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[bookmark: _Toc194493645]
Chapter 1: Abstract

Both consuming a plant-based diet and reducing meat, could contribute to lowering mortality rates, support sustainable food systems and help with environmental issues (Willett et al., 2019). Conformity to masculine roles has been associated with greater meat attachment, consumption, and stronger justifications to consume meat and less willingness to reduce their consumption (Camilleri et al., 2024; Mertens and Oberhoff, 2023). Participants (N = 94 men aged 20-74) completed an online questionnaire including the Traditional Masculinity Scale (Kachel, Steffens and Niedlich, 2016), the Meat Attachment Questionnaire (Graça, Calheiros and Oliveira, 2015), and the Meat Consumption Scale (Camilleri et al., 2023b). A further N = 89 of these participants, answered open ended questions to explore attitudes and beliefs around meat consumption behaviours. The results show that greater meat attachment is significantly associated with both higher traditional masculinity (r = 0.54, p ≤ 0.01) and greater meat consumption (r = 0.43, p ≤ 0.01). However, no relationship was found between higher traditional masculinity and greater meat consumption (r = 0.18, p = 0.78). Findings suggest that meat attachment is a central influence on both higher traditional masculinity and greater meat consumption, comparable with findings from Peeters et al., (2023), rather than traditional masculinity being the main driver influencing meat consumption (Camilleri et al., 2024; Neumann, Stanley and Cárdenas, 2024). Consistent with previous work by Piazza et al., (2015), and Vrijsen et al., (2025), meat attachment and consumption is justified by being necessary for health and nice to eat over the implications of environmental or animal welfare factors. Masculinity stigma towards plant-based behaviour was low contrary to previous research (Timeo and Suitner, 2018),however, plant-based alternatives are perceived incomparable to meat in terms of health, taste, and value (Hartmann and Siegrist, 2021). This study identifies that greater meat attachment may be more influential than traditional masculinity in identifying meat consumption behaviours in males, and provides a further understanding into meat and plant-based eating attitudes. Additional findings within the study regarding age differences, warrants further investigation into the impacts of these on traditional masculinity, meat attachment and consumption.
[bookmark: _Toc194493646]Chapter 2: Introduction

Meat consumption reduction is recommended due to implications for health, sustainability, and animal welfare (Godfray et al., 2018). While meat provides nutritional health benefits, its consumption at high levels in many individuals raises concerns about the associated negative health outcomes (Giromini and Givens, 2022). The high levels of saturated fats within meat products have been associated with negative health outcomes such as obesity, type 2 diabetes, and cardiovascular disease, and high consumption of red and processed meat has been associated with colorectal cancer risk (Huang et al., 2020; IARC, 2015; Luan et al., 2020). However, evidence linking high meat consumption to negative health effects is unreliable due to limitations in trials, epidemiology assessments, and confounding influences such as cooking methods and individual dietary differences, with evidence suggesting, low to very low health risk associations (Geiker et al., 2021; Johnston et al., 2019). Furthermore, high meat consumption is often part of a western diet that is also high in the consumption of industrialised refined foods and therefore lower in plant foods, also a factor in poor health outcomes (Boutron-Ruault, Mesrine and Pierre, 2017). 
Nevertheless, as well as these debatable health concerns, world leaders agree that to avoid catastrophic climate change from global warming, an urgent reduction in animal product consumption is essential (Gomez-Zavaglia, Mejuto and Simal-Gandara, 2020). Global comparisons of intensive farming, indicate that fish requires 2.4 times more resources in terms of land and water and is 2.4 times more pollutive in terms of greenhouse gas emissions, compared to plant protein production. Whereas, beef requires 33 times more resources and is 240 times more pollutive than plant protein production (Di Paola, Rulli and Santini, 2017). However, there are misconceptions that soy crops are the major source of deforestation rather than beef (Siegrist and Hartmann, 2019), when actually 77% of soy production is used to feed livestock (Ritchie and Roser, 2024) therefore, no wonder consumers are unaware of the environmental and ethical impacts of meat consumption (Bryant et al., 2024; Hartmann and Siegrist, 2017). 

[bookmark: _Hlk180076297]Regardless of health and environmental issues, there remains the ethical implications of consuming animals. Data shows that 80 billion land animals are slaughtered every year for meat, this number doesn’t include other deaths that may happen during meat and dairy production (Rosado and Roser, 2024). The UK governments food strategy objective, addresses food system impacts on environment, biodiversity, sustainability, health, and animal welfare in a bid to achieve their net-zero target (U.K.GOV, 2022). The Climate Change Committee (CCC) recommends one way to enable a move towards this target is by reducing meat by 35% by 2050 and shifting to plant-based alternatives (CCC, 2020). Furthermore, the EAT-Lancet Commission, reported that by consuming a plant-based diet and consuming none or low amounts of red meat and processed meat, would contribute to lowering mortality rates, support sustainable food systems and help with environmental issues (Willett et al., 2019). 
Data from the National Diet and Nutrition Survey (NDNS) has shown a decrease of approximately 17.4g of meat consumption per capita per day from 2008-09 to 2018-2019 (PHE, 2020). Although, up to date data is lacking due to COVID-19, the most recent shows that this amount has not decreased any further (PHE, 2021). However positive this shift, meat consumption reduction requires faster progress to meet health and environmental targets (CCC, 2020; Stewart et al., 2021). Furthermore, even with the individual decrease in the consumption of red and processed red meat in the last decade, some 34% of individuals in the U.K. are still eating over the recommended intake of 70g per day, and data shows that even more white meats are being consumed (Stewart et al., 2021). With only around 3% of the UK population being vegan and 6% that are vegetarian (YOUGOV, 2025) research into understanding meat consumption patterns is essential in creating interventions to encourage a reduction and to help Public Health strategies (Stewart et al., 2021).
[bookmark: _Hlk191975928][bookmark: _Hlk192080031][bookmark: _Hlk191814346]Men have been found to eat more meat than women, especially in countries that are more developed, such as the UK (Hopwood et al., 2024). In high-income and upper-middle-income countries, meat accounts for 32–34% of the proportion of costs per person in their diets compared to only 11% in low income and middle income countries (Springmann et al., 2021). Men are also the biggest meat consumers in more wealthier and developed countries, that also have greater gender equality, such as the UK, suggesting gender as the determining factor in differences in meat consumption (Hopwood et al., 2024; Ritzel and Mann, 2021; Rosenfeld and Tomiyama, 2021). However, greater wealth and higher income allows men opportunity to purchase and consume more meat (Camilleri et al., 2024; Hopwood et al., 2024). Furthermore, men are more likely to pick and consume meat as a source of protein out of habit (Kemper et al., 2023; Rees et al., 2018). 
[bookmark: _Hlk191728155][bookmark: _Hlk190509002]Within countries that have greater gender equality, often larger variations in personality and behaviour traits are found (Schmitt et al., 2017) and therefore influence both the cultural and context of masculinity norms, creating gender differences in dietary choice and meat consumption (Fonseca, De Groeve and Graça 2024; Hinrichs et al., 2020; Hopwood et al., 2024). Research has often been focussed on the variances between males and females (De Backer et al., 2020) as men eat meat more frequently and in greater volume (Ritzel and Mann, 2021; Rosenfeld and Tomiyama, 2021), consume more throughout adulthood with younger men eating more red and processed meat in particular (Camilleri et al., 2024) and are less willing to follow plant-based diets compared to females (Graça, Godinho and Truninger, 2019). Furthermore, according to the NDNS, only 57% of men achieved meeting the SACN recommendation of limiting red meat and processed meat to less than 70g per day compared to 74% of women (PHE, 2020; Stewart et al., 2021). Therefore, male consumers should be targeted to reduce meat consumption (Camilleri et al., 2023a). 
[bookmark: _Hlk180561119][bookmark: _Hlk192867489]Masculinity has been suggested to be the factor in increased consumption, not just being biologically male (Rothgerber, 2013; Stanley, Day and Brown, 2023). Ritzel and Mann (2021) found that evolving and peaking masculinity through the life span was associated with meat consumption, until the age of 65, when the relationship between masculinity and meat consumption may weaken. However, meat consumption also tends to decrease in older age (Pot et al. 2015; Ritzel and Mann, 2021). Recent studies have looked at the relationship between conformity to masculine roles and meat consumption. With associations found in higher conformity to traditional norms with greater meat consumption, stronger justifications to consume meat and less willingness to reduce (Camilleri et al., 2024; Mertens and Oberhoff, 2023). Conversely, men who identified more strongly with nontraditional forms of masculinity had weaker attachments to meat, more positive attitudes towards vegetarianism and more intention to reduce meat intake (De Backer et al., 2020). This suggests, higher traditional masculinity is associated with greater meat consumption and attachment, therefore this warrants further investigations to explore the challenges to meat reduction in this group who consume the most (De Backer et al., 2020).
[bookmark: _Hlk180334803]Another important factor in looking at meat reduction is an individual’s attachment to meat, which refers to a positive bond towards meat consumption (Graça, Calheiros and Oliveira, 2015). Meat attachment and consumption has been found to hinder behaviour change to more sustainable and plant-based diets (Bryant et al., 2019; Lentz et al., 2018; Wang and Scrimgeour, 2021). Those more attached to meat, consume meat more often, strongly identify as meat eaters, feel more social pressure towards consuming meat, felt dominance over animals and were more unwilling to change dietary behaviour (Graça, Calheiros and Oliveira, 2015). 
Reducing meat consumption in a western male population who according to research consume the most meat, and are less likely to reduce their intake or follow more plant-based diets, would decrease the environmental burden from intensive farming. This would further support government targets and strategies towards a movement for a more responsible and healthy plant-based future (CCC, 2020; Kim et al., 2015; Lacroix and Gifford, 2020). 
Therefore, understanding meat attachments, not just in biological terms, but within traditional masculinity could help understand the barriers and facilitators towards changing dietary habits within this group (Couture and Loughnan, 2024; De Backer et al., 2020; Rosenfeld and Tomiyama, 2021). The current study investigates associations between traditional masculinity, meat attachment, and consumption, and explores views and beliefs to gain an understanding into the possible barriers and facilitators of both meat and plant-based consumption. 





