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Abstract 

 The production and consumption of red meat presents a significant threat to 

environmental health and sustainability at a global scale. This study evaluates community-based 

social marketing tools as a means of reducing red meat purchases at grocery stores. Consumer 

surveys and focus groups are used to explore the psychosocial aspects of consumer behaviour 

particular to red meat purchases, and guide the development of a community-based social 

marketing pilot in two Toronto grocery stores. The pilot asked consumers to publicly commit to 

reducing red meat purchases by one meal per week. Measuring red meat sales demonstrated that 

commitment is an effective means of temporarily reducing red meat purchases. 

Recommendations include an approach combining various social marketing tools such as 

information, commitment, and social diffusion in an effort to transform social norms and foster a 

culture of lower red meat consumption.  

 Keywords: community-based social marketing, social marketing, behaviour change, 

consumer behaviour, red meat  
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Introduction 

Livestock production is among the most resource and emissions-intensive practices in the 

world and has had notable impacts on the environment and climate change. Reducing the 

consumption of red meat (including beef, pork, and lamb) presents a significant behavioural 

challenge that must be addressed to ensure healthy environmental conditions in the future. The 

purpose of this study is to investigate the values, attitudes, and norms that lead consumers to 

purchase red meat, informing a behaviour change intervention that can reduce red meat 

purchases in grocery stores. A community-based social marketing approach and pilot 

intervention are tested, focusing on understanding and alleviating the barriers while maximizing 

benefits of reducing red meat purchases. To date, this approach has not been attempted in the 

context of red meat in a Canadian city, despite its potential to influence behaviour and mitigate 

the impacts of livestock production. This paper will provide an overview of existing research on 

the impact of red meat, attitudes and behaviour of red meat consumers, and the potential of social 

marketing tools to foster change. It will describe the community-based social marketing 

approach used for this study, including focus groups, surveys, and the in-store pilot. Results will 

be discussed and analyzed against literature and new findings about the state of consumer 

perceptions around red meat in Toronto. Social marketing recommendations are provided in 

hopes of establishing a scalable behaviour change approach that can have widespread 

environment and health benefits and contribute to a sustainable future.  

Literature Review 

This section builds the case for exploring behaviour change and social marketing to 

reduce red meat purchases in Canada. To begin, a sound understanding of the problems 
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associated with red meat is needed, plus an overview of the drivers and constraints that have 

caused the red meat problem to persist at a global scale. Though climate change is a global issue, 

this study addresses inherent individual beliefs and behaviours. This literature review will 

represent the journey from global to individual through the following sections: the impact of red 

meat on the environment and climate; psychosocial drivers of red meat purchases; the potential 

of behaviour change programs; and social marketing options. This study offers valuable insights 

into the ability of social marketing tools to change individual behaviour to become more 

sustainable, addressing the global climate change crisis. The problem being addressed is urgent 

and vital, and the approaches used in this study build on existing knowledge of consumer 

psychology, norms, and behaviour to bring new and innovative perspectives to this field of 

research.  

The Impact of Red Meat 

 

The desired outcome of this study is to reduce purchases of red meat (beef, pork, and 

lamb), as they are highest contributors to emissions and environmental degradation of all 

livestock and agricultural practices (Eshel, Shepon, Makov, & Milo, 2014, p. 11996). Cattle 

contribute 65% to the livestock sector’s total global emissions, with beef having the highest total 

emissions and emission intensity per gram of protein (Gerber, Steinfeld, Henderson, Mottet, 

Opio, Dijkman, Falcucci, & Tempio, 2013, p. 16).  Beef is also the least resource-efficient of all 

livestock categories (Eshel et al., 2014, p. 11998). Compared to the average resource intensities 

of plant crops, beef requires 160 times as much land, eight times as much irrigation water, 

produces 11 times the greenhouse gas emissions, and 19 times the reactive nitrogen burden 

(Eshel et al., 2014, p. 11998). Land-use change also contributes to livestock sector greenhouse 
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gas (GHG) emissions and biodiversity loss, due to pasture and feed crop expansion (Gerber et 

al., 2013, p. 41).  In the United States, the combination of pastures and cropland to feed cows 

amounts to 41% of the nation’s land use (Bloomberg, 2018).  

Emissions come from the production, processing, and transport of feed, but mostly from 

the animals themselves (Gerber et al., 2013, p.17). Cattle and sheep release methane during a 

digestive process called enteric fermentation, which occurs in multi-chambered animals (Röös, 

Sundberg, & Hansson, 2014, p. 87).  Methane has a much higher potency than carbon dioxide, 

and accounts for over 30% of the contribution of global on-farm direct greenhouse gas emissions 

(Röös et al., 2014, p.87). Additionally, nitrous oxide emits from soil and livestock processes such 

as manure, urine, and fertilizer, and is the second-most dominant greenhouse gas generated by 

livestock (Garnett, 2011, p. S23). These figures have amounted to significant, long-term 

environmental damage which drive the focus of this study on behaviour-based mitigation 

techniques.  

The impact of livestock in Canada is significant, but fortunately there is considerable 

potential for mitigation, meaning it is important to investigate a variety of approaches. 

Monitoring has shown that demand for meat and GHG emissions from livestock has decreased 

from previous decades (Caro, Davis, Bastianoni, & Caldeira, 2014, p. 213).  In fact, beef 

consumption per capita has declined by more than 45% since 1980 (Charlebois, McCormick, & 

Juhasz, 2016, p. 252). This is attributed to price volatility and an increasing amount of food 

safety incidents with pork and beef (Charlebois et al., 2016, p. 253). Nonetheless, the 

contribution of red meat to Canadian emissions remains high. In 2014, over 60% of all 

agricultural GHG emissions in Canada were attributable to the production of livestock 
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(Environment and Climate Change Canada, 2014, p. 9). To boost market sales, Canada exports 

meat to the United States, thereby maintaining emissions levels despite the domestic 

consumption decline (Atkins, September 15, 2015). Despite declining Canadian demand, 

emissions and environmental impacts associated with livestock remain a significant contribution 

to Canadian and global GHG emissions, land and water use, and pollution. 

Livestock Emissions Reduction 

 

Reducing red meat consumption offers an important lever for environmental 

sustainability, so it is important to explore potential approaches. Leading organizations such as 

the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and the United Nations Food and Agriculture 

Organization (FAO) have recommended that livestock emissions be reduced to achieve global 

emissions reductions targets and foster a healthy, sustainable future (Gerber et al., 2013 p. 114 

and Smith, Bustamante, Ahammad, Clark, Dong, Elsiddig, Haberl, Harper, House, Jafari, 

Masera, Mbow. Ravindranath, Rice, Robledo Abad, Romanovskaya, Sperling, & Tubiello, 2014, 

p. 816).  Recommendations for reducing livestock emissions are wide ranging, and are 

sometimes at odds in terms of best approach, and who takes responsibility for implementation 

(Garnett, 2011, p. S25). In the past, solutions have focused on reducing the GHG intensity of 

meat production through technological advances that increase productivity and mitigate 

emissions (Bailey, Froggatt, & Wellesley, 2014, p. 10). Examples include improving livestock 

productivity, reducing waste (i.e. composting), reducing the carbon intensity of fuel inputs, 

methane capturing, and others (Garnett, 2011, p. S25). Often, these efforts are recommended as 

government-led regulations and policy changes (De Boer, Schösler, & Boersema, 2011, p. 1). 

However, the creation and implementation of technical mitigation policies is challenging for 
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governments due to the regional diversity of the livestock sector, cost of technology, economic 

and infrastructural capacity, and jurisdictional limitations over land use (Bailey et al., 2014, p. 

10).  Additionally, even if technical mitigation policies were successful, supply-side mitigation 

would not be able to reduce livestock emissions enough to offset rising demand for meat and 

dairy (Bailey et al., 2014, p. 11). Therefore, efforts to reduce red meat consumption on the 

demand-side are a vital part of the equation. 

While technical solutions can improve efficiency of livestock production, behavioural 

options can help decrease demand-side consumption, which can together mitigate global 

livestock emissions. In recent years, a decrease in red meat consumption has been considered an 

effective possibility for reducing the impact of red meat on the environment and climate (de Boer 

et al., 2011, p. 1). Dietary changes that limit red meat have a significant effect on GHG 

emissions, even greater than that of technological advances, with a mitigation potential of 34-

64% from current outputs (Smith et al., 2014, p. 840). The United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCC) stated that dietary change is essential if global 

warming is not to exceed the warming targets set by the international community (Bailey et al., 

2014, p. 12). Based on projected increases of global meat consumption and associated livestock 

emissions, an integrated approach that reduces both supply and demand is most appropriate to 

mitigate livestock emissions as the population continues to grow. As such, this study will explore 

the behavioural mitigation option to seek more information on effective approaches for 

influencing dietary changes. 

Some have refuted the behavioural approach to reducing red meat consumption. For 

example, a White Paper by Dr. F. Mitloehner titled, “Livestock’s Contributions to Climate 
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Change: Facts and Fiction” claims that the livestock emissions reported by U.N. Food and 

Agriculture Organization (FAO) are overstated, and that transportation sector emissions remain 

the highest. He echoes the views of those who support technological interventions over 

behavioural change, stating that developed countries should focus on eliminating oil and coal for 

heating and fuel, and should help developing countries adopt more efficient, Western-style 

farming practices to produce nutritious meat with less emissions (Mitloehner, 2016, p.1) A group 

from Johns Hopkins University responded to Mitloehner, claiming that his livestock emissions 

estimate ignored several sources of emissions caused by livestock (Fry, J., Neff, R. Martin, B., 

Ramsing, R. Fitch, C., Kim, B., Biehl, E., Santo, 2016, p. 1). Broadly, arguments for curbing 

livestock emissions through technology alone often ignore the other environmental damage 

associated with production, such as biodiversity loss, land use change, contamination, and public 

health risks (Fry et al., 2016, p. 1).  

Researchers like Mitloehner also criticize behaviour change efforts such as Meatless 

Mondays, deeming them insignificant for global emissions, although they encourage people to 

consider their per capita meat-eating for environmental and health reasons. Others have argued 

that governments will be hesitant to implement behavioural approaches because they could be 

met with dissension from meat eaters, as meat-eating is a key part of many people’s identity, 

culture, and social practices (Revell, 2015, p. 593). Despite these concerns, overconsumption of 

meat and dairy products in developed countries has caused irreversible damage to the 

environment and health of human and ecological systems. Even with improved technological 

efficiency, these issues will persist unless a shift in societal views of red meat can evolve. 

Behavioural change provides a non-technical avenue for governments with limited financial and 
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technological resources and can be leveraged throughout communities to create change directly 

from the demand-side of the problem. A combined approach of both technological and 

behavioural solutions can be effective, and minimizing the potential of behavioural solutions is 

unproductive in the global effort to address climate change.  

Behaviour Change 

 

This study focuses on the potential of behaviour change methods to target prominent 

consumer behaviours and reduce red meat purchases. Despite growing consensus that reducing 

red meat consumption is necessary and effective, behaviour-focused approaches are lacking in 

federal, provincial, and municipal mitigation policy (Wellesley, Happer, & Froggatt, 2015, p. 9). 

Policymakers have long prioritized technological mitigation solutions over behaviour change 

because of challenges with implementation (Garnett, 2011, p. 30). Additionally, since the 

concept of dietary change for emissions reduction has less supporting research, lack of data can 

also diminish buy-in for this type of initiative (Bailey et al., 2014, p.15). This study responds to 

the current information gap regarding the potential of behaviour change methods to reduce red 

meat consumption in a Canadian city. 

To explore possibility of reducing red meat purchases, it is crucial to understand why 

people choose red meat to begin with. Consumer decision-making is relevant to the social 

marketing methods used in this study, which target key features of consumer behaviour in order 

to minimize barriers and enhance benefits of behaviour change. In this context, red meat 

consumption is very complex, with several internal and external factors playing a role in 

consumer decisions. 
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Values. 

 

Red meat purchase decisions can be understood using concepts from cognitive social 

psychology and cognitive sociology, which inform the social marketing approach adopted in this 

study (de Boer & Aiking, 2017, p. 387). Value-belief-norm theory suggests that values are the 

first link in a causal chain influencing attitudes and beliefs, with linkages to feelings of personal 

obligations formed through self-expectations (Stern, Dietz, Abel, Guagnano, & Kalof, 1999, p. 

83 and Howell, 2013, p. 282). As such, individuals who reduce meat consumption in favour of 

more environmentally conscious choices may share certain values. Interviews conducted with 

people who have adopted “environmentally responsible behaviour” revealed a shared pattern of 

values associated with universalism, including altruistic and bio-centric traits (Howell, 2013, p. 

282). Other values associated with sustainable consumption include social justice, benevolence, 

honesty, equality, freedom, and responsibility (Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006, p. 174). There are also 

values that translate into excessive red meat purchases. Prioritizing taste and enjoyment over 

health or environmental concerns corresponds with Schwartz’s theory of value, where self-

enhancement values are typically associated with frequent meat consumption (Pohjolainen, 

Vinnari, & Jokinen, 2015, p. 1153). Consumers involved in this study represent the range of 

values that lead to varying levels of preference for reducing red meat consumption. These values 

are the core of all consumer behaviours and are therefore important for this study on red meat 

purchases (Graça, Calheiros, & Oliveira, 2015, p. 122).  
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Social norms. 

 

Despite the negative effects of red meat on the environment and climate, the dominant 

pattern in Western culture is high consumption of meat, low regard for meat substitutes, and lack 

of willingness to adopt a plant-based diet (Graça et al., 2015, p. 114). Cultural and social norms 

have established meat as an important part of health, wellness, status, and social gatherings 

(Clonan, Wilson, Swift, Leibovici, & Holdsworth, 2015, p. 2446). Social aspects of identity can 

also perpetuate meat eating. Some individuals relate to the notions that red meat is masculine, or 

necessary for growth, or a symbol of financial status (de Boer & Aiking, 2017, p. 388). Likewise, 

vegetarianism is also fueled by identity-based motivation (de Boer & Aiking, 2017, p. 388). 

Vegetarians take issue with an aspect of meat-eating such as health or animal welfare, and adjust 

their behaviour to be more identity-congruent (de Boer & Aiking, 2017, p. 388). Since they have 

accomplished a significant dietary change, vegetarians usually identify fewer barriers to 

changing purchase behaviours than meat eaters (Mäkiniemi & Vainio, 2014, p. 17). In contrast, 

meat-eating is a norm, not socially marked as a unique behaviour that requires change (unlike 

vegetarian or veganism) (de Boer & Aiking, 2017, p. 388). Since meat consumption is the norm, 

those who eat it are more likely to reject reasons for reducing consumption, and may not justify 

their decision to eat such quantities, often citing habit and society (de Boer & Aiking, 2017, p. 

394). Even though public awareness of climate change is high, many people do not connect meat 

consumption with environmental consequences (Bailey et al., 2014, p. 18).  Most consumers do 

not think deeply about why they purchase red meat. When they do, the environmental 

implications of grocery purchases are less normative than the health or financial factors marketed 

by most companies. Individual behaviour change as a means of aligning with pro-environmental 
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norms rarely occurs (Mäkiniemi & Vainio, 2014, p. 13). In response, this study encourages 

participants and readers to consider the environment and health as interconnected aspects of their 

purchase decisions in an effort to shift social norms.   

Enjoyment and other purchase decision factors. 

 

Understanding the many reasons people purchase meat is necessary to interpret the target 

audience of this study. Purchases can be driven by convenience, habit, value for money, personal 

health concerns, and hedonism (Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006, p. 170).  Notably, enjoyment of meat 

and its taste are a powerful motivator for consumers. Multiple eating motivation surveys report 

that the most significant attitudinal factors determining meat purchase decisions are taste 

preference, habit, price, individual needs, and health and safety concerns (Mäkiniemi & Vainio, 

2014, p. 14 and Latvala, Niva, Mäkelä, Pouta, Heikkilä, Kotro, and Forsman-Hugg, 2012, p. 72). 

In fact, meat has become such a popular product that people have developed deep-rooted 

attachments to it, which drive purchase decisions. A “meat attachment” survey found that meat-

eating participants displayed a strong mentality and high emotional response regarding its 

consumption (Graça et al., 2015, p. 114). Reasons for attachment included source of pleasure 

(hedonism), dependence, and values associated with entitlement (Graça et al., 2015, p. 122). 

While red meat purchases stem from values and self-identity, enjoyment and personal preference 

are equally important considerations when understanding the target audience of this study.  

The attitude-behaviour gap. 

 

A common denominator in environmental behaviour studies is the disconnection between 

values, beliefs, and actual behavioural outcomes (Howell, 2013, p. 282). This disconnection is 

referred to as the “attitude-behaviour gap,” and is a prevalent barrier to reducing meat purchases. 
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The attitude-behaviour gap differentiates one’s awareness and opinion about an issue from one’s 

actions on an issue (Peattie, Peattie, & Ponting, 2009, p. 278). The association between attitudes 

and purchase behaviour is known to be weak, often dominated by more “everyday” concerns 

such as health goals and taste preferences (Latvala et al., 2012, p. 72). Research demonstrates 

that values and norms contribute to attitudes which influence or hinder consumer motivation to 

make sustainable grocery purchases. Typically, literature will focus on either the deeply internal 

values, or the external, normative drivers of meat consumption. This study explores the 

intersection of both, and how they are channeled into consumer decision making processes, 

furthering the attitude-behaviour gap. 

The drivers of the attitude-behaviour gap must be understood to in order alleviate it. 

There are several hypotheses about the source of the problem, and what prevents individuals 

from taking on sustainable behaviours despite awareness of human-caused climate change. 

Societal norms, attitudes, and habits can stop consumers from cutting down on red meat. The 

following example contextualizes the attitude-behaviour gap in red meat purchase decision-

making. A consumer interview found that the predominant barriers to climate-friendly purchases 

included learning about and finding alternatives, and undesirability, unfamiliarity, or sensory 

unattractiveness of those alternatives (Mäkiniemi & Vainio, 2014, p. 13). When asked to 

prioritize the barriers by relevance, the participants identified price, poor availability of 

alternatives, and lack of knowledge as the biggest limitations to changing their purchase 

behaviours (Mäkiniemi & Vainio, 2014, p. 14). Consumers were then observed and asked to 

justify actual food purchase behaviours. Interestingly, they then cited desire to eat the same as 

before, disbelief in climate change, and lack of time as the most influential barriers (Mäkiniemi 
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& Vainio, 2014, p. 16). The barriers self-reported as the strongest were not the ones that 

influenced the decision-making processes (Mäkiniemi & Vainio, 2014, p. 16). While many 

consumers cite often price, knowledge, or availability as key barriers, there are deeper barriers 

such as values, perceptions, and beliefs that prevent red meat purchase reduction. This example 

illustrates the way that the attitude-behaviour gap can prevent the sustainable behaviour change 

examined in this study.  

The example above is consistent with findings that habit, price, convenience, and 

enjoyment are powerful decision criteria (Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006, p. 171). Another example 

representing both the external and internal influences on consumers comes from Grunert, Hieke, 

& Wills (2014), who used the motivation-ability-opportunity framework to analyze the attitude-

behaviour gap in consumers who were provided grocery products with carbon impact labels. 

Despite consumers having access (and awareness) about products’ emissions, understanding and 

motivation remained the key determinants of whether they would incorporate emissions into 

their decision (Grunert, Hieke, & Wills, 2014, p. 187). In addition, consumers who felt 

concerned about sustainability did not apply their concern to decisions at the product level, nor 

did they direct concern toward food products with the greatest carbon implications (Grunert, 

Hieke & Wills, 2014, p. 183). This could be related to the attitude-behaviour gap, or it could be a 

simpler problem related to external influences (taste, price) and spontaneous consumer decision-

making. Regardless of values, consumers are influenced by situational factors such as 

promotions, displays, and sales (Hanss, Böhm, Doran, & Homburg, 2016, p. 358).  Meat 

enjoyment is in between both, and can be linked to values and personal needs as well as norms, 

convenience, or spontaneity. Overall, surface-level barriers to reducing red meat are most often 
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reported by consumers, and they are not inaccurate. However, it must be acknowledged that self-

reported attitudes and behaviour can sometimes underestimate the influence of values, norms, 

identity, perceived efficacy, perceptions about the environment, and other cognitive processes 

that people do not often associate with red meat purchases. In this study, it is necessary to 

remember that self-reported attitudes and actual consumer behaviour can be very different, and 

that internal values and external influences are often working simultaneously. Grocery choices 

are very individual, justifying the extensive behavioural research included in this study as a 

precursor to the pilot intervention. 

Perceived consumer efficacy. 

