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A B S T R A C T

Food production, particularly meat consumption, poses severe environmental challenges, including greenhouse 
gas emissions, deforestation, water depletion, and nutrient runoff. Despite the urgency of reducing meat con
sumption, traditional norms and cultural values reinforce its centrality in Western diets, limiting the effectiveness 
of environmental campaigns. This study examines the underexplored role of individual cultural values in shaping 
responses to environmental NGO campaigns promoting sustainable meat consumption. Analyzing data from 514 
respondents across five European countries with diverse national cultures, the research highlights the significant 
influence of three cultural values: power distance, masculinity, and uncertainty avoidance. These values were 
found to diminish the effectiveness of campaigns emphasizing environmental degradation and animal welfare. 
The findings contribute to the literature on sustainable food behaviors by underscoring the unique cultural 
dynamics involved in meat consumption at the individual level. Practical recommendations are offered to NGOs, 
policymakers, and managers for tailoring campaigns to address cultural nuances and drive sustainable dietary 
transitions.

1. Introduction

Food production exerts considerable environmental pressure, 
contributing notably to climate change, deforestation, water scarcity, 
and biodiversity loss (IPCC, 2019; Poore & Nemecek, 2018; Visschers & 
Siegrist, 2015). Meat consumption, in particular, has substantial envi
ronmental repercussions (Macdiarmid et al., 2016), whether we 
consider the livestock emission of methane (Clark et al., 2020; Cobiac & 
Scarborough, 2019), the extensive resources meat production requires 
(Leip et al., 2015; Schlink et al., 2010) and the consequences of sub
stantial land use devoted to livestock food (Pendrill et al., 2019; Saka
devan & Nguyen, 2017; Scanes, 2018).

To mitigate these impacts, it is now evident that reducing meat 
consumption or choosing more sustainable meat is essential (Barrett, 
2022; McMichael et al., 2007). Such efforts should primarily focus on 
Western countries, which appear as the biggest meat consumers in his
tory. Per capita meat consumption is over 90 kg in North America and 
around or above 70 kg in Oceania and Europe (Wang & Scrimgeour, 
2021). Unfortunately, awareness of the environmental impacts of meat 

consumption remains limited in Western countries (Lea & Worsley, 
2008; Macdiarmid et al., 2016; Tobler et al., 2011; Çoker et al., 2024), as 
do dietary changes. There, meat consumption continues to be perceived 
as “natural, necessary, nice, and normal” (Piazza et al., 2015, p. 116) 
and is also associated with social status and masculinity (Chiles & 
Fitzgerald, 2018). Considered an important part of food culture (de Boer 
& Aiking, 2022), which is mainly driven by personal norms and 
self-identity (Randall et al., 2024), it represents a deeply ingrained habit 
that is difficult to change (Rees et al., 2018).

Despite the urgency of reducing meat consumption, governments 
have not prioritized this issue (Laestadius et al., 2013; Resare Sahlin 
et al., 2020; Sievert et al., 2021), and global meat production continues 
to rise (FAO, 2024). Fortunately, an increasing number of 
Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) are delivering public mes
sages encouraging a more sustainable consumption of meat, either by 
eating less meat or choosing more sustainable options (Laestadius et al., 
2016). Prominent international NGOs addressing this issue include the 
World Wildlife Fund for nature, Greenpeace, and Friends of the Earth. 
Unsurprisingly, these organizations predominantly rely on 
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environmental appeals (Palomo-Vélez et al., 2018) without much evi
dence of what specifically works where.

Food choices are deeply influenced by cultural factors and a coun
try’s culinary traditions may limit or even nullify the effectiveness of 
environmental appeals (Skelly & Ditlevsen, 2024; Çoker et al., 2024). 
Even when individuals recognize the urgency of climate change (Sabaté 
& Soret, 2014), reducing meat consumption may conflict with cultural 
imperatives (Oleschuk et al., 2019; Skelly & Ditlevsen, 2024). Conse
quently, a growing body of research is examining the influence of cul
ture on the effectiveness of meat reduction campaigns at the national 
level (e.g., de Boer & Aiking, 2022; Oleschuk et al., 2019; Skelly & 
Ditlevsen, 2024). Yet, some studies suggest that culture should be 
assessed at the individual level rather than the national level 
(Chwialkowska et al., 2020; Gohary et al., 2025; Sharma, 2010; Yoo & 
Shin, 2017). Indeed, being born and raised in the same country does not 
preclude individuals from developing personal values that shape how 
they assimilate their national culture (Chirkov et al., 2003; Gohary et al., 
2025; Heydari et al., 2021). In terms of food choices, this means that 
while national cultures strongly influence dietary behaviors, individual 
cultural values play an equally significant role (Sabaté & Soret, 2014).

Interestingly, while Chwialkowska et al. (2020) theoretically argue 
that collectivism, femininity, future orientation, and uncertainty 
avoidance are central pro-environmental cultural values that influence 
pro-environmental behaviors, Gohary et al. (2025) found that power 
distance plays a significant role in organic food consumption, with 
consumers scoring low on power distance exhibiting stronger environ
mental concerns, which in turn lead to a greater preference for organic 
products. These findings suggest that each specific sustainable behavior 
warrants detailed examination to determine which cultural values most 
strongly influence it. We further argue that sustainable meat consump
tion exhibits highly distinctive characteristics. In Western societies, 
meat consumption remains deeply ingrained in food culture (de Boer & 
Aiking, 2022) and serves many positive social symbols (Chiles & Fitz
gerald, 2018). Unlike most sustainable behaviors, which are often sup
ported by evolving social norms, meat consumption continues to be 
strongly reinforced by traditional norms (Cheah et al., 2020). This 
perspective has not been explored. We propose that the cultural values 
shaping sustainable meat consumption may differ significantly from 
those identified in prior research on other sustainable behaviors.

Consequently, the overarching aim of this research is to investigate 
the underexplored role of individual cultural values on the effectiveness 
of environmental NGO campaigns to improve meat consumption. To 
address these questions, we conducted a study involving 514 re
spondents. To ensure external validity, our study tested the influence of 
individual cultural values on the effectiveness of two types of environ
mental appeal (i.e., environment degradation and animal welfare) in 
five European countries which vary in terms of their national culture (i. 
e., Austria, Estonia, France, Portugal, Sweden). It shows that three in
dividual cultural values, i.e., masculinity, power distance, and uncer
tainty avoidance, significantly impact the effectiveness of these 
campaigns. Specifically, when facing environmental NGO campaigns, 
individuals who prioritize these values are less likely to modify their 
meat consumption behaviors. In doing so, we make a significant and 
multifaceted contribution to both the literature on sustainable meat 
consumption and the broader understanding of how culture and cultural 
values shape consumer behavior. By providing novel insights into these 
areas, we offer actionable guidance for managers and policymakers to 
effectively target consumers and drive meaningful shifts toward more 
sustainable food choices, particularly in the context of meat 
consumption.

