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Abstract 

Stereotypes of cruel culinary practices and animal abuse within Chinese culture are 

misrepresentative of the culture and its relationship with animals. Much of the previous literature 

shows that the Chinese public holds positive attitudes toward animals and their welfare. 

Therefore, this study aims to explore the human-animal relationship through meat-eating and 

examine the factors within participants’ lived experiences that might play a role in shaping 

attitudes toward animals. Through an interpretive phenomenological lens and an explanatory 

sequential mixed methodology, 30 international academics from China, Taiwan, and Hong Kong 

residing in the U.S. at the University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa completed a questionnaire on attitudes 

toward animal welfare called the Animal Attitude Scale (AAS) and semi-structured interviews 

about exposure to animals, diet habits, and reasons for their answers to the AAS. Following the 

formulation of a codebook, two overarching themes were emergent. The first was Diet Habits 

and the second was Animal Ethics. The findings of the theme Diet Habits centered around family 

being integral in participants’ cooking, eating, and shopping habits through compliance with 

family habits as well as the influence of female family members on these habits. In the Animal 

Ethics theme, it was found that exposure and interaction with animals and knowledge of animal 

welfare or environmental concerns did not influence diet alterations due to those concerns. The 

AAS statements were then placed into categories combined with participants’ reasoning for their 

answers. Based on data from the qualitative interviews it was found that family was largely 

integral in determining the diet habits and animal exposure of participants. Additionally, 

participants understood that taking advantage of animal resources was unjust, however, they 

could not imagine a world in which that did not occur. This sentiment played a role in the 

participants’ overall moderate concern for animal welfare on the AAS. The hope is that the 
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results of this study can open a door to understanding Chinese culture and the relationship 

between food and animals through a more personal and experience-oriented lens. Via this lens, 

future studies can begin to provide a more accurate and detailed depiction of factors surrounding 

Chinese attitudes toward animals. Additionally, future studies in psychology and cultural 

geography should approach the topic of human-animal interaction via multi-disciplinary and 

mixed methodology to open the door to new and exciting findings that may not emerge by 

staying in their own lane.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

There is a common saying in China that “The Chinese eat anything with wings except the 

airplane and anything with legs except the table” (Li, 2021, Chapter 1, p. 34). However 

prominent the stereotype may be, the human-animal bond can be considered a universal 

phenomenon, something that people of all cultural backgrounds experience (Jegatheesan, 2012). 

In general, the human-animal relationship has developed over time and has been influenced by 

cultural beliefs and practices (Jegatheesan, 2012). Besides food, animals play multiple roles in 

human society such as pets, family, workers, study subjects, etc. Additionally, different variables 

about a person can often influence someone’s attitudes toward animals and therefore their 

relationship with animals; such variables can include a person’s age, education, income, gender, 

place of residence, ethnicity, and culture (Driscoll, 1992; Kahn, 1997; Phillips et al., 2012).  

Animals were influential in the development of early Chinese civilization (Li, 2013). The 

Chinese were some of the first to domesticate animals such as pigs, goats, chickens, horses, and 

even silkworms, among many other animals (Li, 2013; Li, 2021, Chapter 2). During the Eighth 

Century, farmers often kept several chickens, pigs, and a couple of draft animals in their yards 

(Bray, 2019). This could be seen in most regions of China. In the South, water buffalo were 

typically kept as draft animals, but in the North, people kept donkeys, oxen, and mules, which 

were often used in pairs as draft animals (Bray, 2019).  

Near the end of Imperial China (Qing Dynasty), the consumption of pork began to rise 

due to the ability of people to keep pigs in suburban settings, where they would feed the pigs 

leftovers and by-products of foods within and on the outskirts of the cities (Bray, 2019). Before 

the late 1970s and early 1980s, rural households each had what seemed to be their own farming 
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operation (Li, 2021, Chapter 5). For example, each household in southeast and southern China 

averaged around 10-20 meat chickens, ducks, geese, or rabbits, and a handful of egg-laying hens. 

These animals were fed grain by-products and other human waste. Some rural households even 

placed pigsties under the toilets for the pigs to consume the waste (Li, 2021, Chapter 5). Today, 

“China’s modern pig is a meat machine, it is a pork factory on four legs” (Schneider, 2019, p. 

233). The distance between pigs and people is now much more distinct, as pigs are now hidden 

away in large-scale farming operations.  

Besides the practical utility that animals bring to the table, Chinese people have multiple 

attitudes toward them, some of which stem from religious ideology. Over the past two millennia, 

Chinese attitudes toward animals have been shaped by the religious traditions and cultural values 

of Daoism, Confucianism, and Buddhism (Li, 2013). For example, one Buddhist tradition that 

has often been revered by others is the tradition of captive animal release or Fàngshēng (放生) 

where captive animals are released back into their natural habitat (Li, 2013; Smith, 1999). 

Fàngshēng originated from Buddhism but is now commonly practiced amongst the general 

public due to encouragement from Buddhist and Confucian elites in the Ming Dynasty (16th 

century) (Li, 2013). 

Furthermore, attitudes toward animals have also been shaped by philosophical ideas 

about animals. In traditional Chinese thinking, all things have an order and move through 

circular means (Hou, 1997). In Confucian thought, there is the notion of unity between the 

heavens and humanity which is referred to as Tiān Rén Hé Yī (天人合一) (Li, 2013). An 

important notion regarding Tiān Rén Hé Yī is that heaven or sky, Tiān (天), and people, Rén (人) 

join with one another with Tiān having a supernatural will and emotional quality. Thus, as long 
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as humans do not act against the will of nature, nature will not go against them (Hou, 1997). This 

balance can also be seen through the famous Chinese philosophical notion regarding nature, yin 

and yang. It was a scholar in the Han Dynasty (206 B.C. – 220 A.D.), Dong Zhongshu (董仲舒), 

who further conceptualized the ideas surrounding (天) sky and (人) person (Hou, 1997). In this 

conceptualization, the relationship between sky and earth is one, divided into yin and yang, four 

seasons, and five elements (wood, water, fire, metal, earth) whereby each is related to the other. 

Body and nature are connected through yin and yang (Hou, 1997).  