 

Perceived consumer efficacy contributes to the attitude-behaviour gap that prevents red 

meat purchase reduction and other sustainable behaviours. Perceived efficacy represents the 

extent to which consumers believe their efforts can contribute to the broader solution (Vermeir & 

Verbeke, 2006, p. 175). Doubts about self-efficacy can discourage consumers from changing 

their purchase behaviour, and studies of self-efficacy have shown that it can predict the purchase 

of sustainable foods and cosmetics (Hanss et al., 2016, p. 358). Believing in the social impact of 

one’s own purchase decisions is one of the individual-level factors that motivates (and 

demotivates) people to adopt sustainable behaviour (Hanss et al., 2016, p. 367). This 

phenomenon is closely tied to individual values and how one sees their place in the world. It can 

influence consumer involvement, which is the level of perceived importance the consumer places 

on choosing a certain product for certain reasons (Verbeke & Vackier, 2004, p. 159). Consumer 

involvement in red meat purchases is typically low, due to current societal norms, values, lack of 
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knowledge, and the belief that personal grocery decisions are not relevant for the health of the 

environment (Verbeke & Vackier, 2004, p. 159). 

Whether values-based, influenced by norms, or simply personal preference, meat 

purchase behaviours are deeply entrenched in many complex factors, and are very difficult to 

change (Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006, p. 170 and Howell, 2013, p. 282). Climate change and 

emissions are not a primary consideration of consumers when purchasing red meat. Therefore, 

the challenge driving this study is about navigating competing values, views, and consumer 

behaviours to pinpoint and leverage those that suit the consumer as well as the environment. 

Options for Changing Consumer Behaviour 

 

This study seeks to demonstrate how fostering behaviour change using social marketing 

methods has potential to reduce red meat purchases, thus benefiting emissions levels and other 

ecological systems. The diversity and complexity of red meat purchase behaviour provides 

several leverage points to achieve this (Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006, p. 170). There is no current 

consensus on the best practice approach for changing behaviour surrounding the purchase of red 

meat. Recommendations have not been widely tested, and often are based on self-reported 

responses from consumers. This study attempts to build a deeper understanding of how 

community-based social marketing can be used to change red meat purchase behaviour.  

         Literature has defined several principles of effective behaviour change approaches. An 

important conclusion from recent studies is that climate change and environmental protection are 

not always effective messages for promoting the reduction of red meat purchases. For one, 

climate change is a difficult and often unfamiliar topic, which might limit people from taking 

interest or action (Mäkiniemi & Vainio, 2014, p. 14). In fact, many people have negative 
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responses to climate change and carbon emissions as terms and concepts, and they are not 

recommended in messaging about purchasing behaviour (Howell, 2013, p. 287). Additionally, 

campaigns to reduce red meat consumption may contest consumers’ notion of freedom to eat 

what they please, and could be controversial (Graça et al., 2015, p. 122). De Boer et al. (2011) 

echoed that climate change should not be used to push consumers toward behaviour change, as it 

can increase resistance (p. 7). Regardless of these difficulties, there is now substantial research 

that reducing consumption of red meat can significantly mitigate climate change and should 

therefore be pursued (Bailey et al., 2014, p. 11). This study focuses on approaches to changing 

behaviour that focus more on personal values, norms, and barriers that better target consumers 

interests and intentions to act. 

Targeting individual needs or values is an effective way to involve consumers who are 

not inherently motivated to make purchases based on environmental concerns (Vermeir & 

Verbeke, 2006, p. 186). Some scholars oppose this argument and believe that campaigns must 

bypass individual barriers and institutionalize plant-based alternatives to red meat to ensure 

availability and accessibility (Graça et al, 2015, p. 122). Regulation-based interventions favour 

forced change over voluntary change based on changing consumer attitudes, which can better 

foster social norms. Notably, personal health considerations are very important to consumers and 

can be leveraged to change behaviour to benefit the environment. Emphasizing health can be a 

successful driver where overconsumption is prevalent (Revell, 2015, p. 592). Based on existing 

norms and cultures, an approach using health-based values will fair well within society today 

(De Boer et al., 2011, p.7). Furthermore, personal health and food safety have shown to be 

leading concerns with consumers and can be used to promote the reduction of red meat 



THE MEAT OF THE MATTER 23 
 

consumption (Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006, p. 186). Therefore, human health is a more effective 

motivator to promote red meat purchase reduction, as opposed to environmental reasons (Clonan 

et al., 2015, p. 2446). Communication about the health implications associated with red meat 

were incorporated into this study in congruence with these findings. 

         Across this study and other sustainable behaviour campaigns, the basics of behaviour 

change knowledge should also be incorporated. Ultimately, behaviour can be most effectively 

changed when consumers are rewarded for their actions. Habits originate from repeating a 

behaviour that leads to satisfying outcomes (Hanns et al., 2016 p. 358 and Thøgersen & Ölander 

2006, p. 1763). The minimization of negative experiences and the emphasis on positives 

associated with the action are also needed to secure internal support for the new behaviour and 

start the process of forming a new habit (Thøgersen & Ölander, 2006, p. 1762). Therefore, 

reinforcing the benefits of reduced red meat consumption (such as health) can lead to 

development of more sustainable habits in consumers. 

Research into consumer values, attitudes, motivations, and behaviour with regard to red 

meat purchases have mostly been studied in European countries. Engaging with Canadian 

consumers will bring to light valuable information for local studies and policy initiatives looking 

to reduce red meat consumption using a behavioural approach. Understanding the values and 

influences that shape red meat purchases in Toronto consumers can be particularly useful for the 

Government of Ontario when considering climate change and food policies, with uniquely local 

information that is not currently present in many recent studies. This knowledge can then be 

applied to additional behaviour change approaches that have been recommended in the literature, 

but not piloted through focus groups, surveys, and in-store interactions.  
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Social Marketing 

 

Social marketing methods are used in this study in order to address behaviour-specific 

challenges and to test the recommendations for changing red meat purchase behaviour. Social 

marketing is defined as “the application of commercial marketing technologies to the analysis, 

planning, execution, and evaluation of programs designed to influence the voluntary or 

involuntary behaviour of target audiences, in order to improve the welfare of individuals and 

society” (Donovan & Henley, 2010, p. 7). Social marketing is appropriate for this study because 

it acknowledges complex behaviours, and favours approaches that encourage the benefits and 

minimize barriers of making a change, which supports the development of new habits 

(Thøgersen & Ölander, 2006, p. 1762). As such, support is growing for the use of social 

marketing tools to address barriers and to leverage sustainable behaviour change at the 

community level.  

This study will contribute to a rapidly growing field of knowledge. Social marketing has 

not been widely tested for its effect on red meat purchase behaviour, which makes this research a 

valuable contribution to social marketing and environmental studies. Red meat reduction 

campaigns have been primarily generated by activists and have been based on shock, fear, and 

awareness-spreading through media. However, these information-based methods are often 

minimally effective because they are not inherently designed to enable behaviour change, nor do 

they interact with consumers at the place where purchase decisions are made (grocery stores) 

(Mckenzie-Mohr, 2011, p. 8). This sentiment is echoed by several studies which have found that 

dietary changes should not be promoted on the basis of environmental ethics or collective 



THE MEAT OF THE MATTER 25 
 

morality, because the ethos of environmentalism cannot compete with consumption (Vermeir & 

Verbeke, 2006, p. 185).  

This study uses approaches from community-based social marketing (CBSM), a method 

of facilitating behaviour change that integrates aspects of psychology and social marketing 

(Mckenzie-Mohr, 2012, p. 1). CBSM is built on research which demonstrates that behaviour 

change is most effectively achieved through initiatives delivered at the community level, 

particularly through strategies that remove barriers to an activity while enhancing the activity’s 

benefits (McKenzie-Mohr, 2012, p.1). CBSM is based on a methodological approach that 

consists of selecting a specific behaviour to be promoted; identifying the barriers and benefits 

associated with the behaviour; designing a strategy that employs behaviour change tools to 

address the barriers and benefits; piloting a strategy in a small part of a community; and 

evaluating the impact of the program (McKenzie-Mohr, 2011, p. 8). CBSM has successfully 

helped to encourage sustainable behaviour in communities around the world. While CBSM 

shares many similarities with social marketing, the key difference lies within CBSM’s 

foundations of social science rather than commercial marketing tools (McKenzie-Mohr & 

Schultz, 2014, p. 37).  

There is substantial support for the idea that community-based social marketing can 

create sustainable behaviour change. Engaging people in a place-based manner can increase the 

reach and effectiveness of a behaviour change campaign, integrating the behaviour into societal 

norms and beliefs (Maibach, Roser-Renouf, & Leiserowitz, 2008, p. 498). Social norms can 

influence decisions to contribute to pro-environmental causes because observations of others’ 

behaviours can be interpreted in terms of social rules for what one ought to be doing in a 
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situation (Hanss et al., 367). Fittingly, influencing social norms is one of the main tools used in 

social marketing and CBSM (McKenzie-Mohr, 2011, p. 61). Using social norms to influence 

community behaviour, especially campaigns that address perceived consumer efficacy, can build 

motivation for sustainable behaviour change (Maibach, Roser-Renouf, & Leiserowitz, 2008, p. 

498). Peattie, Peattie & Ponting (2009) also recommend highlighting social and normative 

benefits of a behaviour by marketing and communicating about the accessibility of sustainable 

choices, thereby fostering acceptance, adoption, and maintenance of sustainable behaviour (p. 

281).  

There is skepticism about the power and practicality of social marketing. Jackson (2005) 

argues that there is insufficient evidence to demonstrate that community-based initiatives can 

achieve the level of behaviour change necessary to meet environmental and social objectives, a 

gap addressed by this study (p.133). Others have expressed that social marketing can work in the 

short term but requires too many resources (such as staff on-site talking to customers or 

monitoring changes of social norms) to be effective over a longer period (DeLeon & Fuqua, 

1995, p. 236). Additionally, concerns about the institutionalization of behaviour change 

campaigns persist. However, there have been numerous pilots and examples of social marketing 

strategies that have demonstrated the potential of social marketing tools to influence community 

behaviour. Some notable case examples are shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

Examples of Community-based Social Marketing Initiatives 

Community-based 

social  

marketing tool 

Intervention Results 

Public commitment 

and visual prompts 

(Canada) 

Households were phoned and 

asked if they composted, and if 

they did, were sent a sticker to 

place on their curbside recycling 

box.  

The sticker on the recycling boxes 

had a positive effect on 

participating households, allowing 

them to present a good habit, and 

encouraging them to maintain the 

behaviour as the sticker remained 

on the box (McKenzie-Mohr, 

2011, p. 78). It also fostered social 

diffusion in the community and 

made composting a more 

normative action (McKenzie-

Mohr, 2011, p. 78). The majority 

of those who originally 

participated were found to be 

composting months after the 

program was introduced 

(McKenzie-Mohr, 2011, p. 78).   

Communication: 

Randomized 

controlled text 

messaging (Italy) 

Daily text message reminders were 

sent to individuals, informing them 

of the healthy recommended 

portion of processed meat per 

week, reminding them of regret 

they could experience if they 

exceed the recommended portion, 

and encouraging them to monitor 

their processed meat consumption 

(Carfora, Caso, & Conner, 2017, p. 

155).  

The group who received the 

intervention significantly reduced 

their weekly consumption of 

processed meat consumption 

compared to the control group 

(Carfora, Caso, & Conner, 2017, 

p. 157). This demonstrates that 

increasing daily engagement and 

encouraging self-monitoring can 

lead to decreased consumption of 

a particular type of meat product. 

Eliciting anticipated regret and 

reminding consumers through 

daily engagement were the 

reasons behind the change 

(Carfora et al., 2017, p. 158).  
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Public commitment, 

group feedback, and 

social norms 

(United States) 

The first intervention asked 

participants to sign a public 

commitment to increase recycling, 

a second intervention provided 

households with weekly feedback 

on their recycling contributions, 

and the third intervention 

combined both. A control group 

with no intervention was also used 

to compare results.  

The commitment-only group 

slightly increased their recyclable 

material. The feedback group had 

a 25% increase in their recycled 

material, and the combined 

intervention group saw a 40% 

increase (DeLeon & Fuqua, 1995, 

p. 233).  

 

Commitment. 

This study utilizes public commitment to attempt to change red meat purchase behaviour 

in grocery store shoppers. Commitments are a particularly effective social marketing tool 

because they institute social consequences for a behaviour (DeLeon & Fuqua, 1995, p. 235). 

Commitment interventions typically ask participants to make a public commitment to engage in 

a specific behaviour. Public commitments may bring consequences within that individual’s peer 

group or upon their own conscience, making them effective behaviour change tools (DeLeon & 

Fuqua, 1995, p. 236). Commitments have been used effectively in modifying recycling, 

encouraging public transit and cycling, and energy conservation (DeLeon & Fuqua, 1995, p. 236 

and McKenzie Mohr, 2013). In Toronto, two pilot projects were conducted in an attempt to 

reduce idling at schools and transit station parking lots (McKenzie-Mohr & Schultz, 2014, p. 44). 

The barriers to change included motorists forgetting to turn their engines off, or purposefully 

idling to conserve fuel, and the benefit identified most was that reducing idling could improve air 

quality (McKenzie-Mohr & Schultz, 2014, p. 44). Based on the barriers and benefits, two CBSM 

strategies were piloted. In the first pilot, anti-idling signs were placed in parking lots. This did 

not have an effect on reducing idling (McKenzie-Mohr & Schultz, 2014, p. 44). In the second 
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pilot, the signs were used again with the addition of motorists being spoken to personally, asked 

to make commitments to reduce their idling. This reduced engine idling by 32% and the duration 

of idling by 73% (McKenzie-Mohr & Schultz, 2014, p. 44). This project demonstrates how the 

combination of community-based social marketing tools such as prompts, communication, and 

commitments can lead to effective behaviour change (McKenzie-Mohr & Schultz, 2014, p. 44). 

A similar method is applied in this study. 

Public commitment requires time to establish personal contact with many individuals, 

and to monitor the effectiveness of the intervention (DeLeon & Fuqua, 1995, p. 236). However, 

it does not require extensive resources, training or funding. Furthermore, as social norms are 

diffused at a more widespread scale, the public commitment interventions are no longer 

necessary. This method is advantageous for researchers and policymakers looking to test 

behaviour change tools in communities. Ease of implementation can mean that more immediate 

action can be taken in using behaviour change approach, as opposed to technical solutions to 

mitigation which are often both expensive and time consuming over the long term. The low cost, 

low-resource implementation of public commitments was also appropriate for the scale of this 

study.  

This study can advance knowledge about how social marketing tools can be effectively 

used to address barriers and benefits to red meat cutbacks. It also analyzes the drivers of red meat 

purchases (values, attitudes, situational factors, norms) that commitment-based social marketing 

can adequately address. Using a blended environment and health approach to motivate 

consumers to reduce red meat purchases has also not been extensively explored within a social 

marketing framework. This study represents an opportunity to explore a new area of focus: the 
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potential for social marketing to influence red meat purchase behaviour, particularly in a place-

based context such as a grocery store. 

 Red meat consumption has a negative influence on the environment and climate change. 

It is important for this study and many others to investigate ways to reduce livestock impacts in 

order to secure a healthy, sustainable global future. While there are many different perspectives 

and approaches to mitigation, behaviour change represents a low cost, low resource method of 

influencing demand for livestock products. There is now growing evidence that it can be 

effective, however methods have not all been explored or tested in reality. This study offers an 

opportunity to build on the wealth of literature about red meat purchase behaviour and applying 

these findings to community-based social marketing. Using existing knowledge as stepping 

stones, this study will build a case for better understanding the impact of red meat, leveraging 

known psychological drivers of red meat purchases, and facing barriers to purchase behaviours 

with simple communication tools that can be applied in grocery stores anywhere.  

Methodology 

 

The Exploratory Sequential Mixed Methods Design was used for this study, which 

employs a combination of both quantitative and qualitative data collection. The exploratory 

structure involves phases in which the researcher collects qualitative data first, analyzes the 

results, and then uses these results to inform the second, quantitative phase (Creswell, 2013, p. 

226). The complementary nature of qualitative and quantitative methods is valuable in gathering 

a range of evidence to strengthen and expand an understanding of a behaviour: in this case, red 

meat purchase behaviour (Tashakkori, A. & Teddlie, 2003, p. 560). Mixed research maximizes 
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the benefits of both quantitative and qualitative inquiry, and can allow for stronger conclusions 

through convergence and corroboration of findings (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 21). As 

such, the research approach uses both focus groups and survey data to inform a pilot project, 

integrating both qualitative and quantitative data collection to inform the social marketing 

intervention applied in the pilot. 

Community-Based Social Marketing  

 

The methods in this study are based on a concept outlined in Fostering Sustainable 

Behaviour by D. McKenzie-Mohr (2011). Community-based social marketing (CBSM) merges 

learnings from psychology and social marketing to influence behaviour through the delivery of 

social marketing tools at the community level. It relies on the use of social marketing tools such 

as commitments, communications, social norms, and prompts to help remove barriers and 

enhance benefits associated with a specific sustainable behaviour. Benefits in this case represent 

the positive outcomes of reducing red meat purchases, and barriers represent perceived 

limitations that may prevent consumers from engaging in the sustainable behaviour in question 

(Mckenzie-Mohr, 2011, p.44). The steps of CBSM build upon each other, allowing for 

information to be gathered about the behaviour in the targeted community, thereby guiding the 

direction of the strategy implemented (Mckenzie-Mohr, 2011, p. 44). An outline of the approach 

is below. 

Selecting a Behaviour 

 

Reducing red meat consumption on the demand (consumer) side can contribute to climate 

change mitigation by helping to reduce the environmental impacts caused by livestock (Eshel et 

al., 2014, p. 11996). Reducing red meat purchases can be considered a sustainable behaviour due 
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to the positive outcomes for the environment and health. In order to promote more sustainable 

behaviour in consumers, the different dimensions of the behaviour must be understood and 

appropriately targeted. As such, the aim of the study is to determine consumer perceptions 

surrounding red meat, and whether purchase behaviour could be changed through public 

commitments to buy less red meat. Studying red meat purchase behaviour and reduction also 

presents new knowledge and practical opportunities, as a grocery store intervention targeting red 

meat has not (to the author’s knowledge) been applied in a social marketing pilot. 

Identifying Barriers and Benefits 

 

It is necessary to understand what perceptions consumers have about the benefits and 

barriers to reducing red meat purchases, so that the pilot intervention can maximize benefits and 

minimize barriers as best as possible. McKenzie-Mohr (2011) outlines four stages for uncovering 

the barriers and benefits of the behaviour in question: literature review, observations, focus 

groups, and surveys. Each of these stages was completed as part of this study, before a social 

marketing intervention was piloted. It was crucial not to assume which community-based social 

marketing intervention would be suitable before conducting a thorough assessment of the 

barriers and benefits to the behaviour in question, as the pilot must be appropriate for the target 

audience (McKenzie-Mohr, 2011, p. 22). 

Observations 

 

It is important to observe those who are engaging in the behaviour to be promoted 

(reducing red meat purchases) as well as the competing behaviour (purchasing red meat) in order 

to understand how the two groups differ (McKenzie-Mohr, 2011, p. 25). Observations were 

conducted at the two grocery stores participating in the study, prior to the start of the pilot. 
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Observations were conducted for one week (with daily 3-hour study periods) at each grocery 

store. Customers purchasing and not purchasing red meat were observed in an unobtrusive 

manner. Gender was noted, as well as purchase considerations including number of red meat 

items purchased, time spent evaluating different red meat products, and inquiries to store staff. 

Focus Groups 

 

Two focus groups consisting of 4-5 participants were conducted. The groups were 

distinguished by having the participants self-identify between two options: 

• Focus Group A) “I do not eat red meat often (1x a week or less)” 

• Focus Group B) “I eat red meat frequently (2x a week or more)” 

Providing this distinction allowed for comparison of findings between those who engage with the 

desired behaviour of reduced red meat intake, and those who do not. Additionally, having like-

minded participants together reduced debate and maximized the productiveness of the sessions 

(Creswell, 2013, pg. 226). Current vegetarians were not included in the focus groups. 

The focus group participants were recruited through snowball sampling to ensure the two 

distinguished groups could be populated. The participants were Toronto residents who were 

occasionally customers at the stores in the study. The focus groups met for two hours each. 

Discussions were centered on why participants purchase red meat, perceptions about red meat, 

and the benefits and barriers of reducing consumption. Afterwards, transcripts of both 

discussions were coded to establish important themes and concepts relating to red meat purchase 

behaviour.  
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Survey 

 

A survey was developed to supplement the knowledge gathered from the focus groups. 

The survey was 10 questions long and anonymous. It was distributed online through social 

media, email, and at the participating grocery stores by providing the URL to access the survey 

on a small business card. Respondents were asked to use a 5-point Likert scale to rank the 

importance of various reasons that people purchase red meat. They were provided anchors of 1 

being “not important to me” and 5 being “very important to me.” Respondents were also asked to 

elaborate on other additional reasons they purchase red meat. Respondents were then prompted 

to write short answer responses about the perceived benefits of reducing red meat purchases, and 

perceived barriers that might limit their ability to reduce.  