2. Conceptual framework

Culture is broadly defined as “the collective programming of the mind 
that distinguishes the members of one group or category of people from 
others” (Hofstede, 2011, p. 3). Hofstede (2001) further argues that 

“societal cultures reside in (often unconscious) values, in the sense of broad 
tendencies to prefer certain states of affairs over others” (p. 5). He identifies 
six dimensions that differentiate national cultures: power distance, 
individualism, masculinity, uncertainty avoidance, long-term orienta
tion, and indulgence. According to Hofstede, a country’s national cul
ture reflects the interplay of these six dimensions, with variations arising 
from specific nuances within each dimension. Yet, cultural values can 
vary within a single country (Gohary et al., 2025). As explained by 
Heydari et al. (2021, p. 2), “individual-level conceptualizations of 
Hofstede’s cultural dimensions are personal cultural beliefs and values 
that are more or less over-learned and internalized by individuals from 
the dominant cultural values of their society.” Following, this research 
posits that examining these six dimensions, through a micro-perspective 
lens and at a consumer level, provides additional explanatory power for 
understanding the effectiveness of environmental NGO campaigns to 
reduce unsustainable meat consumption, beyond the influence of na
tional culture as a collective construct. Accordingly, our conceptual 
framework considers the influence of each dimension individually at the 
personal level.

Power Distance (PD) refers to ’the extent to which the less powerful 
members within a country expect and accept that power is distributed 
unequally’ (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 61). Individuals scoring high on PD 
tend to accept hierarchical structures where power is unequally 
distributed, assigning greater authority to certain groups or institutions 
(Jakučionytė-Skodienė & Liobikienė, 2021). From an anthropocentric 
perspective, individuals scoring high on power distance are more likely 
to view the hierarchical relationship between humans and nature as 
justified (Weitzenfeld & Joy, 2014) and to prioritize humans over nature 
(Johansson-Stenman, 2018). Such lower sensitivity to environmental 
calls to protect nature from human exploitation would explain a lower 
preference for more sustainable consumption (Gohary et al., 2025). 
Furthermore, meat consumption continues to be regarded as a symbol of 
high social status in many societies (Lokuruka, 2006; Vranken et al., 
2014), where it contributes to processes of social classification. This 
effect is likely to be particularly pronounced among individuals scoring 
high on PD, who may consume meat to facilitate social identification 
and affiliation. In addition, those individuals see that meat consumption 
is not only accepted (Sabaté & Soret, 2014) but is also deeply ingrained 
in the cultural fabric of many Western countries (de Boer & Aiking, 
2022). As they tend to view institutions as unquestionable and immu
table and take less responsibility for others (Winterich & Zhang, 2014), 
they are less likely to challenge prevailing norms and to advocate for 
innovative policies (Park et al., 2007). As such, they are also less likely to 
question the widespread acceptance of unrestricted meat consumption. 
From a communication perspective, high power distance individuals 
may be more accustomed to top-down communication and may expect 
directives from authoritative figures (Helpap, 2016). In contrast, in
dividuals with a high power distance orientation may be less accus
tomed to bottom-up forms of communication, such as those used by 
NGOs that rely on supporters and volunteers to raise public concerns. 
Consequently, NGO campaigns that employ grassroots communication 
strategies may struggle to effectively engage these individuals. This may 
be particularly true for NGOs involved in environmental campaigns for 
reducing meat consumption, as high power distance individuals also 
want to preserve societal norms, which still consider meat consumption 
as “natural, necessary, nice, and normal” in Western countries (Piazza 
et al., 2015, p. 116). We therefore formulate H1 as follows: 

H1. The effectiveness of environmental NGO campaigns to make meat 
consumption more sustainable will be lower among individuals who 
value PD.

Individualism (IDV) refers to the extent to which individuals pri
oritize the achievement of personal goals and interests (Sinha, 2014), 
placing greater emphasis on their own well-being and objectives, as well 
as those of their family, over the interests of the larger group (Cherry, 
2010). Research suggests that individuals scoring high on IDV often 
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display a diminished concern for environmental issues (Pinto et al., 
2011; Samarasinghe, 2012; Sarigöllü, 2009). Conversely, individuals at 
the collectivistic end of the spectrum tend to engage in stronger 
pro-environmental behaviors (Higueras-Castillo et al., 2019), particu
larly among those who are otherwise less environmentally conscious 
(Cho & Jung, 2023). Khara and colleagues (2021) propose that this may 
be because individuals from collectivist cultures are generally more 
prone to experiencing guilt when perceived as violating sacred social 
norms. The lower environmental consciousness of individuals scoring 
high versus low on IDV could explain their weaker response to cam
paigns aimed at promoting sustainable meat consumption. As an addi
tion, individualism emphasizes self-expression and the desire to stand 
out, reflecting a strong sense of self (Oyserman et al., 2002). As a result, 
individuals scoring high on IDV tend to prioritize their own perspectives 
and goals over those of the group (Triandis, 1995), leading to two 
consequences. First, because they prioritize personal interests, they are 
less likely to adopt behaviors perceived as requiring significant sacrifices 
without clear personal benefits, such as reducing or modifying their 
meat consumption (De Dominicis et al., 2017). Second, their resistance 
to perceived restrictions on personal freedom, including those related to 
food choices, renders them less influenced by social norms (Heinrichs 
et al., 2006). In terms of communication, the desire to stand out may also 
drive them to seek and better respond to more individualized commu
nication. Consequently, they would be less responsive to campaigns that 
seem to address all meat consumers as an undifferentiated target, 
especially those using moral arguments, such as environmental NGO 
campaigns advocating for sustainable meat consumption. We therefore 
formulate H2 as follows: 

H2. The effectiveness of environmental NGO campaigns to make meat 
consumption more sustainable will be lower among individuals who 
value individualism.