[bookmark: _Toc194493647]Aims, objectives and hypotheses

1) To investigate traditional masculinity in meat attachment and consumption. 
2) To explore meat consumption behaviours and identify barriers towards reducing meat consumption in males.  
Hypothesis 1 (H₁) Higher traditional masculine identity is associated with greater meat consumption.
[bookmark: _Hlk180535383][bookmark: _Hlk193625954]Hypothesis 2 (H₂) Higher traditional masculine identity is associated with greater meat attachment.
[bookmark: _Hlk180535371]Hypothesis 3 (H₃): Greater meat attachment is associated with greater meat consumption. 










[bookmark: _Toc194493648]Chapter 3: Literature Review

[bookmark: _Toc194493649][bookmark: _Hlk191728721]3.1 Meat and gender typicality

Traditional masculinity is defined as characteristics of personalities, behaviours, interests, and appearances that are traditionally considered typical of males (Kachel, Steffens and Niedlich, 2016; Constantinople, 1973). This expectation of how real men should behave and act and what they should eat to remain perceived as masculine, is a concept that has been coined the ‘masculinity dilemma’ (Bogueva, Marinova, & Gordon, 2020). Masculinity and eating meat has been linked intrinsically by the practice of hunting, dominating and killing animals. With this hunting practice, masculine traits signifying power and strength, manifest into the masculine belief that ‘real men eat meat’ and eating meat is portrayed as a sign of dominance, virility and manhood (Adams, 2015; Adams, 1994).  
[bookmark: _Hlk193542086]Despite this, stronger gender identity in both males and females has been associated with meat consumption behaviours. Studies by Peeters et al., (2023) and Stanley, Day and Brown, (2023) found those with stronger gender typicality were more attached to meat, consumed more meat, and were less willing to reduce their consumption. Furthermore, they had less intention to consider becoming vegetarian or vegan and justified consuming meat as normal, compared to those who perceived themselves as less masculine or feminine. Additionally, Pfeiler and Egloff, (2018) found meat consumption was associated with conservatism and right wing views.  Suggesting, those with higher gender typical identity may hold similar societal normative roles that deem eating meat as a normal practice (Nguyen and Platow, 2021; Peeters et al., 2023). 
[bookmark: _Hlk190849788][bookmark: _Hlk191829398]However, Rosenfeld and Tomiyama, (2021) suggest that meat consumption behaviours are driven by the relationship of men with their own masculinity. They examined consumption of meat and openness to vegetarianism, and found those males who conformed strongly to typical traditional masculine identity were more likely to consume more meat and less likely to become vegetarian due to the stereotypical view of being vegetarian as more feminine. Furthermore, men who had lower gender role typicality had more openness to change dietary behaviour to vegetarian or vegan due to environmental reasons (Rosenfeld and Tomiyama, 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc194493650]3.2 Non-traditional masculinity
[bookmark: _Hlk190600116]
[bookmark: _Hlk190851387]To challenge the concept of traditional masculinity, De Backer et al., (2020), examined non-traditional masculine identity and meat consumption. These new forms identified by Kaplan, Rosenmann, & Shuhendler, (2017) are more individualised and emotional forms of masculinity in comparison to traditional normative masculinity. De Backer et al., (2020) found men with greater nontraditional masculine identities, had weaker meat attachments, more positive attitudes towards vegetarians and therefore more likely to reduce meat consumption. Conversely, those who identified less with these nontraditional masculinity traits, had strong meat attachments and negativity towards vegetarians. Similarly, Peeters et al., (2023) found lower meat consumption, attachment and more willingness to change, in those who agreed more with new masculinity norms. In contrast, more traditional norms were associated with higher consumption, attachment and less willingness to reduce.  
[bookmark: _Toc194493651]3.3 Masculinity traits

[bookmark: _Hlk191381829][bookmark: _Hlk191630567][bookmark: _Hlk191639451]Men with certain masculine traits, feel like ‘real men’ and ‘more masculine’ when eating meat (Neumann, Stanley and Cárdenas, 2024). Those with greater agreement to the ‘dominance’ masculine trait had low environmental attitudes towards meat consumption, and ‘avoidance of femininity’ was associated with less intention to reduce meat and less intention to eat ‘clean’ meat alternatives. Therefore, predominant traditional masculinity, predicts meat consumption attitudes (Neumann, Stanley and Cárdenas, 2024). Furthermore, Camilleri et al., (2024) looked at the relationship in both specific traditional, non-traditional norms of masculinity, and Social Dominance Orientation (SDO). SDO has been linked with greater meat consumption and acceptance of animal exploitation, and approves of  control over others, power and is accepting of social hierarchy (Dhont and Hodson, 2014). Roles regarding ‘importance of sex’ and ‘violence’ were positively associated with overall meat consumption, and particularly red and processed meat consumption. However, non-traditional norms did not predict lower meat consumption, suggesting, traditional masculinity predicts meat consumption better than non-traditional masculinity (Camilleri et al., 2024). 

[bookmark: _Toc194493652]3.4 Masculinity ‘threat’ and ‘stress’

[bookmark: _Hlk190528337][bookmark: _Hlk191636594][bookmark: _Hlk191639347][bookmark: _Hlk190696402][bookmark: _Hlk193547532]Numerous complex socio-psychological factors impact behaviour change in dietary choice and meat consumption (Modlinska and Pisula, 2018; Weibel et al., 2019). Furthermore, masculinity norms, may not be constant but situation dependent in predicting ‘behaviour’ (Campos, Bernardes and Godinho, 2020; Stanley, Day and Brown, 2023). When the perception of masculinity does not fulfil the expectation of the aspired masculine typical role, gender role discrepancy is experienced, creating conflict and masculinity stress (Pleck, 1995). Therefore, more negative behaviours associated with masculine normative roles develop, including violence, choosing damaging or riskier sexual and health activities (Mesler, Leary and Montford, 2022a; Reidy et al., 2014). Behaviours that increase or transmit masculinity such as eating meat, red in particular, and avoiding vegetables, become prominent when there is a perceived ‘threat to masculinity’ especially in those with a perception of masculine inadequacy (Campos, Bernardes and Godinho, 2020; Mesler, Leary and Montford, 2022b; Vandello et al., 2008). These also create conflicts between the aspiration to be masculine or the choice to make healthy, sustainable and ethical food choices (Leary et al., 2023). Those with higher masculinity stress are less likely to seek out plant-based alternatives, however, when plant-based alternatives were marketed as masculine products, those men with high stress masculinity were more likely to pick it compared to those who were happier with their perceived level of masculinity (Leary et al., 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc194493653]3.5 Negativity towards plant-based eating

Negativity to plant-based diets, therefore, is influenced by social context, and the perception of the threat to masculinity, and freedom of choice (Fonseca, De Groeve and Graça 2024; Hinrichs et al., 2020). Men have negative attitudes towards plant-based alternatives, views being they are unenjoyable and expensive, and consumption of these products are low (Bryant, 2019; Hagmann, Siegrist and Hartmann, 2019; Michel, Hartmann and Siegrist, 2021; Siegrist and Hartmann, 2019). However, Bryant and Barnett, (2018) found that, ‘clean meat’, a lab-grown meat, was more appealing to males than females, therefore, possibly offering male consumers a masculine product that avoids both the ethical and sustainability consequences of meat products. Although, in exposure studies that promote positive or masculine stereotypical representations and messages about plant-based eating, has not found any evidence of this (Fonseca, De Groeve and Graça 2024; Hinrichs et al., 2022).
[bookmark: _Hlk191904737][bookmark: _Hlk191910678]Additionally, studies have found negativity towards those who choose more plant-based diets, with vegetarian men perceived as less masculine than omnivores (Timeo and Suitner, 2018). Several studies have also shown stigma experiences with derogatory terms and discrimination coming from meat consumers and felt by non-meat consumers. Descriptions such as weak, thin, unmasculine, feminine and gay were mentioned (Adamczyk et al., 2023; Bogueva, Marinova and Gordon, 2020; Johnston, Baumann and Oleschuk, 2021) even unacceptance coming from family members and friends (Fidolini, 2022). However, Bryant, (2019) found the majority of  meat eaters in a survey were socially accepting of vegetarians and vegans, and agreed that the diets were healthy, ethical and good for the environment. 
[bookmark: _Toc194493654]3.6 Attachment, rationalisation and justifications to consume meat