One way in which the seasons, yin and yang, and body and nature are all connected is 

through Traditional Chinese Medicine (TCM) (Weng & Chen, 1996).  According to TCM, the 

body is seen as a mini-universe which is a naturally balanced system (Hsu & Ownby, 2021, 

Chapter 4). However, diet, emotions, seasons, environment, etc., can all disrupt the balance of 

this mini-universe. To maintain this balance people will consume foods or drinks, often herbal 

medicine with ingredients that are classified within TCM to have a particular property or 

inherent characteristic (Chau, 2019; Hsu & Ownby, 2021, Chapter 4). These characteristics 

include warm, cool, cold, hot, and neutral (Hsu & Ownby, 2021, Chapter 4). For example, ginger 

has a warming characteristic (Chau, 2019) and spring can bring on “warm” diseases or illnesses 

(Hsu & Ownby, 2021, Chapter 4). Thus, the two should not be paired or if paired should be 

balanced by something with a cool or cold property. Furthermore, people’s mini-universes can 

differ in needs depending on sex (Chau, 2019). During menstruation, females’ bodies flush out 

the old. Foods that are warm and help to nourish and replenish the blood are often eaten. In TCM 

eating according to one’s individual needs, the seasons, and age are also practiced (Chau, 2019; 

Weng & Chen, 1996). Food and medicine in TCM are of the same level of importance when it 

comes to healing the body (Weng & Chen, 1996). Thus, food is not just to fill the stomach or for 
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taste, but to also nourish the body (Chau, 2019). Particular animal parts are believed to have 

properties that prevent or cure disease, and exotic animals are thought to contain more of these 

properties (Li, 2021, Chapter 1).  

The consumption of wild animals for TCM has often been met with harsh criticism for 

the taking of resources, such as animals listed by the Convention on International Trade in 

Endangered Species (CITES) of Wild Animals and Plants (Li & Davey, 2013; Still, 2003). For 

example, practices that have been criticized consist of bear bile farming, shark finning, 

consumption of endangered wildlife species, bushmeat, and dog eating (Davey, 2006; Li, 2013; 

Li & Davey, 2013). Along with the stereotype of some Chinese to try almost anything, Chinese 

food culture also involves elaborate and exquisite gastro-aesthetics. Chang (2016) describes 

gastro-aesthetics as, “a school of aesthetics that views food as a form of raw material for art and 

taste buds as receptors for aesthetic judgment” (p. 530). Additionally, Rowe (2013) further honed 

in on gastro-aesthetics as a bodily experience that should be rooted in intentionality: “Gastro-

aesthetic pedagogy… aims to bring bodily eating habits into the realm of introspection and 

awareness, thus encouraging eating food as a somatic practice of intentionality” (p. 100). 

Furthermore, the preparation of some foods has landed Chinese culture in hot water over what 

has been categorized as “culinary and gastronomic cruelty” for boiling, eating, and cooking 

animals alive for freshness (Chang, 2016). As headlines of these practices and incidents of 

animal cruelty in China made their way to the West, many have chalked it up to problems within 

Chinese culture and tradition (Li, 2021, Chapter 1).  

In 2014, Zhang and Yin conducted surveys in several Chinese cities (Beijing, Shanghai, 

Guangzhou, Kunming, and Nanning). Among those cities, Guangzhou and Nanning had the 

highest level of wildlife consumption for food and traditional medicine ingredients. This was due 
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to utilitarian attitudes toward animals, mainly for food (Zhang & Yin, 2014). However, it is not 

simply utilitarian views about animal usage that are responsible for cases of poor treatment of 

animals in China making headlines domestically and, in the West, especially, as the Chinese 

public has shown disapproval of high-profile cases of animal cruelty in China (Li & Davey, 

2013; Zu et al., 2005). Studies on Chinese attitudes toward animals and animal welfare have 

found that within the general Chinese society, especially university students, participants were in 

favor of animal welfare and environmental initiatives and were reasonably knowledgeable about 

the topic (Chen & Martens, 2023; Davey, 2006; Izmirli & Phillips, 2011; Phillips et al., 2011; 

Phillips et al., 2012; Platto et al., 2022; Su & Martens, 2017; Yang & Hong, 2019; Zhang & Li, 

2022; Zu et al., 2005).  

Similar studies on Chinese perceptions of animals have used the Animal Attitude Scale 

(AAS) (Davey, 2006; Su & Martens, 2017). The AAS is a 29-item questionnaire where 

participants rate their level of agreement via a Likert scale with several different statements 

meant to assess perceptions toward different uses of animals. The AAS was first used by Herzog 

and colleagues (1991) who looked at the way gender and sex role orientation play into attitudes 

toward animals. Their results were significant for gender differences, especially the feminine sex 

role orientation for all but one animal-related measure regarding the perception of comfort when 

touching animals. There was an association between females who scored higher on the Bem Sex 

Role Inventory (BSRI) Feminine Scale and concern for the welfare of animals. Additionally, 

they found that measures of feminine and masculine sex role orientation showed opposite 

relationships with animal attitude scales, with the masculine sex role orientation showing less 

sensitivity to the ethical treatment of animals. Davey’s (2006) study aimed to look at Chinese 

university students’ perceptions of animal welfare issues using the AAS. Davey found that 
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participants demonstrated strong concern for a variety of animal welfare issues, with the level of 

concern varying depending on the issue. For example, participants were most concerned with the 

issue of hunting wild animals for sport but were undecided about using animals for medical 

research. Davey’s study had almost 300 participants who were foreign language majors at the 

Guangdong University of Foreign Studies in Guangzhou.  

There is a disparity when it comes to headlines about animal cruelty in China, Western 

public perception of the Chinese treatment of animals, and the literature on Chinese attitudes 

toward animals (Li, 2013). Stereotypes that Chinese people participate in “culinary and 

gastronomic cruelty” by eating what is considered “strange foods” in some cultures is 

misrepresentative of Chinese culture when many Westerners themselves consume similar if not 

some of the same animal products. In Germany, pig’s blood and beef tripe are eaten, in Iceland 

fermented Greenland shark, and in Italy live sea urchins. In contrast with China, it is much less 

common to hear of headlines involving animal cruelty coming from other Western countries. 

Previous literature supports that the Chinese public is philosophically ready to accept and 

support changes and improvement of animal welfare standards in their country, but these laws 

have yet to be implemented (Davey, 2006). 