 Survey responses were analyzed and compared to focus group themes and findings. The 

data helped create a picture of what values were important to red meat purchases, the most 

dominant benefits and barriers to reducing consumption, thereby informing how consumers 

could be targeted in a successful pilot.  

Grocery Store Selection 

 

Two No Frills grocery stores were recruited to participate in this study – one control 

store, and one where the pilot intervention took place. The purpose of selecting two stores was to 

allow results of the pilot to be compared to a store where no intervention took place, ensuring 

that any changes might be attributed to the intervention as opposed to other external influences 

(McKenzie-Mohr, 2011, p. 140). The two stores were located approximately three kilometers 

apart, at 222 Lansdowne Ave. and 2187 Bloor St. West (Bloor St. and Runneymede Rd). The 

stores serve similar populations in the Bloor West and Bloordale communities due to their 
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proximity. The stores were individually owned and managed but nearly identical in products, as 

part of the same chain owned by Loblaw Companies Limited. 

Researcher presence in the grocery stores was limited by corporate policies. Nothing 

could be visually displayed, and sales, traffic, and inventory data were not available due to 

privacy policies held by the corporation. Ultimately, flexibility and interest of the two 

participating store owners led to the success of the pilot project, despite modifications to abide 

by corporate limitations.  

Developing a Strategy 

 

Community-based social marketing offers a suite of interventions that can be piloted to 

promote sustainable behaviour. Some social marketing tools had to be ruled out due to 

limitations of researcher presence inside the grocery stores, such as visual prompts and financial 

incentives. Public commitment was selected as it represents two important social marketing 

tools: commitment and social norms. It also fit appropriately with some of the key barriers and 

benefits discussed in focus groups and surveys, and was allowed within the restrictions of the 

participating stores. The relation between focus group and survey results and the subsequent pilot 

are discussed further in the Results and Discussion sections. 

Pilot 

Community-based social marketing offers a variety of tools that can be piloted in an 

attempt to influence behaviour. For this study, a public commitment campaign was tested at an 

intervention store, to determine whether it could reduce red meat purchase frequency. To 

determine whether public commitments could be effective, red meat purchase frequency was 

counted before, during, and after the pilot intervention took place. Red meat purchase frequency 
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was also counted at the control store during the same time period to account for any external 

influences beyond the pilot store. In addition, customers entering the stores were counted in 

order to compare the approximate percentage of shoppers purchasing red meat. The same days 

and time periods were used over the course of a one-month period to ensure consistency in data 

collection. Table 2 provides the pilot schedule. 

Table 2 

Pilot Intervention Schedule 

Action Dates Times Location 

Baseline Meat 

Purchases Count 

March 6-8, 2018 

March 10-11, 2018 

5:00-8:00PM 

9:00AM-12:00PM 

Control store 

Baseline Meat 

Purchases Count 

March 13-15, 2018 

March 17-18, 2018 

5:00-8:00PM 

9:00AM-12:00PM 

Intervention store 

Pilot March 20-22, April 2-5, 2018 

March 24-25, April 7-8, 2018 

5:00-8:00PM 

9:00AM-12:00PM 

Intervention store 

During Pilot Meat 

Purchases Count 

March 20-22, April 2-5, 2018 

March 24-25, April 7-8, 2018 

5:00-8:00PM 

9:00AM-12:00PM 

Intervention store 

During Pilot Meat 

Purchases Count 

March 20-22, 2018 

March 24-25, 2018 

5:00-8:00PM 

9:00AM-12:00PM 

Control store 

Post-pilot Meat 

Purchases Count 

April 10-12, 2018 

April 14-15, 2018 

5:00-8:00PM 

9:00AM-12:00PM 

Intervention store 

Note: March 26-April 1, 2018 was skipped due to the occurrence of Good Friday, Easter Sunday, and 

Easter Monday, and the possibility of skewed red meat purchase data. 

 

To obtain public commitment, customers entering the intervention store were asked the 

following question: “To consider a healthy and sustainable lifestyle, would you be interested in 

reducing your red meat purchases by one meal per week?” If customers agreed, they were asked 
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to demonstrate their commitment by having their name listed on the public-facing project 

website, www.meatofthematerstudy.squarespace.com. They were also given a small business 

card with the project website to see their name and learn more about the study. A website was 

created as the medium to display public commitment due to the inability to display visual aids 

inside No Frills (ideally a bulletin board would have been utilized), with the added benefit that 

the website could be shared for social diffusion beyond the customers approached during the 

pilot period.  

 Interobserver reliability.  

 

During the pilot period, additional researchers were needed to count red meat purchase 

frequency in stores while public commitment was solicited at the store entrance and at the 

control store. An interobserver reliability check was conducted to account for potential 

differences in counting by different individuals. During the pre-count to the pilot, data collectors 

counted red meat purchase frequency. The agreement percentage was calculated by dividing the 

number of agreements by the total number of agreements and disagreements. This calculation 

yielded an error rate of <1%, demonstrating a high agreement percentage. 

 Pilot analysis. 

 

After the pilot data collection was complete, the effects of the pilot were evaluated. The 

amount of red meat purchased during the baseline period was compared with the amount of red 

meat purchased during the pilot, in both the control and the intervention store. The results were 

analyzed using the IBM SPSS Statistics Software to test for differences in the mean red meat 

purchases at the control and intervention store before and during the pilot.  
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 Limitations.  
 

There were some limitations to the design and monitoring of the pilot that must be noted. 

It was difficult to determine whether the customers assessed during the intervention and non-

intervention period overlapped. It could be assumed that since the observations and interventions 

took place on the same days of the week and at the same times over multiple weeks, customers 

did repeat, but new consumers also visited the store. Statistical significance was measured using 

a paired samples t-test, to reflect the assumption that some of the customers repeated, but 

inevitably there were new customers which could mean that the samples were not identical. As 

such, was is difficult to assume a paired or unpaired test. The unobtrusive nature of counting red 

meat purchases meant that individual shoppers were not monitored, as not to interrupt normal 

shopping behaviour. Thus, it was difficult to gauge whether customers who made a commitment 

followed through. The change in average red meat purchases was the most reliable way to assess 

the pilot without compromising the integrity of the pilot by intervening and following up with 

those who committed.  

In addition, conducting a longer intervention period accompanied by a two-tailed t-test 

analysis could capture additional effects of the pilot. A longer pilot would mean that more data 

could be compared, and a two-tailed test would allow for both increase and decrease in red meat 

purchase means to be observed in relation to the commitment intervention. It is recommended 

that this pilot take place over a period of approximately three months in order to provide data for 

further testing. Qualitative evaluation of the pilot is also recommended, including how 

consumers felt when they were approached for the commitment, and if the commitment had a 
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long-lasting effect. While the commitment may have been effective on the day it took place, an 

important factor is whether this commitment could be maintained in the long-term. 

Several assumptions were made before beginning the pilot intervention. These 

assumptions established guidelines for completing the study, given the context of conducting 

research in two grocery stores with no internal data available.  

• Actual store inventory data was not public information and therefore not accessible 

through the store or head office, therefore could not be applied to this study. Manual 

counting of meat purchases was needed to estimate average meat purchases. 

• The number of customers entering stores was also not public information and was 

counted manually. 

• When counting commenced (at 5:00PM on weekdays or 9:00AM on weekends), some 

customers were already inside the store and would not be reflected in the total customer 

count for each 3-hour period.  

• Only fresh meat was included in all frequency counts, including: beef, pork, and lamb 

from the meat section of the grocery store. Items containing red meat such as soups and 

sauces, frozen meals, and condiments were not counted as red meat ingredients could not 

be clearly distinguished through observation alone.  

• One physical unit or package of red meat counted as one red meat purchase. 

Despite the above limitations, the data collected in the control and intervention store provided 

groundbreaking insights into red meat purchase behaviour and the potential of commitment to 

encourage more sustainable consumer decisions.  
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Results 

 

The following section describes results from each phase of the community-based social 

marketing approach that was used in this study: observation, focus groups, survey, and the pilot 

intervention. The results are presented through a theoretical framework that provides a logical 

flow into further discussion and analysis.  

 

Situational Theory of the Publics - A Framework for Analysis 

 

The Situational Theory of the Publics was developed by James E. Grunig (1992) as a 

method to aggregate people into types of “publics” based on individual communication 

behaviours (p. 133).  The theory uses three variables to measure the extent to which people are 

aware of an issue (problem recognition), the extent to which they wish to do something about the 

problem (involvement), and the barriers they perceive to that them from taking action on the 

problem (constraint recognition) (Smith, 2005, p. 778). Based on these variables, different types 

of “publics” or segments of people can be identified.  

The variables below will form the framework for discussing the focus group and survey results.  

• Problem recognition: Whether people recognize that a situation is problematic and that 

something should be done. 

• Constraint recognition: Perceived obstacles that limit their ability to solve the problem. 

• Level of involvement: The degree to which people connect themselves to a problem or 

situation. (Smith, 2005, p. 779) 
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Types of publics differ in how active or passive they behave in relation to a situational 

issue (Grunig, 1992, p. 137). Individuals who recognize a problem, feel personally connected or 

involved with the problem, and perceive minimal constraints to addressing it, are more likely to 

demonstrate active behaviour, and seek more information about an issue (Smith, 2005, p. 779). 

In contrast, those who do not recognize a problem, feel low personal involvement, or perceive 

multiple constraints to solving a problem, are less likely to be active in seeking information or 

communicating about it (demonstrating more passive behaviour) (Smith, 2005, p. 779). This 

theory is helpful as it provides a method for organizing groups of people based on how actively 

they behave and communicate in relation to an issue, which in turn helps determine how best to 

communicate with each group (Smith, 2005, p. 779). 

The results of the observations, focus groups, and surveys will be analyzed using the 

Situational Theory of the Publics and compared with existing studies on red meat purchase 

behaviour. By identifying themes in the focus groups and surveys, publics will be identified 

based on problem recognition, constraint recognition, and level of involvement. This approach 

provides a framework for understanding how to communicate with different types of red meat 

consumers. 

Observation Results 

 

Red meat purchases were observed to gain a practical and realistic understanding of some 

of the characteristics of the behaviour being studied. Some customers seemed more involved in 

making red meat purchase decisions compared to other products. Behaviours of involved 

consumers include taking time making purchase decisions, seeking out information from staff, 

friends and family, or favouring butcher shops over grocery store meat (Verbeke & Vackier, 
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2004, p. 159). It was found that customers tended to spend considerable time selecting red meat 

from the meat section. Customers would typically take a few minutes to compare different 

packages for price and quality of the meat. They would often consult the person they were 

shopping with and would sometimes even make phone calls to discuss the purchase decision. On 

average, customers would only select one red meat item.  

Observations can inform a baseline understanding of consumer involvement with a 

particular product. Observing red meat purchases confirmed previous findings that involved 

consumers will carefully process product information, evaluate product attributes, and rely upon 

their chosen trusted sources (butchers, news media, social networks) to develop an attitude which 

informs their behaviour (Verbeke & Vackier, 2004, p. 159). Focus groups and surveys provided 

a way to learn more about how customers formulated their attitudes toward red meat. 

Focus Group Results 

 

Results from focus group discussions are presented below. The first focus group (referred 

to as Focus Group A) included participants who identified that they do not eat red meat often, 

approximately 1-2 times per week. The second focus group (Focus Group B) included 

participants who eat red meat more often (2+ times per week). Participants were invited to take 

part in the focus group they identified most with. Focus Group A was intended to have five 

participants (three women and two men), but one man could not attend due to unforeseen 

circumstances. Focus Group B included five participants, three men and two women.  
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Reasons for buying red meat. 

 

In Focus Group A (I do not eat red meat often), all participants cited family tradition as 

the main reason they purchase red meat. Almost all women in the group explained that their male 

partners and children (where applicable) enjoyed eating it. Three female participants even stated 

they were formerly vegetarian, but reintroduced red meat due to household preference, children, 

as well as health concerns. One participant explained that being vegetarian led her to develop a 

soy allergy, and three former vegetarian members stated that they became iron deficient and had 

to reintroduce meat. A common sentiment echoed among participants with children was that they 

wanted their children to have a “healthy, balanced diet that allowed them to grow,” which 

justified their purchase of red meat. Other reasons this group purchased red meat were referenced 

much less frequently but included norms, convenience and enjoyment.   

In Focus Group B (I eat red meat often), four participants out of five cited enjoyment as 

the primary reason they purchase red meat. Family tradition was also common, with three 

participants citing it. Most participants agreed with one member’s statement that, “I really like 

red meat and I think that has a lot to do with tradition, because both my mom and my 

grandmother were big on roast beef being the meal on Sundays.” Focus Group B participants 

cited multiple other reasons for purchasing red meat, compared to Focus Group A who seemed to 

purchase meat due to household preference or health needs. The many reasons identified by 

Group B included using red meat to follow recipes, norms, convenience, for children, comfort, 

culture, and taste. 
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Problem recognition. 

 

Evaluating participants’ level of problem recognition determines whether they perceive 

negative consequences of purchasing red meat. This variable is equally important for identifying 

barriers and benefits within the community-based social marketing framework. Both focus 

groups were asked to discuss possible benefits of reducing red meat purchases. This question 

evoked problem recognition by having participants think through what positive outcomes might 

come from this particular behaviour change.  

Across both focus groups, health was a prevalent factor identified as both a benefit and 

barrier to reducing red meat purchases. All participants in Focus Group A (I do not eat red meat 

often) expressed fear about the health risks of red meat, stating that they believed it to be 

unhealthy in large quantities and that they are unsure about hormones, additives, and production 

methods. Furthermore, multiple participants mentioned conflicting media reports and findings 

about the health risks of red meat and felt confused about how much is ideal to eat. This 

demonstrates the influence of media, norms, and credence-based perceptions that will be 

discussed below. Overall, the female participants in this group were very passionate about the 

health aspects of red meat and how reducing it has both positive and negative health 

consequences. 

Focus Group A was hesitant to identify any new health benefits from reducing red meat, 

as they felt they already ate it infrequently to avoid health risks such as carcinogens, digestive 

issues, or contamination. One participant suggested reduced cholesterol as a benefit of reducing 

intake. All Focus Group A members also stated that they required some red meat in their diets 

for iron and protein, and one mother identified it as a necessity for her young sons. In contrast, 
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two participants in Focus Group B group disagreed about negative health impacts associated 

with red meat consumption. They questioned whether red meat is unhealthy, and what makes it 

unhealthy, due to conflicting media reports and the wide variety of trending diets that either 

promote or avoid red meat. The remaining participants said their household could experience 

reduced cholesterol, weight loss, and general health improvements if they were to reduce red 

meat purchases. 

Overall, problem recognition was weaker in the “I eat red meat often” group, particularly 

among males. These group members were skeptical about negative health and environmental 

impacts of their own red meat purchases. Two participants disagreed with the notion that there 

would be environmental benefits associated with reducing red meat on the individual level. They 

felt that their consumption would not result in any tangible environmental changes, and therefore 

did not recognize it as a problem or recognize any benefits to reducing. In fact, neither group 

demonstrated strong knowledge or involvement with the environmental impact of their own red 

meat purchases, compared to the health aspects identified. Despite this, participants from both 

focus groups showed some awareness that red meat has a global environmental impact, and that 

reducing their purchases could affect the earth. This was identified three times in Focus Group A 

and twice in Focus Group B. However, it is important to note that the focus of the problem was 

the transportation of red meat, and only one participant in Focus Group A demonstrated 

awareness of the other emissions and impacts associated with livestock production. 

Constraint recognition. 

 

Focus group participants who recognized health and environmental problems associated 

with red meat consumption also identified several constraints that prevented them from reducing 
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it. Constraints were discussed as “barriers” as part of the barriers and benefits analysis within the 

community-based social marketing framework. Participants in both groups were asked what 

barriers might prevent them from reducing their red meat purchases. Answers among the two 

focus groups were significantly different.  

Health. 

 

Focus Group A members noted that balancing health needs with ethical concerns and 

fears about the risks of red meat has been challenging, and has resulted in them limiting their 

consumption, yet being unable to further reduce their current intake. Focus Group A (I do not eat 

red meat often) identified the need for occasional red meat consumption to maintain good health, 

however these discussions were conflicting. Three of the participants (all female) had prior 

experience being vegetarian and expressed that they suffered poor health consequences such as 

low iron, new allergies, dental issues, and hormonal imbalances during this period. In fact, they 

had to reintroduce meat into their diet in response to these issues. Participants also cited personal 

or family health conditions where meat is necessary as a source of iron and protein.  

Social influence and tradition.  

 

Both focus groups referenced tradition, family, and social norms as reasons they purchase 

red meat and why it is difficult to change their behaviour. Almost all participants across both 

focus groups explained that they grew up with red meat as an important part of their lives, such 

as Sunday roasts and holiday dinners. Tradition and culture of the participants’ parents was also 

a key driver to maintain these norms, especially for holidays or special occasions. The influence 

of social norms and tradition was more prevalent in males within the Focus Group B that 
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purchased red meat often. They frequently made statements including the words “tradition” and 

“habit,” and discussed growing up with red meat as a dietary staple. In addition, they expressed 

enjoyment in the process of selecting and preparing red meat for occasions and Sunday dinner. 

Availability of alternatives.  

 

Red meat alternatives were a common topic of discussion with several different facets 

throughout the meetings. Overall, both focus groups expressed some degree of a knowledge gap 

that prevented them from reducing red meat purchases. In the “I eat red meat often” focus group, 

participants expressed concern about red meat alternatives, claiming they would not know 

enough alternative recipes if they were to cut red meat from their weekly routines, or that their 

children may not eat new, different meals. Children were another key constraint preventing 

consumers form reducing their red meat purchases. All but one parent felt that red meat was a 

necessary source of protein and iron for their young children. Parents from both focus groups felt 

they could not reduce their red meat purchases because it is one of the only products their 

children would eat without struggle. The “I do not eat red meat often” group was more open to 

finding red meat alternatives but agreed that it would be less convenient than simply purchasing 

red meat and maintaining habitual recipes. One participant stated, “I love bean-based meals, and 

grains and stuff are fantastic…but I don’t know any recipes. I don’t’ know where to start. And 

it’s just easier when I’m tired, and we need to eat.” This demonstrates a common barrier of 

understanding and integrating red meat alternatives due to convenience and comfort with 

household habits. 

The “I eat red meat often” focus group unanimously expressed their enjoyment of red 

meat as a strong constraint to behaviour change. Three male participants who purchase red meat 
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often said they would have strong cravings for it and “enjoy it too much” to reduce their 

consumption. Four participants also mentioned enjoying the process of visiting a butcher shop, 

selecting the meat, the ritual of preparing meat (e.g. barbecuing) and eating it. While almost all 

participants with this point of view were men, a female member of the Focus Group B also 

agreed. The participants echoed one member’s sentiment that “I could probably reduce easily for 

a solid month, I could eat less red meat, and then I would get to that point where I’m really 

craving it,” validating the addictive nature of red meat discussed in the Literature Review. In 

comparison, enjoyment and cravings were only mentioned once in Focus Group A.  

Consumer involvement. 

 

Consumer involvement describes the degree to which consumers feel connected to their 

purchase decisions (Verbeke & Vackier, 2004, p. 160). Almost all focus group participants did 

not have pre-existing involvement with the topic discussed in the focus groups. Many 

participants stated that until attending the focus group, they had not thought about their red meat 

purchase behaviour. However, the participants in Focus Group A demonstrated higher 

involvement in red meat purchases, likely because they recognized problems in the health and 

safety of red meat. Participants who showed recognition of a problem (be it health, 

environmental, or ethical) demonstrated relatively low levels of involvement in relation to the 

concerns they identified. This demonstrates an example of the attitude-behaviour gap. Many of 

the female participants felt concerns about the health impacts of red meat but continued to buy it 

to satisfy their health needs, children’s needs, traditions, and family requests. Participants, while 

concerned about health risks, did not have strong understanding of what aspects of red meat they 

feared to be unhealthy. Multiple participants expressed confusion and desire to learn more about 
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the health impacts of red meat, stating, “I’d say I want to be more involved, but I don’t have the 

time, and also I don’t know what I want to know or what I care about.” Another participant 

echoed this, stating “Like you said, I don’t even know what I need to know… grain fed, organic, 

I don’t know what I should care about, and there’s so much. I’ve never Googled that in my life.” 

Seeking “high quality” meat represented the extent of consumer involvement around red 

meat for both focus groups, and satisfied many participants’ concerns about health, animal 

welfare, and environmental impacts associated with the product. Participants in both focus 

groups expressed that they willingly pay more money for meat from butcher shops or farmers 

markets because they perceive it to be better quality than grocery stores. One participant stated 

that her family buys red meat from the butcher but all other meat from the grocery store because 

red meat seems “scarier.” Multiple participants in the “I do not eat red meat often” group echoed 

that when possible, they seek butcher shops in their neighbourhood because it is a more trusted 

source and a more enjoyable, rewarding process. Participants said that meat at butcher shops is 

better quality, they can get more information, and they have a reduced level of fear versus 

grocery store meat which is perceived with more fear. “Quality” in this dialogue was used as a 

vague descriptor but sometimes referred to the source of the meat and production methods. One 

participant recognized this vagueness through the following statement: 
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This again demonstrates how those with concerns about red meat use butcher shops as a means 

of alleviating their skepticism, in order to maintain red meat purchases for family or taste-based 

preferences.  