[bookmark: _Hlk192244234][bookmark: _Hlk190520186][bookmark: _Hlk191829210]Those more attached to meat also show less openness to reduce meat consumption, display defensiveness towards plant-based diets and are less likely to follow plant-based diets (Graça, Oliveira and Calheiros, 2015; Graça et al., 2019; Wang and Scrimgeour, 2021). Meat attachment shows a positive connection towards meat (Graça, Oliveira and Calheiros, 2015) and males use a direct and unapologetic meat consumption strategy to reinforce rationalisation of pro meat behaviours (Mertens and Oberhoff, 2023). Masculine norms such as dominance, strength, and superiority over animals are associated with justifications to eat meat that disregard the moral and ethical concerns associated with meat consumption (Mertens and Oberhoff, 2023; Rosenfeld and Tomiyama, 2021; Rothgerber, 2013). Males rationalise meat consumption for health and religious reasons (Rothgerber, 2013). Conversely, these are also judged to be acceptable reasons when choosing not to consume meat by other men, rather than for animal welfare (Bogueva, Marinova and Gordon, 2020). Although, health was the more likely reason to consider vegetarianism (Hopwood et al., 2020; Rosenfeld and Tomiyama, 2021), Valli et al., (2022) found when given health advice and cancer risk regarding meat, males were more unwilling than females to reduce meat consumption. 
[bookmark: _Hlk191372644][bookmark: _Hlk190687737][bookmark: _Hlk191897563]Males often justify eating meat by denying animal welfare over taste (Michel, Hartmann and Siegrist, 2021; Mertens and Oberhoff, 2023). Original work from Joy (2010) maintained that there are 3 ‘N’s’ of justifications to eating meat; that it is normal; the widespread validation and common consumption throughout cultures, that it is natural: hunting and digesting meat as a natural part of evolution, and that it is necessary; via the necessity for good health, protein and nutrition. Piazza et al., (2015) expanded further and added another ‘N’ justification as nice; that simply consuming meat is pleasurable, filling and tasty. 
Those who endorse the 4 n’s are bigger meat consumers, less likely to reduce, and have reduced guilt with the consumption of animals. Conversely, those who rejected the 4ns had motivations that fostered animal and environment awareness when making food choices (Piazza et al., 2015). Mertens et al., (2020) found men who eat meat more frequently, justify eating meat as natural and necessary to consume for health, and often animal suffering is refuted as they perceive human superiority over animals. Recently, Vrijsen et al., (2025) used Piazzas 4ns theory to look at the link between masculine identities and meat consumption in young men. From their research they devised five masculine meat identities; ‘normative’; an accepted, ‘normal’ and habitual masculine practice; ‘performative’; situational social context, i.e. masculine BBQs; ‘embodied’; masculine strength/physique versus conflicting health concerns; ‘hedonistic’; masculine pleasure, meat is tasty and ‘nice’ and finally, ‘ethical’; endeavouring to consume meat alternatives due to environmental/ethical concerns. They argue that these meat consumption behaviours are used to emphasise and express masculinity, but due to evolving societal changes in norms and values, health and ethical concerns, personal and societal expectations, there are also progressively changing masculine identities. 
[bookmark: _Toc194493655]3.7 The current study 

[bookmark: _Hlk191908048]Research on the link between masculinity and meat are both disputed and relatively new, especially regarding adopting more planet friendly diets (Velzeboer et al., 2024). Not only do men have conflict in dietary choices that are linked with health, sustainability, and ethical issues but they also face challenges from their own masculine identities (Velzeboer et al., 2024; Vrijsen et al., 2025). Although being male is not the lone predictor to masculinity (Campos, Bernardes and Godinho, 2020) males eat more meat so therefore are the target population in the current study. Furthermore, because traditional masculinity better predicts, and is the driver of meat consumption behaviour, compared to non-traditional norms, the current study will focus on one construct of traditional masculinity (Camilleri et al., 2024; De Backer et al., 2020). This is further justified by criticism of the bipolar masculinity/femininity measure used in previous studies (Rosenfeld and Tomiyama 2021; Stanley, Day and Brown 2023).
The present study intends to investigate traditional masculinity and the meat consumption link, whilst providing through the mixed methods design a more enriched dimension, to understand experiences especially views of British males (Särkelä and Suoranta, 2020). As, although many previous studies have looked at culturally similar countries (Australia, Portugal, France, Italy, Germany, and Belgium) the same results cannot be assumed, as cultural and country economics influence contextual masculine differences in meat consumption (Hopwood et al., 2024). 



[bookmark: _Toc194493656]Chapter 4: Method

[bookmark: _Toc194493657]4.1 Design

A cross sectional explanatory and comparative concurrent mixed methods design was used for the present study. A deductive quantitative strand was used to investigate associations between masculine identity, meat attachment and consumption. Validated questionnaires were used to ensure reliability and validity. An inductive qualitative strand was used to explore meat consumption behaviour in the participants to identify and understand barriers and facilitators that may reduce meat consumption and help change to more sustainable plant-based diets. This mixed method provides a triangulation of data with both objective and subjective information to strengthen and enhance the results of the study (Drummond and Murphy-Reyes, 2018). 
[bookmark: _Toc194493658]4.2 Participants

Participants were selected by non-probability convenience and snowball sampling. Convenience and snowball sampling may not reach the same confidence level or be without bias issues (Pace, 2021). However, in this case it was a quick and low cost way for the researcher to collect data and enable greater participation (Stratton, 2021; Valerio et al., 2016). Inclusion criteria for the study were that participants must be age 18+, born male and identify as male. A total of n=99 respondents completed the online survey, however, n=3 were immediately excluded due to being female. On further inspection of data, 1 participant was excluded due to giving the same answers on a reverse score questionnaire, and another 1 was excluded due to uninterpretable answers to complete a score for total meat consumption. The final sample of n= 94, consisted of males aged between 20 and 74 (Mage = 50.80 ±13.42 yrs).
[bookmark: _Toc194493659]4.3 Data collection

Cross sectional data was collected from UK participants via a fully anonymous online survey, designed and created using Microsoft forms (2024) (see Appendix A).The survey link was made available through the social media platform Facebook and shared further through social connections during December 2024 and January 2025. The University Wales Trinity St. Davids (UWTSD) ethics form was completed and approved before data collection commencement. The UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice (2022) and The Association for Nutrition Standard of Ethics, Conduct and Performance (2025) was implemented and adhered to at all times throughout the research. Voluntary consenting adult (>18yrs) participants were informed that they were participating in an anonymous questionnaire. They were given details that the nature of the research project was to explore dietary behaviour in males. However, there was no mention of masculinity, meat attachment or consumption to reduce sample bias. Before commencement of data collection, a pilot study was performed with n=3 subjects. This was to determine whether it answered the intended research questions to ensure credibility, reliability and validity of the questionnaire. It also established whether it was user friendly in terms of time taken and language used. No apparent issues occurred.
[bookmark: _Toc194493660]4.4 Instrumentation

Firstly, participants were asked whether they were male (born), identified as male, how old they were and their dietary identity, for example were they vegetarian, flexitarian or omnivore. This was then followed with a validated 7 point Likert scale questionnaire which measures gender role self-concept. The masculine scale from the Traditional Masculinity Femininity (TMF) scale (Kachel, Steffens and Niedlich, 2016) (see Appendix B) was used to measure the level of traditional masculinity in participants. This was by indicating the extent they perceive themselves from ‘not at all masculine’ to ‘totally masculine’ on each of 6 statements. This scale has shown good evidence of convergence validity compared to other gender scales. It also measures reliably the central traditional gender norms, and is able to find differences in expected demographics, i.e. males and females, heterosexual and gay (Kachel, Steffens and Niedlich, 2016). Therefore, making this a valid and reliable tool in measuring gender role self-concept and traditional masculinity in our male sample. 
[bookmark: _Hlk193785483][bookmark: _Hlk192326997]Participants then completed the Meat Consumption Scale (MCS) (Camilleri et al., 2023b) (see Appendix C). This measures frequency; how many times they consumed different meats in the previous 2 weeks, and quantity; portion size percentage of a meal. Scores are found by multiplying the frequency by the quantity score. Higher scores indicate greater meat consumption. This is a fast and efficient way of gathering consumption patterns, identifying meat consumer profiles and can be used in mixed methods research (Camilleri et al., 2023b). 
[bookmark: _Hlk193785246]Participants then completed the Meat Attachment Questionnaire (MAQ) (see Appendix D), which measures an individual’s positive bond towards meat consumption and has been found to be a relevant means in studying meat consumption and intentions towards a more plant-based diet (Graça, Calheiros and Oliveira, 2015). Participants were asked to identify to which extent they agreed on a 5 point Likert scale between ‘strongly agree’ and ‘strongly disagree’ on each of 16 statements in terms of dependence, affinity, hedonism and entitlement. However, only the global score was used in the current study, as this has been found to be a reliable and valid standalone tool in different cultures and countries (Wang and Scrimgeour, 2021). The global scale has shown good internal consistency and convergent validity, suggesting it is a valid and reliable tool to measure participants attachment toward meat (Graça, Calheiros and Oliveira, 2015).
After completion of the quantitative questionnaire participants were then invited to answer 6 open ended questions to collect qualitative data (see Appendix E). This enables a more complete picture of phenomena that aims to expose perceptions and experiences within participants (Särkelä and Suoranta, 2020). Questions were asked to explore views, beliefs and opinions to establish an understanding of present dietary behaviours within the sample. Of the n=94 participants who completed the quantitative data collection, n=89 of those went on to answer at least 1 of the open ended questions. This large sample who participated in the qualitative data collection without interaction from the researcher allows for more robust and trustworthy results (Johnson, Adkins and Chauvin, 2020). The average time taken on the survey was 19 mins and 6 seconds (see Appendix F for raw data in Excel).
[bookmark: _Toc194493661]4.5 Data Analysis

All quantitative data was analysed using Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences software (SSPS, 2023). Data was analysed to compare the results between ordinal and scale data from the Likert scores, which ultimately showed the same results. Therefore, the researcher chose to use scale data, in order to run a parametric correlation test. Data was analysed for descriptive statistics and results, and tested for normal distribution to ensure parametric testing would be suitable. Skewness which measures the asymmetry of distribution, and kurtosis which assesses the extreme of outliers (Zina, 2021) were within the parameters (-2 to 2) of normal distribution, except for meat consumption (K = 4.67) (see Appendix G). Therefore, Shapiro-wilk tests were run on all variables, with observations that all data was not normally distributed, with results showing values of less than p = 0.05 (see Appendix H). Consequently, a nonparametric test was considered, however, due to the large sample, n = 94, and due to the Central Limit Theorem (Kwak and Kim, 2017; Islam, 2018), Pearson's correlation coefficient tests were run to find any associations and compare results. 
Qualitative data was analysed by content analysis frameworks for question 1 and 6 and thematic inductive frameworks for question 3 and 5 (Braun and Clarke, 2006; 2022; Krippendorff, 2018). Both methods required familiarisation with the data by reading thoroughly for context understanding. Initial codes were generated manually using different colours to identify different responses as they evolved (see Appendix I).  These codes were then refined and reviewed to represent data accurately. Content analysis was used to quantify knowledge and feelings in answers that did not require lots of explanations. Thematic analysis allowed identification of themes in participants motivations and barriers in meat consumer behaviour. Respondents’ answers for question 2 and 4 were interpreted deductively using constructs from Joy, (2010); Piazza et al., (2015), and Vrijsen et al., (2025) work of meat eating justifications and masculine identities. This mix of both content and thematic, and inductive and deductive methods allows for both quantifying and exploring qualitative data whilst enriching past theory with new understanding (Vears and Gillam, 2022). Using mixed methods in the study strengthens the reliability and validity of the data results from both strands and allows for a richer understanding of masculinity, meat attachment, and consumption behaviours (Hafsa, 2019).



