

4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

6

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

8

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

9
10

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2

1

not very clearly described

N/A

1

Method not clearly
described

2

0

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Reflexivity of the account?

2

Total score

12

Criteria

Yes (2)

2

14/20(70%)

Study: Mycek, (2018)

1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3

Context for the study clear?

2

4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

2

6

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

2

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

2

8

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

Partial (1)

No (0)

0

Explanation

not mentioned

82

9
10

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Reflexivity of the account?

2

Total score

18

0

18/20(90%)

Study: Greenebaum & Dexter, (2018)
Criteria

Yes (2)

1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3

Context for the study clear?

2

4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

2

6

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

2

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

8

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

9
10

Partial (1)

No (0)

1

Not very clearly described

0

Conclusions supported by the results?

Explanation

not mentioned

2

Reflexivity of the account?

Total score

14

1

Limitation reported,
reflexivity only partly

16

16/20(80%)

Study: Stenberg, (2017)
Criteria

Yes (2)

1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

2

3

Context for the study clear?

2

4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

2

6

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

2

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

2

8

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

9

Conclusions supported by the results?

Partial (1)

No (0)

0

Explanation

not mentioned

2

83

10

Reflexivity of the account?

2

Total score

18

Limitation reported,
reflexivity only partly
0

90/20(80%)

16

Quantitative studies
Study: Love & Sulikowski. (2018)
Criteria
1

2

Question / objective
sufficiently described?

Study design evident and appropriate?

Yes (2)

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2

2

3

Method of subject/comparison group
selection or source of information/input
variables described and appropriate?

2

4

Subject (and comparison group, if
applicable) characteristics sufficiently
described?

2

5

If interventional and random allocation
was possible, was it described?

2

6

If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

7

If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

8

Outcome and (if applicable) exposure
measure(s) well defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification bias?
means of assessment reported?

9

Sample size appropriate?

IAT in random order

2

1

43 men and 80 women,

10

Analytic methods described/justified
and appropriate?

2

not explained very
detailed

11

Some estimate of variance is reported
for the main results?

2

not provided

12

Controlled for confounding?

13

Results reported in sufficient detail?

2

14

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Total score

1

partly mentioned
no tables provided

18

2

20/24 (92%)

Study: Rozin et al., (2012)
Criteria
1

2

Question / objective
sufficiently described?

Study design evident and appropriate?

Yes (2)

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2

2

84

3

Method of subject/comparison group
selection or source of information/input
variables described and appropriate?

4

Subject (and comparison group, if
applicable) characteristics sufficiently
described?

5

If interventional and random allocation
was possible, was it described?

6

If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

7

If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

8

Outcome and (if applicable) exposure
measure(s) well defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification bias?
means of assessment reported?

2

9

Sample size appropriate?

2

10

Analytic methods described/justified
and appropriate?

2

11

Some estimate of variance is reported
for the main results?

12

Controlled for confounding?

2

13

Results reported in sufficient detail?

2

14

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Total score

2

1

Characteristics not very
detailed

2

not explained very
detailed
0

not provided

no tables provided

20

1

21/22 (95%)

Study: Forestell., (2018)
Criteria
1

2

Question / objective
sufficiently described?

Study design evident and appropriate?

Yes (2)

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2

2

3

Method of subject/comparison group
selection or source of information/input
variables described and appropriate?

4

Subject (and comparison group, if
applicable) characteristics sufficiently
described?

5

If interventional and random allocation
was possible, was it described?

N/A

6

If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

7

If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

1

population very uniform

2

85

8

Outcome and (if applicable) exposure
measure(s) well defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification bias?
means of assessment reported?

2

9

Sample size appropriate?

2

10

Analytic methods described/justified
and appropriate?

11

Some estimate of variance is reported
for the main results?

12

Controlled for confounding?

13

Results reported in sufficient detail?

2

14

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Total score

1

description of statistical
method not very detailed

2

0

16

2

not mentioned

18/22 (91%)

Study: Prättälä, et al., (2007)
Criteria
1

2

Question / objective
sufficiently described?