Participants who eat red meat often were less involved in red meat purchases, and 

identified fewer benefits of reducing red meat, contesting some of the environmental and health 

impacts of consumption. For example, multiple participants stated they were tired of ever-

changing diet trends and news alerts about the unhealthiness of new foods. Participants in Focus 

Group B with children demonstrated stronger involvement in non-meat products, such as trans-

fat and sugar content in processed products like cereal and sauces. They also identified more 

barriers, such as enjoyment, habit, cravings, and lack of alternatives as limitations to reducing 

and involvement. These participants, mostly men, tended to show a lower consumer involvement 

than Focus Group A. They also demonstrated less willingness to reduce red meat consumption, 

saying they would only do so if it were very convenient with an abundance of alternatives that 

were accepted by their whole family. The “I eat red meat often” group also preferred the 

experience and information obtainable from butcher shops, which demonstrates some consumer 

“To be totally honest, I feel like we might be one of many families who 

puts in effort to ensure it’s [the meat] quality but it’s a lazy effort. We 

support a butcher who’s a friend of ours, and we trust him and his 

knowledge, we don’t ask that many questions at all – and we assume that 

because we are spending a certain price point, it’s of a certain quality but 

we don’t know. We all just operate that way in general.” 
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involvement, but for different reasons than Focus Group A. Multiple participants stated that they 

enjoy butcher shops for red meat purchases because it feels more “special.” They saw red meat 

as a “treat” with an enjoyable selection process. Therefore, involvement was based on taste and 

enjoyment of meat, versus fear about quality of meat, which was heard more in Focus Group A.  

Overall, most participants demonstrated low involvement in reducing red meat purchases 

in response to environmental impacts. Some stated that while they recognized a problem, they 

felt confused and unmotivated in terms of involvement. The extent of environmental knowledge 

about red meat was limited to transportation emissions. The reasons for their uncertainty about 

environmental impacts included conflicting information in the media, information overload, 

complexity, and uncertainty about red meat alternatives. Other participants acknowledged that 

there is an environmental impact of red meat, but did not believe their contribution was enough 

to merit a change in personal behaviour. 

Survey Results 

 

A survey was distributed to supplement the focus group discussions and learn more about 

perceptions around red meat purchases and reductions. A total of 143 usable responses were 

received. The full survey results can be found in Appendix A. Survey respondents were asked to 

rank different reasons why they purchase red meat using a 5-point Likert scale. Common reasons 

for purchasing red meat were listed for respondents to rank them by importance. Two anchors 

were provided, 1 being “not important to me” and 5 being “very important to me.”  
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Respondents had a dynamic range of perceptions about the most important reasons they 

purchase red meat. Responses were divided across low to high importance for each of the eight 

reasons provided. The table below displays the range of reasons for purchasing red meat.  

Table 3 

Perceived Importance of Reasons for Purchasing Red Meat 

Reason for purchasing red meat Mean Variance 

My household and I enjoy eating it 4.11 1.17 

I have eaten red meat for a long time. It is a habit. 3.04 1.47 

It is important to my culture 1.72 1.12 

I need it to maintain good health 2.49 1.29 

I am not familiar with alternatives that have similar tastes  

and benefits 

1.79 1.12 

It is convenient 2.84 1.34 

It aligns with cooking trends and social norms around me 2.49 1.39 

I feel it is higher quality than other meats 2.01 1.19 

Note: 5-point scale with anchors 1 - “Not important to me” and 5 - “Very important to me.” 

The most common reason respondents purchased red meat was because their household 

enjoys eating it. Approximately 50.7% of respondents indicated this was very important to them, 

and 27.6% provided a Likert ranking of 4, also demonstrating importance. The second most 

common reason identified was habit, with 19.5% of respondents indicating this was very 

important to them and 26.3% indicating a Likert ranking of 4, also suggesting importance. 

Convenience of purchasing red meat was also important to respondents, with 27.6% providing a 

ranking of 3 (some importance), 26.9% indicating a ranking of 4, and 9.7% providing a ranking 

of 5 or “very important.” 
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The least important reason for purchasing red meat from the options provided was lack of 

familiarity with alternatives, with only 3% indicating strong importance, while 60% indicated no 

importance, contrasting with focus group results. Additionally, purchasing red meat because of 

the consumer’s culture also ranked low importance, with 66.2% indicating no importance and 

only 6.2% ranking it as very important.  Respondents did not feel that cooking trends or social 

norms were important in determining their red meat choices, as 35.7% indicated no importance, 

and 17.9% indicated a Likert ranking of 2, suggesting low importance.  

When asked whether they purchase meat to maintain good health, 30.2% of respondents 

selected no importance and 22.6% of respondents provided a Likert ranking of 2, suggesting low 

importance. This means over half of respondents did not consider red meat as important for their 

health, which differs from the focus on health from Focus Group A, who eat low amounts of red 

meat. Reflecting this smaller group of cautious meat consumers, 24% of survey respondents 

indicated that health was somewhat important and provided a Likert ranking of 3.  

In addition to ranking importance of reasons for purchasing red meat, participants were 

given the opportunity to add additional reasons that they purchase it. The most frequently 

identified reason was taste, with 11 respondents listing taste and seven citing enjoyment, 

reminiscent of Focus Group B.  Health was also identified 10 times and convenience was 

identified seven times. These options were present on the Likert scale but were mentioned again 

in text responses with more detail regarding diets and health interests. While family needs were 

cited most frequently by focus groups, only two survey responses identified this reason. A full 

table depicting short answer responses about reasons for purchasing red meat can be found in 

Appendix A. 
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Problem recognition. 

 

Much like the focus group discussions, survey respondents were asked to think of any 

benefits about reducing red meat purchases. This question prompted the respondents to identify 

aspects they think could be problematic about red meat (problem recognition) and how reducing 

meat could alleviate these problems. 

Improved health was most frequently identified (65 times or 45% of respondents) as the 

main benefit of reducing red meat. Health issues with meat such as digestion, cholesterol, cancer 

risk, and weight loss were referenced. Environmental impact was identified second most 

frequently (61 times or 42% of respondents) as a benefit to reducing red meat purchases. Often, 

participants who identified health benefits also included environmental impacts in their response. 

Reduced carbon footprint was mentioned frequently as the specific benefit of reduced red meat 

purchases. The third most frequent benefit identified was cost savings, where several respondents 

(42 times listed or 29% of respondents) indicated that reducing red meat would cut down their 

grocery bills. Other benefits identified included improved animal welfare, learning alternative 

recipes, and supporting other food markets aside from livestock.  

In contrast, 16 (11.2%) of respondents indicated that they saw no benefit to reducing red 

meat consumption and seven respondents (4.9%) wrote that they would not reduce red meat 

consumption. Reasons such as health needs were cited, and in addition, some respondents have 

already adjusted their meat consumption to focus on local and ethically farmed meats and 

therefore did not feel the need to further adjust their purchase behaviour. The benefits identified 

and their frequencies can be found in Table 4. 
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Table 4 

Benefits to Reducing Red Meat Purchases 

Benefit to Reducing Focus Group A (I do not 

eat red meat often) 

Focus Group B (I eat 

red meat often) 

Survey 

Health 1 2 65 

Environment 3 2 61 

Cost savings 2 0 42 

New technological 

opportunities 

1 0 0 

Learning alternative recipes 0 1 7 

Animal welfare 2 0 21 

Supporting other food markets 0 0 2 

 

Constraint recognition. 

 

Survey participants identified a wide range of constraints to reducing red meat purchases. 

In total, 16 different constraints were identified in survey responses whereas only nine were 

identified across the two focus groups. The range of barriers identified, as well as their 

frequency, is displayed in Table 5.  

Table 5 

Barriers to Reducing Red Meat Purchases  

Barrier to Reducing Focus Group A (I do not 

eat red meat often) 

Focus Group B (I eat 

red meat often) 

Survey 

Health 4 0 13 

Livelihood of beef farmers 1 1  

Traditions 0 0 6 

Culture 0 1 4 

Convenience 2 2 8 

Lack of alternatives 3 3 38 
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Enjoyment 1 5 19 

Getting children to eat it 0 3 3 

Habit 0 0 5 

Loss of variety 0 0 19 

Time 0 2 11 

Price 0 0 12 

Family needs and preferences 2 2 17 

Social pressure 0 0 5 

No motivation or incentive 0 0 2 

No barriers  0 0 13 

 

The constraint mentioned most frequently by survey respondents (38 times or 26.5% of 

respondents) was lack of red meat alternatives. Respondents wrote that there were no available 

alternatives that were similar to red meat in taste and nutritional content. Several also expressed 

that they lack knowledge about how to prepare red meat alternatives or vegetarian options. The 

second most common constraint (mentioned 19 times or 13.2%) was loss of variety in meals if 

red meat was reduced. Like the focus groups, some (11.8%) of survey respondents felt that they 

would have difficulty reducing red meat due to their family’s needs or desires to eat it. Also 

similar to focus group discussions, multiple survey respondents identified health needs (13 or 

9%), and enjoyment (19 or 12%), as reasons they would have trouble reducing red meat 

consumption. Out of all written responses, 13 respondents (9%) noted that they do not perceive 

any barriers to reducing red meat purchases. In addition, 21 (14.6%) respondents identified that 

they have already been reducing red meat purchases in their households. Comparison tables for 

reasons for red meat purchases, barriers, and benefits identified by focus group and survey 

respondents can be found in Appendix B.  
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Consumer involvement. 

 

Consumer involvement was demonstrated by survey respondents who indicated that they 

take measures to reduce their red meat consumption (14.6%), as well as those who source red 

meat from local and ethical sources (2.7%).  Low involvement was displayed by respondents 

who did not identify any benefits of reducing red meat consumption or problems with red meat 

(11.8%). 

 

Pilot Results 

 

Public commitment was found to be the most appropriate social marketing tool for this 

study for several reasons. First, the pilot had to follow the rules established with the grocery store 

owners. Out of nearly thirty grocery stores approached, only two were willing to participate in 

this study and therefore the relationships with the store owners were very valuable and necessary 

for the success of the pilot. Most importantly, public commitment helped to encourage some of 

the benefits and alleviate some of the barriers identified by focus groups and surveys, as shown 

in Figure 1 below.  
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Behaviour Barriers Benefits 

Encourage 

  

Discourage 

  

 

Figure 1: Encouraging benefits and reducing barriers to behaviour change (From McKenzie-

Mohr (2011), p. 42). 

Commitments have been proven to be effective in promoting sustainable behaviour 

(Mckenzie-Mohr, 2011, p. 49).  Successful examples include Natural Resources Canada’s anti-

idling campaign in Toronto, a curbside recycling program in Salt Lake City, and a watershed 

protection initiative in the Netherlands (McKenzie-Mohr, 2011, p. 49). Public commitments have 

demonstrated to be more effective than private commitments because of individuals’ inherent 

desire for consistency (McKenzie-Mohr, 2011, p. 54). Commitment was particularly appropriate 

for this pilot since such a large number of participants have been affected by the attitude-

behaviour gap. While most participants in focus groups and surveys identified that there are 

environmental and health risks associated with red meat consumption, many stated they still buy 

red meat at least once a week because of habit, enjoyment, or lack of known alternatives. 

The pilot adheres to key characteristics of effective environmental communication established by 

Peattie, Peattie, Ponting (2009): 
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• Focus on actions individuals can take here and now to prevent them being overwhelmed 

by the scale of the issue of climate change;  

• Avoid guilt and blaming people’s current behaviour;  

• Connect and exploit people’s sense of self interest (Peattie, Peattie, & Ponting, 2009, p. 

283). 

The social marketing pilot was conducted over an approximate one-month period. A control 

store and an intervention store were used. Results from the intervention store demonstrated that 

the public commitments may have reduced red meat purchases by as much as 3.65%. The data 

collection methods and results are described below, and results can be seen in detail in 

Appendices C, D and E.  

To determine whether the pilot was effective, red meat purchases were monitored before, 

during, and after the intervention took place. Additionally, red meat purchases were monitored 

on the same days and times at a control store, to establish comparable baseline and mid-

intervention data. During the first week of the two-week commitment pilot, red meat purchases 

decreased by 3.65% from the baseline period. During the second week of the pilot, red meat 

purchases decreased by 3.14% from the baseline period. A post-pilot count of red meat purchases 

during the same days and hours showed purchase rates return to normal, with only a 0.73% 

decrease from the baseline. Meanwhile, the control store demonstrated no significant change 

(<1%) in red meat purchase frequencies before and during the period that the pilot took place at 

the intervention store. This means it is unlikely that a larger external influence on customers or 

products had significant influence over red meat purchases during the time of the study. Figure 2 
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shows the effect of the pilot on red meat purchases at the intervention store. This information and 

more detailed pilot data are found in Appendices C, D, and E.  

 

Figure 2: Pilot results at intervention store 

Statistical analysis. 

 

A paired samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the significance of the study results. 

The purpose of this test was to compare red meat purchases during the intervention against red 

meat purchases when no intervention took place, and to determine if the mean purchases were 

significantly different. This test informed the acceptance or rejection of the study’s hypothesis 

(Ha) that during the intervention period (at the intervention store), there were less red meat 

purchases than when no intervention took place. Since the pilot was only evaluated for its ability 

to decrease red meat purchases, a one-tailed test was deemed appropriate.   
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The null hypothesis (H0) was that there would be no difference between red meat 

purchases with and without the intervention. It was found that the daily mean red meat purchases 

during the intervention (263.6), was less than the mean red meat purchases when no intervention 

occurred (273.6), with a mean difference of (10.00). A one-tailed test was fitting because it 

tested the relationship between the intervention and decreased average red meat purchases. If test 

results found that the mean did not decrease during the intervention, it would represent an 

ineffective pilot. As such, evaluating one tail of the data serves to help evaluate the success of 

the intervention.    

Using the one-tailed t-test, the mean difference in samples had statistical significance of 

p= .0415. Therefore, the null hypothesis would be rejected because there was evidence that the 

difference between the mean red meat purchases with and without intervention was significant  

(p < 0.05).  Tabulated results of the statistical analysis can be found in Appendix F.   

Real impact analysis. 

 

To observe the real impact of the intervention, the control store was compared to the 

intervention store (McKenzie-Mohr, 2011, p.137). To determine whether the intervention 

changed consumer behaviour, the purchase of red meat products during the baseline period was 

compared to purchases during the intervention period, for both the control and intervention 

stores. A paired sample t-test was conducted to compare red meat purchases at the control store. 

Daily red meat purchase means from the pre-pilot were compared to red meat purchase means 

from the intervention period, however, no intervention physically took place in the control store. 

The purpose of this is to rule out external factors (such as holidays, promotions, seasonal trends) 

that may have caused consumer behaviour to change at the intervention store, diminishing 
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reliability of the results. The t-test indicated that the difference in purchase means between two 

weeks at the control store was not significant (p=.398). In this case, one would accept the 

hypothesis that means did not differ significantly because no intervention took place. This 

supports the findings that red meat purchases declined significantly only when the public 

commitment pilot was applied. 

Although the t-test results determined that the alternative hypothesis could be accepted, 

there are certain limitations that must be addressed. The standard p-value for statistical 

significance is p=.05, and the significance of daily average means was p=.0415. This figure is 

not substantially lower than the threshold for statistical significance which could suggest that 

there is a chance that red meat purchase decreases were sometimes unrelated to the pilot 

intervention.  

Comparing the baseline period with pilot intervention demonstrated that public 

commitments may have influenced the amount of red meat units purchased. In total, 131 

shoppers committed to reduce their red meat purchases by one meal per week and provided their 

name for the public commitment website. During week one of the pilot there was a reduction of 

50 red meat units purchased despite there being more shoppers present in the stores. Those who 

committed may have been the ones to cause the reduction. In week two there was also a 

reduction of 43 red meat units purchased. Based on the simultaneous decline in purchases during 

the pilot period, these commitments may have been effective, and some customers did in fact 

uphold their commitment. It is difficult to confirm, since specific customers who committed 

were not monitored, as this would disrupt their natural behaviour. Some customers may have not 

kept their commitment, but this is also difficult to know since it was not known how much red 
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meat they purchased prior to making to making the commitment. The pilot certainly had some 

effect on consumer behaviour, as three customers voluntarily reported back to the researcher in 

the storefront after shopping, saying they did in fact reduce their red meat purchases because of 

the commitment. A screenshot of the public commitments from the project website shown in 

Figure 3. 

 

 

Several customers approached for commitment stated that they were already reducing 

their red meat purchases. When asked why, health, environmental impacts, and cost were most 

Figure 3: Screenshot of public commitments from project website 

https://meatofthematterstudy.squarespace.com/ 
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frequently identified. The small number of customers who did not agree to reduce red meat 

purchases cited enjoyment and health needs as the main reasons. Tabulated data of qualitative 

information collected through conversations during the pilot can be found below in Tables 6 and 

7 and in Appendix G.  

Table 6 

 

 

Table 7 

Customers who Indicated They Already Reduce Red Meat Purchases 

Already reducing n 

Health 20 

Environment 10 

Price 2 

Ethical reasons 1 

No specific reason 12 

Total 45 

 

 The pilot was received positively by the majority of study participants. The existing 

interest in red meat and sustainable grocery shopping highlights an opportunity to capitalize on 

emerging social norms, applying social marketing tools to maximize benefits and minimize 

barriers to behavioural changes. Furthermore, the ability of the public commitment pilot to have 

Public Commitments to Reduce Red Meat Purchases 

Commitments n 

Total public commitments acquired 131 

Refused to commit 19 

Agreed but were already reducing 45 
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potential influence over red meat purchases is cause for celebration and further exploration of 

social marketing methods at a larger scale. Although the results were largely positive, the 

limitations of this study must be recognized.   

 The implications of No Frills’ corporate policies meant that visual aids such as prompts 

or a bulletin board for commitment signatures could not be used in the store. In addition, the 

amount of time researcher presence was allowed in the stores was limited to one month. These 

limitations were not detrimental to the study, as the public website provided an interesting 

avenue to gain a greater audience for the project. Perhaps the most important limitation of the 

study was that of self-reported consumer data from focus groups and surveys. It is vital to note 

that consumers can sometimes describe their attitudes and perceptions about purchases in a way 

that reflects their values (or desired values) but not their behaviour. To address this, the attitude-

behaviour gap was explored in the literature review and in the discussion of results. Existing 

research that compares self-reported red meat perceptions to actual red meat purchase decisions 

was applied to analyze key findings from the study and was incredibly valuable. Ultimately, 

capturing consumer perceptions and attitudes through focus groups and surveys, followed by 

first-hand measurement of red meat purchase behaviour, allowed this phenomenon to be 

extensively studied, turning a limitation into an opportunity for a better understanding of the 

attitude-behaviour gap in red meat purchases.  

Discussion 

 

This section discusses the meanings, implications, and calls to action of this study’s 

findings and recommends behaviour change approaches that can be used to reduce red meat 
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purchases. Categorizing types of meat consumers based on the Situational Theory of the Publics 

creates a valuable theoretical structure to incorporate new insights on consumer attitudes, 

particularly the relationship between self-reported information, values, credence, and the 

attitude-behaviour gap. Important insights emerging from this study include that while 

consumers demonstrate some awareness about the negative health and environmental impacts of 

red meat, consumer involvement is low and the attitude-behaviour gap prevents further action. 

Internally, the attitude-behaviour gap is connected to values and self-identity, preventing 

customers from feeling motivated to reduce red meat purchases. Externally, the attitude-

behaviour gap is perpetuated by lack of knowledge and credence-based assumptions about the 

quality and sustainability of red meat. Fortunately, consumers have been found to be willing to 

reduce red meat consumption by one meal per week, mostly due to the health benefits of doing 

so. As such, social marketing can be used to emphasize the health benefits of reducing red meat 

purchases while making an effort to correct misconceptions about the environmental impact of 

red meat. Commitment interventions that highlight health and environment as co-benefits of 

reducing red meat consumption can have a positive, short-term effect on reducing red meat 

purchases in grocery stores. This discussion will also present several key approaches to 

motivating and educating consumers based on the barriers identified through this study. These 

approaches involve community-based social marketing methods as tools to empower, educate, 

and enable customers to reduce red meat purchases in a way that is easy, satisfying, and builds 

long lasting attitudes and norms within health and environmental values.  
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Different types of meat consumers have different values and determinants (such as gender, 

having children, etc.) 

