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The Carnism Inventory: Measuring the Ideology dfiitggAnimals

“All animals are equal, but some animals are morgkthan others.”

— George Orwell (1945Animal Farm

Meat consumption has played a significant roleuman evolution. Humans
began to eat animals approximately 2.5 million gesgo, and the transition from an
herbivorous to an omnivorous diet is thought toeheantributed to the development of
early human societies (Stanford, 1999), physiolddyton, 1999) and intelligence
(Aiello & Wheeler, 1995). In the present, meatassumed in vast quantities (American
Meat Institute, 2011), and the processes througbhhmillions of animals are turned into
food are associated with widespread ethical coscasnwell as environmental and health
consequences. The practices used to raise anch&daagimals are increasingly
criticized for being inhumane and ethically prob&im (Singer, 1977) and have drawn
increasing media coverage (e.g., “The Daily Shoth\don Stewart”, 2015).

Additionally, the meat industry produces more gremrse gases than any other industry
(United Nations, 2006), and a growing body of resiedinks meat consumption to
increased risk of obesity, heart disease, and c#8aha, Cross, Graubard, Leitzman, &
Schatzkin, 2009; Wang & Beydoun, 2009; Chao eR8l05). Despite the fact that plant-
based alternatives to meat not associated witte tt@ssequences are available in the
U.S., most Americans include animal products inrttiets (Gallup, 2012).

The predominant lay theory explaining why peoplieasamals is that meat
simply tastes good (Lea & Worsley, 2003). In thesent article we argue that the

phenomenon of eating animals is more complex thapgears. We posit that meat
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consumption is not simply a gustatory behavior,diso an ideological one, and take the
first steps in empirically investigating the belgfstem of the meat-eating majority by
developing a brief measure of the ideology of epinimals. To this end, we integrate
prior theory about carnism and research on meadwoption in order to present a
broadened theoretical understanding of the beliefsfacilitate the practice of eating
animals.
Carnism: The ldeology of Eating Animals

Numerous philosophers have argued that societsis of eating certain species
and not others express prejudices against thossaémn(Francione, 2008; Regan, 1983;
Singer, 1977). In the case of meat consumption{J0§9) has posited that these
prejudices are supported by an ideology that sheedacarnism. Joy (2009) argued that
the carnistic system relies on violence because oagmot be produced without killing
animals. Carnism is assumed to be a pervasivesratited, and largely non-conscious
system of norms, legitimations and motivated cagng that allows people to deny
animal suffering caused by the meat productiongsedn order to perpetuate the
consumption of animals (Joy, 2009). In line witegh assumptions, recent research has
demonstrated that people are motivated to justépatnconsumption and morally
disengage from this behavior (Graca, Calheiros,li&deda, 2016; Haslam, Loughnan, &
Holland, 2012).

Defending meat consumption. Joy (2009) suggested that carnistic beliefs include
arguments that humans should eat meat becausaoitrigal, natural and necessary to do
so. Recent research supports the hypothesis thateagng behavior is related to

different categories of legitimations for meat aamgtion. Piazza and colleagues (2015)
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found that when asked to provide justificationstfe consumption of animals, meat
eaters reference the beliefs that eating meatrimadpnecessary, natural, and that meat
tastes good. Similarly, Rothgerber (2012) propasadmber of categories of
justifications for meat consumption.

Denying the harm meat production inflicts on ansrialalso a powerful means
for defending eating animals and morally disenggd@iom this behavior. Connecting
animals and meat can result in cognitive dissonfhaaty & Apple, 2013), and as a
result, many meat eaters are confronted with thealled “meat paradox” (Loughnan,
Haslam, & Bastian, 2010; Herzog, 2010;). The meaagox describes the moral conflict
meat eaters may experience when they care abauaksyibut also want to eat them
(Loughnan et al., 2010). Consistent with cognith®sonance theory (Festinger, 1957,
Harmon-Jones & Mills, 1999), this conflict can lesolved by bringing one’s beliefs and
attitudes in line with one’s behavior. Prior reséanas shown that the meat paradox can
be resolved by either rejecting meat consumptiotienrying animals’ cognitive
capacities, reducing the moral concern for thewrder to justify the act of eating them
(Bastian, Loughnan, Haslam, & Radke, 2012; LoughBastian, & Haslam 2014).
Meat eaters also attribute fewer psychological attaristics to animals than do
vegetarians (Bilewicz, Imhoff, & Drogosz, 2011).

Carnism Theory (Joy, 2009) and research regarti@grieat paradox describe
people as being unwitting or regretful participantanimal agriculture. Based on the
original conceptualization of carnism (Joy, 2008l aesearch on the meat paradox, we
argue that one component of carnism is comprisedmwfistic defenseeliefs, which

provide justifications for meat consumption. Acaagito this view, people like animals
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and do not wish them harmed; however, they alsodikting meat, and are either intent
on defending or are unaware of the carnistic systdrarefore, they rely on justifications
to reduce their discomfort with the death inheianheat production. However, we also
posit that liking animals is not the only the reasdy people hold beliefs that defend
meat-eating, and that people can defend carnishoutithaving positive attitudes toward
animals. For example, Dhont and Hodson (2014) fabhatpeople eat more meat if they
believe that vegetarianism (the ideological opmosftcarnism) is a threat to the status
quo.

Dominating animals. Recent research often contends that people catg abo
animals and does not take into account that sodheiduals might experience little or no
distress when confronted with the animal-meat cotioie because they are less empathic
toward animals (Pfeiler & Wenzel, 2015). For examghrnistic behaviors like
recreational hunting involve actively and volitidigeilling animals, and would be
difficult to engage in if you like or empathize tithe animal being killed. We expand on
the original conceptualization of carnism by arguihat there is a second, more hostile,
and hierarchy-enhancing category of carnistic Eelearnistic dominationprganized
around the domination of animals in the contextheht consumption. Carnistic
domination beliefs justify the domination, subjugat and killing of animals for food;
therefore, these beliefs support the hierarchy éetwanimals and humans. Many people
are not personally involved with the processesphatide them with meat, however, and
carnistic domination beliefs likely justify payirigr others to kill animals for meat.

Singer (1977) has argued that the attitude thatamsmnare morally superior to

animals and are ethically allowed to use and ket is a form of prejudice based on
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species membership, which was termspdciesisniRyder, 1970). Speciesism has been
found to relate to social dominance orientation @Dhont, Hodson, Costello, &
Maclnnis, 2014), a known predictor of prejudicedi§t, Ho, & Sidanius, 2012). Recent
research has demonstrated that speciesism is ategbwiith meat consumption (Dhont &
Hodson, 2014) and that individuals higher in SD®raore likely to include meat in their
diet (Allen, Wilson, Ng, & Michael, 2000; Veser,ylar, & Singer, 2015; Wilson &

Allen, 2007). Moreover, Dhont and Hodson (2014)éhskiown that individuals high in
SDO eat meat not only because they enjoy the thstebut as an expression of their
belief in social hierarchies and in human supdagyaver animals. These attitudes can be
transmitted from parent to child through the saz#élon of infrahumanization (Costello
& Hodson, 2012), through which animals’ and humaa&| of humanness is reduced.
The interspecies model of prejudice (Costello & btmd 2012) demonstrates that
human-human prejudices and human-animal prejudiceselated to another. We posit
that prejudice toward animals is a key componermiaohistic beliefs.