[bookmark: _Toc194493662]Chapter 5: Results

[bookmark: _Toc194493663]5.1 Quantitative results

Table 1 displays descriptive statistics from the final male participants. Of n= 94 aged between 20 and 74, (Mage = 50.80 ±13.42, range 54 yrs) n= 86 (91.5%) identified themselves as omnivores. Of the remaining 8 participants, 4 (1.1%) were flexitarian, 1 (1.1%) was vegetarian, 1 (1.1%) was pescatarian, 1 (1.1%) was vegan, and 1 (1.1%) was a carnivore.  Skewness and kurtosis for age, masculinity, and attachment scores fall within the normality range, however, consumption scores do not, indicating a non-normal distribution. 
[bookmark: _Hlk192678728]Shapiro wilks tests were run for normality testing, with results showing values of less than p = 0.05. A non-parametric test was considered for correlation testing. However, due to the large sample, n=94, the Central Limit Theorem can be applied (Kwak and Kim, 2017; Islam, 2018). Therefore, Pearson's correlation coefficient tests were run to test hypotheses and find any associations. All statistical tests were completed on SPSS (2023) (Appendix J and K display descriptive and Pearson correlation outputs).
Table 1
Descriptive statistics showing range, mean, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis of variables

	Statistics
	N
	Range
(min-max)
	Mean/Std Deviation
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	Age
	94
	54 
(20-74)
	50.80
[bookmark: _Hlk191282444]±13.42
	-.45
	-.53

	Masculinity
	94
	5.17
(1.83-7)
	5.03
±1.25
	-.20
	-.56

	Attachment
	94
	3.81 
(1.19-5)
	3.57
±0.83
	-.79
	.81

	Consumption
	94
	214 
(0-214)
	51.49
±34.28
	1.52
	4.67



[bookmark: _Hlk191052672][bookmark: _Hlk191052759][bookmark: _Hlk191052792]Table 2 indicates the significant correlations found between variables. No significant association was found between masculinity and consumption, therefore failing to reject the null hypothesis (H₁) (r (94) = 0.18, p = 0.78, two-tailed). However, a significant positive correlation was found between masculinity and meat attachment at the p < 0.01 level (r (94) = 0.43, p ≤ 0.01) thus rejecting the null hypothesis (H₂). The effect size is moderate with r² = 0.18 suggesting a moderate strength relationship between masculinity and meat attachment (Figure 1).

Table 2
Pearson’s correlation matrix (n=94)

	Variables
	Masculinity
	Meat Attachment
	Meat Consumption
	Age

	[bookmark: _Hlk191290844]Masculinity
	
	r = 0.43**, p<.001
	r = 
0.18ns,
0.78
	r = 0.30**,
0.003

	Meat Attachment
	
	
	r = 0.54**, p<.001
	r = -0.12ns, 0.262

	Meat consumption
	
	
	
	[bookmark: _Hlk191136070]r = 
-0.27**
0.010


Significant correlation at the 0.01 level denoted by **
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Figure 1
Scatter plot illustrating the positive correlation between masculinity and meat attachment (SPSS, 2023)

[bookmark: _Hlk192690603]A significant positive correlation was found between meat attachment and meat consumption at the p < 0.01 level (r (94) = 0.54, p ≤ 0.01) with a moderate effect size of r² = 0.29 indicating a moderate strength association between variables and thus rejecting the null hypothesis (H₃) (Figure 2).

[bookmark: _Toc194493664]5.2 Additional findings
A significant positive correlation was found between masculinity and age (r (94) = 0.30, p = 0.003, two-tailed). With r² = 0.09 indicating a weak effect size and therefore a weak relationship between the variables (Figure 3). Meat consumption had a significant negative correlation with age (r (94) = -0.27, p = 0.010, two-tailed) with a weak effect size with r² = 0.07 indicating a weak strength relationship between the meat consumption and age (Figure 4).
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Scatter plot illustrating the positive correlation between consumption and meat attachment (SPSS, 2023)
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Scatter plot illustrating the positive correlation between masculinity and age (SPSS, 2023)
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Scatter plot illustrating the negative correlation between consumption and age (SPSS, 2023)
[bookmark: _Toc194493665]5.3 Qualitative results

A total of n = 89 (95%) of the n = 94 participants provided further insight into meat consumption behaviour. A brief summary of answers for each question are provided with any themes that emerged, results and quotes are summarised in tables for clarity and conciseness (see Appendix I for raw data and coding). 
Question 1: Are you aware of the recommendations of meat intake especially advice about red and processed meats? What are your thoughts on this? Responses overall suggest a reasonable awareness of recommendations, with 49 (55%) participants mentioning health implications associated with meat consumption, especially those around red and processed meat. Additionally, 30 of these respondents perceived good adherence to the recommendations and felt happy with their consumption. In those respondents who felt they did not adhere to the recommendations, showed intention to improve consumption. 16 participants said they were not aware of the recommendations, either not elaborating further or showing disregard and indifference to any recommendations there may be and they ate what they liked regardless. Those that had partial awareness, felt moderation was best. 13 respondents gave no indication whether they were aware or unaware of the recommendations. Themes and quotes are summarised in table 3.













Table 3
Results, summary, themes, and quotes regarding knowledge of recommendations

	Are you aware of the recommendations of meat intake, especially advice about red and processed meats? What are your thoughts on this?

	Knowledge of recommendations
	Summary/
Theme
	Quotes

	Yes aware
	Health/
Adherence  
	“For health reasons I don’t eat a lot of red meat or processed meats.”
“Yes, I do, that is why I don't eat it regularly.”
“Yes I'm aware and don't eat much processed.” 
“I am aware and consider my consumption fine.”

	
	Indifference
	“I try to stick to these, but I just eat whatever I fancy.” 
“I eat what I like still.”

	
	Awareness and intention to comply
	“I exceed but am working to cut down.”
“Beef and bacon are carcinogenic. I still eat them. It is the norm”
“Difficult to change habits when nonmeat alternatives are still relatively hard to find. 

	No not aware
	Indifference/
disregard
	“I am not aware of the recommendations. I do not really care.”
“No. I don't care.”

	Somewhat aware
	Lack of awareness/
Information
	“I am somewhat aware. No/very little information is obviously available. The rest has to be searched for.”
“Not really (aware). I enjoy a varied diet of which meat form’s part. I would challenge the healthiness of some meat replacement products that appear to have significant processing footprints.” 
“Not hugely informed of it, but I understand that in moderation it’s part of a good diet.” 

	No Reflection
	Indifference
	“Haven’t thought of it.”
“Doesn’t bother me.”

	Unclear awareness
	Justifications of consumption
	“I like all meats. I am a red blooded male, so meat is a big part of my diet. I have no problem with eating vegetables, grains, beans, and pulses.”
I need to eat meat because of my passion lifting weights effectively.”
“I should have the choice to eat what I want.”


Question 2: What are your main motivations to consume or not consume meat? Theories from Joy (2010), Piazza et al., (2015) and Vrijsen et al., (2025) were used to identify themes (Table 4). Using these constructs, the main theme that was identified as a motivation to consume meat was that it was ‘nice,’ enjoyable, and tasty. 47 (52%) participants mentioned this. The next common motivation theme identified eating meat as ‘necessary’ for health, protein, and a balanced diet, with 22 (25%) respondents mentioning this. However, conversely health was also mentioned 5 times as a reason not to consume meat. 5 respondents stated that consuming meat for them was a ‘normal’ practice, convenient and a habitual behaviour. Another motivation theme, identified was, eating meat is ‘natural’. Regarding motivations not to eat meat, 3 omnivores mentioned environmental reasons whereas non-consumers were more likely to mention moral reasons. 
Table 4
Themes and quotes to identify motivations to consume/not consume meat

	What are your main motivations to consume meat?

	Themes 
	Quotes

	Nice/hedonistic
	“I enjoy eating meats.”
“I really like the way it tastes.”

	Necessary
	“Health, fitness, wellness.”
“I work out, so I need to eat meat for protein.”

	Normal/Normative
	“It’s just what I’m always used to.”
“Don’t really know. It is a norm. I eat way too much bacon from Greggs.” 

	Natural
	“Perfectly natural to consume some meat as an omnivore.”

	What are your main motivations to not consume meat?

	Necessary
	“Health is the number one reason to consume less meat.”
“I choose not to for health reasons.”

	Ethical/environment
	“I feel guilty of the carbon footprint in eating meat.”
“I don’t consume. I do not have the right to be responsible for the death of an animal.”




Question 3: Which factors influence your choice and consumption of meat or plant based options? Common themes identified are illustrated in table 5 and 6. ‘Nice’ and tasty, was mentioned by 24 (27%) participants, regarding choosing meat and comparing it to tasteless plant alternatives. Cost and availability was mentioned 17 times by participants, observing meat options being cheaper and easier to obtain than alternatives. Furthermore, 14 comments were made that it was far more convenient to prepare meat than vegetarian dishes and that it required less skill. Those more positive towards plant-based eating was often because they had a partner who cooked those options for them. Meat consumption was deemed as normal and traditional, family roast or home cooked meals mentioned as a facilitator to consumption. There was a strong feeling in 6 participants that nothing influenced them in their choice, and it was their own free will. Direct justifications were mentioned about sourcing particular meats, to remove the ethical and moral guilt, making this choice easier. Mainly the barriers towards picking plant based foods were that it was not comparable in taste, health and value compared to meat.

















Table 5
Themes and quotes identifying facilitators and barriers to picking meat options

	Meat options

	Themes

	Facilitators
	Quotes

	Nice/tasty
	“I enjoy the taste.”
“Taste is number one.”

	Costs
	“The cost of food plays a major role in my choices. I much prefer to spend more money on my meat products from locally sourced, higher welfare recourses."