The results from focus groups, surveys, and the pilot intervention support claims in 

literature that red meat consumption is complex and interlaced with a variety of attitudes about 

health, enjoyment, environmental impact, animal welfare, and economic wellbeing (Clonan, 

Wilson, Swift, Leibovici, & Holdsworth, 2015, p. 2446). Such complexity is created by 

consumer values, which help shape their attitudes, intentions, and behaviour related to red meat 

purchases (Pohjolainen, Vinnari, & Jokinen, 2015, p. 1152).  In addition, focus groups and 

surveys showed that values, attitudes, and behaviours are influenced by factors such as 

sociodemographics, culture, norms, and gender (Clonan et al., 2015, p. 2446). 

Analyzing the study’s results within Grunig’s Situational Theory of the Publics 

framework provides a comprehensive way to organize barriers and benefits to reducing red meat, 

understand why people purchase red meat, and investigate level of involvement. Verbeke and 

Vackier (2004) adapted a similar method for the context of meat, and profiled different types of 

meat consumers based on level of involvement and other sociodemographic factors. It is 

important to note that participants should not be placed permanently in these groups, as they 

demonstrated that their attitudes and behavioural intentions toward red meat can shift over time 

with different experiences and information. Nevertheless, Verbeke and Vackier’s categories 

(presented below) assist with developing recommendations for communicating with different 

types of meat eaters in the future.  

Straightforward meat lovers: Mostly men who prioritize meat enjoyment and have low 

concerns about meat safety and health factors. They are heavily influenced by personal 
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experience as opposed to information from external sources (Verbeke & Vackier, 2004, p. 

166).  

Cautious meat lovers: This group shows higher involvement in red meat purchases because 

they get pleasure from eating it, but also perceive risks and problems with their consumption. 

These consumers are risk averse and make conscious decisions about meat due to perceived 

health and food safety concerns. These consumers’ purchase decisions are often based on 

perceptions about meat sources and quality. This category is often host to parents and women 

(Verbeke & Vackier, 2004, p. 166).  

Concerned meat consumers: Concerned consumers have reduced their meat consumption 

frequency due to meat safety issues. They hold strong concerns about meat safety and intend 

to further decrease consumption. They strongly identify with eating less but better “quality” 

meat and seek out trusted sources of information such as butchers and products that fit their 

criteria for quality meat and personal reassurance (Verbeke & Vackier, 2004, p. 166).  

Indifferent meat consumers: These customers have low enjoyment and problem recognition 

associated with eating meat. Price is the most important factor to them. This group is not 

likely to seek information on red meat issues or quality aside from price (Verbeke & Vackier, 

2004, p. 166).  

Most of the participants in this study could be identified as straightforward meat lovers, 

cautious meat lovers, or concerned meat consumers because of their reported attitudes and 

behaviours. While many participants expressed taste and enjoyment as the main reasons they 

continued to purchase red meat, other participants cited cautiousness due to health and food 
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safety risks. Focus group and survey respondents also identified concerns about the production of 

red meat processes and opted for butchers and sources they trust, much like concerned meat 

consumers. This framework establishes broad categories in which red meat consumers can be 

classified in order to illustrate the range of attitudes about red meat. While these categories can 

oversimplify the complex ways that consumers derive their perceptions about meat, they are still 

helpful in delineating common red meat purchase behaviours.  

Meat consumer profiles also help to define which communications methods might be 

most effective for each group. This is important for practitioners who seek to influence consumer 

behaviour and decrease red meat purchases. For example, highlighting the health risks associated 

with red meat resonated more with concerned and cautious meat consumers as opposed to 

straightforward meat lovers. Straightforward meat lovers were not influenced by health factors, 

responding better to the possibility of red meat alternatives that could offer similar enjoyment 

and taste characteristics. 

Gender. 

 

Now that red meat consumers can be clearly organized, it is important to discuss the 

internal and external forces that have led to these common attitudes and behaviours. Gender may 

have been linked to some attitudes and behaviour relating to red meat consumption, aligning 

with findings that males tended to be straightforward meat lovers while more females were 

concerned or cautious meat consumers. Social and cultural forces have created differences in the 

way males and females think and act regarding groceries, which was evident through focus 

group discussions (Beardsworth et al., 2002, p. 486).  
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More female respondents fell between the cautious meat lover and concerned meat 

consumer categories. Less favourable attitudes and lower consumption of red meat were found in 

females who identified ethical, environmental, or health concerns about the product. Many 

participants had reduced their meat consumption for those reasons (concerned meat consumers). 

Concerned attitudes toward meat can be connected to Schwartz’s theory of value, where self-

transcendence values such as benevolence and universalism lead to altruistic and social justice-

oriented behaviours, which have been found to be connected to reduced meat consumption 

(Pohjolainen et al., 2015, p. 1153). Furthermore, women have been reported to be twice more 

likely than men to change food purchases due to ethical or ecological values (Beardsworth et al., 

2002, p. 486). Women are also more likely to decrease meat purchases because they do not see 

meat as necessary for healthy eating (Beardsworth et al., 2002, p. 486). This behaviour was 

observed during the pilot intervention, where women were more open about red meat concerns in 

discussion, more interested in the study, and more interested in committing to reducing red meat 

purchases. 

Many male focus group participants and pilot participants prioritized taste over health 

concerns and were categorized as straightforward meat lovers. Compared to women who can be 

more strongly influenced by health concerns, men are less likely to be concerned about the health 

implications of food they enjoy (Beardsworth et al., 2002, p. 478). This aligns with findings from 

Verbeke and Vackier (2004) which state that pleasure value is the strongest facet of involvement 

in meat purchases, and additional research that taste is the biggest reason for maintaining 

consumption habits despite associated health risks (Goodson et al., 2002; Grunert, Bech-Larsen, 

& Bredahl, 2000; Verbeke & Vackier, 2004, and Verbeke 2001).  Preference for taste and 
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enjoyment also corresponds with Schwartz’s theory of value, where self-enhancement values are 

typically associated with positive meat attitudes and frequent meat consumption (Pohjolainen et 

al. p. 1153).  

While taste and enjoyment are most frequently self-reported by consumers, values and 

norms continue to influence purchase behaviour. Values are intrinsic, and therefore less 

frequently self-identified by hurried shoppers. Historically, meat has been a symbol of status, 

hierarchy, and the dominance over those classified as weaker (such as women or animals), which 

should be considered as a factor driving stronger male enjoyment of red meat (Pojholainen et al., 

2015, p. 1151). Mass media also targets women on issues related to cooking, health, and body 

image, while perpetuating meat as a masculine entity and a treat (Beardsworth et al., 2002, p. 

486). In addition, men more often adopt a traditional model of nutrition which includes meat as a 

staple (Beardsworth et al., 2002, p. 478). While these views were not articulated in focus groups 

or surveys, they may be root causes of some of the values discussed. Focus group findings reflect 

the notion that men possess a “robust, conservative” view of eating whereas women take a more 

“sensitive, aware, problematical” stance (Beardsworth et al., 2002, p. 487). Participants’ (mostly 

women’s) perceptions about the risks associated with meat have also led to more cautious 

behaviour (cautious meat lovers), and even cutbacks on the amount of red meat they purchase 

(concerned meat consumer). Applying Grunig’s framework, cautious and concerned consumers 

should be the most easily leveraged to reduce red meat consumption for environmental and 

personal benefits. 

This study presents gender as one of many forces influencing attitudes about red meat. 

The male enjoyment of red meat presents a challenge for practitioners seeking to change 
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behaviour that is deeply tied to self-identity. While targeting women and parents would 

seemingly be most effective in leveraging cautious and concerned meat consumers, the male 

perceptions around red meat need to be addressed. An approach that can maximize benefits and 

minimizes barriers identified by both males and females would be most effective. In this case, 

allowing for consumers to reduce red meat intake without eliminating it can help preserve the 

enjoyment and tradition associated with red meat. Establishing social norms that favour red meat 

alternatives among both males and females can help to propel red meat reduction into routine 

actions regardless of gender-based values.  

Barriers and the attitude-behaviour gap. 

 

Some study participants self-identified cautiousness or reduction of red meat, which may 

suggest that there are already trends toward red meat cutbacks. However, despite the increasing 

problem recognition, consumption has not decreased enough to significantly alter the state of 

human health or environmental benefits (Pohjolainen et al., 2015, p. 1153). It remains the case 

that attitudes and values related to meat consumption do not translate into consistent, long-term 

behaviour change. The attitude-behaviour gap identified in literature was validated by the 

participants in this study. While most participants acknowledged some degree of awareness 

about the negative environmental and health consequences of red meat, only some admitted to 

taking action on this knowledge and reducing their red meat purchases. This finding is valuable 

to the consumer behaviour and social marketing fields, as it situates the attitude-behaviour gap 

within the context of red meat purchases in a Canadian city, unlike other literature which focuses 

on other food groups in other countries. While the attitude-behaviour gap is a widespread 
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phenomenon, understanding context-specific drivers of the issue is vital to advance behaviour 

change initiatives towards more sustainable lifestyles. 

Many of the perceived barriers identified in focus groups and surveys are shared by 

consumers internationally. Barriers included availability and knowledge of satisfying 

alternatives, nutritional necessity of meat, effects of social environment, and refusal to change 

eating habits (Pohjolainen et al., 2015, p. 1153). Likewise, enjoyment and taste were an 

important barrier in focus groups, particularly to males and meat lovers. The relationship 

between food and satisfaction has stymied sustainable behaviour change across North America 

for decades. An analysis of the annually-distributed US HealthFocus Survey found that 46% of 

shoppers would not give up good taste for health benefits, a number that has been increased in 

the new millennium (Gilbert, 2000, p. 510S). Taste is one of the only ways individuals can 

perceive the quality of food, and has great influence over consumer involvement.  

Shifting behaviour.  

 

The importance of red meat enjoyment evokes a common question surrounding 

behaviour change – mainly, how to incentivize the reduction of a behaviour that is seen as 

enjoyable and worthwhile. The evidence of environmental and health benefits of reducing red 

meat consumption is compelling and becoming more mainstreamed in developed countries. 

However, a portion of consumers will not give up taste and enjoyment of food for health 

benefits, nor environmental benefits. Therefore, the problem of meat enjoyment and attachment 

will need to be resolved by slow, long-term transformation of social norms that create a culture 

where red meat is less desirable and more difficult to access or purchase. Social change that 

establishes a culture in which people voluntarily reduce red meat consumption is time 



THE MEAT OF THE MATTER 74 
 

consuming, but can be effective in driving market changes as well. Focusing on changing 

consumer behaviour is one facet of achieving red meat purchase reduction that can be undertaken 

within communities without significant policy intervention as a pre-requisite. Social marketing 

can support this through the diffusion of social norms. Risks expressed by cautious meat lovers 

and concerned meat consumers together can be leveraged to foster a greater awareness about the 

benefits of limiting red meat intake. To maintain the support of meat lovers, it may be valuable 

to avoid approaches that fully eliminate red meat in the short term. Rather, use commitment, 

communication, and social diffusion to promote red meat alternatives gradually, complimenting 

a deeper shift in the dialogue, framing, and marketing of red meat products.  

Consumer involvement is driven by perceptions about meat quality, which are often based 

on credence. 

In this study, consumer involvement in red meat purchases was focused on seeking “high 

quality” red meat, as opposed to actively reducing red meat consumption. Quality is determined 

through perception, trusting the judgment of others, and making inferences about product 

characteristics. Consumers frequently make inferences about the quality of products based on 

past experience, and often they form attitudes without any credible information (Grunert et al., 

2000, p. 580). The main quality dimensions, or characteristics that determine food’s perceived 

value, include hedonism (pleasure), health, convenience, and process (production) (Grunert et al. 

2000, p. 576). These dimensions were recognized frequently by focus group and survey 

participants, who often referenced the enjoyment and convenience of red meat, but also voiced 

concerns about healthiness and process-based risks. Environmental impact is not a quality 

dimension of red meat, but health is, which can help explain why the focus on health was much 
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greater and can be more influential in marketing.  In some cases, particularly in that of 

straightforward meat lovers, consumers relied on experience to define quality, meaning they 

determine the quality of meat after they consume it (Grunert et al., 2000, p. 576). In most cases, 

consumers choose to believe a particular perspective, using credence to formulate their 

perceptions about meat quality. Credence-based decisions occur because consumers can only 

physically experience the product’s quality within the hedonic (pleasure) and convenience 

(preparation) dimensions, and cannot tangibly experience the presence of a degree of healthiness 

or process (Grunert et al., 2002, p. 576). Unexamined judgements are made based on the 

information that consumers are exposed to, be it word of mouth, media, or advertisements. The 

way participants formulated ideas about health and process aspects of red meat was problematic, 

and reflects the broader challenge of effectively communicating environmental information in 

competing market settings.  

The main driver of the consumer credence issue is that a definitive source of information 

for grocery shoppers does not exist (Gilbert, 2013, p. 512S). There is not substantial information 

about health or production processes related to meat in the grocery store, and rarely ever is there 

information about environmental impact. Consumers are forced to seek external sources to get 

information about red meat and determine its quality. People refer to food labels and in-store 

prompts, but TV, news, the internet, word of mouth, and social media have become powerful 

voices in how shoppers get information about food (Gilbert, 2013, p.512S). Lack of unified 

messaging means there is often low credibility associated with communication about food 

products (Grunert et al., 2002, p. 578).  
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Quality misconceptions were prevalent in focus group discussions. Participants had a 

strong preference for butcher meat, as butchers are perceived as a trusted source of information 

and high quality meat. In addition, participants held a variety of beliefs about health and process 

dimensions of red meat obtained through word of mouth, social media posts, or documentaries. 

Since process and health-related quality dimensions are formed through credence, oftentimes 

consumer knowledge about red meat was not accurate, such as the need for red meat to maintain 

health in an otherwise healthy body. More broadly, the absence of environmental impacts from 

the dimensions of quality meant that participants often equated getting meat from a trusted 

source as an “environmental” choice, even when this was not the case. For example, respondents 

often cited getting meat from a butcher or ethical farm as a practice that would excuse them from 

any obligation to reduce red meat purchases.  

Experience and credence proved to be powerful in determining not only red meat 

purchase attitudes, but perceived consumer efficacy in mitigating environmental damage. Focus 

group and survey respondents’ perceptions of red meat were largely based on their ability to get 

information from a trusted source. When said trusted sources provide little to no information 

regarding the environmental impact of meat, consumers will not integrate it into their decision-

making processes or their evaluation of red meat quality. Furthermore, if consumers believe meat 

from butchers is healthy, sustainable, and ethical, this also minimizes the perceived need to 

reduce. Confusing information from untrusted sources such as social media discouraged focus 

group members from reducing consumption. Ultimately, the information communicated about 

red meat often outweighed the actual properties of the product, and had a greater influence on 

consumer trust and acceptance (Grunert et al., 2002, p. 583). This reiterates the importance of 
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developing clear, unified messages about the environmental and health implications of red meat 

consumption.  

The credence challenge has strong implications for communicating about the need to 

reduce red meat consumption in relation to climate change. Efforts must be made to combat 

credence-based perceptions about red meat that are formed through media and communication 

with others. Consumers will continue to establish perceptions based on the key quality 

dimensions with the information they are provided. Without a centralized, unbiased source of 

information on the environmental and health impacts of red meat, this is a challenge. Behaviours 

have been formed based on trusting relationships with sources, groups, organizations, and other 

individuals within communities. Disseminating information from an unbiased institutional source 

such as public health authorities may increase trust in environmental messaging about food. 

However, there is hesitance from governments to promote this type of behaviour change due to 

potential backlash. In this nuanced situation, trusted sources and influencers must share 

messaging amongst each other and lead the way in delivering information social networks, in 

order to spark the dissemination of information about red meat consumption.  

Public commitment can be effective and points to a larger discovery about the ability of 

commitment to help overcome barriers associated with red meat consumption, but is not a 

long term solution. 

Analyzing the complexity of red meat purchase behaviour can help establish how best to 

understand the success of the pilot and better communicate with different consumers, effectively 

encouraging a reduction of red meat purchases. Through polarizing examples of values and 

opinions, it became clear that people hold assumptions and perceptions that have been formed 
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over time, experience, and credence, and beliefs about red meat have become intertwined in 

social norms and self-identity. Individuals are passionate about their attitudes and behaviours, 

however, there is a great deal of misinformation about red meat that drives current attitudes and 

beliefs and effects perceived consumer efficacy. Consumers also may link their choices to other 

values such as self-enhancement and need, or benevolence and universalism, and feel that their 

red meat purchase behaviours are part of their identity as an individual or as a parent. In the 

midst of a mangled web of values, norms, attitudes, and quality perceptions, the pilot project 

achieved a small yet significant change in behaviour.  

The pilot intervention provided an ideological tipping point where consumers could turn 

attitudes into action and reevaluate their red meat purchase behaviour. The intervention took 

advantage of the benefits consumers felt could arise from reducing red meat purchases, namely, 

health and environmental improvements. It also capitalized on the inherent desire to fulfill one’s 

commitments (Mckenzie-Mohr, 2011, p. 47). 

This pilot was simple, and did not exclude straightforward meat lovers because it only 

required a slight adjustment in behaviour. It allowed customers to continue enjoying red meat, 

and did not overwhelm them with health or environmental risks to which they are typically 

disinterested. It did not ask for complete avoidance of red meat, which can explain why some 

campaigns are unsuccessful – those which use guilt, shame, and denounce red meat would not 

influence straightforward or cautious meat lovers who prioritize enjoyment.  

The pilot resonated with cautious meat lovers and concerned meat consumers because it 

validated existing skepticism toward the health and process-related quality dimensions of red 

meat. It provided an avenue to express concern and take action immediately, in a way that 
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reflected their attitudes, which can feel rewarding. It was empowering for these groups because it 

supported the idea that even small changes can be effective in fostering sustainable behaviour. 

The attitude-behaviour gap was leveraged by encouraging consumer efficacy and empowering 

people to act on ideas they have already been exposed to. Overall, the pilot demonstrated the 

effectiveness of focusing on health and supplementing with environmental benefits, while 

retaining the ability for consumers to enjoy red meat and the traditions that it carries. 

Seeking public commitment and talking to customers in an open, busy area also helped to 

increase interest and encourage more customers to fulfill their commitments. Providing a name 

for a public website encouraged customers to declare that they were doing something “healthy” 

and “sustainable” (Hanss et al., 367). Emerging norms of sustainable consumption could have 

also driven people to partake in the commitment, to achieve personal gratification and validation 

that aligned with current trends. In addition, grocery shopping is often a family outing for parents 

with younger children. Anecdotally, consumers shopping with families or friends sometimes 

seemed more inclined to support the commitment, and couples would often look to each other to 

reflect on their red meat purchase behaviours. Committing to a healthy and sustainable action in 

front of other friends or family members could have helped drive the need to fulfill commitment 

and adhere to social norms presented in a given situation (Maibach, Roser-Renouf, & 

Leiserowitz, 2008, p. 498).  

The pilot would not be effective for individuals with incredibly strong attitudes or values 

associated with eating red meat consistently, such as beef farmers. A beef farmer encountered 

during the pilot adamantly refused to reduce red meat consumption due to reasons associated 

with meant enjoyment and economic livelihood.  
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Logistically, the pilot is not sustainable in the long term to reduce red meat purchases at a 

city-wide scale. A researcher or organization would not likely have the capacity to situate staff at 

dozens of grocery stores to incite commitments to reduce red meat consumption. This would also 

not remain effective when repeatedly engaging the same customers, some of whom would have 

already committed and reduced, some of whom would have declined. A reduction of red meat 

consumption would be best manifested at the community level, organically, via social norms and 

dialogue. Integrating behaviour change among colleagues, families, networks of friends and 

neighbourhoods harnesses the power of social diffusion, and incorporates benefits of red meat 

reduction into the credence-based assessments made when grocery shopping. Information from 

these trusted sources has the most potential to insight change, and therefore community level 

momentum would be most promising for long term success. The pilot demonstrated that 

consumers are aware of the benefits of reducing red meat purchases and are willing to do so 

when prompted. Where many consumers feel they have no impact on the world with their 

grocery shopping, they were made to feel as though their commitment was valued. 

The attitude-behaviour gap is one of the biggest challenges to reducing red meat 

consumption and is driven by a combination of values, sociodemographics, and 

involvement. 

Today, there are countless different sources of information about “pro-environmental” 

and “pro-health” purchase behaviours, which makes consumers feel inundated and confused. 

Many focus group participants discussed being overwhelmed and confused by media and news 

reports about red meat, causing frustration and apathy. Asking individuals to evaluate their 

perceptions, their health, and their sustainability can challenge people’s inherent wishes to be 
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correct, benevolent, forward-thinking, and healthy. Behaviour change programs exploit an 

existing societal tension within which behaviours and beliefs could be leveraged to fit an 

emerging trend of health and sustainability concerns around meat. Changing red meat purchase 

behaviour is uniquely challenging because it is built on a combination of trust, self-identity, and 

the underlying values associated with meat, which together foster very strong attitudes. The 

deep-rooted, intrinsic nature by which people form and maintain red meat purchase behaviour 

often creates barriers that widen the attitude-behaviour gap even further.  