Masculinity (MAS) refers to the extent to which individuals 
perceive their society as structured around distinct gendered roles. Meat 
consumption has long been associated with traditional masculine 
values, such as strength and power (Chiles & Fitzgerald, 2018; Love & 
Sulikowski, 2018), whereas vegetarianism is often perceived as feminine 
(Rozin et al., 2012; Ruby & Heine, 2011). The phrase “real men eat 
meat” (De Backer et al., 2020, p. 1) succinctly captures this cultural 
connection, illustrating why men, who perceive themselves as more 
masculine on a masculinity-femininity continuum, tend to consume 
more meat and are less willing to adopt a more sustainable diet (Keller & 
Siegrist, 2015; Rosenfeld, 2018). Building on this perspective, we argue 
that individuals who score high on MAS are less likely to recognize 
feminine traits (e.g., collaboration, empathy, environmental concern) as 
universal human qualities. This diminished recognition may reduce 
their propensity to view environmental protection as a shared collective 
priority. Feminine values would indeed strengthen the relationship be
tween environmental concerns and pro-environmental actions 
(Chwialkowska et al., 2020), including the adoption of a more sustain
able diet. In terms of communication, although direct studies linking 
masculinity to receptivity to NGO campaigns are limited, it can be 
inferred that in masculine cultures, where personal achievement is 
emphasized, individuals scoring high on masculinity will be less 
receptive to campaigns focusing on others’ welfare than those scoring 
high on feminity. Consequently, we hypothesize that individuals with 
higher MAS are less receptive to environmental NGO campaigns and 
formulate H3 as follows: 

H3. The effectiveness of environmental NGO campaigns to make meat 
consumption more sustainable will be lower among individuals who 
value masculinity.

Uncertainty Avoidance (UA) refers to the extent to which members 
of a culture feel threatened by uncertain or unfamiliar situations. For 
individuals who score high on UA, changes in habits can feel unpre
dictable, uncomfortable, and therefore riskier (Jakučionytė-Skodienė & 

Liobikienė, 2021; Money & Crotts, 2003). They tend to be less innova
tive and exhibit a strong preference for stability and routines 
(Jakučionytė-Skodienė & Liobikienė, 2021). In the context of food 
choices, particularly meat consumption in Western countries, these 
routines are supported by resistant habits, traditions, and norms 
(Velasco Vizcaíno & Pohlmann, 2025), hence deeply ingrained. Indi
vidual preferences for meat (Mensah et al., 2022; Piazza et al., 2015), 
social norms supporting meat consumption (Rubenstein et al., 2022), 
habits which refrain from trying new plant-based products (Rees et al., 
2018), and prevailing food culture historically constructed around meat 
(de Boer & Aiking, 2022) serve as significant socio-cultural barriers to 
reducing meat consumption (Cheah et al., 2020; Macdiarmid et al., 
2016). Dietary changes often require altering long-established habits, 
deviating from traditional norms, and exploring new and unfamiliar 
foods or practices. Therefore, although studies suggest that cultures 
characterized by high uncertainty avoidance are generally more willing 
to engage in initiatives that promote sustainability (Chwialkowska et al., 
2020), we propose that the immediate aversion to uncertainty associ
ated with experimenting with dietary changes will outweigh concerns 
about the uncertain future consequences of current behaviors on the 
environment. This is in line with Velasco Vizcaíno and Pohlmann 
(2025), who found, at the country level, that high uncertainty avoidance 
negatively affects consumers’ intentions to try insect-based products. 
Considered from a communication perspective, individuals scoring high 
on uncertainty avoidance prefer clear rules, concrete, detailed messages 
over abstract ones (Kim & Bae, 2016). They may be less receptive to 
environmental NGO campaigns as environmental appeals may be 
perceived as very abstract, as robustly shown by previous research that 
applied the psychological distance to the issue of climate change (Jones 
et al., 2017; McDonald et al., 2015; Spence et al., 2012). As a result, we 
hypothesize that individuals with higher levels of UA will be less 
receptive to environmental NGO campaigns aimed at promoting sus
tainable dietary habits, and formulate H4 as follows: 

H4. The effectiveness of environmental NGO campaigns to make meat 
consumption more sustainable will be lower among individuals who 
value uncertainty avoidance.

Long-Term Orientation (LTO) refers to the cultural value that 
embraces a holistic perspective on time, appreciating both the past and 
the future rather than focusing solely on the immediate or short-term 
consequences of actions (Bearden et al., 2006) and is characterized by 
persistence and sustained efforts toward results (Hofstede, 2001). 
Accordingly, individuals with high LTO scores tend to view traditions as 
adaptable to changing societal and contextual conditions (Chun et al., 
2021), whereas those with low LTO scores exhibit a stronger attachment 
to traditional practices and values (Guo et al., 2018). In Western coun
tries, traditions still favor meat consumption (e.g., Chiles & Fitzgerald, 
2018; de Boer & Aiking, 2022; Piazza et al., 2015). With only 14 % of the 
world’s population between 1961 and 2019, Western countries account 
for 38 % of cumulative global meat consumption over this period (Jia 
et al., 2023). Furthermore, meat consumption is expected to increase by 
2100 in Western countries and to decrease in the East Asia and Pacific 
region (Jia et al., 2023), where meat consumption is around 30 kg per 
capita (Wang & Scrimgeour, 2021). Attachment to traditions and con
servative values has been shown to reduce the likelihood of transitioning 
from meat to no-meat diets over time (Milfont et al., 2021; San
chez-Sabate & Sabaté, 2019). Consequently, individuals scoring low on 
LTO are less likely to reduce their meat consumption. In contrast, in
dividuals scoring high on LTO tend to place significant emphasis on the 
future, valuing long-term commitment and the ability to delay gratifi
cation (Hofstede & Minkov, 2010). This suggests that individuals scoring 
high on LTO are more likely to develop attitudes supportive of envi
ronmental protection (Gul, 2013; Samarasinghe, 2012; Sarigöllü, 2009) 
and pro-environmental behaviors (Saether et al., 2021). In terms of 
communication, the persistence and sustained efforts that characterize 
long-term oriented individuals (Hofstede, 2001) suggest a strong 
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appreciation for goal-directed behavior, an important component of 
persuasive messaging. When combined with their generally favorable 
attitude toward pro-environmental actions, communication strategies 
that emphasize long-term goals are likely to resonate strongly with in
dividuals scoring high on long-term orientation. We therefore expect 
them to be more receptive to environmental NGO campaigns and 
formulate H5 as follows: 

H5. The effectiveness of environmental NGO campaigns to make meat 
consumption more sustainable will be higher among individuals who 
value the long-term.