The current study attempts to strengthen the literature on individual lived experiences 

regarding Chinese food culture and their relationship with nonhuman animals. The use of semi-

structured interviews allows for the unearthing of rich cultural history through personal 

narratives about traditions, family history, and practice. Herzog (1993) proposed that using 

qualitative methodology can enable an understanding of the psychology of human and non-

human animal relationships. Jegatheesan (2021), also noted the importance of using qualitative 

methods to understand how culture influences human and nonhuman-animal relationships. 
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Examining this relationship specifically through the Chinese cultural lens allows for a unique 

view and takes on the human nature-culture relationship, revealing aspects unique to Chinese 

culture. 

This study attempts to strengthen the literature on Chinese evaluative perceptions of 

animals by examining the role of lived experiences and practices involving nonhuman animals. 

Specifically, to gain an insider perspective rather than the typical outsider perspective of the 

Chinese cultural relationship with nonhuman animals. By using a mixed-methods approach of 

qualitative and quantitative data, the researcher can perform an in-depth examination of the 

factors and experiences in participants’ lives that may influence attitudes toward animals. 

Furthermore, in doing so the current study and future studies can begin to depict a relationship 

with animals in Chinese culture that goes beyond superficial stereotypes.  

Research Objectives  

The objective of the mixed-methods portion of the study is to emphasize the interpretive 

framework of the qualitative portion of this study. The study’s purpose in terms of mixed 

methodology is to understand through the human-animal relationship in the context of meat-

eating the factors within the participants’ lived experience that might play a role in shaping 

attitudes toward animals. The purpose of the quantitative portion of this study was to investigate 

individual evaluative perceptions as a baseline understanding of participants’ attitudes toward 

nonhuman animals and their welfare.  

The purpose of the qualitative proponent in this study is to understand the phenomenon 

of individual and family diet habits in terms of meat-eating as well as via lived experiences and 

interaction with animals. 
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The first research question is how do participants’ general individual evaluative 

perceptions of nonhuman animals influence their eating habits? Within this overarching question, 

a few questions appear. How does concern for animal welfare/environmental issues influence 

eating habits? How does interaction with nonhuman animals influence eating habits?  

The second overarching research question is how does culture influence and connect to 

meat-eating practices? The sub-questions include: How do beliefs (religious, medicinal, family) 

influence eating habits? How have these beliefs been integrated into participants’ lives? Who in 

the participant’s life has been most influential in passing these beliefs on (parent, grandparent)?
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Chapter 2 

Methods 

In this section, I will discuss the research design, my position as a researcher, the data 

collected from participants, the study procedures, data analysis, and the reliability of the study. 

Some of the sections, such as Data Analysis, have separate subsections dedicated to each method 

of inquiry. These sections are arranged in a sequence that corresponds to the methods used in the 

study. 

Research Design Overview 

The current study is an interpretive phenomenological study with an explanatory 

sequential mixed-methods approach. An interpretive phenomenological study involves the 

researcher’s attempt to understand how the participants view the world around them (Smith et 

al., 2009). This helps to gain a better understanding of basic attitudes and lived experiences 

through the eyes of those who experience the phenomenon. In an explanatory sequential mixed-

methods design, the questionnaire is presented first, followed by the interview, and then an 

integration of the two methods in which the data from the interview helps to further inform the 

researcher about what is asked in the questionnaire. The use of an explanatory sequential mixed-

methods design was fitting as it allowed for a dynamic approach to examining the Chinese 

cultural relationship with food and nonhuman animals. The current study translates individual 

experiences of use, purpose, and practices into semi-structured inquiries regarding exposure to 

animals as well as individual and family meat-eating habits. Looking at practices involving 

nonhuman animals gives the ability to understand what influences people’s attitudes toward 

nonhuman animals (Bradley et al., 2020). In turn, these individual experiences can help to 
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provide insight into a more general understanding via the questionnaire of how attitudes toward 

animals may be shaped.  

The integration of qualitative and quantitative data can be justified due to how the data 

fill gaps within each. Quantitative data such as the demographic and diet habits survey, and a 

questionnaire about attitudes toward animals gives us the information that a certain variable may 

have influenced someone’s attitudes toward animals and therefore their relationship with animals 

(Driscoll, 1992; Kahn, 1997; Phillips et al., 2012). However, it does not present information on 

how the relationship between attitudes and personal demographics was formed or why it was 

formed, especially on the individual level. Qualitative data gives insight into how a particular 

phenomenon is experienced, providing a more detailed and personal picture of an individual’s 

relationship with nonhuman animals. Combining attitudes and demographic data with 

information on individual cultural beliefs and practices, which influence the human-animal 

relationship (Jegatheesan, 2012) creates a clearer picture of how someone’s positionality and 

their personal responses to lived experiences may have contributed to their overall relationship 

with and attitudes toward animals.  

Participants or Other Data Sources 

Researcher Description (Position Statement) 

In the spirit of self-reflexivity, I will share my background and prior understanding of the 

phenomena. In doing so, I seek to be transparent in how I believe these aspects of myself may 

have altered my approach to the current study. I am a 25-year-old Chinese American woman. I 

received a B.S. in Psychology and a B.S. in Animal Studies (human-animal interaction) from 
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Eastern Kentucky University, and I am working toward my M.A. in Geography and Environment 

at the University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa.  

My academic training has been in quantitative research, so this study is my first time 

doing qualitative research besides an ethnographic study project for my freshman cultural 

anthropology course. This is also my first time using mixed methods. One aspect of how my 

quantitative research background influenced the current study is that prior to ever having 

conducted a quantitative study, I took multiple semesters of research methods and statistics 

courses, whereas with qualitative research I learned throughout the process of conducting the 

study.  

Since I was already familiar with quantitative survey data, most everything involving the 

AAS felt straightforward. In contrast, the qualitative portions of the study felt disjointed, and I 

needed a lot more guidance. One of the aspects of qualitative research I found to be particularly 

confusing was the fact that there are multiple approaches to inquiry and ways to organize and 

code the data. For example, I could have investigated the topic using grounded theory. I chose 

not to because I felt that my research was more geared toward shared experiences among my 

participants amplified in phenomenology versus common experiences which are the focus of 

grounded theory.  