The combination of values, identity, credence, and trust represent the most significant 

outcome of this research into why it is difficult to change behaviour surrounding red meat 

purchase behaviour. Consumers are beginning to have their behaviour identified by news, media, 

and other consumers as unsustainable. Today, sustainable behaviour is a statement, admission 

that a shift is necessary (thereby admitting you were not acting optimally before, possibly 

breaking trust, and breaking a habit), all which are uncomfortable feelings internally and 

socially. Externally, these decisions can create social tension. Reducing red meat causes internal 

and external deliberation that is difficult for many people to face. Existing attitudes, found 

through focus groups and surveys, demonstrate that surface-level barriers (such as lack of recipe 

variety, lack of red meat alternatives) are not the strongest drivers of the attitude-behaviour gap. 

Taste and availability are important and widely self-reported. However, when true behaviour is 

observed and questioned, it is the found that people are hesitant to change something that is 

deeply woven into their lives, their identity, their information seeking process, their attitudes, 

and ultimately their behaviour, which they have trusted for most of their lifetime.  
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The success of the pilot gives hope that the growing knowledge about health and 

environmental impacts associated with red meat consumption can enable behaviour change – 

when prompted. Much like the psychology behind public commitment, when someone agrees to 

do something, most people will inherently want to stand by that promise to prove reliability and 

trustworthiness, which is why commitment works (McKenzie-Mohr, 2011, p. 47). The difficulty 

will be establishing an approach that can be scalable across several communities at once, and can 

gradually nudge norms to shift away from excessive red meat purchases.  

Recommendations 

 

 Public commitment and more broadly, community-based social marketing, has proven to 

be an effective method of reducing red meat purchases. However, it will be difficult to scale up 

without additional resources. Furthermore, it will likely need to be combined with other 

approaches to behaviour change to form a comprehensive strategy. Wellesley et al. (2015) and 

Garnett (2011) argue that since meat consumption is so value-laden and complex, a blended 

approach combining social marketing, supported by fiscal, regulatory, and infrastructural 

mechanisms is likely needed to effectively reorient consumption of meat (p. 48 & p.31). 

Regulatory measures that limit the amount of red meat that can be produced by farms or 

distributed in grocery stores would have a definitive impact on supply and demand but would be 

difficult to legislate (Garnett, 2011, p. 30). Higher pricing of red meat would likely impact sales, 

as would decreased in-store availability. These financial actions would likely need to be 

legislated at a provincial or municipal level to secure widespread implementation, and would 

require grocer cooperation, but would likely be met with discontent. Additionally, there is no 

guarantee that red meat purchases would continue to decrease if the incentive were removed. An 
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investment in long-term behaviour change methods must be made to work in conjunction with 

policy and financial tools, as a means to encourage behaviour change with an end goal of 

establishing a new norm.  

A Social Marketing Approach for Reducing Red Meat Purchases. 

 

Regulatory and financial tools are effective short-term drivers for behaviour change, but 

social marketing can assist in transforming social norms and creating a culture of reduced red 

meat consumption. To incite a shift in norms, it must be desirable and rewarding to reduce red 

meat purchases. Reduced red meat consumption should appeal to identity and values, and should 

reward the values that people care about most: health, hedonism, children and families 

(Thøgersen & Ölander, 2006, p. 1762). The following recommendations are an amalgamation of 

the key findings from this study and a social marketing approach to reduce red meat purchases. 

Each of the key findings are addressed through this approach, as well as the most common 

barriers and benefits discovered through focus groups and surveys.  

The final recommendation of this study is the creation of a digital platform to serve as a 

centralized online hub for facilitating the change of purchase behaviour. This hub should include 

several elements that address a variety of the important barriers and benefits found in this study.  

Educating.  
 

Lack of information and knowledge were significant barriers preventing behaviour 

change. Absence of centralized, unified messaging about red meat and its environmental and 

health implications led consumers to create credence-based assumptions about good quality red 

meat. The way that organizations, news media, and the private sector communicate about red 
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meat must better educate consumers. Influential sources of information such as grocery 

marketing and news media will remain powerful in determining consumer attitudes. Those who 

sell meat (butchers and grocers alike) should be mandated to correct credence-based assumptions 

about health and process of red meat, and integrate environmental impact as a dimension of 

quality by disclosing health and environmental risks associated with excessive red meat 

consumption.  

One of the fundamental features of the platform must be an accessible education toolkit 

that provides basic information on the health and environmental issues related to red meat 

production and consumption. Key information should include resource depletion and emissions 

associated with livestock, as well as the environmental and health benefits of reducing red meat. 

This information should take the form of videos, fact sheets, and infographics that are easy to 

understand and share for any education level. Creating tailored communications materials on 

these topics for teachers, businesses, community leaders, and families will help with 

dissemination of accurate and appropriate information about red meat consumption. For 

example, information provided visually through interactive maps is an engaging tool that is easy 

to learn from, such as that created by Bloomberg (2018) in a web page called “Here’s how 

America uses its land.” Posters, infographics, brochures, and even games can help introduce the 

topic to wider audiences, enabling people to share information within their communities. 

Translating the information into as many languages as possible would also increase accessibility. 

Using these educational tools to support the integration of knowledge into existing communities 

such as schools, workplaces, faith-based groups, community groups, fitness clubs, and 

neighbourhoods can foster social diffusion and the creation of new norms within groups that can 
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then spread through multiple networks. Clear and accessible educational material in a centralized 

place will combat the misinformation that often prevents behaviour change. It can also reshape 

values-based barriers within households, where meat is purchased frequently to assist with 

children’s growth and to satisfy cravings. Lastly, the educational campaign will also help 

leverage cautious and concerned meat consumers by emphasizing the health and environmental 

benefits associated with reducing red meat consumption.  

Empowering. 

 

Many study participants reported that there were no red meat alternatives that matched 

the convenience or satisfaction they got from beef, pork, and lamb. It is vital to portray meatless 

meals in an enticing and accessible light so that straightforward meat lovers can recognize that 

alternatives can bring similar enjoyment and ease to red meat. The platform should host a variety 

of printable recipes and meal ideas that do not include red meat, and practical information about 

where to get ingredients. These recipes should be downloadable for phones or printable for 

grocery lists to maximize convenience. A Swedish program called “The new every day food 

campaign” has launched a similar website with countless recipes and resources for learning 

about red meat and how to reduce it in home cooking (FCRN, 2016). In Sweden, the campaign is 

run in partnership with several grocery stores. This is helpful as it allows grocery stores to 

showcase food items that are free from red meat, bringing attention to the availability of 

alternatives.  

Glamourizing the idea of reducing red meat purchases can support the creation of new 

social norms. This is similar to what has occurred with vegan and vegetarian movements across 

social media. Videos featuring famous chefs and personalities could be created to improve 
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desirability of meatless meals. To build community and momentum, in-person cooking classes, 

information seminars, and events could be offered for those wishing to learn more about the 

benefits of reducing red meat consumption and alternative recipes. In addition, users should be 

welcomed to rate, review, and share their own photos and recipes, much like common recipe 

websites that exist today. This builds a stronger engagement with users and encourages them to 

use the website for longer. Wherever possible, recipes should highlight environmental benefits in 

conjunction to any nutrition, health, and fitness benefits that the recipe provides. The stronger 

association consumers build between the environment and personal health, the more red meat 

purchases will be integrated into existing health-based values.  

Rewarding behaviour change.  

 

Since values are at the core of human behaviour, it is important to leverage and integrate 

them into the social marketing campaign created to reduce red meat purchases. Humans enjoy 

being rewarded for their behaviour (Thøgersen & Ölander, 2006, p. 1762). The campaign should 

include features that provide direct benefits to individuals who reduce their red meat purchases. 

Rewards can include financial incentives, but also values-based rewards that exemplify 

sustainable behaviour, much like the stickers used in the home composter pilot. Consumers 

should be thanked, and informed about the positive impacts they have had on the environment 

and their own health by reducing red meat consumption. Positive language about healthy 

lifestyles, healthy and educated families, and environmental health should be used, as these are 

priority values held by many individuals seen through focus groups and surveys. The health 

benefits of eating less red meat should be frequently linked to environmental benefits, and should 

be illustrated in a way that is tangible and easy to understand. While financial incentives and 
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discounts can help initiative a new behaviour, intrinsic rewards can create more long-lasting 

change.  

Commitment. 

 

This study has demonstrated that commitment can be an effective means of changing 

purchase behaviour. The platform should be equipped with a public pledge feature to allow 

individuals to commit to reducing red meat purchases. The language around the commitment 

should invite consumers to first reduce red meat consumption slowly, as opposed to eliminating 

it completely. Straightforward meat lovers can be accommodated by asking for gradual 

reduction, focusing on the enjoyment of smaller quantities of meat, while profiling red meat 

alternatives that can offer similar taste. In addition to pledge forms, social diffusion of 

commitments must be enabled. Pledges should be accessible for individuals but also for 

communities, schools, classes, teams, and organizations. The pledge feature should be shareable 

through social media, to be more rewarding and engaging. Digital rewards such as badges and 

trophies are successful in mobile games and can add incentive for families, classrooms, and 

organizations to maintain commitment. Printable stickers or labels can also be provided for users 

to display their behaviour change efforts, such as those used in a composting pilot in Nova 

Scotia.  

Enabling action. 

 

Enabling behaviour change is equally important to marketing it as rewarding and 

enticing. Practical tools should be provided to support behaviour change and can be available 

through the online platform. A digital database or mobile app should be available to allow 
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consumers to track their red meat intake, set goals, download recipes, and share progress with 

their networks. Reminder messages such as those used in the text message study by Carfora et al. 

(2017) can also be helpful for busy consumers who are easily influenced by external factors 

when grocery shopping. A “transition plan” could be made available that allows users to ease 

into red meat reduction with incremental dietary changes. Simple replacement recommendations 

such as sliced turkey instead of roast beef for sandwiches could gradually lead to full weeks of 

red meat-free meals.  

An important value of community-based social marketing is that individuals do not have 

to change their actions alone. Encouraging existing groups and communities to engage is just as 

valuable as fostering the creation of new communities through the platform. Social media 

sharing of facts and recipes, with a campaign hashtag, can establish new communities for those 

engaging in the process. A community board where visitors can communicate, share recipes, ask 

questions, and compete to reduce meat consumption can build powerful momentum and shift 

social norms. The creation of norms and new communities must be supported by the language 

used on the platform. This platform should use language that contextualizes red meat purchase 

reduction as a collective effort. It should include words like “our” and “we” to illustrate a 

collective, creating a dialogue with messaging framed around “Let’s help each other eat less red 

meat.”  

Who should lead this campaign? 

 

The information provided through the platform should be applicable across a large 

geographical scale. It should also come from an unbiased, professional, and recognized 

institution that is trusted by the public. The information provided through the platform is 
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intended to become standardized knowledge and educational tool for Canadians of all ages and 

must be reliable. A provincial or federal government, public health agency, or coalition of 

Canadian institutions would be ideal hosts for such a platform as they are widely recognized with 

a far-reaching audience. 

Partnerships with grocery stores should be a goal of the platform. Grocers must support 

the reshaping of the red meat market through economic incentives (such as higher tax on red 

meat, increased red meat prices, discounts on red meat alternatives, etc.) paired with 

communication about the benefits of reducing red meat. Adjusting the layout of displays and 

meat to profile red meat alternatives and plant-based items would require the involvement of the 

grocery store managers and corporate offices. Grocery stores could also contribute prompts and 

signage to promote red meat alternatives. 

Establishing and implementing actions to reduce red meat purchases will inevitably be time 

consuming and expensive. Further research into Canadian, region-specific emissions and health 

impacts would likely be needed to inform policy. At the community level, using social marketing 

to influence behaviour, norms, and perceptions can be the most valuable in the short term. This 

can be undertaken without policy or economic instruments, and at a relatively low cost. 

Ultimately, organizations are encouraged to continue to experiment with a variety of social 

marketing tools and combinations to hone in on the most effective methods for reducing red 

meat purchases. Commitment is effective, but perhaps can be improved with the addition of 

prompts, social diffusion, and information. Creating the conditions for consumers to find benefits 

in new norms and behaviours will lead to further uptake and normalization. Removing barriers to 

change such as consumer efficacy and availability of alternatives are more difficult but can be 



THE MEAT OF THE MATTER 90 
 

fostered over time by rewarding sustainable choices and demonstrating the impact of making 

incremental changes. As seen in this study, many consumers are ready to course-correct and 

change their behaviour, if only someone would ask. 

Conclusion 

 

Reducing red meat purchases is a communications challenge, a policy challenge, and a 

deeply personal challenge that uproots one’s comfort, habit, values, and even self-identity. This 

study used data on consumer attitudes and behaviours to develop a community-based social 

marketing pilot to reduce red meat purchases in grocery stores. As seen through the success of 

the pilot, public commitment is one of many social marketing tools that can maximize the 

benefits of sustainable choices, while simultaneously minimizing the barriers, ultimately 

changing consumer behaviour. Behaviour change programs that use social marketing should be 

implemented at a national scale to compliment technological solutions and reduce the 

environmental effects of livestock production. Approaches that educate consumers on the health 

and environmental impacts of red meat, and make red meat alternatives available and desirable 

can help shift norms towards less frequent consumption. Reducing red meat purchases will be 

difficult, but must be pursued as part of a multi-faceted approach to climate change mitigation 

and long-term sustainability. Methods such as those used in this study have the potential to 

empower change in communities and set norms that can improve the quality of the environment 

and the health of earth’s systems and inhabitants. While society cannot be easily changed, 

conditions can be leveraged to foster a shift toward sustainable red meat consumption.   
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Table A1

Age of Respondents
Answer Count Percentage
18-24 38 26.57%
25-34 38 26.57%
35-44 29 20.28%
45-54 16 11.19%
55-64 16 11.19%
65-74 5 3.50%
75 or older 0 0.00%
Prefer not to answer 1 0.70%

Table A2

Gender Identity
Answer Count Percentage
Female 95 66.43%
Male 46 32.17%
Non-binary/genderqueer 2 1.40%
Prefer not to answer 0 0.00%
Other 0 0.00%

Table A3

Ethnic Origin
Answer Count Percentage
Caribbean 6 4.20%
Central or West African 2 1.40%
East or Southeast Asian 9 6.29%
European 72 50.35%
Indigenous or First Nations 1 0.70%
Latin, Central, or South American 5 3.50%
North African 3 2.10%
North American 44 30.77%
Pacific Islands 1 0.70%
Oceania 0 0.00%
South Asian 5 3.50%

Red Meat Purchase Beheaviour Survey Results
Appendix A



THE MEAT OF THE MATTER 99

South or East African 2 1.40%
West Central Asia or Middle Eastern 9 6.29%
Prefer not to answer 1 tes
Other 1 0.70%

Table A4

Highest Level of Education
Answer Count Percentage
No schooling completed 0 0.00%
Nursery school to 8th grade 0 0.00%
Some high school, no diploma 0 0.00%
High school graduate, diploma or equivalent 6 4.20%
Some college credits, no degree 7 4.90%
Trade/technical/vocational training 1 0.70%
College diploma 17 11.89%
Bachelor's degree 79 55.24%
Master's degree 30 20.98%
PhD 3 2.10%
Prefer not to answer 1 0.70%
Other 4 2.80%

Table A5

Household Size
Answer Count Percentage
1 (Just me) 22 15.38%
2 54 37.76%
3 28 19.58%
4 22 15.38%
5 10 6.99%
6 or more 6 4.20%
Prefer not to answer 0 0.00%
Other 1 0.70%
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Table A6

Quantity of Red Meat Purchased
Answer (per week) Count Percentage
Zero/None 13 9.09%
Less than 500g (1 lb.) 48 33.57%
Approximately 500-907g (1-2 lbs) 41 28.67%
Approximately 1-2 kg (3-5 lbs) 28 19.58%
Approximately 2.7-3.6 kg (6-8 lbs) 6 4.20%
Over 4.5 kg (10 lbs) 2 1.40%
Other 5 3.50%
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Table A7

Reasons for Purchasing Red Meat

1 % 2 % 3 % 4 % 5 % Answers No Answer % Sum

My household and I enjoy 
eating it

8 6.0% 8 6.0% 13 9.7% 37 27.6% 68 50.7% 134 9 6.3% 143

I have eaten red meat for a 
long time. It is a habit.

33 24.8% 16 12.0% 23 17.3% 35 26.3% 26 19.5% 133 10 7.0% 143

It is important to my 
culture

86 66.2% 17 13.1% 12 9.2% 7 5.4% 8 6.2% 130 13 9.1% 143

I need it to maintain good 
health

40 30.1% 30 22.6% 32 24.1% 20 15.0% 11 8.3% 133 10 7.0% 143

I am not familiar with 
alternatives that have 
similar tatstes and benefits

79 59.8% 18 13.6% 23 17.4% 8 6.1% 4 3.0% 132 11 7.7% 143

It is convenient 36 26.9% 12 9.0% 37 27.6% 36 26.9% 13 9.7% 134 9 6.3% 143

It aligns with cooking 
trends and social norms 
around me

46 35.7% 23 17.8% 24 18.6% 23 17.8% 13 10.1% 129 14 9.8% 143

I feel it is higher quality 
than other meats

63 48.5% 26 20.0% 23 17.7% 13 10.0% 5 3.8% 130 13 9.1% 143

Note.  1 - Not Important to me; 5 - Very Important to me

Summary Likert Ranking
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Table A8

Additional Reasons for Purchasing Red Meat

It tastes good, has a lot of protein and I can get lean versions.

It's delicious!

Only local. I have high allergies to any super market purchased meats.

We enjoy cooking and experimenting but also like meat. With 4 adults we stretch our budget by 
cooking all meals and not buying fast food and ground pork, beef, chicken allows us to do this

More seasonally available at farmer's market I shop it. It is more difficult to find fowl that meets 
my standards of ethical animal treatment from birth to butcher.

Red meat seems like a fairly easy to use cooking ingredient and a tasty way to enjoy protein. 
Also, some of my family members are picky eaters - red meat seems to satisfy everyone ie. there 
may be complaints if fish or a meat perceived as bland like chicken is served.

The price is cheaper than options like seafood, which I would rather have but can't afford to buy 
as often.

Because it is versatile

If a recipe calls for red meat then I will purchase it. Otherwise I am not a huge red meat 
consumer

We've shifted from grocery shopping to "meal kits". Sometimes red meat is an option, other 
times, not

I only (sometimes) purchase beef (minced mainly)

Reason: Its easy to cook minced beef I don’t buy pork or lamb cause I don’t know how to cook 
it

I prefer red meat to white meat or seafood.

Sometimes you crave it over other meats

I did keto recently and purchased it more for that

I buy it for others who I know enjoy/"need" red meat

Allows for lots of variety when cooking. Cooking red meat also does not unreasonable amounts 
of time and/or effort.
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We only purchase pork. We no longer eat lamb or beef at home.

It is part of a healthy diet

It is cheaper than alternative meats. Income plays a large role in many people's food choices

Texture

Because we enjoy the taste

Specific to a recipe I may have found or would like to try.

Dr. suggestion

Iron deficiency

For iron (I have low iron), to feel grounded, and because it is easier to digest than beans.

I like the taste.

Easy to cook. Flavourful and delicious. Provides iron and protein for the athletes in my house

adds flavour in small amounts to other dishes

Occasionally it is simply inexpensive and convenient.

To get iron in my diet

Something my children like to eat

Pork is a lot cheaper than fish, even good antibiotic/hormone free lean pork. Already eat a lot of 
chicken and at least one vegetarian dinner a week.

It is easily available at the local farmer's market (to buy direct from local farmers who treat their 
animals in a humane way). It is also easy to prepare.

My wife and son occasionally consume red meat but I do not

Mainly because I like the taste and sometimes I want to eat a burger or bacon or what have you 
when I'm out.
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Table A9

Can be more cost effective than other meats

I like spicy meat and other meats don't come in spicy flavours (hot genoa salami for 
sandwiches).

On special occasions where red meat is warranted.

Occasional purchase for recipes requiring red meat such as bolognese or shaved ham for 
sandwiches, but other other red meat eaters in the house enjoy it.

Meal variation. I actually eat very little beef, but I eat pork so had to answer the above based on 
pork consumption. I could give up beef with no issue but giving up pork (bacon) would be hard 
because I really enjoy eating it.

If I were to reduce my red meat purchases, the most challenging thing would be to learn new 
recipes where I could use an alternative that would taste as good.

The cycle of eating red meat regularly

It is high in protein, and minerals. My body feels good after eating it. I like the taste. I do not eat 
organ meats or veal.

We use red meat on a rotating basis in our weekly dining habits. It's not what we choose every 
week but we do enjoy it.