Indulgence Versus Restraint (IVR) refers to the extent to which a 
society permits or encourages the gratification of basic human drives 
related to enjoying life and having fun. This concept reflects a cultural 
inclination to prioritize leisure, pleasure, and the fulfillment of desires 
over strict social norms, self-restraint, and discipline. Indulgence is 
especially high in the Western countries (Heydari et al., 2021). Yet, 
protecting the environment often requires restraint and delaying im
mediate gratification in favor of long-term benefits. Promoting envi
ronmental sustainability indeed frequently necessitates postponing 
consumptive desires (Arbuthnott, 2010). Research consistently shows 
that people associate eating meat with pleasure (Macdiarmid et al., 
2016) and perceive meat consumption as a more enjoyable experience 
compared to vegetarian or vegan foods (Corrin & Papadopoulos, 2017; 
Davis & Papies, 2022; Rosenfeld & Tomiyama, 2020). As a result, 
pleasure plays a crucial role in Western food choices (Franchi, 2012) and 
represents a significant barrier to dietary changes, contributing to the 
slow transition toward reducing meat consumption (Ford et al., 2023). 
Since pleasure holds greater importance for individuals who score high 
on IVR, they are less likely to practice restraint by giving up meat con
sumption. Their heightened responsiveness to immediate gratification 
and impulsive actions (Chowdhury & Mehjabeen, 2021) further in
dicates higher responsiveness to communication strategies and tactics 
emphasizing instant rewards (such as limited time offers), pleasure 
(such as sensory appeals), and enjoyment. This suggests less positive 
response to mass communication that stresses the need to consume more 
sustainable meat based on environmental arguments. Consequently, we 
anticipate that they will be less receptive to environmental NGO cam
paigns. This leads us to formulate H6 as follows: 

H6. The effectiveness of environmental NGO campaigns to make meat 
consumption more sustainable will be lower among individuals who 
value indulgence.

Fig. 1 displays our conceptual framework.

3. Method

To test the idea that the effectiveness of environmental NGO cam
paigns to reduce unsustainable meat consumption could vary depending 
on individual cultural values, we carried out a survey which was funded 
by the European branch of the World Wild Fund for Nature (WWF) as 
part of its mission to stop the degradation of the earth’s natural envi
ronment and to build a future in which humans live in harmony with 
nature. As our research aimed at concretely informing WWF Europe 
about the effectiveness of its campaigns to encourage European con
sumers to eat less and/or better meat, we primarily sought to develop 
the external validity of our research by testing our conceptual model in 
five different European countries and by considering two different 
environmental appeals. The idea was not to compare the five countries, 
nor to compare the effectiveness of the two environmental appeals 
experimentally, but to diversify the data collection contexts to ensure 
that the findings can be generalized to a broader Western population and 
to different types of environmental appeals.

Environmental appeals. We selected two environmental appeals for 
this study. While we acknowledge that health-related appeals tend to be 
more familiar and personally relevant to most consumers (Myers et al., 
2012), campaigns by environmental NGOs typically employ environ
mental appeals to promote more sustainable meat consumption. Spe
cifically, we focused on the two environmental appeals most frequently 
used by such organizations: environmental degradation and animal 
welfare (Laestadius et al., 2016). Though some consumers may display a 
specific sensitivity to living beings, independently of any sensitivity to 
nature or perceptions of the risk associated with climate change 
(Eurobarometer, 2005), we chose them with the aim of replicating the 
test of our hypotheses. As illustrated by Fig. 2, to make them appear 
credible, the two environmental appeals were presented as a WWF 
brochure that discussed the impact of meat consumption. We took 
inspiration from real environmental NGO campaigns. In particular, and 
in line with the communication strategy used by several institutions and 
organizations to enhance the sustainability of diets in high-income re
gions (Resare Sahlin et al., 2020), we used a “less but better” meat 
message. As Laestadius and colleagues (2016) explain, environmental 
NGOs recognize the cultural importance of meat consumption in West
ern countries and therefore prefer to advocate for modest, socially 
acceptable reductions in meat intake rather than promoting complete 
meat-free diets.

Countries. The five European countries (i.e., Austria, Estonia, France, 
Portugal, Sweden) were selected based on two specific criteria. First, the 
involvement of local WWF offices in campaigns promoting more sus
tainable meat consumption. Second, the diversity of these countries 
across Hofstede’s six dimensions of national culture, as measured using 
data from Hofstede’s website (see Fig. 3). Indeed, in 2023, at the time of 
data collection, the power distance indices for these countries ranged 
from 11 (Austria) to 68 (France). Similarly, individualism scores ranged 
from 27 (Portugal) to 71 (France), masculinity scores from 5 (Sweden) to 
79 (Austria), uncertainty avoidance scores from 29 (Sweden) to 99 
(Portugal), long-term orientation scores from 28 (Portugal) to 82 
(Estonia), and indulgence versus restraint (IVR) scores from 16 (Estonia) 
to 78 (Sweden).

Samples. We collected data online via local professional panel in
stitutes. We made sure that all our respondents were non-veg*ans (i.e., 
non-vegetarians or non-vegans) and familiar with the WWF to control ex 
ante for the attitude towards the source of the campaign. In each 
country, respondents were randomly assigned to one or other of the two 
environmental appeals. After eliminating respondents who did not 
satisfy attention checks (i.e., “It is important that you pay attention to this 
study, please tick ‘strongly agree’”) or who were unable to identify that 
they had been exposed to an environmental appeal, the database 
included 514 participants (52.1 % female, average age = 42.7, SD =
13.3).

Measures. The survey was introduced as a study on consumers’ eating Fig. 1. Conceptual framework.
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habits. After obtaining the participants’ informed written consent and 
recording their age, gender, and weekly frequency of meat consumption 
expressed as the number of meals containing meat per week (max. 21) to 
be used as control variables, we invited them to carefully review a WWF 
brochure detailing the environmental impact of meat consumption. 

Immediately following their exposure to the brochure, we assessed our 
dependent variable, i.e., participants’ intention to reduce unsustainable 
meat consumption. This was done using an adapted version of Marcus 
et al.’s (1994) stages of change scale, tailored to address two specific 
objectives: the first one concerns people’s intentions to adjust one’s diet 

Fig. 2. Examples of the environmental appeal used in the survey.

Fig. 3. Differences in national culture (source: www.hofstede-insights.com, 2023).
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to reduce overall meat consumption and the second one focusses on 
consuming better-quality meat. These two modest and socially accept
able objectives are in line with environmental NGOs practices 
(Laestadius et al., 2016; Resare Sahlin et al., 2020) and with our 
manipulation of environmental appeals (e.g., in Fig. 2, “Minska att 
mindre men bättre kött” means “Eat less, but better-quality meat” in 
Swedish). Specifically, for each of these two objectives, participants 
were asked to select the response that best described their stance on a 
5-point scale, choosing from 1 = “I do not intend to start adapting my diet 
to eat better quality meat [less meat]”, which corresponds to the pre
contemplation stage, to 5 = “I adapted my diet to eat better quality meat 
[less meat] more than 6 months ago”, which corresponds to the mainte
nance stage. Our post-exposure DV, “individual intention to reduce 
unsustainable meat consumption”, is therefore measured as the average 
of participants’ intention to eat less meat and intention to eat better 
meat.