The other part of qualitative research that I found to be challenging was knowing when 

and how to bracket myself off as the researcher in order to remain objective.  In my past 

experiences with quantitative survey data, I never interacted with my participants, so I was 

emotionally and physically removed from them. However, by doing interviews, I had to find the 

sweet spot between being personal enough for the participants to feel comfortable while also 

keeping a distance so as not to influence their responses by asking leading questions or using 
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language that is too emotionally charged. This exemplifies a major difference between 

qualitative interviews and quantitative survey data. With qualitative interviews, everything is 

happening in real-time, so for the non-structured portions of the interviews it required me to be 

actively conscientious about how I ask questions. Whereas survey questions are made ahead of 

time and can be reviewed before participants see them.  As for ideas about meat-eating and 

attitudes toward animals, I was readily familiar with these topics prior to the current study due to 

previous research.  

As for my positionality or the aspects of myself such as my background and identity 

which influence my research, I was born in China but was adopted and raised by a White family, 

so my understanding of Chinese culture prior to the study was surface-level. I had only been 

back to China once in 2018 and before conducting the interviews, my understanding of specific 

cultural nuances of Chinese cuisine, ideas about animals, and TCM were mostly derived from the 

literature, domestic and international friends, and trips to Honolulu’s Chinatown.  

In the late summer of 2023, after conducting the interviews, I returned to China and made 

an effort to expose myself to the experiences and foods mentioned by my participants while I 

was there. I was able to try some of the dishes that participants mentioned in the interviews, such 

as white-cut chicken (白切鸡) bái qiē jī and duck tongue. I even befriended the shop owners of a 

live animal chicken stall in the traditional market of my hometown. Not only did the shop 

owners graciously welcome my questions about their work, TCM, and allow me to observe, but 

they also invited me and my guide to dinner and lunch the following day, during which I was 

able to try some very traditional home-cooked foods that were not only specific to Cantonese 

cuisine but also to my hometown.  
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I understand that my lack of cultural competency, which includes a lack of proficiency in 

Mandarin Chinese, but also having been born in China but raised in the U.S. entails a unique 

situation in how I am perceived by my participants. Specifically, I am an outsider to the culture 

due to my being American and lack of Chinese cultural competency. However, prior to 

conducting the study, I noticed that sharing that I was born and adopted from China tends to 

make the other person not only feel more comfortable but also sparks their curiosity and a 

livelier conversation. I acknowledge my limited understanding and exposure to Chinese culture 

before this study and the continuation of my growth in learning about the culture, their food, 

attitudes toward animals, and how these aspects have shaped my approach to inquiry.  

Participant Demographics  

There were 30 total (N = 30) participants in the study. Participants consisted of 

international academics affiliated with the University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa. Specifically, Chinese 

nationals (n = 17, 57%), Taiwanese nationals (n = 12, 40%), and Hong Kongers (n = 1, 3%). 

Twenty-seven (90%) of the 30 participants self-reported as being ethnically Han Chinese, while 

3 (10%) of participants reported being full or part Chinese ethnic minority. To maintain the 

anonymity of the participants, their ethnicity has not been reported in this study. As for gender, 

participants self-reported with 11 (37%) identifying as male, 18 (60%) as female, and 1 (3%) 

identified as gender non-conforming. As for the participants’ age, 2 (7%) were between the ages 

of 18-20 years old, 18 (60%) between 21-30, and 10 (33%) were aged 31-40 (see Table 1). Of 

the 30 participants, 19 different majors or areas of study were represented including, but not 

limited to: atmospheric sciences, engineering, physics, medicine, business administration, 

language studies (second language, Chinese Linguistics, East Asian), education, anthropology, 

political science, creative media, and travel industry management. Participants consisted of 27 
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(90%) graduate students, 2 (7%) undergraduate students, and 1 (3%) post-doctoral researcher 

(see Table 1). On average, participants had resided in the U.S. as international students for 3.6 

years, ranging from 6 months to 9 years (n = 29 participants, as one misreported their time spent 

in the U.S.).  

Geographic Information. Of the Chinese nationals (n = 17), participants represented 10 

provinces (Guangdong, Shaanxi, Anhui, Hebei, Sichuan, Hunan, Shandong, Heilongjiang, 

Shanxi, and Zhejiang Province), 1 municipality (Beijing), 2 autonomous regions (Xinjiang and 

Inner Mongolia), and in total, 14 cities. Taiwanese participants (n = 12) represented 7 different 

cities. Twenty-one (70%) (N = 30) described themselves as being from an urban area (a 

geographical area constituting a city or town), 5 (17%) from a suburban area (a residential area 

outside of a principal city or metropolitan area), and 4 (13%) from a rural area (an area outside of 

cities and towns) (see Table 1).  

Researcher–Participant Relationship 

There was a prior relationship between the researcher and a number of the participants. 

Six participants were close friends of the researcher, while many of the other participants were 

acquainted with the researcher such as having met previously or were acquainted through social 

media. The main ethical consideration concerning those who were close friends with the 

participant was the possibility of the friends feeling pressured into participating in the study due 

to their relationship with the researcher. However, those six participants expressed interest in 

participating and voluntarily gave their consent to participate. The only other consideration 

regarding the researcher’s prior relationship with the participants is bracketing. The researcher 

chose not to bracket herself off during portions of the interview for the participants to behave and 

share their experiences more naturally.  
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Participant Selection and Recruitment 

All the participants were required to take part in both the questionnaire and interviews. 

This ensured that the recruitment process was the same for both methods used in this study. To 

be eligible for participation, the participants had to be either Chinese, Taiwanese, or Hong Kong 

nationals residing in Honolulu, Hawaiʻi, and international academics affiliated with UH Mānoa. 

Additionally, the participants had to be at least 18 years old. Even though Taiwanese and Hong 

Kong food cultures have their own unique variations, they were originally derived from 

mainland Chinese food culture, except for Indigenous groups. In this paper, I refer to “Cultural 

China” as that of mainland China, Taiwan, and Hong Kong, which are societies where ethnic and 

cultural Chinese live (see Tu, 1991 for more discourse on Cultural China). Additionally, several 

other studies on Chinese culture have included participants from Hong Kong and Taiwan (Chew 

& Mo, 2019; Huang et al., 2022; Huang et al., 2020; Lai & Tsai, 2014; Leung, 2002; Lin et al., 

2021; Lung et al., 2021; Yeh et al., 2013). This justifies the inclusion of both food cultures in the 

study, as their cultures are similar enough and are part of Chinese culture. 