Taken together, the reviewed studies demonstratedérogating animals and
meat consumption are related to prejudicial ideielgand that some people eat animals
as an expression of their support for group-basemitchy. Carnistic beliefs may be
related to how people interpret the meaning ohgatinimals; whereas for some the
consumption of animals is related to taste or Eehdout nutrition, for those with strong
carnistic domination beliefs meat eating may bactrof domination over animals.

The Present Research
The ideology surrounding meat consumption has befenred as carnism (Joy,

2009). Prior research has shown that people arevawed to defend their meat
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consumption in order to reduce experienced dissmnemthe context of eating animals
(Bastian et al., 2012) and to defend the statug@hont & Hodson, 2014). Eating
animals is also associated with beliefs that ratiiae (Piazza et al., 2015) and justify
(Rothgerber, 2013) meat consumption. Moreover, soaople eat animals as an
expression of the support for group based hierabeltyween humans and animals (Dhont
& Hodson, 2014). Rothgerber’s (2013) meat eatirsgjfjoation scale (MEJ) measures
justifications in a number of categories, includjagtifications relying on belief in
interspecies hierarchy, but relationships betwaestifjcation categories were not
systematically explored. Dhont and Hodson (2014)ae system-justifying beliefs
about animals and belief in interspecies hieraralityy a focus on their relationships for
people who endorse right-wing ideologies. But tatwxtent are the two sets of carnistic
beliefs statistically distinguishable (or indistinghable), and how are they related to
behavior toward animals (both killing animals amireg animals) and to prejudicial
human-human attitudes?

In the present research we attempt to integrate pmpirical findings. We argue
that the ideology of carnism is comprised of twb@@nt and distinguishable sets of
beliefs. The first set of beliefs, which we refercbllectively asarnistic defensds used
to defend the practice of eating animals by legitimg meat consumption and denying
animal suffering in the context of meat productidhe second set of beliefsarnistic
domination concerns the legitimacy of killing animals foethmeat, by both derogating
animals and endorsing human superiority over thidmarefore, we theorize that carnistic
beliefs are both hierarchical and ideological.

We have developed a brief measure of carnism tesbd to investigate the nature
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of the ideology. We began with the development sél&report measure of carnistic
beliefs, the Carnism Inventory (Cl). We testedd@gbility (Study 1) and the hypothesis
that carnistic defense and domination are indisavbthe same underlying construct
(Study 1). In Studies 2a and 2b, we examined tihheergent, discriminant and known
group validity of the CI. In Study 3 we investigatelationships between carnistic
beliefs and prejudice, ideological human-humanuatés, and other social and political
variables, to determine whether carnism can expeerious findings that relate eating
animals with hierarchical ideologies.

Samples. According to prior works of measurement developn{Bnown &
Ryan, 2003; Glick & Fiske, 1996), the present stadire presented thematically and by
analytical techniques, rather than by sample, edtth study section reporting data from
multiple samples. Samples are described in TalfEample A was comprised of
undergraduate students recruited from a northemabberal arts university. Sample A
completed demographic items, the CI, the AnimahRigcale (AR; Wuensch, Jenkins,
& Poteat, 2002), the Animal-Human Continuity sogd&lC; Templer, Conelly, Bassman,
& Hart, 2006), and the Social Dominance Orientasoale (SDO; Sidanius & Pratto,
1999). These measures were administered to allde esnduct preliminary tests of
convergent validity and to explore the feasibibfyinvestigating relationships between
the Cl and sociopolitical variables.

Sample B was recruited from Amazon’s MechanicakTan online service that
allows individuals to pay “workers” to complete shiasks. Sample B was compensated
for their participation, and completed the Cl aedndgraphic items. This sample was

recruited to collect more pilot data on the ClI iseffo evaluate the temporal stability of
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the CI, we invited all participants from Sampledparticipate in a second wave eight to
nine weeks later. Those participants who chosattcpate comprised sample:B
Sample & completed the CI, demographic items, the Attitud@grd Animals Scale
(AAS; Herzog, Betchart, & Pittman, 1991) the Inengpnal Reactivity Index (IR,

Davis, 1983), a measure of xenophobia, the RWA thed/egetarianism Threat scale
(VT; Dhont & Hodson, 2014). Data from these measuvere collected for additional
tests of validity.

Sample C was comprised of undergraduate studemtsdrnortheastern liberal
arts university. Sample C completed the Cl, demagaitems, the SDO, and AHC
scales, the Right-wing Authoritarianism scale (RVtemeyer, 1981), the Hostile
Attribution Bias scale (HAB; Barefoot, Dodge, Pstar, Dahlstrom, & Williams, 1989),
the Marlow-Crowne social desirability scale (Crov&a&larlowe, 1960), the Big-Five
Index (BFI; John & Srivastava, 1999), and a meastisienophobia (Van der Veer,
Ommundsen, Yakushko, & Higler, 2011). These measaliewed us to conduct
additional tests of validity, to investigate di#eices between the two Cl subscales and
other constructs, and to further investigate retethips between the Cl and sociopolitical
variables.

Sample D was recruited through Amazon’s Mecharliogk. Sample D
completed demographic items, the Cl, HAB and SD&es¢he Economic System
Justification scale (ESJ; Jost & Thompson, 200® Ambivalent Sexism Inventory
(ASI; Glick & Fiske, 1996), and the Symbolic Racispale (SR; Sears & Henry, 2003).
We collected these data to investigate relatiorsshgiween the Cl and sociopolitical

variables, in particular prejudices toward speafcial groups (i.e., Black Americans
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and women).
Study 1: Construction and Reliability of the Carnism Inventory

Drawing on Joy’s (2009) theory of carnism and prasearch, we drafted pilot
items corresponding to hypothesized categorie®lpéfls, including justifications (e.g.,
naturalness, normality, and naturality of eatingreats) and cognitive mechanisms (e.g.,
the derogation of animals and the categorizatiotiféérent species as edible or
inedible). Carnistic defense items related to hiralness (“Humans should continue to
eat meat because they've been doing it for thoussahgears”), normality (I've been
eating meat my whole life, | could never give ugligtary necessity of meat (“Eating
meat is better for my health”), and the denialmifreal suffering (“The production of
meat causes animals to suffer”). We also drafiadstthat reflected carnistic domination
of animals focusing on the derogation of animafn{fmals aren’t intelligent enough to
suffer in intensive confinement”), negative steypet about animals (“Animals are dirty
and deserve to be eaten”), dominance (“Eating dsitnalds character”), and support for
the killing of animals (“I have the right to kilhg animal | want”). We constructed our
measure with the following goals in mind: (a) it shmeasure both carnistic defense and
carnistic domination beliefs, and (b) for pragmaéiasons, the final measure should be a
short self-report measure.