We then measured Hofstede’s cultural dimensions at the individual 
level using various scales. Specifically, three items from Yoo et al. 
(2011) were used to assess PD, IDV, MAS, UA, and LTO, while three 
items adapted from Heydari et al. (2021) were used to measure IVR. We 
finally measured environmental consciousness (ENV), health con
sciousness (HEALTH) and price consciousness (PRICE) to be used as 
additional control variables as previous literature shows their influence 
on the intention to reduce meat consumption (Cheah et al., 2020). ENV 
was assessed using five items from Lindeman and Väänänen (2000), 
HEALTH using three items from Yamim et al. (2020), and PRICE using 
three items from Sinha and Batra (1999). All items were evaluated on a 
7-point Likert scale (from 1 = ‘strongly disagree’ to 7 = ‘strongly agree’). 
Table 1 displays the resulting descriptive statistics of each sub-sample.

As highlighted in previous literature, Hofstede’s cultural dimensions 
may exhibit significant correlations (e.g., Minkov, 2017; Pelau & Pop, 
2018). Consequently, we conducted a factor analysis. The analysis 
indicated substantial cross-loadings for the LTO items, along with 
limited internal consistency, as reflected by low inter-item correlations 
(.116–.330) and a Cronbach’s alpha of .484. As a result, we decided to 
abandon H5 that proposed the influence of LTO on the effectiveness of 
environmental NGO campaigns on meat consumption reduction.1 The 
analyses conducted to test the conceptual framework were based on the 
factors derived from the factor analysis.

To make sure the indicators for each remaining construct measure 
what they are intended to measure, tests for convergent and discrimi
nant validity were conducted for both research studies. The squared 
value of the indicator loadings always exceeded 0.5, confirming indi
cator reliability. Internal consistency reliability was assessed using 
Jöreskog’s composite reliability (CR) and convergent validity using the 
average variance extracted (AVE). As displayed in Table 1, all the esti
mated indices were above the threshold of 0.6 for CR and 0.5 for AVE 
(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). Finally, we tested the discriminant validity of the 
construct items by looking at the cross-loadings and found that all PLS 
item-to-construct loadings were greater than the cross-loadings (Gefen 
& Straub, 2005), and each correlation was lower than the square root of 
the AVEs of the two correlated variables (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 
These tests confirmed discriminant validity.

4. Results

We first conducted an analysis of variance with the type of envi
ronmental appeal, the country, their interaction and the factors 

representing the individual cultural values (i.e., PD, IDV, MAS, UA, IVR) 
as dependent variables, participants’ age, gender, meat consumption 
and the factors representing and individual consciousness (i.e., ENV, 
HEALTH, PRICE) as the covariates and stage of change as the dependent 
variable. This analysis of variance revealed a marginally significant 
interaction effect between the type of environmental appeal and the 
country (F(4,493) = 2.395, p = .050). Exploring further this interaction 
effect using the same analysis of variance at the level of each country 
revealed a marginal difference in effectiveness between the two types of 
appeal in the case of a single country, Sweden. In Sweden, the appeal 
concerning environment degradation was marginally more effective 
than the appeal concerning animal welfare (F(1,81) = 3.850, p = .053).

Considering that the only difference in effectiveness between envi
ronmental appeals is only marginal and observed in a single country, the 
linear regressions used to test the hypotheses of the conceptual model 
treat the type of environmental appeal and the country as independent 
variables, without accounting for their interaction effect. Table 2 dis
plays the results (i.e., standardized coefficients and associated bilateral 
p-values) for four successive models: the baseline Model 1 that only 
include the type of environmental appeal and relevant covariates, Model 
2 that adds countries as dummy variables to Model 1 (Sweden was 
chosen as the reference country as it was the only country to display a 
significant difference with another country, Austria), Model 3 and 
Model 4 that strictly test our hypotheses, including countries (Model 4) 
or not (Model 3) as dummy variables.

We first report the tests of our hypotheses. Whether we control for 
the countries (Model 4) or not (Model 3), only three of the five indi
vidual cultural values have a significant influence on respondents’ 
intention to reduce unsustainable meat consumption. Specifically, the 
more importance respondents place on power distance (β = − .131, t =
− 3.419***), masculinity (β = − .122, t = − 3.168***) and uncertainty 
avoidance (β = − .146, t = − 3.820***), the less willing they are to 
change their diet to reduce the impact of their meat consumption. These 
results corroborate H1, H3 and H4. H2 on the influence of consumers’ 
individualism (β = − .010, t = − .262) and H5 on the influence of con
sumers’ indulgence (β = − .018, t = − .464) are not corroborated. As an 
additional result, we note that none of the five covariates considered 
interacts robustly with any of the five cultural values if we consider a 
Model 3 analysis.

As ancillary findings, the results for the baseline (Model 1) indicate 
that the type of environmental appeal does not significantly influence 
campaign effectiveness, nor does the consumer’s age. However, women 
responded significantly more positively (β = .098, t = 2.456***). 
Additionally, consumers who ate less meat weekly (β = − .240, t =
− 5.943***), those more concerned about the environment (β = .270, t 
= 6.753***), and those more health-conscious (β = .133, t = 3.361***) 
also responded more positively. Conversely, consumers less concerned 
about price showed a stronger positive response (β = − .173, t =
− 4.310***). These findings remained consistent across subsequent 
Models 2, 3, and 4.

In Model 2, when countries are included as dummy variables in 
Model 1, the explanatory power increases significantly (ΔFBM1(4,502) =

3.041***). Similarly, in Model 3, the addition of individual cultural 
values to the baseline model further enhances explanatory power 
(ΔFBM1(5,501) = 7.239***), reinforcing the importance of culture in food 
consumption decisions. More interestingly, Model 4, which combines 
both countries and individual cultural values, shows greater explanatory 
power than Model 2 (ΔFMod2(5,497) = 5.541***), but not than Model 3 
(ΔFMod3(4,497) = 1.052). This suggests that incorporating a micro 
perspective (individual cultural values) into a macro perspective 
(countries) adds value, whereas a macro perspective does not signifi
cantly enhance a micro perspective.