Study design evident and appropriate?

Yes (2)

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2

2

3

Method of subject/comparison group
selection or source of information/input
variables described and appropriate?

2

4

Subject (and comparison group, if
applicable) characteristics sufficiently
described?

2

5

If interventional and random allocation
was possible, was it described?

2

6

If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

7

If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

8

Outcome and (if applicable) exposure
measure(s) well defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification bias?
means of assessment reported?

2

9

Sample size appropriate?

2

10

Analytic methods described/justified
and appropriate?

2

11

Some estimate of variance is reported
for the main results?

12

Controlled for confounding?

13

Results reported in sufficient detail?

14

Conclusions supported by the results?

0

not mentioned

2

86

Total score

16

2

18/22 (91%)

Study: Dowsett et al., 2018
Criteria
Question / objective
sufficiently described?

1

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

Yes (2)

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2

2

3

Method of subject/comparison group
selection or source of information/input
variables described and appropriate?

2

4

Subject (and comparison group, if
applicable) characteristics sufficiently
described?

2

5

If interventional and random allocation
was possible, was it described?

2

6

If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

7

If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

8

Outcome and (if applicable) exposure
measure(s) well defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification bias?
means of assessment reported?

9

Sample size appropriate?

10

Analytic methods described/justified
and appropriate?

11

Some estimate of variance is reported
for the main results?

12

Controlled for confounding?

13

Results reported in sufficient detail?

14

Conclusions supported by the results?
Total score

2

1

n=460

2

0

not mentioned

2
16

2

18/22 (91%)

Study: Mertens et al., 2021
Criteria
1

2
3

Question / objective
sufficiently described?

Study design evident and appropriate?
Method of subject/comparison group
selection or source of information/input
variables described and appropriate?

Yes (2)

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2

2
2
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4

Subject (and comparison group, if
applicable) characteristics sufficiently
described?

5

If interventional and random allocation
was possible, was it described?

N/A

6

If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

7

If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

8

Outcome and (if applicable) exposure
measure(s) well defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification bias?
means of assessment reported?

9

Sample size appropriate?

1

2

10

Analytic methods described/justified
and appropriate?

2

11

Some estimate of variance is reported
for the main results?

2

12

Controlled for confounding?

13

Results reported in sufficient detail?

2

14

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Total score

convenience sampling

16

1

n=548

1

mediator checked

3

19/22 (86%)

Study: Tobler et al., (2011)
Criteria
1

2

Question / objective
sufficiently described?

Study design evident and appropriate?

Yes (2)

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2

2

3

Method of subject/comparison group
selection or source of information/input
variables described and appropriate?

4

Subject (and comparison group, if
applicable) characteristics sufficiently
described?

5

If interventional and random allocation
was possible, was it described?

6

If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

7

If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

2

1

convenience sampling

2

88

8

Outcome and (if applicable) exposure
measure(s) well defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification bias?
means of assessment reported?

2

9

Sample size appropriate?

2

10

Analytic methods described/justified
and appropriate?

2

11

Some estimate of variance is reported
for the main results?

0

not reported

12

Controlled for confounding?

0

not mentioned

13

Results reported in sufficient detail?

2

14

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Total score

n=6189

18

1

19/24(79%)

Study: Kubberod et al., (2002)
Criteria
1

2

Question / objective
sufficiently described?

Study design evident and appropriate?

Yes (2)

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2

2

3

Method of subject/comparison group
selection or source of information/input
variables described and appropriate?

4

Subject (and comparison group, if
applicable) characteristics sufficiently
described?

2

5

If interventional and random allocation
was possible, was it described?

2

6

If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?

2

7

If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?

2

8

9

1

convenience sample

Outcome and (if applicable) exposure
measure(s) well defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification bias?
means of assessment reported?

1

bias not mentioned

Sample size appropriate?

1

n=206

10

Analytic methods described/justified
and appropriate?

2

11

Some estimate of variance is reported
for the main results?

2

12

Controlled for confounding?