We began with a large item pool and eliminated g@m the basis of face validity,
readability and clarity. The final item pool of i8ms was included in the exploratory
factor analysis. 302 American undergraduate stsd@ample A, Table 1) took part and
indicated their agreement with each item on a sealging from 1 (strongly disagree) to

7 (strongly agree).
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Results

Exploratory factor analysis. Study 1 was aimed at winnowing the initial item
pool down to a short set of items that tapped stimilefense and domination. With the
data of sample A (Table 1), we conducted princigetor analysis with promax rotation
in Stata 13 (Stata Corporation, College Station, T%A), using maximum likelihood
parameter estimation. With a Kaiser measure of 8aghpdequacy of .83 and Barlett’s
test of sphericity highly significant we considetbe factor analysis to have sufficient
sampling adequacy. Two factors with eigenvaluesemgrged and inspection of the scree
plot revealed a substantial drop between the seanddhird factor (eigenvalue: Factor 1
= 3.18, Factor 2 = 1.15, Factor 3 = 0.43). We elmted items that showed high cross
loadings on different factors (>.45) or low loadin@.45) from the solution, resulting in
a final scale with 2 factors and 8 items, corresioogto our theoretical constructs (Table
2). A defense factor (Factor 1, accounting for 5&%he variance) accounted for
legitimations of eating meat and denial of animdfesing, and a domination factor
(Factor 2, accounting for 20% of the variance), poged of items expressing hostile and
violent attitudes toward animals.. Two items reddrto the suffering of animals, but each
loaded on different factors. Item fouiTie production of meat causes animals to suffer,”
reverse-coded) loaded on carnistic defense anduresathe belief that animal
agriculture is humane, making it a viable deferfsm@at eating. Item eightAhimals
arent intelligent enough to suffer in intensiveninement) is worded so as to derogate
animals by minimizing their intelligence. Corresgdorgly it loaded more strongly on
carnistic domination. Rather than reporting thelesgtory analyses in detail, we present

the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of the Camilnventory (CI).
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Confirmatory factor analysis. To verify that the two-dimensional factor
structure of the CI supported our theoretical cpteaization of carnism, we conducted
several confirmatory factor analyses (CFA). If tve factors of carnism are separate
constructs, a one-factor model should accountferdata significantly less well than the
full model with one latent factor (carnism) and teecond-order factors (defense and
domination).

We performed a CFA of the full model using datarfra national sample of 306
adults (Sample B, Table 1), using maximum-likelid@stimations with Stata 13
(STATA, StataCorp LP, College Station, Texas, USHje fit indices for the full model
with one latent factor (carnism) and two secondeofdctors showed a satisfactory
correspondence with the sample covariance matnt fnean square error
approximation [RMSEA] = .033, comparative fit indgFI1] = .993, Tucker-Lewis index
[TLI] = .989, standardized root mean square resifeRMR] = .028), but this was not
the case for the one factor solution (RMSEA = .1GB| = .770, TLI = .678, SRMR =
.092). To cross-validate the model, we tested dlotofial model in a new sample of 173
university students (Sample C, Table 1). Again,ftilemodel showed good fit indices
(RMSEA =.048, CFl =.984, TLI =.975, SRMR = .044hereas the one factor solution
did not (RMSEA = .218, CFI = .32, TLI = .485, SRMR144). Factor loadings across
the samples are reported in Table 2. As a finad riatall subsequent samples we
confirmed the ClI factorial structure. For brevitg @wo not further report these statistics.

Stability. The temporal stability of the Cl was examined impke Br (Table 1).

The CI scores from both waves were highly correlate01) = .84p < .001. Also, the
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defense scoresgo1) = .83,p < .001, and the domination scores from both wayes, =
.68,p <.001, were highly correlated.

Scale characteristics. In Table 3 we report the scale characteristichefGl and
separately of defense and domination. The defem&amination factors were
moderately correlatedss) = .39,p < .001, for combined data of Samples A— D (meat
eaters: rgseg) = .33,p < .001; vegetariansiizo) = .44,p < .001).

Discussion

The findings of Study 1 support the reliabilitytafo distinct dimensions of
carnism: carnistic defense, corresponding to legitions of meat consumption and the
denial of animal suffering and carnistic dominatioarresponding to derogating and
dominating animals in the context of meat consuomptiVhile factor analyses indicated
that these are two distinct factors, they wereiBaggmtly correlated, and a model with
two observed and one latent variable fit the dagl. WWhese results support our
hypothesis that carnism is comprised of not jumsve beliefs, but of beliefs
supporting human hostility toward animals as witle strength of the relationships
between scores on the Cl scales measured at tfeoedif times indicates that these
beliefs vary over time. An individual's scores twe (Cl scales likely reflect attitudes
rather than states. This result could also indittaeparticipants experience some
ambivalence around carnism, and particularly cim@éomination, which may result
explain the lower temporal stability for that scale

Study 2a: Discriminant and Conver gent Validity
In Study 2a we sought to establish convergent @uatichinant validity of the CI

by investigating its relationships with other couosts. We expected both categories of
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carnistic beliefs to be negatively associated wihitive attitudes toward animals and
support for animal rights. Carnistic beliefs akely congruent with the belief that
humans are unique and distinct from other aninzld,we hypothesized that the Cl
would be negatively correlated with beliefs in aalfhuman continuity.

We included personality measures to test discrintinarrelations with both CI
scales. We expected that both CI scales would befaiad to the Big Five Personality
Characteristics (John & Srivastava, 1999) and tiesdesirability (Crowne & Marlowe,
1960) because while eating animals is a visiblesmoihlly accepted behavior, beliefs
about doing so largely escape attention. We pdsifiuacated conceptualization of
carnism comprised of both a defensive (carnistfertee) and a hostile element (carnistic
domination). We hypothesized that empathy woultetehtiate between the two sets of
carnistic beliefs. In line with these hypothesesgnt research has found that meat eaters
report less empathy toward animals (Preylo & Arika®008) and show less activity in
brain areas related to empathy when witnessing@ra# against animals and humans
compared to vegetarians and vegans (Filippi e2@llp). We also included a measure of
the tendency to attribute others’ behaviors toilestotivations (Barefoot et al., 1989)
and we predicted that carnistic domination woulchbgatively associated with empathy
and positively correlated with hostility.

Method

Participants. Samples A - D are described in Table 1. Particgpantll samples
completed measures in a single session.