5. Discussion

This study explored how consumers’ individual cultural values affect 

1 We conducted additional analyses by examining each of the three LTO 
items individually. When pooling data across the five countries, none of the 
items showed a significant correlation with the dependent variable. A signifi
cant effect was observed in only one case, i.e., for one item only in a single 
country. These findings provide strong evidence that the data we collected do 
not support Hypothesis H5.
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the effectiveness of environmental NGO campaigns aimed at encour
aging more sustainable meat consumption. A survey conducted across 
five European countries revealed that respondents who prioritize values 
such as power distance (those who tend to endorse hierarchical social 
structures), masculinity (those who perceive society as structured 
around gendered roles and who emphasize competition and achieve
ment), and uncertainty avoidance (those who prefer clear rules and 
predictability over ambiguity or change) are less inclined to modify their 
diets to mitigate the environmental impact of meat consumption. 
Additionally, the findings demonstrate that individual cultural values 
offer greater explanatory power than national-level cultural factors. 
These insights provide valuable contributions with important theoret
ical and practical implications.

5.1. Theoretical contributions

In terms of our theoretical contributions, we make a significant and 
multifaceted contribution to both the literature on communication on 
sustainable meat consumption and the broader understanding of how 
culture and cultural values shape consumer behavior as a response to 
those communications. In this perspective, our theoretical contributions 
are four-fold.

First, our research highlights the individual cultural values that 

significantly influence responses to environmental NGO campaigns, 
measured in terms of intentions to adjust one’s meat consumption, 
thereby contributing to the literature on communication on sustainable 
meat consumption. We demonstrate in an original way that power dis
tance, masculinity, and uncertainty avoidance negatively impact this 
response to communication. Regarding masculinity in particular, prior 
literature suggested that men consume more meat (e.g., Keller & Sieg
rist, 2015; Love & Sulikowski, 2018; Rosenfeld, 2018) and that in
dividuals with a masculine identity, i.e., perceiving themselves, or 
believing they are perceived, as masculine or feminine on a single 
continuum, are less willing to adopt a vegetarian diet (e.g., Rosenfeld & 
Tomiyama, 2021). Our findings extend this by showing that perceiving 
one’s society as inherently gendered, while controlling for gender, di
minishes the intention to respond positively to a communication that 
encourages to adopt a more sustainable meat consumption pattern. 
Regarding power distance, we extend the pioneering findings of Gohary 
et al. (2025) on organic food consumption to the context of communi
cation on sustainable meat consumption. From a broader perspective, 
this robustly demonstrates that consumers scoring low on PD are more 
responsive to campaigns promoting more sustainable food consumption 
behaviors, whether organic or not. Our research also demonstrates that 
consumers with high uncertainty avoidance scores are less inclined to 
alter their eating habits, offering new insights into the complexity of 

Table 1 
Reliability, validity and descriptive statistics per country (attitudes and values measured as the average of the items measured on scales from 1 to 7 and not using the 
factors involved in the subsequent analyses; meat consumption measured on a scale from 1 to 21).

CR AVE Austria Estonia France Portugal Sweden

N ​ ​ 103 70 141 106 94

Intention to eat less and/or better meat 2.87 2.89 3.31 3.07 3.11

Age (M/SD) ​ ​ 43.4/14.2 41.1/14.6 41.6/12.1 40.6/12.0 47.4/13.7
Gender (% women) ​ ​ 50.5 % 52.9 % 53.9 % 63.2 % 38.3 %
Meat consumption ​ ​ 6.1 7.0 6.1 6.6 6.6
ENV .93 .72 5.3 5.1 5.5 5.4 5.1
HEALTH .93 .82 4.3 4.8 4.5 5.8 4.7
PRICE .96 .88 4.7 5.2 5.2 5.2 4.3

PD .90 .75 2.8 2.1 2.0 1.9 2.1
IDV .93 .82 2.7 3.5 3.0 2.7 2.9
MAS .91 .77 3.7 3.9 2.7 2.5 2.6
UA .77 .53 5.3 5.3 5.7 5.7 5.4
IVR .74 .50 4.9 5.0 4.9 4.6 4.6

Table 2 
Effects of individual cultural values on the effectiveness of NGO campaigns to promote more sustainable meat consumption (bilateral tests).

Baseline model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

F(7,506) ¼ 21.488*** ΔFBM1(4,502) ¼ 3.041*** ΔFBM1(5,501) ¼ 7.239*** ΔFMod2(5,497) ¼ 5.541***

ΔFMod3(4,497) ¼ 1.052

adj R2 ¼ .218 adj R2 ¼ .231 adj R2 ¼ .264 adj R2 ¼ .264

Std. β p-value Std. β p-value Std. β p-value Std. β p-value

Appeal .008 .843 − .001 .983 − .012 .752 − .017 .667
Age .033 .422 .025 .544 .000 .994 − .004 .931
Gender .098 .014 .100 .012 .073 .062 .081 .041
Meat cons. − .240 <.001 − .242 <.001 − .232 <.001 − .233 <.001
ENV .270 <.001 .267 <.001 .279 <.001 .276 <.001
HEALTH .133 <.001 .130 <.001 .132 <.001 .131 <.001
PRICE − .173 <.001 − .197 <.001 − .178 <.001 − .183 <.001

Austria ​ ​ − .146 .005 ​ ​ − .090 .085
Estonia ​ ​ − .077 .115 ​ ​ − .038 .455
France ​ ​ − .020 .713 ​ ​ − .006 .914
Portugal ​ ​ − .018 .741 ​ ​ − .039 .453

PD ​ ​ ​ ​ − .131 .002 -,112 .006
IDV ​ ​ ​ ​ − .010 .794 -,013 .745
MAS ​ ​ ​ ​ − .122 <.001 -,109 .007
UA ​ ​ ​ ​ − .146 <.001 − .143 <.001
IVR ​ ​ ​ ​ − .018 .643 -,028 .474
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these cultural dynamics in response to communication. Chwialkowska 
et al. (2020) indeed proposed that uncertainty avoidance would increase 
pro-environmental willingness, which we did not confirm. This is likely 
due, at least in part, to the perceived cost associated with behavioral 
change.