The participants of the study were selected through a method called convenience 

sampling, which mainly involved snowballing and in-person recruitment. Some participants were 

already familiar with the researcher through social media and were recruited that way. The 

researcher posted a recruitment statement in a WeChat group chat for Chinese international 

students at UH Mānoa and other groups that cater to the needs of these students. WeChat is a 

Chinese messaging and social media app (https://www.wechat.com/). Additionally, a participant 

and a friend of the researcher posted another recruitment message in a WeChat group chat that 

included graduate students both Chinese and Taiwanese in their department and those who teach 

Chinese language courses.  
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Several individuals were recruited for the study but chose not to participate or withdrew 

from it. Two of them were recruited through face-to-face interactions but did not respond when 

contacted by the researcher. Another participant was also recruited face-to-face but withdrew 

from the study after completing the questionnaire due to personal reasons. Two participants were 

already known to the researcher, but one of them declined to participate due to the lack of 

compensation, while the other withdrew because of their busy schedule. Additionally, three 

potential participants were recruited via a Chinese international group chat. However, one of 

them was not an academic affiliated with UH Mānoa, and the other two did not respond to the 

researcher's messages after initial contact. The data of those who completed the questionnaire but 

withdrew their consent later were not included in the study. 

The sample size of 30 was chosen for statistical validity because at the time the 

researcher was under the assumption that a sample size of 30 or more was required to reasonably 

expect an analysis based on a normal distribution. Furthermore, the researcher intended to do an 

analysis on gender effects and the AAS, but as the study progressed the researcher realized 

gender effects were less relevant than originally thought when considering the direction of the 

study. According to Polkinghorne (1989), cited in Creswell and Poth's (2018) book Qualitative 

Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing Among Five Approaches, Chapter Four, 

phenomenological studies should interview between 5 to 25 people. Given the suggested number 

of participants, going above 30 was not necessary, especially considering the potential for data 

saturation to occur, meaning that more interviews would not contribute to new codes or themes 

emerging from the data.  
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Data Collection and Study Procedures 

The data collection for both the questionnaire and in-person interviews took place 

between November 2022 and February 2023. In addition, the questionnaire and interviews were 

conducted in English.  

Quantitative Procedure 

Following the recruitment phase of the study, participants were scheduled for an in-

person interview and received the questionnaire and consent statement via email 24 hours prior. 

The study's risks and benefits were clearly communicated, including the absence of 

compensation and the option to withdraw at any time. Participants completed the questionnaire 

through the online survey system Qualtrics (https://www.qualtrics.com), answering demographic 

questions about education level, gender identity, major, age, ethnicity, hometown, and type of 

area they come from (Urban, a geographical area constituting a city or town; Suburban, a 

residential area outside of a principal city or metropolitan area; Rural, an area outside of cities 

and towns) (adapted from Su, 2018). They also provided insight into their dietary habits, 

including any avoidance of meat products, such as fish and animal organs (adapted from Izmirli 

& Phillips, 2011). Response options included: no, there are no animal products that I avoid 

eating; I avoid certain types of meat; I am vegetarian and avoid eating meat; I am vegan, I avoid 

eating all animal products. Participants further elaborated on their meat avoidance choices and 

reasons in an open-ended format. On a Likert scale, participants rated their enjoyment of 

consuming chicken feet, beef tripe, and pork liver. These foods were chosen because they are 

common in Chinese cuisine. Finally, they selected the option that best described their daily meat 

consumption from a list of choices which included: I do not eat meat on a daily basis, 1 out of 

every 3 meals, 2 out of every 3 meals, all 3 meals, 3+ meals a day (see Appendix A). 
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During the research, the participants were provided with the AAS questionnaire, which 

measures their attitudes toward animal welfare (Herzog et al., 1991). There are two parts to the 

AAS. Nine of the items are meant to look at one’s willingness to be actively involved in animal 

welfare (e.g., “I would be unlikely to stop my car to help an injured dog”). The other 20 items 

assess people’s perceptions toward animal welfare (e.g., “The use of animals in circuses is 

cruel”). These 20 items are referred to as the Ethics Subscale. The current study involves only 

the use of the Ethics Subscale. In this section, the participants rated their level of agreement on a 

five-point Likert scale ranging from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree.’ For example, a 

statement such as “Basically, humans have the right to use animals as we see fit.” was presented 

(see Appendix B). The purpose of using the AAS in this research was to gain an overall 

understanding of the participants’ fundamental attitudes towards non-human animals and their 

welfare. Once the survey was completed, the participants were given a debriefing statement and 

thanked for their participation. 

Qualitative Procedure 

The researcher conducted semi-structured interviews that were either one-on-one with the 

researcher or in groups. A total of 25 interviews were conducted, out of which four involved 

group discussions. Three of these group discussions had two participants each, while one had 

three participants. Additionally, two interviews were conducted with “guest participants” from 

previous interviews, each with one guest participant and one new participant. On average, the 

interviews lasted 56 minutes, with a duration ranging from 29 to 120 minutes. The interviews 

were conducted in person, and the location was chosen based on the participant”s preference. 

The study room in the Thomas Hale Hamilton Library, various courtyards on campus, as well as 
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the balcony of the TV lounges, and community kitchens in the graduate student residential 

buildings were all utilized as interview locations.  

Before the interview, participants were provided with an interview consent statement –

separate from the survey – which was automatically sent to them via email. The statement 

included a link to the consent form and was sent around 10-15 minutes before the scheduled 

interview time. At the beginning of the interview, the participant was asked to complete the 

consent statement, which included consent to being audio recorded, and required signatures from 

both the participant and the researcher. Following the completion of the consent procedures, the 

researcher asked questions related to the participants’ lived experiences (see Appendix C). 

At the start of the interview, the researcher re-asked some of the demographic questions 

from the survey, such as the participant’s city and province, their geographic area (e.g., rural), 

and the distance of their home from the grocery store or school they attended. These questions 

were asked to provide a framing of the participant's background, which can provide insight into 

how they experience the phenomenon being studied. Additionally, participants were asked 

questions about their exposure to animals, including pets or live farm animals. The interview was 

structured in such a way that as it progressed, the questions became more personal. It started with 

basic demographic questions and then moved on to asking participants to discuss their favorite 

foods, dishes typically prepared during family celebrations, personal shopping and cooking 

habits, and finally, the reasoning behind their responses to some of the AAS statements. 