	Availability
	“Meat is relatively cheap and available everywhere.”

	Convenience/skill
	“I know how to cook meat dishes, I’m less confident with vegetarian dishes.”
“Cooking meat is easy and can take zero preparation.”

	Necessary/Health
	“Protein is the main driving force in my meals.”
“Nutrition, meat forms part of a balanced diet.”

	Normal/tradition
	“Traditional, always eaten meat from a child.”
“Family tradition is a big part of eating meat, for instance, Christmas, Sunday roast with the family.”

	Own will
	“I do what I want and don’t listen to others telling me what to eat.” 
Nothing influences me if I want to eat meat I will.”

	Themes

	Barriers
	Quotes

	Cost
	“They do impact my food choices, as some meats are very expensive.”
“Meat seems expensive but so is quality plant based.”

	Environment/moral
	“I only buy good quality organic and local meats, culturally for me it’s ok if the animals are raised well.”
“I refuse to eat veal on the basis that it’s cruel to eat young calves.”












Table 6
Themes and quotes identifying facilitators and barriers to picking plant based options

	Plant based options

	Facilitators

	Health
	“I love the health benefits of a plant based diet.”

	Environment/sustainability/moral
	“Environment effect of intensive farming.”

	Barriers 

	Taste
	“I don’t like vegetarian replacements or alternatives.”
“Vegetarian dishes rarely as tasty as meat.”

	Cost
	“Never tried plant based, well overpriced a good steak any day.”

	Skills
	“Vegetarian cooking is harder, and you need to be more creative.”
“Not a very good cook so not sure about skills and cooking plant based meal that tastes good.”




Question 4: What positive or negative outcomes do you gain from consuming or not consuming meat? Table 7 demonstrates themes identified. The main theme that was identified was that eating meat was ‘necessary’ for health with 30 (34%) participants mentioning this. The next biggest theme was respondents felt that eating meat was ‘nice’ with 25 (28%) mentioning how they enjoyed meat, and it made them feel good and happy. However, conversely, participants also mentioned the possible health risks associated with consuming too much and acknowledged this within their own health outcomes. 8 participants mentioned the convenience of preparing and cooking meat as a positive, however there was also acknowledgement that this is also a barrier to eating more plant based foods which were perceived as more time consuming to prepare and not as tasty. 3 participants mentioned that it was just ‘normal’, socially accepted, and traditional to eat meat. Ethical or environmental concerns were only mentioned 3 times as negatives towards meat consumption. 


Table 7
Themes and quotes that identify motivations and justifications to dietary choices

	What positive or negative outcomes do you gain from consuming meat?

	Themes (Perceived Positive)
	Quotes

	Necessary
	“I hit my protein requirements which is a positive.”
“Red meat helps with concentration at work.”
“I feel more energetic.”

	‘Nice’
	“Meat for me is tasty and it fills me up.”
“Enjoy the smell and taste of meat.”

	Convenience
	“Easy cooking and meal prep.”
“It is convenient when out and about.”

	Normal
	“Socially accepted and normal.”
“Traditional foods/meals and social time.”

	Themes (Perceived Negative)
	Quotes

	Unnecessary for health
	“Eating too much meat is likely why I am a little overweight and have high BP.”
“Am aware of the potential health risks.”

	Environment/ethics
	“Realise the effects on environment.”
“Animal welfare concerns.”

	What positive or negative outcomes do you gain from not consuming meat?

	Themes (Perceived Positive)
	Quotes

	Health
	“My health has improved significantly since cutting out processed meat and dairy.”
“Feel less sluggish on plant based days.”

	Environment/ethics
	“No guilt about the meat farming industry, environmental impacts or animal welfare’”

	Themes (Perceived Negatives)
	Quotes

	Inconvenience
	“Vegetarian meals are good but can be a ball ache sometimes and also not very filling and gives me wind.”
“Not eating meat would be healthier but I’d struggle to make meals taste and satisfying.” 

	Not Nice
	“If my mum cooks a meal without meat it does not taste as good as one with a meat product.”
“I do not enjoy plant foods as much but am aware of the benefits.”



Question 5: How do you feel about dietary identity labels such as vegetarian and vegan? 29 (32%) respondents misinterpreted the question and understood it as an investigation into vegetarian and vegan food products, and from this most felt that it was useful to label foods to enable informed choices. There was a mix of positive and negative comments about plant-based food products. The largest theme that was identified by 21 (24%) participants was ‘each to their own’. The general feeling of stigma was low and only mentioned 4 times. 2 participants stated that labels were useful in identifying dietary requirements. Table 8 illustrates themes and quotes. 
Table 8 
Themes and quotes to identify feelings towards dietary identity labels

	How do you feel about dietary identity labels such as vegetarian and vegan?


	Themes
	Quotes

	Each to their own/
No judgement.
	“I don’t have an opinion if someone is a vegan that’s okay, it’s their life and who am I to judge.”
“I don’t judge, I can appreciate the discipline and the work it takes to choose meatless every time.”
“Everyone has their own right to choose what they want to eat and the way they live. I have no feelings about it really, other than I would rather people not force it upon me.”

	No Feelings/opinion
	“Don’t really have an opinion.”

	Informative
	“Good for those who require information.”

	Stigma
	“I tend not to discuss my dietary preferences unless I will get positive reactions from work colleagues as examples. As there is still a stigma attached to meat consumption in my age group.”
“There has been some stigma with the terms”

	Interpreted dietary identity as food labels 
	“Happy and would eat vegetarian meals.”
“OK, keeps me away from it.”
“I do not choose to eat them. Some of the plant based food is acceptable but others are awful.”



Question 6: Have you ever experienced any negativity concerning your dietary choices especially regarding being male? Table 9 displays experiences and quotes. Responses from 71 (80%) meat eating participants were that they had never felt any negativity towards dietary choices, and were unaware of stigma. A small number of meat consumers (6) had experienced negativity towards their meat consumption. However, of those who choose to reduce or not consume meat, most had experienced stigma towards this choice or when trying to make healthier choices. Often this stigma has been from their own family, friends, or colleagues. Some had even experienced homophobic comments in the workplace, questioning their sexuality or strength.
Table 9 
Experience, summary, themes, and quotes regarding negativity towards dietary choices

	Have you ever experienced any negativity concerning your dietary choices especially regarding being male?

	Experience of negativity
	Summary/Themes
	Quotes

	None
	Indifference/ignorance
 to stigma.
	“What does being a man have to do with meat eating, we are all human.”
“Never considered there being negativity towards this.” 


	Yes towards meat consumption
	Perceived stigma 
to own consumption.
	“Been asked for why I eat meat and to define my ethical reasons behind it.”
“Some comments about why you always eat meat.”
“My partner says I eat too much meat.”
“The Mrs thinks I should eat more healthily in general.”

	Yes towards not consuming meat or making healthier choices
	Perceived stigma to choices.
	“Always take lots of stick from friends, family and colleagues when I eat healthily, juice and avoid meat, processed sugar, salt and coffee.”  
“Almost daily in the work environment mostly construction dominated by the male gender, would class it as bullish and have experienced aggressive and homophobic behaviour.”
“From ardent Meat eaters who appear very masculine.”
“Are you gay? I am not backing farmers, the usual nonsense,”
“Vegetarian for 20 years on building sites. Obviously had the odd idiot explaining that I am weaker than them.”


[bookmark: _Toc194493666]Chapter 6: Discussion

[bookmark: _Toc194493667]6.1 Interpretation of results and comparison with other studies

The purpose of the current study was to investigate associations between traditional masculinity, meat attachment, and consumption, and to explore attitudes within the sample to understand the barriers and facilitators of meat consumption and intention to change. The results of the Pearson correlation revealed that greater meat attachment is significantly associated with both higher traditional masculinity and greater meat consumption (p ≤ 0.01) rejecting the null hypotheses (H₂ and H₃). However, no relationship was found between higher traditional masculinity and greater meat consumption (p = 0.78) accepting the null hypothesis (H₁). The findings suggest that meat attachment is a central influence on both higher traditional masculinity and greater meat consumption rather than traditional masculinity being the main driver influencing meat consumption. 

Although, the results failed to find an association between traditional masculinity and greater meat consumption, it does however, confirm that meat attachment is a robust predictor and powerful tool in looking at meat consumption patterns (De Backer et al., 2020; Graça, Calheiros and Oliveira, 2015). Which is important in itself as those more attached to meat consume it more often, are less likely to reduce meat consumption and it hinders change to more sustainable plant based diets (Bryant et al., 2019; Graça, Calheiros and Oliveira, 2015; Lentz et al., 2018; Wang and Scrimgeour, 2021). Furthermore, the results suggest that traditional masculinity has a relationship with meat attachment, supporting Peeters et al’s., (2023) findings that  males who perceive themselves as more gender typical were more attached to meat. Also conversely supporting, De Backer et al’s., (2020) findings that those who identified less with nontraditional masculinity traits, had strong meat attachments. Therefore, despite differences in measurements, the results are consistent with these studies that have found an association between higher traditional masculinity and greater meat attachment. 

