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INTRODUCTION RESULTS & DISCUSSION

 The meat industry contributes 15% of total global ¢ There is greater preference for meat than meat Figure 1. Bean Burger Proportion More black bean Figure 2. Study Model ndividual traits
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1. Will people order more meat-free food if given an online menu with meat-free defaults? Default Menu
2. Is the effectiveness of meat-free defaults based on demographics and/or diet preferences?
METHODOLOGY: Survey-Based Choice Experiment (a) Identifying as female (b) Not identifyingas (c & d) Reporting lower (e) Having some (f) Having no objections
Caucasian meat consumption objections to beef to black bean
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Manipulation Check Question regarding meat consumption

True or False: The menu let you choose between a beef and black
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