Before asking participants about their responses to the AAS, they were asked to elaborate 

on some of the questions about their diet habits in the survey. The survey included questions that 

asked participants to rate their liking of beef tripe, chicken feet, and pork liver. These foods were 

chosen because they are common foods in Chinese cuisine and because they are foods that 
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potentially elicit disgust. First, the three are not cooked at home and eaten daily since they 

require a lot of time to prepare, and they can be classified as innards or other body parts. Second, 

at least chicken feet may be reminiscent of the actual animal. Third, their smell, texture, and taste 

are rather distinct. Participants were asked to expound upon statements they were undecided 

about or were inconsistent in their responses, especially in the case of negatively worded items. 

Upon completion of the interview, participants were sent the debriefing statement and thanked 

for their time. 

All participants were proficient in English to be interviewed without a translator. 

However, some of the questions asked during the interview were related to specific terms like 

Chinese dishes or animals, which were not typically used in day-to-day conversations. Therefore, 

some of the participants were not familiar with the English translations of these terms. To help 

them, the participants were allowed to use their phones and look up the relevant vocabulary. In 

some cases, group interviews or interviews with guest participants were conducted, participants 

found it was helpful to have someone else with them who could discuss translations with them. It 

should be noted that English proficiency levels varied among participants, with certain 

individuals, such as Chinese language professors, being more proficient than others. 

Alterations in the data-collection strategy in response to the evolving findings of the 

study did occur. One of these changes was to ask participants about the taste of meat in the US 

compared to their home country. This was implemented after several participants mentioned it in 

the initial interviews. Initially, the plan was to ask questions related to the AAS questionnaire 

which would provide an overall view of the participants' opinions on the topic. However, the 

researcher found it necessary to make further inquiries into the participants’ reasoning for their 

responses after assessing the initial feedback. Many participants in the interviews were unsure 
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about a specific question from the AAS which asked about imposing penalties for participating 

in cockfighting. They found the statement too ambiguous or were unaware of what cockfighting 

was, which often led to them marking the answer as undecided. Additionally, throughout the 

study, I became aware of difficulties in the methodology. These will be discussed in the 

Discussion section.  

Recording and Data Transformation. Audio recording of qualitative interviews 

occurred via the iPhone 11 Voice Memos app and then uploaded to a transcription service called 

Trint (https://trint.com/). Interviews were transcribed verbatim. However, some words such as 

excessive use of “like” or “um” were omitted for overall readability and brevity depending on 

the severity of overuse.  

Methodological Integrity 

Quantitative Methodological Integrity 

The survey was sent to participants less than 24 hours before the interview was scheduled 

to minimize the time participants might think in-depth about the topics in the questionnaire to 

obtain the most genuine responses in the interview. Participants were sent and instructed to 

complete the questionnaire before the interview to eliminate reactivity to the researcher’s 

presence. For example, participants may feel rushed or respond by “faking good” as they may 

feel the pressure of not being perceived as fitting into negative stereotypes as “dog-eaters” or 

negative stereotypes about Chinese cuisine in general. Thus, they will respond with what they 

feel is socially desirable or what they feel the researcher wants to hear. However, as always, not 

all “faking good” or issues of order effects can be eliminated.  
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Qualitative Methodological Integrity 

Of the 25 interviews 10 interviews were randomly selected for inductive thematic coding. 

Only 10 were selected due to what has been mentioned above regarding data saturation, in which 

no new codes or themes will emerge with additional interviews. All 25 interviews with a total of 

30 participants were used for making frequency claims. This approach validates the importance 

of the themes identified in the thematic analysis by examining their frequency across the data set. 

In the interviews where previous participants were included in interviews with new 

participants, they either remained silent until the participant needed help translating a word or 

concept or were not present in the room during that stage of the interview. This occurred for 

questions related to the main individual's personal experiences and was done to prevent the main 

participant from altering their responses due to the presence of the guest participant. Out of the 

ten interviews analyzed, only one included a guest participant. Since there is no record of the 

guest participant's responses to the structured interview questions, they cannot be considered a 

true participant. Therefore, they were not counted as a participant in the ten coded interviews. 

During the coding process, none of the guest participant’s quotes were coded or used to inform 

the researcher of categories. I only considered quotes from the guest participants that involved 

translations. In one of the interviews, where a guest participant was present, the guest was 

Taiwanese, and the participant was Chinese. This allowed me to obtain information regarding the 

differences between Chinese and Taiwanese meat-eating cultures. 

The use of quotes from participants in the Qualitative Findings section helps to 

demonstrate that the findings are grounded in evidence. Disconfirming evidence in the data has 

also been described.  
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Data Analysis 

Mixed-Methods Data Analysis 

The researcher used thematic analysis of qualitative data to gain insights into the factors 

that influenced the participants' overall scores on the AAS. The study’s interpretive framework 

and explanatory sequential design allowed for the integration of the participant’s experiences 

with the researcher’s interpretation of their perceptions of the world. In an explanatory sequential 

mixed-methods study, the qualitative data are used to inform the researcher about the results of 

the quantitative data. Therefore, the researcher examined the codes formed by the participants’ 

discussion of the AAS questions. The codes that emerged most frequently were the factors that 

may have affected the participants’ responses to the AAS.  

Quantitative Data Analysis 

The demographic questions were analyzed using a frequency distribution. Forced-choice 

questions were dummy-coded.  

The AAS consisted of 20 items that were scored using a five-point Likert scale ranging 

from 5 (strongly agree), 4 (agree), 3 (undecided), 2 (disagree), to 1 (strongly disagree). Scores 

ranged from 100 to 20, where a higher score indicates pro-animal welfare attitudes. Several items 

were reverse-scored. Responses to the 20 items for individual participants were averaged to 

calculate a scale score for each participant. A frequency distribution was used to show which 

items participants felt the most concerned about. The participants’ mean response or mean scale 

score was calculated to understand responses to specific items. The use of the scale in the past 

has demonstrated good internal consistency in Herzog and colleagues’ 1991 study (Cronbach’s α 

= .91) and Su’s 2018 study (Cronbach’s α = 0.83). 
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Qualitative Data Analysis 

Codebook Description. The codebook comprised three levels: themes, code categories, 

and codes. Themes can be defined as large sections of information and codes combined to form a 

general idea (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Code categories consist of multiple codes combined to 

form a topic. Codes are segments of text that represent a certain idea or sentiment. There are two 

themes in the codebook, the first is Diet Habits. Diet habits involve the family and individuals’ 

eating, shopping, and cooking habits. The second theme is Animal Ethics, which involves issues 

and experiences surrounding exposure to animals and knowledge of animal ethics as well as 

attitudes toward animals (see Appendix D)  

Under the theme Diet Habits, there were no code categories. However, this theme has 

two codes which were separated into the diet habits of both the participant’s family (Family Diet 

Habits) and the participant (Individual Diet Habits). These two codes were chosen because they 

provided very clear distinctions, especially when looking at diet habits throughout the 

participant’s life and how they have changed.  