M easures. We asked participants to provide their age, see,rand education

level, and we used the eight items of the Carnisventory (Cl, Table 2) to measure



THE CARNISM INVENTORY 14

carnism. To test the ClI's convergent validity, vdengnistered the Animal-Human-
Continuity Scale (AHC, Templer et al., 2006; e‘Bgople evolved from lower
animals”); the Animal Right Scale (AR, Wuensch let2002; e.g. “God put animals on
earth for man to use”), and the Attitude towardrAals Scale (AAS, Herzog et al., 1991,
e.g., “Much of the scientific research done witinzals is unnecessary and cruel”).
Hostility was measured via the Hostile AttributiBras scale (HAB, Barefoot et al.,
1989; e.g., “I feel that | have often been punisiétiout cause”), and empathy was
measured with the Interpersonal Reaction Index €d®83; e.g. “I often have tender,
concerned feelings for people less fortunate that).rsocial desirability was assessed
with the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scagf), Crowne & Marlowe, 1960; e.g.,
“No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a goodtener”), and the Big-five trait
taxonomy was used to assess global personalitg {thkihn & Srivastava, 1999).

Results

For the analyses of the relationships between deapbg variables and the ClI
we combined Samples A— D. In Sample A — D, cam@mination was not
significantly associated with demographic variapbag defense was negatively
correlated with ageyes3) = -.11 p = .001). In samples B — D, only defense was
negatively correlated with education levgdy7) = -.12 o = .002).

Convergent and discriminant correlatibbgtween the two Cl scales and other
measures are provided in Table 4. As expectedhtiee scales that measured attitudes
toward animals were negatively related to the @lesc Participants higher on carnistic
defense or domination scored significantly lowettloe animal attitude scale than

participants with lower scores on the Cl scalesrdduer, they were less supportive of
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animal rights and believed less strongly in animatran continuity. Higher carnistic
domination was significantly associated with highestile attribution bias and lower
empathy, demonstrating the hostile character afisic domination. There was no
relationship between these variables and carrdsfiense. There was no significant
correlation between the Cl scales and social dastyanor between the Cl scales and
conscientiousness, extraversion, or neuroticismiidfznts higher in agreeableness were
lower in carnistic domination. No relationship beem agreeableness and carnistic
defense was found. Participants higher in opentwessperience had lower scores on the
both CI scales.
Discussion

In Study 2a we presented evidence for the convégahdiscriminant validity of
the CI. The two CI scales were correlated with emtgal constructs as expected.
Individuals with stronger carnistic beliefs did rsaipport the belief that humans should
respect the well-being of other species, did nbebe in animal rights, and more
staunchly believed in the divide between humansaamtals (i.e. seeing humans as
unique and superior to other species). The coroalabetween the Cl and each of these
variables were small enough to affirm that the €presents a distinct construct with the
exception of the high relation between the Cl &r@dlAAS. We address this point in
Study 2b. The correlation between carnistic belfd animal rights (AR) are in the
predicted direction, but domination was correldess$ negatively with the Animal Right
Scale than carnistic defense. While this patteuiccbe a sampling artifact, it could also
indicate a broader pattern. Animal rights thredkencarnistic system and status quo, and

are likely highly aversive to those high in canaistefense. As the animal rights
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described in the AR are mostly focused on animsésidor clothing, research, or as pets,
they may not be perceived to threaten people’styalbd dominate animals by eating
them, resulting in the lower correlation betweemistic domination and support for
animal rights.

Results also supported the bifurcated conceptuglizaf carnistic beliefs as
comprised of both a defensive and a hostile elenfarticipants higher in carnistic
domination (the hostile component of carnism) wegher in hostile attribution bias.
They were also lower in agreeableness and empathyariables that mitigate
aggression (Dodge, 2006).

Study 2b: Criterion Validity

In Study 2b we sought to establish the known-gnealflity of the Cl scales
across two domains of carnistic behavior — eatiegtnand killing animals for their meat.
In order to understand how carnistic beliefs féai# meat consumption, we explored the
relationships between the CI, meat enjoyment arat+@ating behavior. Meat enjoyment
is indicated as the main motivation to eat meat(&eNorsley, 2003), and, not
surprisingly, prior research has shown that metihg@®ehavior is positively associated
with meat enjoyment (Dhont & Hodson, 2014; Fes#lgguello, Mekdara, & Macias,
2003). As carnistic defense is used to justify gractice, we hypothesized that
individuals who ate more meat and derived moresuiesafrom it would be higher in
carnistic defense. We also argue that enjoying tmglastrongly rejecting carnistic beliefs
would make it difficult to justify the decision &at animals. Thus, we expected that
carnistic defense would explain differences in noeaisumption beyond meat

enjoyment.
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We investigated the relationship between carnistieefs and killing animals for
their meat. We expected that participants who lheagbtered an animal for its meat
would more strongly embrace carnistic dominatiolelfeeas they justify violence toward
animals. Finally, we further examined the high etation between the Animal Attitude
Scale (AAS) and the CI. We expected that the Clldibetter account for variation in
the carnistic behaviors of eating and slaughtesinighals than would speciesist attitudes
assessed via the AAS.

M ethods

Participants. In all samples together (see Table 1), there w2Pevigans and
vegetarians (12%) arid = 93 participants indicated that they had butcharednimal for
meat before (13.7%). To increase statistical powercombined sample A — DI(= 978)
for analyses of diet group as well as sample Bfer@nalyses of slaughtering group in
Study 2b. We controlled for sample in all analyses.

Measures. As part of the demographic questionnaire partidipardicated
whether or not they eat meat or consume any otiiarad products (diet group:
vegetarians and vegans = 0, meat eaters = 1). 30eaaked participants if they had ever
personally slaughtered an animal as an indicaterabént behavior toward animals used
for food (butchering group: 0 = not slaughtered, dlaughtered an animal). In sample
Bgr, C, and D individuals reported how much meat theysome on an 8-point Likert
scale ranging from 0 to 35 servings per week agasnre of the frequency of meat
consumption. Two items developed by Dhont and Hod2614) were used to assess
meat enjoyment on a 1 to 5 scale (sample B — Dgs@litems measurédw much

participants like the taste of meat and how muelaglre they derive from consuming it.
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Cronbach’s alpha for the two meat enjoyment iterasan= .92. Carnism was measured
with the eight items of the Carnism Inventory (Tdple 1).
Results

The Cl was strongly correlated with meat enjoyniegéz= .52,p < .001) and
moderately associated with meat consumptigag(= .37,p < .001). Using partial
correlations we explored each of the two CI scakdationship with meat enjoyment and
meat consumption, while controlling for the otheale. Defense was positively related to
meat enjoyment gz = .64,p < .001) and to meat consumptiQgys)= .35,p < .001).
Domination was negatively related to meat enjoynieg)=-.12,p = .002), and not
related to meat consumptionags)= .07,p = .110). To further examine the negative
partial correlation of domination and meat enjoymere analyzed this correlation for
each diet group. For meat eaters, domination wgatively related to meat enjoyment
(rse5= -.09,p = .026), while for vegetarians there was a positivenot significant
correlation between domination and meat enjoymegi{£ .19,p = .084).

Using multiple regression analyses, we examinediplesdifferences between
diet group (meat-eaters vs. vegetarians) and statigh group (slaughtered vs. not
slaughtered) in the CI scales, meat enjoymentnaeat consumption after controlling for
sample (see Table 5). Participants who identifedhaat eaters had significantly higher
scores on both CI scales, were higher in meat emgoy and consumed more meat than
vegetarians. Participants who had slaughtered iame&for meat had significantly higher
domination scores than participants who had ndaeghtered an animal. In addition,
participants who had slaughtered an animal repaitgudficantly more frequent meat

consumption compared to participants who had riedkan animal. There were no
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differences between slaughtering group in carnggiiense and meat enjoyment.