Second, our findings reveal that not all cultural dimensions influence 
communication effectiveness in the expected manner. While some re
sults are consistent with existing literature on the relationship between 
cultural values and pro-environmental behaviors, examining their in
fluence on responses to persuasive communication – particularly within 
the context of sustainable meat consumption – uncovered notable dis
crepancies. Surprisingly, individuals scoring high on individualism did 
not respond more negatively to our communication compared to those 
with collectivistic orientations. This may be because, valuing autonomy 
and self-direction, individualistic individuals are more receptive to 
ethical choices framed as personal responsibilities rather than collective 
obligations (Schwartz, 1992). Rather than impeding prosocial behavior, 
individualism may actually facilitate voluntary engagement in sustain
ability, particularly when aligned with innovation or expressions of 
identity (Triandis, 1995). This perspective could explain why individ
ualism did not diminish intentions to adopt a more sustainable diet in 
our study. Furthermore, although indulgent individuals emphasize 
pleasure and freedom (Hofstede, 2011), they also tend to be more open 
to novel consumption patterns that serve as forms of self-expression. As 
noted by Steenkamp and De Jong (2010), individuals from indulgent 
cultures are more likely to embrace new and distinctive behaviors. 
Finally, contrary to expectations, individuals scoring high on LTO did 
not exhibit a more favorable response to sustainable meat messages. 
While LTO reflects future-oriented and adaptable thinking (Chun et al., 
2021), it also favors gradual, systemic approaches over immediate 
personal change. Consequently, framing meat reduction as an urgent 
individual action may conflict with the strategic, long-term mindset 
characteristic of high-LTO individuals (Sun & Kim, 2024). This suggests 
that the relationship between cultural values and communication 
effectiveness is more nuanced than a straightforward alignment with 
pro-environmental behavior. These insights underscore the need to 
further explore how specific cultural dimensions interact with commu
nication strategies in shaping audience responses. It is also worth 
highlighting that, to the best of our knowledge, this study is the first to 
examine the role of Hofstede’s cultural values in sustainable consump
tion within a single research design. This comprehensive approach may 
partly explain the discrepancies observed in comparison to previous 
literature on cultural influences in pro-social behavior.

Third, our research deepens our understanding of the nuanced 
relationship between cultural values and pro-environmental behaviors 
in two ways. While prior research on individual cultural values has often 
treated sustainable behaviors as a uniform category (Chwialkowska 
et al., 2020), our findings underscore the specificity of sustainable meat 
consumption as a distinct area of inquiry. It is therefore crucial to 
examine pro-environmental behaviors individually, particularly in the 
context of meat consumption, which carries unique cultural and social 
significance. This is especially pertinent in Western societies, where 
meat consumption is deeply tied to notions of conviviality, strength, and 
social status (Chiles & Fitzgerald, 2018).

Fourth, this research addresses the limitations of previous studies on 
the impact of culture on consumers’ pro-environmental behaviors that 
primarily examined culture at the cross-national level (e.g., Meza & 
Park, 2016; Oreg & Katz-Gerro, 2006; Seegebarth et al., 2016; Stolz 
et al., 2013). By adopting a micro-level perspective focused on indi
vidual consumers, we recognize the variability in the relative impor
tance of cultural values within a single country, aligning with recent 
calls to prioritize specific cultural values over generalized national 
cultural constructs (e.g., Chwialkowska et al., 2020; Gohary et al., 
2025). Building on the theoretical framework proposed by Chwial
kowska et al. (2020), we empirically assess the impact of individual 
cultural values compared to national culture. Our data, collected across 

five countries at both the individual and national levels, reveals two key 
findings: first, individual-level variables have greater explanatory power 
than macro-level, country-specific variables; second, including 
national-level data adds minimal explanatory value to models that 
already incorporate individual cultural values. In doing so, we expand 
upon the work of Gohary et al. (2025), whose research was limited to 
American data.

5.2. Practical implications

Our findings provide actionable recommendations for environmental 
NGOs aiming to reduce unsustainable meat consumption. These insights 
address the target audience for campaigns, the optimal framing of 
messages, and the most effective channels for dissemination.

Given the substantial environmental impact of food consumption 
behaviors, particularly meat consumption (IPCC, 2019; Macdiarmid 
et al., 2016; Poore & Nemecek, 2018; Visschers & Siegrist, 2015), it is 
critical for environmental NGOs to promote more sustainable dietary 
choices. This research identifies differential responses to the same 
communication strategy based on cultural values, which suggests that 
tailoring communication strategies to consumers’ cultural values is 
essential for achieving effectiveness. Rather than using national 
boundaries as the primary criterion for targeting, NGOs should consider 
segmenting consumers based on cultural dimensions such as power 
distance, masculinity, and uncertainty avoidance. In the digital age, 
behavioral data enables precise targeting beyond national or cultural 
boundaries. On social media platforms, for instance, machine learning 
models can analyze users’ interactions and content engagement (e.g., 
likes, comments, shares) to infer cultural values and dimensions such as 
power distance, masculinity, and uncertainty avoidance. This 
data-driven approach allows for more efficient targeting of individuals. 
However, we acknowledge that such technologies and/or competencies 
may not yet be fully accessible to NGOs. In the meantime, they could 
consider alternative strategies, such as partnering with influencers, who 
embody the cultural values and dimensions that are relevant for message 
effectiveness can further enhance outreach and engagement. In terms of 
uncertainty avoidance, influencers who highlight innovation, experi
mentation, and adaptability may be more effective than those who 
emphasize security and tradition. For low masculinity, influencers who 
emphasize community, family well-being, and social entrepreneurship 
are probably a good fit. Influencers that are relatable peers may be more 
engaging than authoritative figures as the latter represent a higher level 
of power distance. Last, purchase history of specific brands or in
teractions with organizations which are known for their 
non-hierarchical values, disruptive and experimental identities, or pur
chases of new brands may be used as cues to identify people to target. 
Buyers of such brands score probably lower on power distance and un
certainty avoidance, which makes them more receptive to environ
mental messages advocating for sustainable meat consumption. These 
approaches could enable NGOs to identify transnational consumer seg
ments defined by shared cultural values, transcending country-level 
distinctions.

In addition to targeting strategies, NGOs should carefully frame their 
environmental messages. Since high levels of uncertainty avoidance can 
diminish message effectiveness, aligning with Oyserman’s (2011) rec
ommendations, campaigns should activate cultural values in ways that 
reduce uncertainty. Based on the Message Framing Theory (Tversky & 
Kahneman, 1981) and the Cognitive Appraisal Theory (Lazarus & 
Folkman, 1984), we suggest the use of positively framed messages that 
emphasize the ease and the environmental, economic, and health ben
efits of transitioning to a more sustainable diet, as such simplifying di
etary changes even for individuals with higher levels of uncertainty 
avoidance. In contrast, negatively framed messages, which emphasize 
losses, anxiety, or uncertainty, should be avoided, as they may trigger 
adverse emotional responses. For instance, messages such as “You don’t 
have to be a chef to eat sustainably. Ready-made options and easy recipes 
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make it quick and effortless” or “Small steps count: adding two meat-free per 
week is easy, affordable, better for your health and the planet” should be 
preferred to “Ignoring the impact of your everyday food choices contributes 
to health risks and climate change.” Providing practical, user-friendly 
tools, such as cooking guides, mobile applications, or educational 
videos, can help consumers integrate meat alternatives into their daily 
lives by enhancing individuals’ sense of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977) 
and their confidence in their ability to cook without meat.