To help with low iron

Easier / better source of iron

I am vegan but the rest of my family is not, so they purchase it for the household (3-5lbs/week)

Protect the ozone

Lack of alternatives (living in the arctic provides challeges for getting a variety of fresh options)

Lack of variety of meat protein. Additional thought and effort required for meal prep.

We do not eat any meat

Barriers to reducing red meat purchases
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I still live with people who eat red meat, so it's hard to stay away from it.

Coming up with alternatives my husband will eat. He’s picky and a “meat and potatoes” kind of 
guy. I have subbed bison and that got by the family but it’s very expensive.

Not having enough protein in my diet - for health reasons.

Because it can be included in a wide variety of meals (Salads, stews, pasta, rice, potatoes etc) it 
is versatile and can be used to enhance a meal.

Family prefers red meat over other types of meat.

What would be difficult is knowing how to cook alternatives, where to find them *easily* and 
whether they’re worth the cost

I don’t buy beef that’s often, i think less than a few pounds a month.

I rarely purchase

Finding delicious alternative recipes, and the ability to cook them to have my family enjoy the 
alternative

I would get bored of only eating chicken or turkey and I would worry about my protein intake 
levels being too low to sustain my healthy lifestyle.

Taste and price. I find that red meats go on sale more often and to save costs, I'll buy red meats 
to have for meals. I like the taste of red meats so sometimes it hard reduce it.

Finding veggie or fish meals my husband would like.

The most difficult thing would be finding alternatives to some recipes, although even that is 
fairly easy. Reducing red meat purchases and consumptions would not be difficult.

I completely stopped eating red meat for a year now due dietary reasons. I actually found not 
eating it hard at first as it was addictive since my body was so used to it and there wasn't much 
of variety for red meat alternatives.

I don’t think it would be particularly challenging. Pork is relatively affordable and tastes good. 
Finding an appropriate alternative with the same caliber of taste may be the hardest part.

Not applicable

I don't like a lot of food, so eating a variety during the week would be a challenge.

We have no challenges here.
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Substitutes for red meat that deliver similar fat levels and thus flavour.

Nothing

My personal meat consumption is down over 50% over the last 3 years which has been 
substituted for fish and more nutrient rich vegetarian options. The biggest challenge is 
maintaining my macro nutritional goals and cardio and gym performance.

Learning to cook other meats/ alternatives

Eating red meat is a tradition as well as I feel better when I eat than when I don't. By buying it I 
also support our local agricultural industry and I like the taste of the meal as opposed to the 
alternatives. We have decreased the size of our weekly portions but for a satisfying eating 
experience it is still our top choice while the trendy alternatives always leave me hungry and 
dissatisfied with the meal I have prepared and eaten.

We have cut back and blend more vegetables and legumes into our meals.

Stopping red meat would take out another food option which has always been part of the 
family's diet

Other food restrictions exist, so it is difficult to plan balanced and interesting meals.

It’s my family (husband and son) that want the red meat they cannot have a meal if there is no 
red meat. I am trying to change their way of thinking by sprucing up chicken.

Alternatives lack the flavour & convenience of cooking

It is not challenging to reduce red meat

Variation in the daily menu

I work a 2 week in/2week our work schedule and while at work I do not eat red meat due to the 
hormones and additional crap in it. I only eat red meat and vegetables from local farmers.

Wouldn't be able to go all in vegetarian.

it would be difficult to replace in many of the recipes I use. There is some resistance to 
chicken/fish too often.

It would probably slightly limit the dishes we enjoy as a family. I also think it would be difficult 
to convince those who primarily cook in my household to use an alternative ingredient.
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Red meat is everywhere!

My partner likes it, and he doesn't care about the environment as much as do. I'm aware of the 
energy consumed to produce red meat, so I normally consume white meat instead.

I almost never eat red meat.

Getting children to eat alternative proteins.

Nothing. I actively try to reduce my red meat consumption.

social pressure, e.g. social gatherings where only meat is being served

Giving up certain kinds of red meat that I really love (i.e. hamburgers) would be difficult for me.

Lack of good alternatives

Not much. Finding something that went as well with red wine?

I don’t find it challenging because I love cooking and trying new recipes.

Cooking would take more time and/or effort.

They would find it difficult to switch away from it, though I don't think they would notice if the 
switch were made silently (i.e. just substitute white meat alternatives for red meat).

My iron levels would deteriorate

Lack of motivation

Finding replacements for the red meat.

I don't. I eat it when I want it, and I balance that with other foods. I have no reason to change my 
diet.

Cooking time increase/convenience

Lack of congruency (why just give up red meat?)
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Lack of red meat alternatives

Cooking would take more time and/or effort

Cooking with red meat adds flavour to many of the dishes I make. I would use alternatives if it 
is 1) cheaper and tastes the same and 2) available in local grocery stores. I'm not going to go all 
the way to Whole Foods to buy one thing on a busy schedule.

Culturally a lot of foods use red meat and I have been eating red meat growing up. I am not 
aware of price difference of alternatives but I am sure red meats are the most cost efficient 
option.

Altering established eating habits.

No incentive to change and lack of red meat alternatives.

Cooking would take more time and/or effort.

I like the taste and texture of red meat, and there really is no viable alternative.

No difficulties

Who wants to eat the same thing every day?

Texture of meat, and juiciness

I am not trying to reduce red meat purchases

No answer to that question.

Habit

We probably only purchase red meat once or twice a month at most. Mostly for special 
occasions. We used to purchase it more regularly - but as long as I can find a good source - like 
Rowe farms or Tanjo Farms or Fiesta Farms - I do not find it challenging to eat less.

Inertia - it's what we know how to prep, and we never seem to have time to learn anything else.

Hard to convince other members of my household
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This survey is biased against consumption of red meat. We get tired of white meats like chicken 
and pork, one child is allergic to shellfish, so no shrimp etc, and we only like to eat fish once a 
week, and vegetarian once a week.

challenge is not wasting some of the meat when purchasing at the supermarket etc. fewer 
options

I enjoy eating red meat and believe it should be part of my diet. That said, I think the main

I like variety in my diet; I am open to, and often have weeks where I do not eat red meat at all, 
but like having options.

I try to keep my diet as varies as possible.

I enjoy the flavour and texture a steak cooked to rare so i would miss the taste of blood. I also 
enjoy bone marrow so finding substitutes can be challenging.

I'm from one part of the Brazil where barbecue and red meat are part of our daily diet. I'm very 
interested in becoming a vegetarian, but every time I think in a meal I can only think courses 
that have red meat. I would say my consume decrease a lot since I came to Canada (2 years) 
because 1. I want to become vegetarian 2. red meat here is more expensive

I've bought some vegan cookbooks just to fill out meals with non-meat alternatives, but usually 
it doesn't fill out the same taste profile.

Filling out dinners with alternative recipes.

How to get absorbable iron.

I already eat a mostly plant-based diet. I include some (very little) red meat, so reducing my 
consumption of it any amount would mean omitting it completely from my diet.

Satisfaction of eating.

We eat red meat only that is ethically sourced - grass fed and grass finished beef...at this time it 
is a part of our diet - works for us and we are cofortable with this decision. Some weeks we eat 
less - we never eat more than that

I actually never tried to reduce it. I like red meat (I small piece of steak per week)

It wouldn't be that challenging. I'd just have to choose chicken or other meats if I'm wanting to 
buy meat. Probably bacon would be the hardest to give up.

finding an alternative that tastes good and has enough protein
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I try to keep it minimal but the biggest challenge is planning meals and involved prep of 
vegetarian meals.

Family recipes call for it; red meat is high protein w good nutrients that travels well; finding 
meat that can be made into multiple meals on the road is challenging; bbq-ing in the summer is 
fun/social/ brings a sense of community to a new place; would be hard to have budget-friendly 
neighbourhood cookouts without hamburgers; convincing my boyfriend that we don't need to 
eat red meat; health benefits for the household

My intake at the moment if fairly low and I feel it is still balanced. I do not want to make strict 
restriction and I certainly would not turn down an offering of food by anyone because it 
contained red meat or any other food I had decidedly tried to reduce intake of.

Finding an alternative that is tasty enough to compete with the delicious taste of red meat.

I don't regularly purchase red meat but when I am back home in Korea, my family does and it 
will be hard for me to not eat it while it's everywhere around me in Korea.

Dealing with the pushback fm family members who feel they need the iron and protein provided 
by red meat. It wd mean less variety in our meals.

I have reduced my meat (including red) consumption per meal over the past couple years. I have 
tried vegetarian meals (with various protien alternatives) and find I'm hungry shortly after. So, 
with social consciousness in mind, I have opted to reduce my meat intake per meal instead. Our 
family of four eats about 1/2 lbs per day. We eat red meat about two times per week.

Availability and price of alternatives.

I don't purchase red meat

I currently only purchase red meat 2-3 times per month. I find if I try to decrease this anymore it 
will limited my cooking options including traditional meals. Where possible, I cook vegetarian 
buy also enjoy a very occasionally red meat dish

We used to eat a vegan diet. I know the alternatives. My primary reason for eating a vegan diet 
was environmental. Now, with issues around the environment and socio-economic impacts of 
many vegan crops (soy, kale, quinoa) I choose to eat locally raised red meat purchased through a 
CSA as a sustainable choice of diet.

I haven't eaten red meat in about 15 years, so it'd be difficult to reduce below zero. :-)

Get bored with other types of meat. Don't eat a lot of fish because my kids don't really like it.

Mostly I buy red meat as a last-choice protein. So it would be hard to reduce in situations where 
there are few/no other animal protein options.
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It's delicious.

I believe quality red meat is part of a healthy diet (for me).

We have already drastically reduced the amount of red meat we eat. We mostly only eat chicken 
and fish and only from sustainable sources and local farms.

Probably just that I enjoy it.

I don't purchase it a lot at home to cook, but will order it when out sometimes

Would not be difficult. Chicken and fish are easy alternatives.

My household purchases very little red meat and only consumes it on special occasions.

I love my red meat and is a large component of my regular diet. I would find it difficult to 
reduce

It would limit the variety of dishes I cook. It is also quite inexpensive (i.e. ground beef)

Cooking and planning would take more effort

Can't reduce less than zero!

Less variety in meals at home and in the sandwiches my husband takes to work. Also,

finding replacements that would be as healthy (same nutritional profile and density) and 
similarly convenient

It would not be difficult to eliminate weekly red meat purchases as we only eat it at home 
~1/week. However, other household members enjoy when we add it to recipes therefore it 
would be more difficult to convince them to eliminate it entirely. Additionally, some 
alternatives are time consuming (requiring prior meal planning) or unsatisfactory in taste.

I only cook it for my kids. They enjoy it mostly. I don't care for it too much and neither does my 
spouse.

I'm going to vegan and vegetarian choices more often. So red meat sneaks in when it's 
convenient but my consumption of it is going down.

Meals cooked by my parents who often bbq red meat in the summer would be challenging to 
avoid. Also, travelling to places with good bbq joints. Other than this, it would not be too 
difficult as I do not cook red meat myself.
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substitutes

Although I do not purchase it from a grocery store, I will find myself consuming red meat when 
I eat out because of the taste. I feel less guilty about this type of purchase.

I dont purchase meat anymore, but when I did, i found it was hard to find an alternative meat 
(that I enjoyed) that was comparable in price

Supplementing it with something else that is healthy and still keeps hunger levels down and 
energy up.

I eat very little red meat, so this wouldn't apply to me as much. I don't have a problem eating it if 
it's prepared in a restaurant.

Lack of time to put in effort to make the change and train family; lack of red meat alternatives; a 
tradition that would be difficult to stop, especially at holidays

A number of recipes call for it

For my family, the biggest challenge would be making food that my 11y old brother would eat 
since he is a picky eater. Also, I believe cultural background to play a large role in how much 
red meat is eaten. In an Italian household, many dishes have red meat, that are not likely to be 
substituted with a healthier alternative.

I actually do not find it difficult to omit red meat from my diet. It becomes more challenging 
with prepared foods (i.e, frozen pizza)

boredom. hv tried to restrict diet to chicken and fish. quality lacking in readily available options. 
try to balance weekly proteins.

Ground beef is more easily accessible than ground chicken or turkey. It’s an easy protein that I 
am able to mask so that my children will eat.

Nothing. We often have plant based meals. We simply enjoy grilled meats from time to time, 
and salami is our child's favourite lunchbox item

Other meat options are more expensive

Cooking would take more time and/or effort

Lack of money or time to spend changing this behaviour

Some members of my family would most likely complain that we weren't enough red meat as 
much anymore.

Balancing the cost of alternatives
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Sometimes the thing on the menu I want the most just happens to be red meat

Lack of red meat alternatives

I enjoy red meat (steaks, burgers, etc.) but I have tried to reduce a bit over the years, so I don't 
eat it every day.

Learning new recipes.

Health reasons.

Convenience

I've already reduced a lot.

What to cook?

We have already done so, for health reasons as we are trying to lower the amount of fat in our 
diets. Environmental concerns about the raising of beef.

Inconvenient, would run out of things to make.

I don't think this would really be a challenge as our weekly food purchases vary depending on 
availability and price point.

I don't eat enough of it to reduce it.

Most likely establishing variety, and finding a suitable alternative meat that goes well with a 
specific recipe. It’s not always the red meat that I crave so much as it is the recipe it is used in.

It wouldn't be an issue, we just enjoy it occasionally.
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Table A10

Benefits of reducing red meat purchases

Possible health benefits - I don't think it's really necessary to eat red meat to be healthy.

Reduce environmental impact for sure.

Health and costs savings

Health, saving money

Some red meats are expensive. It is better for the environment (lower my carbon footprint).

Health benefits, Environmental benefits

Improve health. Save money.

Better for the animals, our health, the environment

Also reduced sodium and fat intake if I gave up bacon. Also, I purchase cheap meat with is 
probably really unethically manufactured, so it would likely be better for the animals, 
environment, and workers to reduce it.

I would save money

But I think i could reduce it.

It could help improve my health. However, I don't think I could completely be gone from it.

Lower saturated fats

Reducing red meat purchases would save money - it tends to cost a lot. I also believe there are 
many health benefits to reducing red meat consumption. I think that having stricter regulations 
to the way the animals are raised and hormones are used would not only be beneficial for human 
health but also when animal cruelty is of concern.

It reduces the risk of cholesterol, cancer, heart diseases, and etc.
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New meal alternatives.

I don’t buy very much so it’s not occurred to me before

I rarely purchase NA

No, we are already consuming very little at home.

Would be healthier

Not sure. Would be purchasing something else in its place and that alternative would more than 
likely be the same costs or at least the same I assume.

Would save money.

I might save a bit of money but other types of meat are fairly expensive as well. There might be 
a minimal gain in terms of health benefits, but I don't think we use enough meat to really impair 
our health.

Healthier body

Yes, I don’t particularly live red meat so I mostly eat chicken and turkey

Cost. Beef is expensive, though so is chicken!!!

I would save money as red meat prices fluctuate. While I can get a good steak for under 5 
dollars some days, the following days the same size would be double to price reducing the 
killing of animals. In an ideal world we would not eat animals.

Cost and i believe too much r ed meat is not healthy

Cost savings

Improving my health

Reduce food bill

Environmental factors in regards to animal rights
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Reduce environmental impact.

The ecological footprints and energy used to produce the red meat will be reduced largely.

Health and environmental impacts, lowered cost, moral implications of eating animals

Health, money, environment.

I would save money, improve my health, and reduce my environmental impact.

Improved environmental footprint - lower carbon impact of red meat

I have adopted a more diverse diet which changes quarterly. I have found constant changes to 
diet help maintain high energy levels. Continued reduction in meat could reduce my grocery 
bill.

Less fats and stress on the body for breaking down red meats

Farming has adjusted big time to environmental concerns and if you are not including that in 
your research then this is just another project that doesn't realize the importance of agriculture to 
not only the economy of Canada but also to the quality of life of rural communities.

Less impact on the environment but with much of our food shipped internationally I’m not sure 
during winter months this is still the case as meats are locally sourced.

I think it is better for the environment for consumers to demand less red meat.

Ethically, I have trouble eating animals.

the environment, my health

I think eating less red meat would improve my help but not significantly.

Yes - though I probably consume red meat maybe 2-3 a month total.

No Idea

Improved health (lower fat content in white meat)

I would help the environment
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There are health risks associated with red meat consumption... Elimination of red meat would 
reduce these risk factors.

Easier digestion

I would save money & I would be able to explore new meal alternatives.

Exploring new meal alternatives

I would also suggest that by a group of people cutting down on certain food would be much like 
the change of wheat use and the crises in similar food markets.

I also don't understand, or care, that people think that farms need to change, or be eliminated, for 
environmental impacts. Perhaps mega cities need to be eliminated and people should grow their 
own food instead of depending on farms.

I do not see any benefits of reducing my red meat purchase because my health is in good 
condition and I do not consume a lot of meat a week, unless I am eating out.

Reducing beef consumption could be cost-beneficial. Benefits to the environment.

These alternatives may already exist and I just may not be educated in knowing they exist.

If its proven that alternatives are healthier, at a similar price point, that would reduce 
environmental impact then it would assist in making the change.

Reduce greenhouse footprint.

I'd spend less money. Less cow farms.

It’s pricey, and my mom told me about some health reason not to eat too much but never have 
looked up the exact reason

I would reduce my environmental impact

Would likely eat healthier and reduce environmental impact

Better for your cholesterol, gut and environmental footprint.

benefit of reducing my red meat intake. Chicken and fish are so much lower calorie, so are a 
better choice while trying to watch what I eat.

I believe the healthy aspect of reducing red meat intake would be the most worthwhile
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Health, Environmental, explore new alternatives

Possibly simplifying my food’s supply chain complexity (environmental reasons)

I would save money

I would reduce my environmental impact

I would improve my health

Lower footprint, mostly. Health benefits too.

Nothing

Nothing

Cost reducing.

climate change and physical health

Also I am aware of the many issues related to factory farming so I will only very rarely purchase 
meat from a typical grocery store. I feel good about the choices I am making.

Red meat has certain health effects that I am aware of and so I eat less than I used to.

Reduced environmental impact.

Lower food costs. But I only buy when it is 50% off.

improve environmental impact

less meat consumed

I think that a diet should be balanced and reducing is the key here. Perhaps there are some health 
benefits to some extent

environmental benefits
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I do not see any benefits of reducing my red meat purchases. I like eating red meat sometimes I 
crave it.

Reduce my environmental impact

I know my digestive system work slower when I eat red meat. That's why I just eat it 3 or 4 
times per month.

I believe there are health benefits to giving up red meat, as well as environmental benefits and 
cost benefits.

health reasons - less risk of heart attack. Environmental reasons meat takes a lot of land to 
support

I eat according to what my body tells me it needs. I eat meat based on craving not habit. I also 
consume large amounts of seafood, legumes and other proteins so if there were suddenly to be a 
red meat shortage, I would be just fine.

save money, reduce my environmental impact.

Save money, reduce environmental impact. FYI--we hv reduced our intake of red meat 
considerably, but are not willing to cut it out completely. So we buy humane, organic and local 
red meat.

I would feel better about my diet

Animal welfare and carbon foot print

Reducing the suffering of farm animals.

I am including red meat for my health, so I do not see that reducing it would be worthwhile.

Red meat reduction would be lighter on one's wallet for certain. I also see it to reduce my 
environmental impact, that being said I am vehemently against using soy as an alternative as I 
believe that industry is extremely destructive to our environment as well.

I may be less susceptible to health problems that can arise from a meat dominated diet.

I would reduce my environmental impact

I would improve my health

I would save money
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More vegan and vegetarian alternatives.

Cost and environmental consideration

Can't reduce less than zero!

Reduce environmental impact since cattle require many acres of grazing, often involving 
deforestation in South America, and emit way too much methane. That's why we've already 
reduced to no more than two meals a week

Meat has a high carbon footprint, so it would be great if I could replace it with something with a 
lower carbon footprint but the same nutritional benefits.

It is a bit more expensive than other meats because it's higher quality, but it would be healthier 
to not eat red meat.

Contributing to an economy that serves a less meat-based market (buying less red meat 
incentivizes more convenient alternatives to be available)

Healthier if I replace it with vegetables.

Better for the environment.

protecting the environment, protecting the animals well being

Because I already have made changes to reduce the environmental impact of my diet (both 
eating less meat and not wasting food) I do not see the benefit in reducing red meat purchases, 
and I really enjoy red meat.

I would reduce my environmental impact.

I don't purchase red meat

I currently reduced my red meat purchases for money, health and environmental impact. I don't 
see much added benefit to removing the small amount I currently eat

At this time I don’t see a benefit to reducing our moderate consumption of red meat.

I stopped eating red meat about 15 years ago initially for moral reasons (mammals are fairly 
smart and I feel bad about eating them). It was easy to stay with this decision because of the 
health benefits (there's a history of heart disease in my family).