13

Results reported in sufficient detail?

0

not mentioned

2

89

14

Conclusions supported by the results?
Total score

2
20

3

23/28(82%)

Study: Meier & Christen, (2012)
Criteria
1

2

Question / objective
sufficiently described?

Study design evident and appropriate?

Yes (2)

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2

2

3

Method of subject/comparison group
selection or source of information/input
variables described and appropriate?

2

4

Subject (and comparison group, if
applicable) characteristics sufficiently
described?

2

5

If interventional and random allocation
was possible, was it described?

N/A

6

If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

7

If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

8

Outcome and (if applicable) exposure
measure(s) well defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification bias?
means of assessment reported?

2

9

Sample size appropriate?

2

10

Analytic methods described/justified
and appropriate?

2

11

Some estimate of variance is reported
for the main results?

0

not reported

12

Controlled for confounding?

0

not reported

13

Results reported in sufficient detail?

2

14

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Total score

n=13000

18

0

18/22(82%)

Study: De Backer et al, 2020
Criteria
1

2
3

Question / objective
sufficiently described?

Study design evident and appropriate?
Method of subject/comparison group
selection or source of information/input
variables described and appropriate?

Yes (2)

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2

2
2

90

4

Subject (and comparison group, if
applicable) characteristics sufficiently
described?

2

5

If interventional and random allocation
was possible, was it described?

2

6

If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?

2

7

If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?

8

Outcome and (if applicable) exposure
measure(s) well defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification bias?
means of assessment reported?

9

Sample size appropriate?

N/A

2

1

n=309

10

Analytic methods described/justified
and appropriate?

2

11

Some estimate of variance is reported
for the main results?

2

not reported

12

Controlled for confounding?

2

not reported

13

Results reported in sufficient detail?

2

14

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Total score

24

1

25/26(96%)

Study: Lax & Merting, (2020)
Criteria
1

2

Question / objective
sufficiently described?

Study design evident and appropriate?

Yes (2)

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2

2

3

Method of subject/comparison group
selection or source of information/input
variables described and appropriate?

4

Subject (and comparison group, if
applicable) characteristics sufficiently
described?

5

If interventional and random allocation
was possible, was it described?

N/A

6

If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

7

If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

1

convenience sampling

2

91

8

Outcome and (if applicable) exposure
measure(s) well defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification bias?
means of assessment reported?

9

Sample size appropriate?

2

1

10

Analytic methods described/justified
and appropriate?

2

11

Some estimate of variance is reported
for the main results?

2

12

Controlled for confounding?

13

Results reported in sufficient detail?

2

14

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Total score

n=584

0

16

18

not reported

18/22 (82%)

Articles removed:

Study: Sobal (2015)
Criteria

Yes (2)

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

3

Context for the study clear?

2

4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

6

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

1

Selection of articles not
clearly described

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

1

Selection of articles not
clearly described

8

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

9
10

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

1

0

2

No clear description of
samling

Connection to other lit is
made for credibility.

2

Reflexivity of the account?

Total score

No clear method section
provided

10

1

Possible sources of
influence on the data
obtained were
mentioned, but the likely
impact of the influence or
influences was not
discussed.

4

14/20 (70%)

study: Ruby (2012)
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1

2

Criteria

Yes (2)

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

Context for the study clear?

2

4

Connection to a theoretical
framework / wider body of
knowledge?

2

5

Sampling strategy described,
relevant and justified?

6

Data collection methods
clearly described and
systematic?

7

Data analysis clearly described
and systematic?

8

Use of verification
procedure(s) to establish
credibility?

10

No (0)

1

3

9

Partial (1)

Explanation

No clear method
section

0

No clear description of
samling

2

1

Analytic methods are
not fully described
0

Conclusions supported by the results?

Not mentioned

2

Reflexivity of the account?

2

Total score

12

2

14/20 (70%)

Study: Vartanian et al., (2007)
Criteria

Yes (2)

1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

3

Context for the study clear?