[bookmark: _Hlk193281386]The original rationale for using traditional masculinity as a tool in investigating meat consumption, originated from the findings of Camilleri et al., (2024) and Neumann, Stanley and Cárdenas, (2024). They identified predominant traditional masculinity traits in predicting meat consumption behaviours and attitudes. Suggesting a measure of traditional masculinity would be sufficient in finding a relationship in the current study, however, the results do not support this. This is likely due to differences in the scales used, whereby they were able to establish specific traditional masculinity traits and the effects on meat consumption. Furthermore, Camilleri et al., (2024) found certain traits associated with red and processed meat consumption in particular. This is something that should be investigated further due to those meats having a bigger negative impact on health and the environment compared to other animal proteins (Di Paola, Rulli and Santini, 2017; IARC, 2015).
An explanation to the current study failing to find an association between higher traditional masculinity and greater consumption could be due to the nature of the anonymous questionnaire. Participants may not have experienced perceived ‘threat’ to masculinity nor any masculinity ‘stress’, thus, reflected in weak and null results regarding masculinity. This is consistent with the suggestion that it is the perceived masculinity stress and threat to masculinity that is the driver in dietary choices (Mesler, Leary and Montford, 2022a; Vandello et al., 2008).
However, within the qualitative results, stigma relating to masculinity had been experienced in those who chose not to eat meat, one saying that they experienced it, “from ardent meat eaters who appear very masculine”, and another saying that they had experienced it, “almost daily in the work environment, mostly construction dominated by the male gender, would class it as bullish and have experienced aggressive and homophobic behaviour”. These experiences of derogatory comments and stigma are consistent with other studies who found men following vegan diets are perceived as unmasculine and having unmanly behaviour (Adamczyk et al., 2023; Bogueva, Marinova and Gordon, 2020). Furthermore, even a few omnivores within the study who had tried to reduce their meat consumption or pick healthier foods had experienced negativity from own family members and friends corresponding with findings from Fidolini, (2022). One participant recalled that they, “always take lots of stick from friends, family and colleagues when I eat healthily, juice and avoid meat, processed sugar, salt and coffee”.  
Therefore, this suggests that by changing social stigma that is related to gender and social norms, could remove the barrier for those men who are trying to make healthier choices and reduce meat (Adamczyk et al., 2023). However, when investigating attitudes towards those who choose plant based diets, or those with different dietary identities, the study did not find stigma or negativity in the majority of the respondents. In fact there was a “no judgement” feeling from respondents, with many saying, “every one to their own”, contradicting studies that show negativity (Timeo and Suitner, 2018).
Furthermore, the majority of omnivores within the study had also not experienced negativity towards dietary choices and were also unaware of this stigma, one respondent said, “what does being a man have to do with meat eating, we are all human”, and another saying, “never considered there being negativity towards this”. This is consistent with findings from Bryant (2019), who observed the views from omnivores as socially accepting towards those who follow plant-based diets. This could suggest that stigma may be perceived by non-meat consumers, rather than being a genuine experience, or conversely, meat consumers are unaware of their unintentional stigma rooted in their views. 
[bookmark: _Hlk193289829]Another explanation for failing to find a relationship between higher traditional masculinity and greater meat consumption, was the significant, albeit weak effect size, associations found between higher traditional masculinity and older age (p = 0.003) and between older age and lower meat consumption (p = 0.010). Therefore,  our sample of older males that displayed both higher masculinity and lower meat consumption scores, perhaps weakened any possible association between these variables. This could suggest that a complex relationship between both masculinity, consumption and age needs to be investigated further. These results are consistent with previous research, which suggests that meat consumption reduces in older age and that the relationship between masculinity and meat consumption weakens (Ritzel and Mann, 2021). One suggestion is that there is a greater awareness of the health implications on greater meat consumption as we age (Camilleri et al., 2024; Pot et al. 2015; Ritzel and Mann, 2021). Although, the current study did not measure consumption levels in terms of recommended guidelines, it would seem that the participants perceived their own consumption as satisfactory in terms of possible health consequences, with only a few revealing the need to reduce for health reasons. Therefore, this could suggest increased health awareness in some groups, such as older males, may effect meat consumption. However, further investigations are needed to confirm this, as this also contradicts studies that have found males still unwilling to reduce meat consumption even when given advice about the health risks (Valli et al., 2022).
[bookmark: _Hlk190527170]Additionally, associations between higher traditional masculinity, and greater meat attachment may be explained by those theories that have found those with stronger gender-typical identities, are more likely to conform with societal norms (Nguyen and Platow, 2021; Peeters et al., 2023). Furthermore, those individuals who conform more are less likely to diverge from the societal norms that justify consuming meat as natural, necessary and nice (Stanley, Day and Brown, 2023). The results in the current study were consistent with this and findings from both Piazza et al’s., (2015) 4n’s justifications, and Vrijsen et al’s., (2025) 5 masculine meat identities. Themes confirmed and identified were that the consumption of meat was deemed as; normal/normative, and a natural practice. That meat was nice/hedonistic and tasty to eat and that it is necessary/embodied for health. Regarding Vrijsen et al’s., (2025) ethical/environmental implications however, very few mentioned reducing meat consumption due to environmental or moral impacts. One explanation to this, consistent with Bryant et al., (2024) and Hartmann and Siegrist, (2017) is that consumers are unaware of the environmental and ethical impacts of meat consumption. 
[bookmark: _Hlk193458197]Furthermore, this also supports the studies that identified justifications to consume meat are because it is necessary for health, ignore animal welfare over taste, or further justify meat consumption by picking ‘ethical’ meat (Bogueva, Marinova and Gordon, 2020; Mertens and Oberhoff, 2023; Rothgerber, 2013). This was apparent in the present study, as one participant confirmed “I only buy good quality organic and local meats, culturally for me it’s ok if the animals are raised well”. Furthermore, these direct justifications have been associated with traditional masculine norms and SDO, those with higher ‘violence’ and ‘sexual importance’ norms consuming more meat (Camilleri et al., 2024; Dhont and Hodson, 2014; Campos, Bernardes, and Godinho). This could suggest that those more attached to meat, have similar traits that provide them with feelings of superiority over animals, that give them direct justification to consume meat (Graça, Calheiros and Oliveira, 2015). However, due to only using the global scale of attachment this cannot be substantiated. It may be helpful therefore to look at meat attachment factors; dependence, affinity, hedonism and entitlement and their relationship with traditional masculinity traits such as violence and sex, and SDO theories (Camilleri et al., 2024; Dhont and Hodson, 2014). 
The current study proposes that the attachment to meat dictates behaviour like meat consumption rather than higher traditional masculinity. Therefore, behaviour is more attributed to psychosocial factors like preferences and social norms that also hinder transitioning to a more sustainable and healthy plant based diet. Studies have identified negative attitudes towards plant-based alternatives due to them being unenjoyable and expensive, and preference for their consumption are low (Bryant, 2019; Hagmann, Siegrist and Hartmann, 2019; Michel, Hartmann and Siegrist, 2021; Siegrist and Hartmann, 2019). This is also representative of the views and behaviours found in the participants of this study. Barriers towards transitioning to plant-based diets, were that plant-based alternatives were perceived as incomparable to meat in terms of taste, health and value. Therefore contradicting the need of promoting ethical and sustainable masculine ‘alternative clean meats’ options, which according to Bryant and Barnett (2018) could offer a solution in reducing meat consumption in males. From the present research, stigma, masculinity, ethical and sustainability factors are far less important than providing a good value, healthy product that tastes good.
These results are supportive in providing evidence that a relationship exist between meat attachment and traditional masculinity, when looking at meat consumption behaviours in males and further identifies evidence of the barriers to reducing meat consumption. To meet environment policy strategies to reduce this, it is important to realise from the results, health is a more important factor in meat consumption reduction in this male sample than ethical or environmental influences. Whether this is due to the unawareness of the environmental impact, it would seem more appropriate to establish strategies to reduce consumption by research into providing substantial and satisfactory meat alternatives. However, due to the fact that men are more likely to pick and consume meat as a source of protein out of habit (Kemper et al., 2023; Rees et al., 2018) the alternatives need to be comparable in taste, healthiness and cost.
[bookmark: _Toc194493668]6.2 Strengths

The findings support significant evidence, albeit a weak to moderate effect size, in the relationships between greater meat attachment in both greater meat consumption and higher traditional masculinity.  Therefore, the study provides valid, reliable, meaningful, and enriched results due to the mixed methods design and large sample size. Furthermore, without participant interaction from the researcher, the study presented robust and trustworthy results within the participants views and barriers regarding plant based diets and meat consumption reduction. Therefore, the results have added further valuable evidence to the growing research base regarding males and their meat consumption behaviours.
[bookmark: _Toc194493669]6.3 Limitations

Several limitations have been identified. Firstly, the specific dimensions of traditional masculinity, meat attachment and consumption were ignored by using global measurements, which may have hindered a more practical utilisation of data. The traditional masculinity scale for one, may be limited in the way an individual perceives their traditional masculine identity. The self-assessment method of perceptions of tradition norms and traits may be different between age groups (Kachel, Steffens and Niedlich, 2016). Also, specific factors not identified in the meat attachment was limiting in terms of enriching the qualitative strand and triangulating this data. 
Meat consumption was measured as a global score, therefore, was unable to identify specific meat differences, and fish was also excluded from the study, which is important due to the different impacts they have on the environment and health. Additionally, the reliance on subjects to recall their meat consumption from the previous weeks may not be a true picture of actual consumption. Also, consumption was not measured in terms of recommended guidelines, and even though most respondents had the perception of healthy intake, assumptions cannot be made that they did and the effects of this on data. Furthermore, consumption data was collected during December and January, therefore, may have been influenced by seasonal differences, as holidays can have an impact on eating behaviour (Abdulan et al., 2023). However, comparisons within individual consumption were not made, therefore seasonal influences should be consistent across all respondents. Lastly, due to the correlational design of the study, results cannot be interpreted as causality between variables and in terms of confounding factors, socio economic influence was not accounted for. 
[bookmark: _Toc194493670]6.4 Future research

[bookmark: _Hlk190697712]Further research should look at age differences in regard to meat consumption and attachment. Particularly looking at targeting younger males who consume more meat, and their relationship between meat attachment, masculinity, SDO and social normative traits (Camilleri et al., 2024). It would also be valuable to look at these factors in terms of those meats that are more damaging to both health and the environment, particularly red and processed meat. Lastly, research into what constitutes a healthy, tasty, value plant-based product in the eyes of male consumers would be supportive to provide a potential alternative to reduce meat consumption in those who consume too much. 