Family Diet Habits involve family food practices (cooking, eating, shopping); food 

acceptance or rejection in the family related to the senses or religious reasons (does not include 

the emotional or sentimental value of the animal species); an emphasis on food eaten/cooked by 

specific family members; and foods and food habits popular in the participant’s hometown. 

Additionally, it was coded based on the interview questions relating to foods eaten during family 

celebrations, foods eaten when sick, and TCM practices. The code was used to answer the 

second overarching research question: How does culture influence and connect to meat-eating 

practices? as well as two of its sub-research questions (2a) How do beliefs (religious, medicinal, 

family) influence eating habits? and (2c) Who in the participant’s life has been most influential 
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in passing these beliefs on (parent, grandparent)? This is because the questions center around 

eating practices and habits involving culture and beliefs. 

Individual Diet Habits can be defined by personal food acceptance/rejection in both 

childhood and adulthood based on the senses or religious beliefs (does not include the emotional 

or sentimental value of the animal species or rejection due to welfare or environmental reasons), 

and individual diet practices (cooking, eating, shopping). The interview questions that make up 

this code pertain to the participants’ likes and dislikes, whether there are any meat dishes they 

specifically like to cook, descriptions of times in which they felt uncomfortable about eating a 

certain animal part due to disgust, whether they have altered their diet habits after moving from 

their home country to the U.S., whether they have experienced any differences between the meat 

in their home country and the U.S., etc. The code Individual Diet Habits was also used to answer 

the second overarching research question. Both codes were used to answer question (2b) How 

have these beliefs been integrated into participants’ lives? in the form of the coded relationship 

discussed previously which was used to see if and how individuals continued family diet habits 

after no longer living at home. 

The second theme is Animal Ethics and centers around issues and experiences of 

exposure to animals, knowledge of animal ethics, and attitudes toward animals. There are two 

code categories under this theme: Exposure and Animal Attitudes. Exposure as a code category 

can be defined as interaction with or viewing live animals and how or in what circumstances 

participants gained knowledge of animal ethics issues. There are two codes under Exposure to 

make a clear differentiation between the two types of exposure.  

The first code is Animal Exposure, and it pertains to the participant's exposure or lack 

thereof to live animals (including but not limited to pets, zoo animals, meat animals, or 
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witnessing animal slaughter). The interview questions used in this code relate to whether the 

participants had pets growing up if they have ever interacted with a live farm animal, and 

whether they have ever seen an animal slaughtered or butchered. Exposure to animals (Miura et 

al., 2002; Paul & Serpell, 1993; Platto et al., 2022) has been known to influence attitudes toward 

animals and is the reason why Animal Exposure was used to answer the sub-research question 

(1b) How does interaction with nonhuman animals influence eating habits? Animal Exposure 

was also used to answer the first overarching research question How do participants' general 

individual evaluative perceptions of nonhuman animals influence their eating habits? The two 

sub-questions (1a, 1b) were used to answer the first overarching research question in 

combination with the AAS data.  

The second code is Knowledge Exposure and contains the participants’ own comments or 

quotes indicating their knowledge and exposure to animal ethics issues and whether they have 

thought about them. It also includes quotes indicating the participants speaking on their 

knowledge of processes related to animal ethics issues. Knowledge Exposure was coded based 

on quotes from participant interviews describing the amount of knowledge they had about the 

AAS statements when rating their level of agreement with them. It was also based on the 

interview question about whether they have ever avoided eating an animal or animal part due to 

welfare or environmental concerns. These were used to address the sub-research question (1a) 

How does concern for animal welfare/environmental issues influence eating habits? 

Furthermore, it played a role in the coded relationship between Knowledge Exposure and 

Actions which involves exposure to ethics knowledge and diet alterations due to environmental 

or welfare concerns. The code was also used to answer the first overarching research question 

because of its use in answering the sub-research question 1a.  
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The second code category under the theme of Animal Ethics is called Animal Attitudes 

and pertains to the participants’ attitudes regarding the use, treatment, and personal perceived 

closeness to nonhuman animals (naming, whether they had taken part in butchering, amount of 

care involved, and can include attitudes towards animal ethics questions). Four codes are part of 

the code category of Animal Attitudes.  

The first code is called Perceived Closeness and is defined by emotional proximity to 

nonhuman animals, such as naming or sentimental value. The interview questions relating to this 

code include the names of their pets if they had any, whether they have ever named an animal, 

and expressions of sentimentality when asked about witnessing or taking part in the slaughtering 

and butchering process. Perceived Closeness helps address sub-research question 1b and 

therefore the first overarching research question. 

The second code, Actions deals with the rejection or alteration of diet as a direct response 

to animal welfare or environmental concerns. The code was based on responses to the interview 

question about whether participants have ever avoided eating an animal or animal part due to 

welfare or environmental concerns. Additionally, responses to the question asking participants to 

describe a time they felt uncomfortable about eating a particular animal part were also used as 

participants interpreted the portion of the question relating to discomfort as including welfare 

and environmental concerns. Although this was not the original intention of the question, 

participants’ interpretation of it is understandable. Furthermore, this code aids in addressing the 

sub-research question (1a) via the coded relationship between Knowledge Exposure and Actions 

and the first overarching research question. 

Purpose is the third code and was coded based on comments that pertain to the 

justification of human use of animals in terms of whether there is a purpose or what that purpose 
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is. Specifically, it was coded based on participants’ reasoning when asked why they responded a 

certain way to the AAS statements. This code was used to answer the first overarching research 

question. Finally, the fourth code, Treatment of Nature signifies how the animal should be 

treated or used in situations where animals are in human care or the use of resources for the 

betterment of people. This code was also coded based on participants’ response reasoning in the 

interviews to the AAS questions and it was also used to address the first overarching research 

question.  

Coding Process. Two types of coding were used for the qualitative data. The first was 

inductive thematic analysis, using 10 random interviews coded by a single researcher. The 

second involved frequency counts which utilized all 25 interviews. The software used for coding 

was the NVivo Pro Student license by Lumivero Windows 14 version 14.23.2. I will first 

describe the process of the inductive thematic analysis and then frequency counts.  