Because we hypothesized that eating animals iaringm ideological behavior,
we analyzed predictors of diet and butchering grasipvell as meat consumption after
controlling for sample (see Table 6): In a logisggression model, carnistic defense and
domination significantly predicted diet group aftentrolling for meat enjoyment and
sample. The odds ratio of domination, however,dattd that individuals with lower
scores on domination had a higher probability toneat eater. A regression model
regressing meat consumption on defense and dommiatilicated that domination, but
not defense was a significant predictor of measaoawption after controlling for meat
enjoyment and sample. Finally, a logistic regrasgigedicting slaughtering group
indicated that after controlling for meat enjoymantl sample, domination significantly
predicted whether an individual had killed an anjrbat defense did not.

Because of the high correlation between the Clthad\AS, we investigated the
possibility that the CI would account better forigdion in carnistic behavior than the
AAS in sample R. We tested this possibility by conducting a numifaiegression
models. A logistic regression model predicting djetup (meat eaters vs. vegetarians)
indicated that carnistic defense was a signifipaatictorOR= 89.81, 95%CI [5.03,
1604.04], while carnistic dominatidDR= 0.17, 95%CI [0.02, 1.50], and the AAS were
not, OR= 3.64, 95%CI [0.19, 68.04], Rpseudo= -78,p < .001). In a model predicting
frequency of meat-consumption, carnistic defense avsignificant predictofi = .34,p
= .006, but not carnistic dominatiogh= -.13,p = .256, or the AASS = -.16,p = .236,
(Rzadj. =.13,p < .001). A logistic regression model predictingraai slaughter indicated

that dominationOR= 1.63,CI [1.03, 2.58], but not defens®@R= 0.73, 95%CI [0.43,
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1.23], was a significant predictor after contrajlifor the AAS,OR= 0.56, 95%CI [0.19,
1.64], Rpseudo™ -10,p = .038).
Discussion

Study 2b provides support for the hypothesis theditreating behavior is related
to ideological values, namely carnism. As expeabed,analyses showed that carnistic
beliefs facilitate carnistic behaviors. Carnisteiefs serve to justify not only eating
meat, but also violence toward animals used fod foo

Our findings demonstrate that carnistic beliefy/@ainique role in predicting
people’s meat-eating behavior. Carnistic defensdipted meat consumption, while
carnistic domination significantly predicted whetloe not a participant had killed an
animal for its meat. These results support the thgxis that there are two distinct
components of carnism: one dimension that deferetgt consumption and a second
dimension that supports the domination of animaisugh killing them. However, there
were likely floor effects of domination for bothetigroups, while there was only a floor
effect of defense for vegetarians. Thus, the effédiet group was larger on defense than
on domination. There was a negative correlatiawéen domination and meat
enjoyment for meat eaters, and a positive, bustatistically significant, correlation for
vegetarians. This correlational pattern could ctfeestatistical artifact that was indicated
by the non-intuitive negative effect of dominatiom the diet group (Table 6). Carnistic
beliefs explained unique variance in carnistic v@rébeyond meat enjoyment and
beyond speciesist beliefs measured via the Anintigiule Scale.

These results provide evidence that the Cl scaldglee AAS are psycho-

metrically distinct constructs, and that the Claas for variance in behaviors directed
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toward farmed animals that the AAS does not. TthesCl may be a more useful and

precise measure for researchers exploring psyctuallqgrocesses related to meat

consumption and other forms of carnistic behauibasy measures of speciesism.
Study 3: Carnism and Intergroup Attitudes

Having established the reliability as well as vigidf the ClI in the first two
studies, we investigated possible associationsdmtwhe Cl and intergroup attitudes in
Study 3. Previous research has shown that righgrwdeologies like SDO and RWA are
related to meat-eating behavior (Veser et al., 2@Bont & Hodson (2014) have
demonstrated that the belief that vegetarianisaitiseat to one’s country’s social,
political and economic stability is positively redd to the frequency of meat
consumption. We expected carnistic beliefs to mtpely related to SDO and RWA,
and hypothesized that individuals who justify tlaenistic status quo will see
vegetarianism as a threat to the carnistic systiemddition, we argue that carnism
provides the legitimation and justification of tieat-eating status quo. We hypothesized
that carnistic beliefs may serve system justifamatieeds (Jost & Banaji, 1994) and
expected that individuals with a strong need fatemy justification would be higher in
carnistic beliefs in general.

Furthermore, we investigated possible associatietween carnistic beliefs and
prejudicial attitudes towards human minority grougagh as immigrants, women, and
people of color. We anticipated positive correlasidoetween prejudicial human-human
attitudes and carnistic beliefs. In line with oypbthesis that carnism has both a
defensive (carnistic defense) and a hostile (cacrd®mination) component, we

expected measures of prejudice to be more strarmghglated with carnistic domination
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than carnistic defense. Finally, in light of recenitdies on right-wing ideology and meat-
eating behavior (e.g. Dhont & Hodson, 2014; Veseal.e2015), we tested the hypothesis
that carnistic beliefs mediate the relationshipveein carnistic behaviors (meat
consumption and killing an animal for its meat) &1iO.
Method

Participants. Study 3 includes samplesBC, and D, who completed measures of
sociopolitical variables in addition to the Cl. Sales are described in Table 1.

M easures. Participants were asked to indicate their politaréentation on a 1 to
5 scale, ranging from strongly liberal to strongbnservative. Right-wing ideologies and
prejudicial human-human relations were measurel saven different scales (see Table
6). SDO measures one’s preference for intergroematthy (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth
& Malle, 1994; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; e.g., “sogreups of people are simply inferior
to other groups”), while RWA refers to a constaétiatof personality characteristics
comprised of conservatism, authoritarian aggressmmhauthoritarian submission
(Altemeyer, 1981; e.g., “Obedience and respecatinority are the most important
virtues children should learn”). Vegetarianism #ireas assessed with a seven-item scale
(Dhont & Hodson, 2014; e.g., “The rise of vegetaisen poses a threat to our country’s
cultural customs”). Xenophobia was also measurel avseven-item scale (Van der
Veer, Ommundsen, Yakushko, & Higler, 2011; e.qufétacting with immigrants makes
me uneasy”). The economic system justificationeseas used to measure system
justification needs (Jost & Thompson, 2000; e.g.péople work hard, they almost
always get what they want”), while sexism was assgsvith the Ambivalent Sexism

Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1996; e.g., “Women seekgain power by getting control over
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men”), and racism with the Symbolic Racism 2000i&¢8ears, & Henry, 2003; e.g.,
“Over the past few years, blacks have gotten ntwae they deserve”). Carnistic beliefs
were measured with the CI (Table 1).
Results

Correlations among study variables. Table 7 presents the correlations of the
study variables with the Cl as well as partial etations of carnistic defense and
domination (correlations with one CI scale perfadnaéter controlling for the othétr)
The CI was significantly correlated with all studyriables, but the two Cl scales
correlated differently with some of the variableslividuals with higher carnistic
domination scores were also higher in SDO RWA, péiobia and economic system
justification than were those higher in carnisiédahse, supporting the hypothesis that
carnistic domination represents more hierarchabliogical values. Further, carnistic
domination was associated with benevolent sexigstjle sexism, and symbolic racism,
which suggest that carnistic domination functiormaasntergroup belief system. Carnistic
defense was correlated with political conservatigmie carnistic domination was not;
there was also a significant relationship betwesnistic defense and SDO, though this
relationship was smaller than that between SDOcangistic domination. Both scales
were related to the belief that vegetarianism pasa®dible threat to U.S. social norms
and political stability.