[bookmark: _Toc194493671]
Chapter 7: Conclusion

This research aimed to investigate traditional masculinity in meat attachment and consumption and explore meat consumption behaviours and identify barriers towards reducing meat consumption in males. The findings from the current study suggest that meat attachment is a central influence on both higher traditional masculinity and greater meat consumption rather than traditional masculinity being the main driver influencing meat consumption. Meat attachment and consumption is justified by being necessary for health and nice to eat over the implications of negative environmental or animal welfare factors. Barriers to following more sustainable and healthy plant-based diets are due to the perception that plant-based alternatives are incomparable to meat in terms of health, taste, and value rather than masculine influences. The findings support the need to look at finding alternative protein products that fulfil these requirements in males. Furthermore, different masculinity and social norm traits and the effects on meat consumption in different age groups should be investigated. Due to the correlational design and one dimensional global scores on measurements, no causal interpretation can be made in the research. Nonetheless, meat attachment is a significant factor in the influence of both masculinity and consumption, and the research further demonstrates the complexities involved in reducing meat consumption in males. As health and sustainability awareness expands and societal norms develop and evolve, so will changes within masculinity roles and meat consumption behaviour. To align and support global goals, the findings show that strategies are needed in finding plant alternatives to offer male consumers, that are comparable to meat. Furthermore, by reducing meat consumption, this would support environmental, sustainability, health, and animal welfare issues.
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[bookmark: _Toc194493675]Appendix B: The Traditional Masculinty-Feminity Scale (TMF) (Kachel, Steffens and Niedlich, 2016)

0. I consider myself as… 

0. Ideally, I would like to be… 
	
0. Traditionally, my interests would be considered as… 
	
0. Traditionally, my attitudes and beliefs would be considered as… 
	
0. Traditionally, my behavior would be considered as… 
	
0. Traditionally, my outer appearance would be considered as…


Scales ranged from 1 (not at all masculine) to 7 (totally masculine). 
(Kachel, Steffens and Niedlich, 2016).
















[bookmark: _Toc194493676]Appendix C: Meat consumption Scale (MCS) (Camilleri et al., 2023)
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[bookmark: _Toc194493677]Appendix D: Meat attachment questionnaire (Graça, Calheiros and Oliveira, 2015)
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[bookmark: _Toc194493678]Appendix E: Open ended questions asked to obtain qualitative data from respondents

	1: Are you aware of the recommendations of meat intake especially advice about red and processed meats? What are your thoughts on this?


	2: What are your main motivations to consume or not consume meat?


	3: Please consider the following: cooking skills, taste, availability, cost, convenience, health, nutrition, peer/family pressure, tradition, culture, ethics, environment, and sustainability. Do any of these factors influence your choice and consumption of meat or plant based options.?


	4: What positive or negative outcomes do you gain from consuming or not consuming meat?


	5: How do you feel about dietary identity labels such as vegetarian and vegan?


	6: Have you ever experienced any negativity concerning your dietary choices especially regarding being male?



















[bookmark: _Toc194493679]Appendix F: Full raw data in excel is provided in the following link
Dietary Patterns and behaviours.xlsx


























[bookmark: _Toc194493680]Appendix G: Skewness (1.52) and kurtosis (4.67) for consumption indicating non-normal Distribution
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[bookmark: _Toc194493681]Appendix H: Shapiro-Wilk Tests of Normality
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[bookmark: _Toc194493682]Appendix I: Coding and themes methods are provided in the following link
Coding and themes_20250317_0001



























[bookmark: _Toc194493683]Appendix J: Descriptive statistics output from SPSS (2023)
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Dietary Patterns and behaviours

Background Information and rationale of the study:
~This research project is for my dissertation in my final year of a BSc degree in Health, Nutrition and Lifestyle at the University
of Wales Trinity St. David.

~Investigating dietary patterns and behaviours is useful in detecting both healthy and unhealthy behaviours and establishing
possible interventions within certain demographics.

~This study could contribute towards a better understanding of the barriers and facilitators in terms of eating patterns in

male participants.

This is a survey, not a test. It is important that you complete it by yourself. You are not required to provide your name and so
answers will be completely anonymous. There are no right and wrong answers so we would ask you to be as honest as you
can.
By pressing submit at the bottom of the survey you are agreeing to the following:
1. I have been fully informed of the research project and am aware of the research and future publication opportunities for
the lead researcher Caroline Ellis.
2.1 agree to participating in data collection via questionnaire.
3.1 understand that:

a1 will not benefit financially, or otherwise, from taking part in this research.

b. | am free to withdraw from the project at any time.

< 1will not be identified, and individual information will remain confidential.

Thank you for your time and participation.
If you have any questions please contact me at: 2204046@studentuwtsd.ac.uk
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Demographic Questions

1. Are you biologically (born) a male? *

O Yes
O No

2. Do you identify as a male? *

O Yes
O No

3. How old are you? *

Enter your answer
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4. Is your dietary identity mainly? *
(O Omnivore (Eats plants, meat and dairy).
(O Vegetarian (Does not eat meat).
Vegan (Does not eat or use any animal products for ethical reasons).
Flexitarian (Primarily vegetarian but occasionally eats meat or fish).

(O Pescatarian (Vegetarian who eats fish but no meat)
(O Plant-based (Predominantly eats plants for health reasons).

Other (If you would like to explain further you can do so in the next question).

5. If you answered "other" to question 2 please explain or if you would like to comment any further
about your dietary identity please do so here.

Enter your answer
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Identity

Please choose 1 option on each of the 6 statements. Please answer each question as quickly and honestly as possible.

6. There are 7 choices from not at all masculine to totally masculine. *

Notatall  Verylitle ~ Somewhat ~Moderately — Quite Very
masculine  masculine  masculine  masculine  masculine  masculine

| consider myself as.. @) O O O O O
Ideally, | would like to be... O O O O O O
Traditionally, my interest

R e O O O O O O

Traditionally, my attitudes and

beliefs would be considered O O O O O O

as..
Traditionally, my behavi
would be considered s O O O O O O

Traditionally, my outer

appearance would be O O O O O O

considered as...




image14.png
Consumption and Intention

The following questions relate to your consumption of meat in the last 2 weeks and your intentions towards consuming meat in
the coming 2 weeks. Please do your best to remember all your eating behaviours in the past 2 weeks including mealtimes and
snacking. Please read the definition of each category as some meats may be excluded. Please answer numerically (e.g, 5) rather
than in words (e.g. “most days"). Please give an exact numerical value (e.g, 7) rather than a range (e.g. 6-7).

7. Frequency: Please indicate approximately how many times you have eaten beef in the past 2
weeks (Include steak, mince, beefburger. Exclude processed beef like corned or jerky). *

Enter your answer

8. Quantity On these occasions you have eaten beef how would you describe your typical portion
size?

() Very Small (less than 10% of a typical meal)
() small (10- 20% of a typical meal)

(O Medium (21-30% of a typical meal)

(O Large (31-40% of a typical meal)
O

Very Large (more than 40% of a typical meal)
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9. lintend to *choose option* my beef consumption over the next 2 weeks *
(O Greatly decrease
() Somewhat decrease
(O Not change
() Somewhat Increase
O

Greatly increase

10. Frequency: Please indicate approximately how many times you have eaten lamb in the past 2
weeks (Including lamb and mutton). *

Enter your answer
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11. Quantity On these occasions you have eaten lamb how would you describe your typical portion
size?

() Very Small (less than 10% of a typical meal)
() small (10- 20% of a typical meal)

(O Medium (21-30% of a typical meal)

(O Large (31-40% of a typical meal)
O

Very Large (more than 40% of a typical meal)

12. lintend to *choose option* my lamb consumption over the next 2 weeks *

(O Greatly decrease
() Somewhat decrease
(O Not change

() Somewhat Increase
O

Greatly increase
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13. Frequency: Please indicate approximately how many times you have eaten poultry in the past 2
weeks (chicken, turkey, duck, and other game birds such as quail or pheasants etc. Please exclude
processed poultry meats such as chicken loaf or turkey slices) . *

Enter your answer

14. Quantity On these occasions you have eaten poultry how would you describe your typical
portion size?

(O Very Small (less than 10% of a typical meal)
(O small (10- 20% of a typical meal)

(O Medium (21-30% of a typical meal)

(O Large (31-40% of a typical meal)
O

Very Large (more than 40% of a typical meal)
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15. lintend to *choose option* my poultry consumption over the next 2 weeks *
(O Greatly decrease
(O Somewhat decrease
(O Not change
(O somewhat Increase
O

Greatly increase

16. Frequency: Please indicate approximately how many times you have eaten pork in the past 2
weeks (please exclude processed pork such as sausages, bacon or ham). *

Enter your answer
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17. Quantity On these occasions you have eaten pork how would you describe your typical portion
size?

(O Very Small (less than 10% of a typical meal)
(O small (10- 20% of a typical meal)

(O Medium (21-30% of a typical meal)

(O Large (31-40% of a typical meal)
O

Very Large (more than 40% of a typical meal)

18. lintend to *choose option* my pork consumption over the next 2 weeks *

(O Greatly decrease
(O Somewhat decrease
(O Not change

(O somewhat Increase
O

Greatly i
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19. Frequency: Please indicate approximately how many times you have eaten bacon or ham in the
past 2 weeks. *

Enter your answer

20. Quantity On these occasions you have eaten bacon or ham how would you describe your typical
portion size?

(O Very Small (less than 10% of a typical meal)
(O small (10- 20% of a typical meal)

(O Medium (21-30% of a typical meal)

(O Large (31-40% of a typical meal)
O

Very Large (more than 40% of a typical meal)
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21. lintend to *choose option* my bacon or ham consumption over the next 2 weeks *
(O Greatly decrease
(O Somewhat decrease
(O Not change
(O somewhat Increase
O

Greatly increase

22. Frequency: Please indicate approximately how many times you have eaten other processed
meats in the past 2 weeks (including preserved, cured, salted, or smoked meats such as salami,
corned beef, canned meat, sausages, beef jerky and other junk food meats such as hot dogs,
meat pies and dim sims. Exclude bacon and ham). *

Enter your answer
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23. Quantity On these occasions you have eaten other processed meats how would you describe
your typical portion size?