5.3. Limitations and future research

Our research provides valuable insights, but it is not without limi
tations, which future studies could address. First, while our insights offer 
a strong foundation for understanding consumer response to environ
mental NGO campaigns, they could be further enriched by integrating 
additional theoretical perspectives. For example, the Value-Belief-Norm 
model (Stern et al., 1999) suggests that personal norms can be activated 
to drive behavioral change, including environmentally significant ac
tions (e.g., Carfora et al., 2020; Van der Werff & Steg, 2015). Building on 
our findings, future research could incorporate these theories into their 
conceptual frameworks. A second limitation concerns the relatively 
small size of some sub-samples, which in certain countries dropped to 70 
participants. Although regression analyses can be performed with 
smaller samples and our analyses are ran on the global sample of 514 
participants, reduced sub-sample sizes may limit the statistical power of 
the analyses and the generalizability of the findings. Caution is therefore 
warranted when interpreting results at the level of each country. Third, 
while we focused on two different environmental appeals, further 
research could explore the integration of health-related appeals. Given 
the dual importance of environmental sustainability and personal health 
in influencing dietary choices (Cheah et al., 2020), future studies could 
examine how health appeals interact and resonate across different cul
tural contexts and consumer segments (Palomo-Vélez et al., 2018). For 
instance, individualists may respond better to personal health appeals 
than to environmental ones (“your body, your future”). For high mascu
linity individuals, health appeals framed around strength, performance, 
or success may be more effective at reducing meat consumption than 
environmental ones (e.g., “To achieve the peak physical performance of 
Djokovic, reduce your meat consumption”). Fourth, NGO identities are 
often shaped by the intensity and framing of their messages. While we 
adopted a moderate and positive framing, further exploring how mes
sage framing and intensity influence the impact of cultural values could 
enable more tailored communication strategies that better align with 
both audience profiles and NGO identities. Finally, our research treated 
meat consumption as a general category, without distinguishing be
tween types of meat such as red meat, poultry, or processed meat. 
However, consumer attitudes and behaviors may differ significantly 
depending on the type of meat, influenced by factors such as perceived 
environmental impact, health concerns, and cultural preferences 
(Tilman & Clark, 2014). Future investigations could delve into these 
distinctions, tailoring communication strategies to specific meat cate
gories. Addressing these limitations would enhance the cultural, the
matic, and categorical breadth of research on promoting sustainable 
dietary practices.
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tion. Gaëlle Pantin-Sohier: Validation, Methodology, Funding 
acquisition, Conceptualization. Fanny Thomas: Validation, Methodol
ogy, Funding acquisition, Conceptualization.

Ethical statement

This manuscript complies with the ethical standards of Appetite.
The data was collected as part of a research collaboration with the 

WWF. All the protocol of the research was validated by the WWF in 
accordance with their ethical standards. Our protocol also complies with 
the deontological requirements of our universities.

The data was collected through professional panel institutes that 
comply with ESOMAR ethical standards.

It is an original work; it has not been published previously and is not 
currently under review at another journal.

Declaration of generative AI and AI-assisted technologies in the 
writing process

During the preparation of this work the authors used ChatGPT in 
order to improve their manuscript language and readability. After using 
this tool, the authors reviewed and edited the content as needed. They 
take full responsibility for the content of the publication.

Funding

This project was funded by the World Wide Fund for Nature. This 
work received support from the EU co funded Eat4Change DEAR project, 
aiming at the transition towards more sustainable consumption and 
production in Belgium and Europe, with a special focus on the livestock 
sector. The Grand Agreement number is: CSO LA/2020/414 438.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare that this research was funded by the WWF the 
World Wild Fund for Nature (WWF) as part of its mission to stop the 
degradation of the planet’s natural environment. This funding did not 
influence the work reported in this manuscript.

Appendix 1. Measurement scales

Power distance (Yoo et al., 2011)

- People in higher positions should make most decisions without consulting 
people in lower positions.

- People in higher positions should avoid social interaction with people in 
lower positions.

- People in lower positions should not disagree with decisions by people in 
higher positions.

Individualism (Yoo et al., 2011)

- Individuals should sacrifice self-interest for the group.
- Group welfare is more important than individual rewards.
- Group success is more important than individual success.

Masculinity/feminity (Yoo et al., 2011)

- It is more important for men to have a professional career than it is for 
women.

- Men usually solve problems with logical analysis; women usually solve 
problems with intuition.

- Solving difficult problems usually requires an active, forcible approach, 
which is typical of men.

Uncertainty avoidance (Yoo et al., 2011)

- It is important to always know what I’m expected to do.
- It is important to closely follow rules.
- I do not like when things change.
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Long-term orientation (Yoo et al., 2011)

- Personal steadiness and stability are important.
- Long-term planning is more important than short-term planning.
- Individuals should give up today’s fun for success in the future.

Indulgence (Heydari et al., 2021)

- There should not be any limits on individuals’ enjoyment.
- The gratification of desires should not be delayed.
- Societies should value relatively free time to have fun.

Environmental consciousness (Lindeman & Väänänen, 2000)

It is important that the food I eat on a typical day: 

- Has been produced in a way that animals have not experienced pain.
- Has been produced in a way that animals’ rights have been respected.
- Environmental Protection Has been prepared in an environmentally 

friendly way.
- Has been produced in a way which has not shaken the balance of 

nature.
- Is packaged in an environmentally friendly way.

Price consciousness (Sinha & Batra, 1999)

- I tend to buy the cheapest products that will fit my needs.
- Price is the most important factor when I am choosing products
- When shopping, I look for the cheapest products available.

Health consciousness (Yamim et al., 2020)

- I reflect about my health a lot.
- I’m very self-conscious about my health.
- I am constantly examining my health.

Intention to eat less and/or better meat (Marcus et al., 1994)

- “I do not intend to start adapting my diet to eat less [better quality] meat”
- “I have not started to adapt my diet to eat less [better quality] meat, but l 

a m thinking to do it in the next 6 months
- “I sometimes adapt my diet to eat less [better quality] meat, but not 

regularly”
- “I’ve been trying to adapt my diet to eat less [better quality] meat, but I 

have only begun doing so within the last 6 months”
- “I adapted my diet to eat less [better quality] meat more than 6 months 

ago”

Data availability

Data will be made available on request.
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