I would reduce my environmental impact
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Not eating red meat and meat in general lowers the risk of heart disease, cancer, type 2 diabetes, 
erectile dysfunction, etc. You can get the same amount of protein without all the cons of meat in 
plant based alternatives. I'd also save the environment, animal's lives and most likely save 
money.

Healthy, balanced diet.

Reducing red meat purchases would reduce my grocery bill.

I advocate for local/ethical meat sourcing and for a general reduction in meat consumption 
(better for the environment and well-being of mass farming livestock). Many people do not 
consider vegetarian dishes simply out of habit or lack of consideration.

Reducing environmental impact and health benefits.

Cost, health benefits if choosing better, leaner alternatives

Red meat is more expensive than others, so it would reduce costs (but not significantly and I do 
not consider it worthwhile to reduce my red meat consumption).

In my culture, red meat has always been eaten sparingly and only on special occasions (such as 
family gatherings and others). It would not be sustainable financially to purchase red meat 
frequently.

Reducing my carbon footprint

1) cost savings 2) reduce environmental impact

Contributing to the overall reduction in demand for cow meat, health benefits

I do not see any benefits of reducing red meat purchase because they are seldom made and I 
haven't really considered the health impacts much.

Long-term health benefits.

I think the benefits would be for my personal health as well as environment.

Finding other alternatives to eating red meat.

Nothing, I don't see a need to reduce my red meat intake.

Environmental benefits. Reduce carbon. Main reasons for us, as well as animal welfare.
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Health benefits of less meats/vegetarian diets

Environmental impact (carbon footprint vs other proteins)

Improve health and potentially save money

Reducing environmental impact

Improved heart health

Saving money

Weight loss.

I personally don't eat red meat to reduce my environmental impact, and I believe omitting red 
meat from my diet is a more sustainable way to eat for the planet. The ethical and moral 
obligations are of secondary importance. Then health improvements are a side effect of this 
behaviour change

reduced cost of groceries? better food balance?

Yes, for personal health and that of the planet.

Fully health wise and health benefits as it would likely be healthier not to eat it at all, and go for 
lentils etc instead. We eat healthy food and exercise and love the outdoors, but also enjoy red 
meat once or twice a week

Better digestion

Less negative impact on the environment

I would like to reduce our intake as I am not happy with how red meat is produced.

Ethical, health & environmental benefits

Money savings, heart health, reduced environmental footprint, moral satisfaction

Not having to kill animals
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Already very low. There may be incremental health benefits of eating less.

I would be able to explore new meal alternatives

It's healthier to only eat red meat a few times per week.

Reducing carbon-footprint.

Less harmful fats. Alternative proteins that are not as harmful to the environment.

Money saved.

Because we don't eat it every day and are not in the habit of eating it every week, I can't see any 
significant benefit in reducing our intake.

Making girlfriend happy
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Table B1

Comparison of Quantity of Red Meat Purchased
Amount (per week) Focus Group A Focus Group B Survey
0g/none 1 0 13
Less than 500g (1lb) 2 0 48
Approximately 500-907g (1-2lbs) 1 2 41
Approximately 1-2kg (3-5lbs) 0 3 28
Approximately 2.7-2.6kg (6-8lbs) 0 0 6
Over 4.5kg (10lbs) 0 0 2
Other 0 0 5
Note: Focus Group A - I do not eat red meat often; Focus Group B - I eat red meat often

Table B2

Comparison of Identified Reasons for Purchasing Red Meat 
Decision Factor Focus Group A Focus Group B Survey
Family tradition 4 3 1
Norms 1 2 3
Convenience/availability 1 2 7
Enjoyment 1 4 7
For kids 1 2 1
Comfort 0 1 0
Culture 0 1 0
Taste 0 1 11
Recipe 0 3 3
Price 0 0 5
Health/diet 0 0 10
Variety 0 0 2

Focus Groups and Survey Text Response Comparison
Appendix B



THE MEAT OF THE MATTER 125

Table B3

Comparison of Identified Benefits of Reducing Red Meat Purchases
Benefit Focus Group A Focus Group B Survey
Health 1 2 65
Environment 3 2 61
Cost savings 2 0 42
New technological opportunities 1 0 0
Learning alternative recipes 0 1 7
Animal welfare 2 0 21
Supporting other markets 0 0 2
consumption 0 0 16
sources of meat (therefore no further 1 0 4

Table B4

Comparison of Identified Barriers to Reducing Red Meat Purchases
Barrier Focus Group A Focus Group B Survey
Health 4 0 13
Livelihood of beef farmers 1 1 0
Tradition 0 2 6
Culture 0 1 4
Convenience 2 2 8
alternatives 3 3 38
Enjoy it too much 1 5 19
Getting kids to eat 0 3 3
Habit 0 0 5
Loss of variety 0 0 19
Time 0 2 11
Price 0 0 12
Family needs/preference 2 2 17
Social pressure 0 0 5
No motivation or incentive 0 0 2
No barriers 0 0 13



THE MEAT OF THE MATTER 126

Table C1

Control Store Baseline 

Female Male Female Male Shoppers Red Meat Purchases
Total 1598 1421 267 249 3019 516
Average 320 284 53 50 604 103

Table C2

Intervention Store Baseline

Female Male Female Male Shoppers Red Meat Purchases
Total 1657 1932 682 686 3589 1368
Average 331 386 136 137 718 274

Table C3

Control Store During Pilot 

Female Male Female Male Shoppers Red Meat Purchases
Total 1603 1427 273 238 3030 511
Average 321 285 55 48 606 102

Table C4

Intervention Store Pilot Week 1

Female Male Female Male Shoppers Red Meat Purchases
Total 1762 2033 628 690 3795 1318
Average 352 407 126 138 759 264

Total

Total

Shopper Frequency

Appendix C
Pilot Results

Red Meat Purchases

Shopper Frequency Red Meat Purchases

Shopper Frequency Total

Shopper Frequency Red Meat Purchases Total

Red Meat Purchases
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Table C5

Intervention Store Pilot Week 2

Female Male Female Male Shoppers Red Meat Purchases
Total 1795 2009 663 662 3804 1325
Average 359 402 133 132 761 265

Table C6

Intervention Store Post-pilot

Female Male Female Male Shoppers Red Meat Purchases
Total 1575 1853 692 666 3428 1358
Average 315 371 138 133 686 272

Table C7

Intervention Store Results Summary
Pilot Phase Total Red Meat Purchases% Change

Baseline 0.00%
Pilot Week 1 -3.65%
Pilot Week 2 -3.14%
Post Pilot -0.73%

Shopper Frequency Red Meat Purchases

Red Meat Purchases TotalShopper Frequency

1358
1325
1318
1368

Total
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Figure C1

Total Red Meat Purchases at Intervention Store
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Table D1

Control Store Baseline Tuesday March 6, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 191 150 341 25 19 44
18:30 - 19:30 135 106 241 15 22 37
19:30 - 20:30 37 29 66 2 9 11

Total 363 285 648 42 50 92

Table D2

Control Store Baseline Wednesday March 7, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 171 139 310 24 17 41
18:30 - 19:30 113 116 229 17 30 47
19:30 - 20:30 47 65 112 9 8 17

TOTAL 331 320 651 50 55 105

Table D3

Control store baseline Thursday March 8, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 178 159 337 27 24 51
18:30 - 19:30 117 119 236 23 27 50
19:30 - 20:30 32 37 69 3 5 8

TOTAL 327 315 642 53 56 109

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Red Meat Purchases 

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Red Meat Purchases 

Appendix D
Control Store Results

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Red Meat Purchases 
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Table D4

Control Store Baseline Saturday March 10, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
9:00 - 10:00 88 82 170 21 10 31

10:00 - 11:00 106 98 204 20 22 42
11:00 - 12:00 168 131 299 33 20 53

TOTAL 362 311 673 74 52 126

Table D5

Control Store Baseline Sunday March 11, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
9:00 - 10:00 41 39 80 12 9 21

10:00 - 11:00 69 57 126 20 19 39
11:00 - 12:00 105 94 199 16 8 24

TOTAL 215 190 405 48 36 84

Table D6

Control Store Baseline Summary

3/6/2018 363 42 285 50 648 92
3/7/2018 331 50 320 55 651 105
3/8/2018 327 53 315 56 642 109
3/10/2018 362 74 311 52 673 126
3/11/2018 215 48 190 36 405 84

TOTAL 1598 267 1421 249 3019 516

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Red Meat Purchases 

Date
Female 

Shoppers
Female Red 
Red Meat 

Male 
Shoppers

Male Red 
Red Meat 

Total 
Shoppers

Total Red 
Red Meat 

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Red Meat Purchases 
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Table D7

Control Store during Pilot Tuesday March 20, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 180 145 325 22 15 37
18:30 - 19:30 143 123 266 13 23 36
19:30 - 20:30 47 30 77 12 7 19

Total 370 298 668 47 45 92

Table D8

Control Store during Pilot Wednesday March 21, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 168 137 305 18 20 38
18:30 - 19:30 113 124 237 23 24 47
19:30 - 20:30 44 45 89 7 15 22

TOTAL 325 306 631 48 59 107

Table D9

Control store during Pilot Thursday March 22, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 183 162 345 30 21 51
18:30 - 19:30 112 117 229 25 25 50
19:30 - 20:30 35 43 78 5 5 10

TOTAL 330 322 652 60 51 111

Table D10

Control Store during Pilot Saturday March 24, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
9:00 - 10:00 79 86 165 22 12 34

10:00 - 11:00 94 80 174 22 13 35
11:00 - 12:00 181 135 316 24 18 42

TOTAL 354 301 655 68 43 111

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Red Meat Purchases 

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Red Meat Purchases 

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Red Meat Purchases 

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Red Meat Purchases 
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Table D11

Control Store during Pilot Sunday March 25, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
9:00 - 10:00 52 44 96 8 12 20

10:00 - 11:00 59 65 124 20 15 35
11:00 - 12:00 113 91 204 22 13 35

TOTAL 224 200 424 50 40 90

Table D12

Control Store during Pilot Summary

3/20/2018 370 47 298 45 668 92
3/21/2018 325 48 306 59 631 107
3/22/2018 330 60 322 51 652 111
3/24/2018 354 68 301 43 655 111
3/25/2018 224 50 200 40 424 90

TOTAL 1603 273 1427 238 3030 511

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Red Meat Purchases 

Date
Female 

Shoppers

Female Red 
Red Meat 
Purchases

Male 
Shoppers

Male Red 
Red Meat 
Purchases

Total 
Shoppers

Total Red 
Red Meat 
Purchases
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Table E1

Intervention Store Baseline Tuesday March 13, 2018
Hours

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 132 153 285 28 41 69
18:30 - 19:30 104 148 252 33 34 67
19:30 - 20:30 68 72 140 18 18 36

Total 304 373 677 79 93 172

Table E2

Intervention Store Baseline Wednesday March 14, 2018
Hours

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 119 139 258 28 38 66
18:30 - 19:30 94 130 224 22 24 46
19:30 - 20:30 64 73 137 15 17 32

Total 277 342 619 65 79 144

Table E3

Intervention Store Baseline Thursday March 15, 2018
Hours

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 96 144 240 35 41 76
18:30 - 19:30 93 96 189 39 45 84
19:30 - 20:30 62 50 112 24 26 50

Total 251 290 541 98 112 210

Intervention Store Results 
Appendix E

Shopper Frequency Red Red Meat Purchases 

Shopper Frequency Red Red Meat Purchases 

Shopper Frequency Red Red Meat Purchases 
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Table E4

Intervention Store Baseline Saturday March 17, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
9:00 - 10:00 142 146 288 65 60 125
10:00 - 11:00 146 161 307 75 67 142
11:00 - 12:00 162 174 336 97 90 187

Total 450 481 931 237 217 454

Table E5

Intervention Store Baseline Sunday March 18, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
9:00 - 10:00 82 120 202 49 45 94
10:00 - 11:00 139 181 320 70 58 128
11:00 - 12:00 154 145 299 89 77 166

Total 375 446 821 208 180 388

Table E6

Intervention Store Baseline Summary

3/12/2018 304 79 373 93 677 172
3/13/2018 277 65 342 79 619 144
3/15/2018 251 98 290 112 541 210
3/17/2018 450 237 481 217 931 454
3/18/2018 375 208 446 180 821 388

Total 1657 687 1932 681 3589 1368

Date
Female 

Shoppers
Female Red 

Meat 
Male 

Shoppers
Male Red 

Meat 
Total 

Shoppers
Total Red 

Meat 

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Red Meat Purchases 

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Red Meat Purchases 
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Table E7

Intervention Store Pilot Tuesday March 20, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 138 148 286 22 42 64
18:30 - 19:30 122 149 271 30 43 73
19:30 - 20:30 57 61 118 14 12 26

Total 317 358 675 66 97 163

Table E8

Intervention Store Pilot Wednesday March 21, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 116 146 262 26 36 62
18:30 - 19:30 97 125 222 14 24 38
19:30 - 20:30 65 66 131 13 19 32

Total 278 337 615 53 79 132

Table E9

Intervention Store Pilot Thursday March 22, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 113 128 241 34 38 72
18:30 - 19:30 104 122 226 35 40 75
19:30 - 20:30 55 66 121 18 29 47

Total 272 316 588 87 107 194

Table E10

Intervention Store Pilot Saturday March 24, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
9:00 - 10:00 116 153 269 66 66 132
10:00 - 11:00 157 167 324 74 68 142
11:00 - 12:00 154 174 328 93 93 186

Total 427 494 921 233 227 460

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Meat Purchases 

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Meat Purchases 

Hours
Shoppers Entering Red Meat Purchases 

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Meat Purchases 
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Table E11

Intervention Store Pilot Sunday March 25, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
9:00 - 10:00 119 141 260 41 43 84
10:00 - 11:00 174 174 348 65 62 127
11:00 - 12:00 175 213 388 83 75 158

Total 468 528 996 189 180 369

Table E12

Intervention Store Pilot Tuesday April 3, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 130 146 276 29 41 70
18:30 - 19:30 112 140 252 31 39 70
19:30 - 20:30 62 67 129 23 17 40

Total 304 353 657 83 97 180

Table E13

Intervention store Pilot Wednesday April 4, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 135 151 286 25 38 63
18:30 - 19:30 115 144 259 32 25 57
19:30 - 20:30 64 71 135 26 20 46

Total 314 366 680 83 83 166

Table E14

Intervention Store Pilot Thursday April 5, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 133 140 273 35 34 69
18:30 - 19:30 119 119 238 49 39 88
19:30 - 20:30 38 48 86 21 17 38

Total 290 307 597 105 90 195

Hours
Shoppers Entering Red Meat Purchases 

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Meat Purchases 

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Meat Purchases 

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Meat Purchases 
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Table E15

Intervention Store Pilot Saturday April 7, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 120 140 260 60 53 113
18:30 - 19:30 145 160 305 69 66 135
19:30 - 20:30 160 164 324 92 84 176

Total 425 464 889 221 203 424

Table E16

Intervention Store Pilot Sunday April 8, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 110 129 239 44 46 90
18:30 - 19:30 171 184 355 57 67 124
19:30 - 20:30 181 206 387 70 76 146

Total 462 519 981 171 189 360

Table E17

Intervention Store Pilot Week 1 Summary

3/20/2018 317 66 358 97 675 163
3/21/2018 278 53 337 79 615 132
3/22/2018 272 87 316 107 588 194
3/24/2018 427 233 494 227 921 460
3/25/2018 468 189 528 180 996 369

Total 1762 628 2033 690 3795 1318

Total Red 
Meat 

Date
Female 

Shoppers
Female Red 

Meat 
Male 

Shoppers
Male Red 

Meat 
Total 

Shoppers

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Meat Purchases 

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Meat Purchases 
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Table E18

Intervention Store Pilot Week 2 Summary

04/03/2018 304 83 353 97 657 180
04/04/2018 314 83 366 83 680 166
04/05/2018 290 105 307 90 597 195
04/07/2018 425 221 464 203 889 424
04/08/2018 462 171 519 189 981 360

Total 1795 663 2009 662 3804 1325
Table E19

Intervention Store Post-pilot Tuesday April 10, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 131 146 277 31 35 66
18:30 - 19:30 111 141 252 25 30 55
19:30 - 20:30 62 69 131 15 21 36

Total 304 356 660 71 86 157

Table E20

Intervention Store Post-pilot Wednesday April 11, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 125 143 268 28 37 65
18:30 - 19:30 108 122 230 29 39 68
19:30 - 20:30 52 57 109 24 36 60

Total 285 322 607 81 112 193

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Meat Purchases 

Hours
Shoppers Entering Red Meat Purchases 

Date
Female 

Shoppers
Female Red 

Meat 
Male 

Shoppers
Male Red 

Meat 
Total 

Shoppers
Total Red 

Meat 
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Table E21

Intervention Store Post-pilot Thursday April 12, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
17:30 - 18:30 105 136 241 37 39 76
18:30 - 19:30 99 109 208 41 50 91
19:30 - 20:30 59 59 118 26 23 49

Total 263 304 567 104 112 216
Table E22

Intervention Store Post-pilot Saturday April 14, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
9:00 - 10:00 112 136 248 65 58 123
10:00 - 11:00 108 152 260 72 58 130
11:00 - 12:00 133 151 284 78 74 152

Total 353 439 792 215 190 405

Table E23

Intervention Store Post-pilot Sunday April 15, 2018

Female Male Total Female Male Total
9:00 - 10:00 105 119 224 53 45 98
10:00 - 11:00 119 155 274 79 47 126
11:00 - 12:00 146 158 304 89 74 163

Total 370 432 802 221 166 387

Table E24

Intervention Store Post-pilot Summary

4/10/2018 304 71 356 86 660 157
4/11/2018 285 81 322 112 607 193
4/12/2018 263 104 304 112 567 216
4/14/2018 353 215 439 190 792 405
4/15/2018 370 221 432 166 802 387

Total 1575 692 1853 666 3428 1358

Total Red 
Meat 

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Meat Purchases 

Date
Female 

Shoppers
Female Red 

Meat 
Male 

Shoppers
Male Red 

Meat 
Total 

Shoppers

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Meat Purchases 

Hours
Shopper Frequency Red Meat Purchases 
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Table F1

Daily Red Meat Purchase Comparison at Intervention Store Before and During Pilot

Mean N
Std. 

Deviation

Std. 
Error 
Mean

No 
Intervention

273.60 5 138.560 61.966

Intervention 263.60 5 143.148 64.018

Table F2

Daily Red Meat Purchase Comparison at Intervention Store Before and During Pilot

Lower Upper
Pair 1 No 

Intervention 
- 

10.000 9.721 4.347 -2.070 22.070 2.3 4 0.083 0.041

Table F3

Hourly Red Meat Purchase Comparison at Intervention Store Before and During Pilot

Mean N
Std. 

Deviation

Std. 
Error 
Mean

No 
Intervention

91.20 15 47.918 12.372

Intervention 87.87 15 49.248 12.716

Appendix F
Statistical Significance of Pilot

Paired Samples 
Statistics

Pair 1

Paired Samples 
Test

Paired Differences
t df

Sig. (2-
tailed)

Paired Samples 
Statistics

Sig. 
(1-

tailed)
Mean

Std. 
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

95% Confidence 

Pair 1



THE MEAT OF THE MATTER 141

Table F4

Hourly Red Meat Purchase Comparison at Intervention Store Before and During Pilot

Lower Upper
Pair 1 No 

Intervention 
- 

3.333 5.314 1.372 0.391 6.276 2.43 14 0.029 0.015

Table F5

Daily Red Meat Purchase Comparison at Control Store Before and During Pilot

Mean N
Std. 

Deviation

Std. 
Error 
Mean

No 
Intervention

103.20 5 16.208 7.248

Intervention 102.20 5 10.378 4.641

Table F6

Daily Red Meat Purchase Comparison at Control Store Before and During Pilot

Lower Upper
Pair 1 No 

Intervention 
- 

1.000 8.124 3.633 -9.087 11.087 0.28 4 0.797 0.398

Paired Samples 
Test

Paired Differences
t df

Sig. 
(1-

tailed)
Mean

Std. 
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

95% Confidence 
Sig. (2-
tailed)

Paired Samples 
Statistics

Pair 1

Paired Samples 
Test

Paired Differences
t

Sig. 
(1-

tailed)
Mean

Std. 
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

95% Confidence df
Sig. (2-
tailed)
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Table G1

Commitment summary
Total Commitments Refused to Commit Declined But Were Already Reducing
131 19 45

Table G2

Consumers Already Reducing Red Meat
Reason Frequency
Health 20
Environment 10
Price 2
Ethical reasons 1
No specific reason 12
Total 45

Table G3

Consumer Reasons for Refusing to Reduce Red Meat
Reason Frequency
Health
Enjoyment 10
No but local 2
farmer 1
No but ethical 2
No reason 4
Total 19

Qualitative Pilot Intervention Findings
Appendix G