(O Very Small (less than 10% of a typical meal)
(O small (10- 20% of a typical meal)

(O Medium (21-30% of a typical meal)

(O Large (31-40% of a typical meal)
O

Very Large (more than 40% of a typical meal)

24. lintend to *choose option* my other processed meat consumption over the next 2 weeks *

(O Greatly decrease
(O Somewhat decrease
(O Not change

(O somewhat Increase
O

Greatly increase
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Meat attachment

Each question identifies how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement. Please answer each question as quickly and hon-
estly as possible.

25. Answer from range: strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree or strongly
disagree. *

Neither agree nor

Strongly agree Agree disagree Disagree Stror
To eat meat is one of the
good pleasures in ffe O O O O
Meat is irreplaceable in
et " O O O O

According to our position in

the food chain, we have the O O O O

right to eat meat.
| feel bad when | think of
eating meat O O O O

I love meals with meat. @) O O O
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To eat meat is disrespectful
towards life and the
environment.

To eat meat is an
unquestionable right of every
person.

Agood steak is without
comparison.

I would feel fine with a
meatless diet.

I'm a big fan of meat.

If I couldn't eat meat | would
feel weak.

If 1 was forced to stop eating
meat | would feel sad.

Meat reminds me of diseases.

By eating meat I'm reminded
of the death and suffering of
animals.

Eating meat is a natural and
undisputable practice.

O O O O o o O O

O

O O O O o o O O

O

O O O O o o O O

O

O O O O o o O O

O
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1 don't picture myself without O
eating meat reqularly.
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Opinions and views.

This last section is a number of questions to gain as much information about your opinions and views on several matters.
Remember it is completely anonymous even to the researcher. You are free to answer as much o as little as you want on each
question. If there are any you feel you don't want to answer or are not relevant to you just leave it and move on to the next one.
However, it would be appreciated to enter as much information as possible in this section. Thank you.

26. Are you aware of the recommendations of meat intake especially advice about red and
processed meats? What are your thoughts on this?

Enter your answer

27. What are your main motivations to consume or not consume meat?

Enter your answer
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28. Please consider the following: Cooking skills, taste, availability, cost, convenience, health,
nutrition, peer/family pressure, tradition, culture, ethics, environment and sustainability. Do any
of these factors influence your choice and consumption of meat or plant based options.? Please
explain in as much detail as possible.

Enter your answer

29. What positive or negative outcomes do you gain from consuming or not consuming meat?

Enter your answer

30. How do you feel about dietary identity labels such as vegetarian and vegan?

Enter your answer

31. Have you ever experienced any negativity concerning your dietary choices especially regarding
being male? Please explain.

Enter your answer
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32. Finally, this is just a space where you can add anything else that you feel might be useful or
relevant to the research including any feedback. Thank you so much for participating.

Enter your answer
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Instructions for researchers:

Scoring of the Meat Consumption Scale:

Step 1: For cach meat category—A (beef); B (lamb), C (poultry); D (pork); E (bacon & ham);

and F (other processed meats)—multiply the frequency score by the quantity score to create a
total score for each.

Step 2: Sum the total beef score with the total lamb score to create a total “red meat™ score.

Sum the total pork score with the total bacon & ham score to create a total “pork products™
score.

Step 3: Sum these total scores together (red meat + poultry + pork products + other processed
meats) to calculate a total Meat Consumption score.
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Instructions for participants:

The following questions relate to your consumption of meat in the past two weeks, including
all meals (main meals and snacks). Please ensure you read the definition of each meat
category, as some meat products may be excluded.

You will be asked to estimate how many times you have consumed different types of meat in
the past 2 weeks — please answer numerically (e.g., 5) rather than in words (e.g., “most
days”). Please give an exact numerical value (c.g., 7) rather than a range (c.g., 6-7). As this
survey relies on memory please give your best estimation of what you have caten.
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A: Beef (including steak, minced/ground beef, and beef burgers. Please exclude
processed beef like jerky or corned beef)

1. Frequency

Please indicate approximately how many times you have caten beef in the past 2 weeks:

2. Quantity
On these occasions you have eaten beef how would you describe your typical portion size?

1= Very Small (less than 10% of a typical meal)
2= Small (10- 20% of a typical meal)

3= Medium (21-30% of a typical meal)

4= Large (31-40% of a typical meal)

5= Very Large (more than 40% of a typical meal)
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B: Lamb (including lamb and mutton)

3. Frequency
Please indicate approximately how many times you have caten lamb in the past 2 weeks:

4. Quantity
On these occasions you have eaten lamb how would you describe your typical portion size?

1= Very Small (less than 10% of a typical meal)
2= Small (10- 20% of a typical meal)

3= Medium (20-30% of a typical meal)

4= Large (30-40% of a typical meal)

5= Very Large (more than 40% of a typical meal)
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C: Poultry (chicken, turkey, duck, and other game birds such as quail or pheasants etc.
Please exclude processed poultry meats such as chicken loaf or turkey slices)

5. Frequency
Please indicate approximately how many times you have eaten poultry (such as turkey or
duck) in the past 2 weeks:

6. Quantity

On these occasions you have eaten poultry how would you describe your typical portion
size?

1= Very Small (less than 10% of a typical meal)
2= Small (10- 20% of a typical meal)

3= Medium (20-30% of a typical meal)

4= Large (30-40% of a typical meal)

5= Very Large (more than 40% of a typical meal)
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D: Pork (please exclude processed pork such as bacon or ham)
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7. Frequency
Please indicate approximately how many times you have caten pork in the past 2 weeks:

8. Quantity
On these occasions you have eaten pork how would you describe your typical portion size?

1= Very Small (less than 10% of a typical meal)
2= Small (10- 20% of a typical meal)

3= Medium (20-30% of a typical meal)

4= Large (30-40% of a typical meal)

5= Very Large (more than 40% of a typical meal)
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E: Bacon or Ham

9. Frequency
Please indicate approximately how many times you have caten bacon or ham in the past 2

weeks:

10. Quantity
On these occasions you have eaten bacon or ham how would you describe your typical

portion size?

1= Very Small (less than 10% of a typical meal)
2= Small (10- 20% of a typical meal)

3= Medium (20-30% of a typical meal)

4= Large (30-40% of a typical meal)

5= Very Large (more than 40% of a typical meal)
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F: Other Processed Meats (including preserved, cured, salted, or smoked meats such as
salami, chicken loaf, corned beef, canned meat, sausages, beef jerky and other junk food
meats such as hot dogs, meat pies and dim sims. Exclude bacon and ham)

1. Frequency
Please indicate approximately how many times you have caten other processed meats in the
past 2 weeks:

12. Quantity
On these occasions you have eaten processed meats how would you describe your typical
portion size?

1= Very Small (less than 10% of a typical meal)
mall (10- 20% of a typical meal)

3= Medium (20-30% of a typical meal)

arge (30-40% of a typical meal)

5= Very Large (more than 40% of a typical meal)
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E: Bacon or Ham

9. Frequency
Please indicate approximately how many times you have caten bacon or ham in the past 2

weeks:

10. Quantity
On these occasions you have eaten bacon or ham how would you describe your typical

portion size?

1= Very Small (less than 10% of a typical meal)
2= Small (10- 20% of a typical meal)

3= Medium (20-30% of a typical meal)

4= Large (30-40% of a typical meal)

5= Very Large (more than 40% of a typical meal)
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Meat Attachment Questionnaire

The following statements deal with your attitude towards meat. Please indicate how much
you agree or disagree with them.

1.To eat meat is one of the good pleasures in life.

2. Meat is irreplaceable in my diet.

3. According to our position in the food chain, we have the right to eat meat.
4.1 feel bad when I think of eating meat.

5.1 love meals with meat.

6. To eat meat is disrespectful towards life and the environment.

7. To eat meat is an unquestionable right of every person.

8. A good steak is without comparison.

9. I would feel fine with a meatless diet.

10. I’'m a big fan of meat.

11. If T couldn’t eat meat I would feel weak.

12. If I was forced to stop eating meat I would feel sad.

13. Meat reminds me of diseases.

14. By eating meat I’'m reminded of the death and suffering of animals.
15. Eating meat is a natural and undisputable practice.

16. I don’t picture myself without eating meat regularly.
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Tests of Normality

KolmogorowSmimov* Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic o sig Statistic o sig
Wasculinity 111 94 006 968 94 021

a.Liliefors Significance Correction
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Tests of Normality

KolmogorowSmimov* Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic o sig Statistic o sig
Consumption 093 94 044 907 94 <001

a. Lillisfors Significance Correction
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Tests of Normality

KolmogorowSmimov* Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic o sig Statistic o sig
Attachment 127 94 <o 949 94 001

a.Liliefors Significance Correction
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Tests of Normality

KolmogorowSmimov* Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic o sig Statistic o sig
Age 106 94 011 963 94 008

a.Lilliefors Significance Correction
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Descriptive Statistics

N Range  Minimum  Maximum  Mean  Std Deviaion Variance Skewness Kurtosis

Stafistic _ Statistic _ Stafistic _ Stafistic_ Statistic _ Staisic _ Stafistic _ Stafistic St Eror _Statistic__ Sta. Enror
Wasculinity 94 517 1.83 700 50308 1.24951 1561 208 249 563 493
Attachment 94 381 119 500 35678 82976 688 788 249 815 493
Age 94 5400 2000 7400 507979 1341527 179969 -a48 249 53 493
Consumption 94 21400 00 21400 514894 3427584 1174833 1516 29 4672 493
Valid N (istwise) 94
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Correlations

Masculinity  Ags  Atachment Consumption
Masculinity Parson Correlation 1 209" 425" 183
Sig. (2-4ailed) 003 <001 078
N 94 94 94 94
Age Pearson Corrsfation 209" 1 -7 265"
Sig. (2-4ailed) 003 262 010
N 94 94 94 94
Attachment Pearson Carrelation 425" -7 1 535"
Sig. (2-4ailed) <001 262 <001
N 94 94 94 94
Consumption Parson Correlation 183 -265" 535" 1
Sig. (2-4ailed) 078 010 <001
N 94 94 94 94

*_Corrslation is significant atthe 0.01

level (2-tailed).