M ediation models. Next, we tested the hypothesis that the relatipssbetween
SDO and meat consumption, as well as between Sld®aring slaughtered an animal
for meat, were mediated by carnistic beliefs attantrolling for sample. To test the

indirect effects in the mediation model, bootstiag1,000 resamples) was used to
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provide bias corrected confidence intervals (Prea&hHayes, 2008). We expected that
the total effect of SDO on meat consumption antharing slaughtered an animal would
be due to an indirect effect through carnisticéfsli This was the case (see Table 7): we
found significant direct effects of carnistic deserand domination on meat consumption
as well as indirect effects of SDO via carnistitetise and domination. The direct effect
of SDO on meat consumption was not significantdating that the two categories of
carnistic beliefs fully mediated the relation beéneéSDO and meat consumption. We
found significant direct effects of SDO and domioaton animal slaughter as well as a
significant indirect effect of SDO via carnisticrdmation. These results indicate that
carnistic domination partially mediates the relasibip between SDO and killing an
animal for its meat.
Discussion

The findings of Study 3 supported our hypothesa tarnistic beliefs are
associated with right-wing ideologies as well agyudticial human-human attitudes. As
expected, carnistic domination was related to pliejal attitudes, but carnistic defense
was not. We demonstrated that carnistic beliefsiated the relationship between SDO
and meat consumption, a pattern that was foundian gesearch (e.g. Dhont & Hodson,
2014). In addition, we found an indirect effectS®O on having slaughtered an animal
for its meat via carnistic domination. These firgfirdemonstrate that the CI explains
unique variance beyond SDO in both the eating éndybtering of animals.

General Discussion
To date, little research has investigated the raatitg majority’s beliefs about

meat consumption and the animals they eat. Inrsept article we present a novel
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measure of these beliefs — collectively named sarniand argue that consuming animal
meat is related to this ideology, just as a plagedl diet is related to beliefs regarding
veganism or vegetarianism (see Ruby, 2012, Rubye&aé] 2012).

The aims of this project were to develop a bristimment to measure carnistic
beliefs and to begin investigating the relationstbptween carnism, the consumption of
animals, and prejudice. To this end, we developedXarnism Inventory (CI), comprised
of two scales: carnistic defense contains itemskprovide justification for the practice
of meat consumption as legitimate and just, whaleistic domination provide a
rationale for the belief that animals are infebeings who humans have the right to kill
for their meat and contains hostile attitudes taWfarmed animals. Results demonstrated
that the Cl was negatively associated with attisuidevard animals, including support for
animal rights and the belief that humans are arsriadt evolved from other animals. As
expected, carnistic domination was positively asged with hostile attribution bias and
negatively correlated with empathy, demonstratiadnypothesized role as the hostile
facet of carnism. In Study 2b we demonstrated theron validity of the CI, and found
that carnistic defense was positively related tingaanimals and to meat enjoyment,
while individuals higher in carnistic domination rgemore likely to have killed an
animal for their meat. Study 3 demonstrated th#t barnistic defense and domination
were associated with ideologies unrelated to ammatiuding RWA, SDO, xenophobia,
and system justification. Both scales were alsateel to the perception of vegetarianism
as a social and political threat. Unlike particigganigh in only carnistic defense,
participants higher in carnistic domination hadheigscores on measures of hostile

sexism, benevolent sexism, and symbolic racismgestgng that people who hold
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prejudicial attitudes toward human out-groups &iskl prejudicial attitudes toward
animals. In addition, individuals who held negatatBtudes toward Black Americans or
women endorsed carnistic domination to a greatgreggethan those who did not, an
indication of the discriminatory character of catid domination.
The Contribution of the Carnism Theory

The present research aimed to shine a light duidéis held by the meat-eating
majority, attitudes often taken for granted (BenB&m, 1970). Carnism is an important
area of research not because it is deviant, batusecit is so prevalent. The present
research provides evidence that one of the mostrmhuman behaviors is not simply a
gustatory behavior, as is widely believed, but alsadeological one. We further develop
Joy’s (2009) theory that carnism is a defense-tegrsystem justifying ideology, and
our findings demonstrate that eating animals igifated by two distinct sets of beliefs
that are strongly related. While carnistic defems®/ides legitimations for meat
consumption, carnistic domination concerns subjoganimals and physical violence
against animals (i.e., killing an animal for itsatje The present research extend prior
studies about the meat-paradox that have showtdtaiuse people care about animals
they experience cognitive dissonance when thinklmgut eating them (Bastian et al.,
2012; Loughnan et al., 2010). Our results showedgative relationship between
carnistic domination and empathy and suggest aiiaa@a hypothesis: some individuals
do not empathize with animals, and therefore mdyeRrperience dissonance when they
think about or actually engage in killing animats food.

The associations between carnism, vegetarianissatthend system justification

support the theory that the adherents of the dazrggstem are motivated to justify it.
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Prior research has shown similar processes in sirstems of racial or economic
inequality (Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 2004). Those vetxperience competing ideologies
(like vegetarianism or veganism) that challengér thystem as highly threatening might
invest more cognitive effort into creating a comerearnistic worldview than those who
are not so affected by alternative ideologies. Beeaystem justification is a strategy for
reducing dissonance (Jost & Thompson, 2000), paespteeat animals may benefit from
endorsing legitimating myths embedded in carnisiorder to reduce dissonance and to
justify their behavior.

Dhont and Hodson (2014) showed that right-wing idgies (RWA and SDO)
predicted meat consumption and support for anirsaltbrough the belief in human
superiority. Our findings suggest that not only eén@se high in right-wing attitudes
motivated to eat animals to maintain unequal gm@lgtions, but that individuals high in
carnistic domination eat meat more frequently ireshgjent of how much they enjoy it.
For them, the act of eating animals may be motd/aieideology even more than taste.