2

4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2

0

No clear method section
provided

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

0

No clear description of
samling

6

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

0

Selection of articles not
clearly described

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

0

Data analysis not clearly
described

8

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

9
10

Conclusions supported by the results?
Reflexivity of the account?

2

Connection to other lit is
made for credibility.

2
0

No limitation of the study
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included
Total score

10

0

10/20 (50%)

Study: Beardsworth et al., (2002)
Criteria

Partial (1)

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

1

2

Yes (2)

Study design evident and appropriate?

No (0)

1

Explanation
Objective is not
completely clear

2

3

Method of subject/comparison group
selection or source of information/input
variables described and appropriate?

2

4

Subject (and comparison group, if
applicable) characteristics sufficiently
described?

2

5

If interventional and random allocation
was possible, was it described?

N/A

6

If interventional and blinding of
investigators was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

7

If interventional and blinding of
subjects was possible, was it
reported?

N/A

8

Outcome and (if applicable) exposure
measure(s) well defined and robust to
measurement / misclassification bias?
means of assessment reported?

9

Sample size appropriate?

1

No classification bias or
means of assessment
reported

2

177 men and 244 women

10

Analytic methods described/justified
and appropriate?

11

Some estimate of variance is reported
for the main results?

0

not provided

12

Controlled for confounding?

0

not mentioned

13

Results reported in sufficient detail?

14

Conclusions supported by the results?
Total score

1

not explained very detailed

1

no tables provided

14

14/22 (63%)

2
10

Study: Rogers, (2008)
Criteria
1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

3

Context for the study clear?

Yes (2)

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2

1

no clear method section
provided

2
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4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

5

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

6

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

8

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

9
10

no theory or framework
provided

1

N/A

0

not provided

1

not very systematic

0

Conclusions supported by the results?

1

no structured conclusion

Reflexivity of the account?

0

Total score

4

not provided

no discussion or limitation
provided

4

8/18 (44%)

Study: Rosenfield (2018)
Criteria

Yes (2)

1

Question / objective sufficiently
described?

2

Study design evident and appropriate?

3

Context for the study clear?

2

4

Connection to a theoretical framework /
wider body of knowledge?

2

5

Partial (1)

No (0)

Explanation

2

1

not very detailed

Sampling strategy described, relevant
and justified?

1

not very detailed which
literature is included

6

Data collection methods clearly
described and systematic?

1

Not clear how data is
collected

7

Data analysis clearly described and
systematic?

8

Use of verification procedure(s) to
establish credibility?

9
10

2

0

Conclusions supported by the results?

2

Reflexivity of the account?

Total score

not described

10

1

limitation only party
described

4

14/20 (70%)

Appendix 2: Results per search term

Search Term

Scholar

Pubmed

Reference list
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Gender AND Plant
based

(1) Meier & Christen,
2012
(2) Cornelissen &
Stilling, 2005

Gender AND Vegetarian
(diet)/ Vegetarianism

Gender AND (eating)
meat

(1) Rosenfeld, 2018
(2) Forestell & Nezlek,
2018
(3) Thomas, 2016
(3) Kubberod et al, 2002
(4) Prättälä et al, 2007
(5) Dowsett et al, 2018
(6) Timeo & Suitner et
al, 2021
(7) Mertens et al, 2021
(8) Tobler et al, 2011

Sex AND Plant Based

Sex AND Meat less/Less
meat

(9) Macdiarmid, 2016

Sex AND Vegan
(Diet)/Veganism

(10) Hamilton,2016

Sex AND Meat-based

(11) Love & Sulikowski,
(2018)

Masculine AND (eating)
meat

(12) Sumpter, 2015
(13) Calvert, 2014
(14) De Backer et al,
2020
(15) Hart, 2018
(16) Lax & Mertig (2020)
(17) Mycek, 2018
(18) Borgueva &
Marinova, 2018

Masculine AND Vegan
(diet)/ Veganism

(19) Greenebaum &
Dexter, 2018
(20) Stenberg, 2017

TOTAL

20

(4) Leroy & Praet, (2015)