Finally, our findings contribute to the understarglof the Interspecies Model of
Prejudice (IMP, Costello & Hodson, 2012). The IMEsdribes prejudice as originating in
negative or hierarchical attitudes toward animals posits that perceiving animals as
inferior to humans is a contributing factor to ttevelopment of perceiving human out-
groups as inferior (Costello & Hodson, 2010; 20B9sults of Study 3 provide evidence
that carnistic attitudes toward specific animalcépe (those that are eaten) are related to
attitudes toward specific human social groups. €leadegorizations may constitute early
forms of carnism and their development may stigefhuman perception of both human

and non-human out-groups today. It could be argi@dthe evolved mechanisms for
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evaluating the instrumental value of animals mayehareceded or informed mechanisms
for evaluating the utility of other humans.
Limitationsand Future Directions

The current research was intended as a first stapderstanding how carnistic
beliefs facilitate the eating and killing of anirmalMe found that carnistic beliefs are
related to prejudice toward human social groupsvéi@r, our research is limited by its
correlational design. Experimental research thatipudates carnism is needed to
establish causal directions in these relationshgpaell as to uncover the processes
through which they function. More research is neéedeunderstand the relationship
between carnistic beliefs and the behavior of gatieat, and in particular, to understand
the extent to which people eat meat because afehdorsement of carnism, or vice
versa. Previous research has shown that peopleleatigate animals when they eat them
(Bratanova et al., 2011; Bastian et al., 2012; lbmag et al., 2014) and eat animals to
derogate them (Dhont & Hodson, 2014). The Cl wagldped, in part, to be used as a
tool to explore the relationship of these two patiethat correspond to carnistic defense
and domination, respectively. Future experimentaikhtest the hypothesis that carnistic
defense is a consequence of meat consumption bg thlbo enjoy eating meat, while
carnistic domination drives people prejudiced agiaiarmed animals to eat them.

The intrapersonal association between carnistierdgef and domination is
unclear. On the one hand, it is possible that idd&s higher in carnistic domination
embrace beliefs that defend meat consumption iaerdadjustify the killing of animals
that makes meat consumption possible. It is alssipte that people higher in carnistic

defense tend to endorse the subjugation of aniamalsieny moral worth to animals they
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eat because they experience cognitive dissonanoe Msearch is needed to understand
the reasons for endorsing carnistic beliefs, anteveocialization may appear the
obvious answer, processes such as motivated cognitieference for social hierarchy,
and dissonance reduction also seem likely in laghhe literature. But while

considerable theoretical explanations of why peepl#orse carnism exist, these remain
to be empirically tested.

While we believe that the construct of carnismmigtiesting in itself, we also
believe that the Carnism Inventory may be a udeflfor researching ideology more
broadly. As the public currently supports carnisesearching carnism presents an
opportunity to investigate a hierarchical ideolagyile it is widely and explicitly
endorsed. An essential next step in understandingsen is to evaluate ways in which
carnism is similar to prejudice toward human sograups. Adherents of prejudicial
belief systems such as racism or sexism rarelytiigeghemselves as racists or sexists;
carnists, on the other hand, identify as meat gatieough they may not recognize the
ideological milieu in which this practice occur$érefore, researchers interested in how
prejudice operates while it is still socially desite may benefit from researching
carnism, because participants who endorse carréfadsntify and likely do not face
social pressure to moderate the expression of biedigfs. And because research has
provided evidence that processes of moral disemgageplay an important role in meat
consumption (Graca et al., 2016; Haslam et al.220darnism may be an effective lens
through which personal involvement in structuraphysical violence could be
investigated, as carnism is a predictor of bothcthressumption of meat (the product of

violence) and the actual and violent act of killenmgmals for their meat.
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Conclusion

In the current research, we have introduced owrthef carnism and developed a
brief measure to examine individual differencesinmbracing carnistic defense and
domination beliefs. We believe that this reseamdvides a possible explanation of how
individual differences contribute to attitudes dathaviors toward animals used for food.
As concern about animal welfare increases in thigedrstates, carnism provides a
means for understanding how the public thinks aboirhals used for food and might
respond to ethical dilemmas surrounding meat prioclu@nd consumption. Our findings
provide evidence that meat consumption is facdddiy beliefs that defend carnistic
behavior and justify violence against farmed angmak such, carnism represents a core
belief that underlies a pervasive human behavidrsmapes a broad facet of human
interactions with other species. Moreover, theenfrresearch suggests that carnistic
beliefs are related to prejudicial attitudes. Télationship between SDO, carnism, and
eating and killing animals suggests that carnismpsejudicial ideology which supports
discriminatory actions towards non-human animalgufe research is needed to
understand how specific cognitive mechanisms ojegrat carnism relate to those
present in other social attitudes. Such researghsimead light on how prejudicial beliefs
are maintained and translated into discriminat@atyadvior against out-group members,

human and non-human alike.
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Footnotes
YIn Study 2a, female participants had significahilyher scores in the following scales
AHC, AR, AAS, Empathy, neuroticism, and significigribwer scores in the HAB scale
compared to male participants.
?In Study 3, female participants had significandwér scores in the following scales

SDO, ASI, SJE, and SR compared to male participants
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Table 1

Sample Characteristics

Sample
Characteristics A B B C D
N 302 306 102 173 203
Location UM MT® MT® Um® MT¢

Age range (years) 18 - 67 18 - 69 21-61 18-75 8-@6

AgeM (SD) 25.5 (8.9) 33.8 (11.1) 35.9 (10.8) 27.0 (10.2)35.3 (11.1)
Female (%) 75.2 42.6 54.5 67.4 50.3

Meat eater (%) 86.0 89.0 86.0 86.1 87.0
Ever Butchered (%) - 15.3 11.9 8.1 15.8
EducatiorM (SD) - 3.55 (0.94) 3.87 (0.95) 3.58 (0.92)3.73 (0.89)

Note.UM = Student Sample, University of Massachusettsst@n; MT = General Adult
Sample, Mechanical-Turk
!Br= Retest of the Cl in sample B

3UM, Winter, 2012°MT, Winter 2014°UM, Spring 2015MT, Spring 2015
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Table 2

Factor Loadings for Carnism Inventory across Foangles

Sample
Scale item A B C D
Carnistic Defense
1) Humans should continue to eat meat because weia .70 .83 .85
been doing it for thousands of years.
2) Eating meat is better for my health. 73 44 .84 .82
3) I've been eating meat my whole life, | could eev.68 73 .70 73

give it up.
4) The production of meat causes animals to suffer .52 .60 43 .30

Carnistic Domination

5) Animals are dirty and deserve to be eaten. 7065 . .80 91
6) Not eating animals is a sign of weakness. .60 3 .7 .75 .84
7) | have the right to kill any animal | want. .67 .68 .66 .78

8) Animals aren't intelligent enough to suffer 61 .59 .58 .80

intensive confinement.

Note.The accompanying 7-point scale was 4trongly disagree t@ =strongly agree.

®Reverse coded.
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Table 3

Mean (SD) and Cronbach’s Alpha of the Carnism Inegnin Four Samples

Sample Cl Defense Domination

N M(SD a M (SD o M (SD) a
A 302 2.95(1.00) 76 4.13(1.47) .76  1.78(0.95) 73.
B 306 3.19(1.23) .83  4.14 (1.54) .78 2.26(1.35) 82 .
Br 102 3.00 (1.28) .88  3.97 (1.69) 87 203(1.12) 8 .7
C 173 2.56 (0.93) 77 3.69(1.45) .79 1.43(0.80) 78
D 203 3.27 (1.29) .85 4.13(1.48) .78 2.41(1.60) 90 .

Note.CIl = Carnism Inventory.
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Table 4
Correlations of the Carnism Inventory (CI) and Stdiss with other Scales with Mean (SD) and Cronlsglipha of the Scales in Sam-
ple A-D

Scale Sample N Cronbach’sx M (SD) Min - Max Correlations

Cl Defenseé  Dominatior?

AHC A C 475 81 5.00 (0.98) 1-5 -B0x** - 26%F* - 3QF*
AR A 302 .88 0.35 (0.20) 0-1 -Blxx L ABRR 16
AAS Br 102 .92 3.41 (0.81) 1-5 O R 7 ¥ e
HAB C,D 376 75 1.32 (0.25) 1-2 25%** -.07 35%**
Empathy B 102 .90 4.59 (0.77) 1-7 -.13 A1 -.29%
SD C 173 .79 1.50 (0.17) 0-1 -.03 -.08 .07
Agreeableness C 173 T7 3.75 (0.64) 1-5 -17* -.01  -.22%
Openness C 173 75 3.84 (0.56) 1-5 =21 -07  -21*
Consciousness C 173 .78 3.58 (0.42) 1-5 -.03 -.04 -10
Extraversion C 173 .87 3.21 (0.83) 1-5 .01 -04 -03
Neuroticism C 173 .86 3.04 (0.87) 1-5 -.10 -06 -.06

Note.Cl = Carnism Inventory; AHC = Animal-Human-Contitya AR = Animal Right Scale; AAS = Attitude towarhimals Scale;
HAB = Hostile Attribution Bias; Empathy = Interpersal Reaction Index; SD = Social Desirability.

“Correlations of defense after controlling for doation.’Correlations of domination after controlling forfelese.

*** n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05.
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Table 5
Means (SD), and effect sizes of Diet and Animaldgsiter Group for the CI Scales, Meat Enjoyment, Blsét Consumption after Con-

trolling for Sample

Diet Group Animal Slaughter Group
Dependent Meat-eaters  Vegetarian p p Radi. Slaughtered Not slaughteredg p Radij.
Variables M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
cI 3.25(1.03) 1.88(0.96) .41 <.001 .17** 3.7032) 3.05 (1.11) 20 <.001 .04%**
Defensé 444 (1.25) 225(1.23) 51 <.001 .26% 4.4730)  4.14 (1.44) 10  .012 .01*
Dominatiot ~ 2.06 (1.27)  1.50(1.04) .15 <.001 .03** 2.983.82) 1.96 (1.24) 24 <.001 .06%**
ME? 434 (0.80)  1.73(1.03) .71 <.001 .51** 4.2608)  3.99 (1.19) 08  .044 .01*
Mc? 1.87 (1.09)  0.45(1.22) .40 <.001 .16%** 2.2538) 1.61 (1.17) 17 <.001 .03

Note ME = Meat Enjoyment; MC = Meat Consumptighs Standardized effect size of the regression asalgsedicting the dependent

variables!Samples A — DN = 978);°Samples B — DN = 676);*Samples B— D (N = 475)



THE CARNISM INVENTORY
Table 6

Predictors of Diet Group, Animal Slaughter GroupdaMeat consumption after Controlling for Sample

Meat Eater Meat Consumption Animal Slaughtet
OR 95%Cl RPpseudo P P R OR 95%Cl R2pseudo
Meat Enjoyment _ 6.14**  [3.88, 9.71] 0.40 <.001 1.19 [0.90, 1.56]
Defense 2.34**  [1.49, 3.69] 0.08 174 0.93 0.74, 1.16]
Domination 0.52***  [0.36, 0.76] 0.10 .019 138 [1.31, 1.80]
_BErR 25Fr* Q7+

Note. OR= odds ratioCl = confidence interval, Meat Eater (0 = vegetaridrrs,meat eater), Animal Slaughter (0O = no anirtealghter,

1 = animal slaughterjSample B, C, DN = 676);°Sample & C, D (N = 478);*Sample B, C, DN = 681).
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Table 7
Mean (SD) and Cronbach’s Alpha of Study-Variabled éPartial)-Correlations of the Cl with Study-Vahles

Scale Sample N Cronbach’sx M (SD) Min - Max Correlations

Cl Defensé Dominatior?
CO C,D 369 2.35(1.14) 0-5 .20* A7+ .05
SDO C,D 376 .93 2.41 (1.19) 1-7 A8 13* A5FF*
RWA Br, C 275 .94 3.11 (1.70) 1-9 .38*** A3* 30***
Xenophobia R C 173 .93 2.49 (1.39) 1-7 RN Rl 21%** 25%*
ESJ D 203 .83 4.45 (1.20) 1-9 RN Rl 19%* 29
VT Br 102 .88 2.01 (0.81) 1-5 .B0*** 22*% 39rr*
BS D 203 .84 3.94 (1.33) 1-7 25%F* -.03 30x**
HS D 203 .96 3.54 (1.72) 1-7 AL -.05 S0***
SR D 203 .79 2.28 (0.58) 1-4 28%** A1 20%*

Note.CO = Conservatism; SDO = Social Dominance OriegmaRWA = Right-Wing Authoritarianism, ESJ = Econic System Justifi-
cation, VT = Vegetarian Threat; BS = BenevolentiS®xHS = Hostile Sexism, SR = Symbolic Racism.
“Correlations of defense after controlling for doation.’Correlations of domination subscale after contngliior defense.

k% p< 001, p<.01,*p<.05.
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Table 8

Direct and Indirect Effects of Carnistic Defensalddomination on Outcome Variables after

Controlling for Sample

Meat Consumption Animal Slaughter
Unstandardized estimates B (SB 95%CI° B(SB 95%CI°
Total effect of SDO .21 (.08) [0.07, 0.35] .363) [0.17, .49]
Direct effect of SDO -.00 (.06) [-0.12,0.12] .210) [0.01, 0.40]
Direct effect of Defense .37 (.05) [0.28,0.47] 20(.21) [-0.20,0.61]
Direct effect of Domination 14 (.07) [0.01,0.26] .43(.17) [0.10,0.76]
Indirect effect of SDO via Defense 11 (.02) [Q.085] .03 (.03) [-0.03,0.08]
Indirect effect of SDO via Domination .06 (.03) .QO0, 0.12] .10 (.04) [0.03,0.18]

Note.Data of Sample C and Dl = 373. An indirect effect is statistically sigmifint if its confi-
dence interval does not include zero. Cl = Configeimterval, SDO = social dominance orienta-
tion. All continuous variables were standardized.

aAnimal Slaughter is a dichotomy variab?®ercentile 95%Is for all direct and indirect effects

were estimated using 1,000 bootstrap samples.