(5) Ruby, 2012

(1) Vartaninan et al,
2007
(2) Sobal, 2005
(3) Ruby & Heine, 2011
(4) Joy, 2010
(5) Hoek et al, 2004
(6) Beardsworth et al,
2002
(7) Lea & Worsley, 2003

(6) Temme, et al, 2005

(8) Browarnik, 2012
(9) Rogers,2008
(10) Roos et al, 2001
(11) Rothberger, 2013
(12) Rozen et al, 2012
(13) Friedman, 2007

6

13
39)

(Total:

Search terms and hits per database, short version: including only search combinations that revealed new hits (see long
edition in appendix).

Appendix 3: Survey

Baseline online customer survey
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Part 1. Food Choices
Please tick the food categories that are included in your diet:
Food category

Tick if included
regularly in your diet

Tick if consumed only
on a limited basis

Tick if you do not eat
this

Meat
Fish
Dairy
Eggs
Plant-based (i.e. grains, legumes,
nuts, fruits, vegetables)
Please indicate how strongly each of these statements apply to you at HOME:
At Home
Strongl
y Agree
1.

I eat lots of fresh fruit, vegetables, beans and other
pulses

2.

I limit my consumption of meat on a daily basis

3.

I limit my consumption of dairy products on a daily basis

4.

I consider my portion sizes when preparing/purchasing
food in order to avoid food waste

5.

I choose seasonal, local or traditional foods whenever
the option is available

6.

I choose fresh and minimally processed foods as much as
possible

7.

I choose to drink tap water as much as possible

8.

I minimize my use of packaging/disposables by reducing,
reusing and recycling

Agre
e

Neutra
l

Disagre
e

Strongly
Disagre
e

Please indicate how strongly each of these statements apply to you in your workplace/university CAFETERIA:
Workplace/university cafeteria
Strongl
y Agree
1.

I eat lots of fresh fruit, vegetables, beans and other
pulses

2.

I limit my consumption of meat on a daily basis

Agre
e

Neutra
l

Disagre
e

Strongly
Disagre
e
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3.

I limit my consumption of dairy products on a daily basis

4.

I consider my portion sizes when preparing/purchasing
food in order to avoid food waste

5.

I choose seasonal, local or traditional foods whenever
the option is available

6.

I choose fresh and minimally processed foods as much as
possible

7.

I choose to drink tap water as much as possible

8.

I minimize my use of packaging/disposables by reducing,
reusing and recycling

Please indicate how strongly you feel these statements apply to you:
Strongly
Agree

Agre
e

Neutra
l

Disagre
e

Strongly
Disagree

I am aware of the need to produce and consume
sustainable food
I know how sustainable food production and
consumption benefits the environment
The issue of sustainable food production and
consumption is important to me personally
I think most people find it important to consume and
produce sustainably
I am well informed on sustainable food consumption
and production
I am confident that I can select sustainable foods and
drinks
I am committed to choosing more sustainable foods and
drinks
Please indicate how important it is that the food you eat is:
Very
important

Important

Moderately
important

Little
importance

Unimportant

Healthy
Improves my mood
Convenient (in buying and preparing)
Satisfying and enjoyable (e.g. texture,
appearance, smell and taste)
Organic/natural
Affordable
Helps me control my weight
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Familiar
Environmentally friendly
Animal friendly
Fairly traded/Ethically sourced

Part 2. Learning preferences
Please tick the 3 best ways that you would like to learn about sustainable food production and consumption?
Written information such as a poster, brochure or book
Online information such as newsletter, email service, website
An app on the phone or computer
Joining an event or discussion panel
Talking with a professional
Participating in challenges on sustainable food choice
Watching video’s
Talking with people with similar interest
Other, namely: ...........
Part 3. Demographic Information
Age
Gender

male; female; other; prefer not to say

Position

employed full-time; employed part-time; student; unemployed; other

Income bracket below £10.000; £10.000 - £20.000 £20.000 - £30.000; £30.000 £40.000; above £40.000
Education

primary school; secondary school; vocational school; university; post grad

Appendix 4: Information provided previously to the interviews (Informed consent,
background survey, and information letter)
Informed consent:

Onderzoek naar vleesconsumptie voor mannen en vrouwen

●

Dit onderzoek is onderdeel van een onderzoeksproject van de chair group: Health &
Society van de Wageningen Universiteit.
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●
●
●
●

Het doel van het onderzoek is om in kaart te brengen wat belemmerende en
stimulerende factoren zijn voor mannen en vrouwen om minder vlees te eten.
Het interview zal plaatsvinden in Microsoft Teams en zal opgenomen worden.
Deelnemen aan dit onderzoek is geheel vrijwillig en je bent vrij om op elk moment
met het interview te stoppen.
Je naam en identiteit zal vertrouwelijk blijven in rapporten, publicaties of discussies;
uw naam zal niet verschijnen op de opnames of de transcripties van de interviews.

Door dit te ondertekenen, geef ik toestemming om deel te nemen aan dit onderzoek. Ik
begrijp de onderdelen van het onderzoek die aan mij zijn uitgelegd, mijn vragen zijn volledig
beantwoord en ik ben het eens met de voorwaarden van het onderzoek.

_________________________ ____________________ ______________________
Naam participant

_______Doris Groen
Naam onderzoeker

Handtekening

Datum

_____________--

_______09/03/2021_____

Handtekening

Datum

Achtergrondinformatie vragenlijst:
1. Leeftijd 25 jaar oud
2. Woonplaats: Utrecht.
3. Studierichting of beroep: Leraar Universiteit Utrecht
4. Gender: Vrouw / Man / Anders
5. Eet je vlees? Ja/ Nee
a. Zo ja: hoe vaak per week? (1 a 2 keer/ 2-4 keer/ meer dan 4 keer)
b. Zo nee: hoe lang eet je al geen vlees meer? (minder dan een jaar/ meer dan een jaar/ nooit vlees
gegeten)
Information letter:
Beste X,
Leuk dat je mee wilt werken aan mijn onderzoek voor mijn master scriptie voor de studie Nutrition &
Health/ Health & Society aan de Wageningen Universiteit. In dit bericht zal ik een korte uitleg geven
over het doel van mijn onderzoek en het verloop van het interview.
Door middel van diepte-interviews probeer ik te achterhalen wat de motiverende en de
belemmerende factoren zijn voor mannen en vrouwen om minder vlees te eten. Uit een eerdere
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fase van mijn onderzoek blijkt dat mannen en vrouwen verschillen in hun vlees inname. Het grootste
verschil in vlees inname tussen mannen en vrouwen blijkt bij jongeren (onder de 30) plaats te
vinden. In de interviews ben ik vooral geïnteresseerd in jouw levensverhaal en wat jij hebt
meegemaakt en meemaakt rondom het wel of niet eten van vlees. Ik ben geïnteresseerd in hoe jouw
verhouding tot het wel of niet eten van vlees tot stand is gekomen en welke momenten, transities of
levensgebeurtenissen hier een rol in hebben gespeeld. Daarnaast ben ik geïnteresseerd in hoe jij als
man of vrouw zijnde het ervaart om wel of geen vlees te eten en in hoeverre je van mening bent dat
dit een rol speelt bij jou huidige manier van eten.
Om je voor te bereiden op ons interview wil ik je vragen om alvast na te denken over welke rol vlees
eten in jou leven speelt, vroeger en nu en welke factoren hier een rol spelen of hebben gespeeld.
Verder vraag ik je om de informed consent en de vragenlijst, in de bijlage van deze mail, in te
vullen en te ondertekenen en terug te sturen naar dit e-mailadres.
Ik kijk uit naar ons interview op vrijdag 12 maart om 10 uur. Het interview zal ongeveer een uur
duren. Mocht je nog vragen hebben stel deze dan gerust. Ook als je graag extra uitleg wil over het
onderzoek of het interview kun je altijd contact met mij opnemen.

Met vriendelijke groet,

Doris Groen,

Appendix 5: Example jam board
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