This process for inductive thematic analysis followed mainly what is outlined in Creswell 

and Poth (2018), Chapter Eight, as the coding process for phenomenological studies. Both during 

the interview transcription process and after, segment memos, which contain ideas and thoughts 

about certain phrases in the data, were used to help identify codes as well as precoding after the 

interviews were transcribed (Ravitch & Carl, 2016). These segment memos included information 

about whether the quotes from the participants confirmed what was in the literature or could be 

classified as emergent information. After the interviews were transcribed, the researcher engaged 

in the next step horizontalization (Moustakas, 1994). Horizontalization involved reading through 

each of the transcripts several times and evaluating quotes with memos, highlighting sentences or 

statements that reflect how the participants have experienced the phenomenon (Creswell & Poth, 

2018, Chapter 8). Thus, the research took on a systematic approach of moving from small units 
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of analysis, such as significant statements to categories of meaning, and then to broader themes 

of how and what the participant has experienced. Therefore, the coding categories mostly 

emerged from the analysis. From the highlighted statements, the researcher then placed these 

into categories or clusters of meaning.  

The researcher used a bottom-up approach in which several detailed categories were 

created, called initial codes. The researcher condensed these codes into concrete codes and then 

grouped them into overarching themes to create the codebook. For example, the code Individual 

Diet Habits which includes the participants’ personal diet, shopping, and cooking habits was 

placed under the theme Diet Habits which includes both Individual Diet Habits and Family Diet 

Habits. Some codes were placed under code categories. For example, the codes Animal Exposure 

and Knowledge Exposure were placed under the code category of Exposure. Some of the codes 

had subcodes, which were created by categorizing distinct concepts from the coded quotes. 

These subcodes (i.e., Perceived Closeness and Treatment of Nature) helped the researcher to 

understand how the participants experienced aspects of the phenomenon depicted in the code the 

subcodes were assigned. The researcher analyzed each transcript with each code and re-analyzed 

the data when needed to adjust the codebook. Code properties were based on summaries of the 

coded quotes to find the main meaning of what participants said (see Appendix E). 

During the analysis, the researcher examined the relationship between specific codes. For 

example, the relationship between the codes Individual Diet Habits and Family Diet Habits was 

analyzed in terms of compliance or non-compliance. To achieve this, each code was individually 

coded, and then the researcher analyzed the overlapping segments of text to determine whether 

the individual's diet habit matched (compliance) or differed (non-compliance) from the family's 
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habit. A similar technique was used to analyze the relationship between the codes Knowledge 

Exposure and Actions.  

Frequency counts of the number of participants were used to determine which code 

properties or aspects of a code based on coded quotes from participants were significant. 

Significance was defined by at least half of the participants having quotes coded to the code 

property. For example, to do a frequency count for the code property Picky Eating under 

Individual Diet Habits, the researcher read through each of the 25 interviews one by one and 

coded any quotes from the interview that fit the criteria for the code property. A frequency count 

of the number of participants with quotes coded to the code property. To do the frequency 

counts, all 25 interview transcripts were read over for each of the code properties.
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Chapter 3 

Results 

In this chapter, the results of each of the methods quantitative, qualitative, and integrated 

findings, or mixed-methods are laid out. Meaning, that the results of the analytical procedures 

are reported.  

Quantitative Results 

This section includes the results from the diet questions as well as the AAS questionnaire 

results. Participants (29) were asked to describe which option best describes their daily meat 

consumption. Three (10.3%) of participants said they consumed meat for all three meals. The 

number of participants was 10 (34.5%) for both consumption of meat two out of every three 

meals and one out of every three meals. Six (20%) stated that they did not eat meat on a daily 

basis. When asked about whether they avoid eating any meat products (including fish and animal 

organs), 15 (50%) stated that there are no meat products that they avoid eating, 14 (46.7%) said 

they avoid eating certain types of meat, and 1 (3.3%) participant said they are vegetarian and 

avoid eating meat. The participant who marked they are vegetarian and do not eat meat did not 

see the question about how often participants consume meat on a daily basis. Participants were 

also asked what types of meat they avoid, answers included blood, body parts, such as the head 

and feet, organs such as intestines, snakes, and dogs. When asked the reasoning behind their 

avoidance of these meats, participants stated various reasons such as never having tried them, 

family habits, disgust (smell, texture, taste), inhumane treatment, and religion. In this section the 

participant who self-reported as a vegetarian clarified by stating, “I’m pretty much a vegetarian, 

my husband eats meat, now I can sometimes eat pork, beef, chicken, but I avoid eating frog 

meat, snake meat and so on.”  
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Participants were asked to rate their enjoyment of eating three different types of animal 

parts including chicken feet, beef tripe, and pork liver. Chicken feet had the most participants 

who strongly agreed with their enjoyment of eating it (15, 51.7%), with only 6 (20.7%) 

participants strongly disagreeing with their enjoyment of the food. Beef tripe was next in terms 

of the number of participants that strongly agreed with their enjoyment of eating the animal part 

(13, 44.8%), whereas 6 (20.7%) strongly disagreed with enjoying eating beef tripe. Lastly, 9 

(31%) participants strongly agreed with their enjoyment of eating pork liver and 7 (24.1%) 

strongly disagreed. This data reflects the opinions of 29 total participants as one participant 

marked that they are vegetarian and avoid eating all meats, thus, according to the logic flow of 

the survey, they were not shown this question.  

AAS Results 

For the AAS, participants were asked to rate their agreement with 20 statements 

regarding animal welfare and ethics issues. Possible scores range from 100 to 20 with higher 

scores representing more concern for animal welfare. Individual student scores on the AAS 

ranged from 48 to 84 with 64 being the average of the group. The majority of scores were 

between 56 and 72, shown in the frequency distribution (see Figure 1) with a mean score of 64. 

Meaning, that students’ overall concern for animal welfare was moderate. Responses to each of 

the 20 statements were assessed to understand which statements participants were most 

concerned about with scoring based on the five-point Likert scale for rating agreement with the 

AAS statement (see Table 2). Scores ranged from 2 to 4.33, with the mean group scale score 

being 3.21, meaning that participants were neutral about their concern for animal welfare. The 

item participants were most concerned about involved the use of animals in circuses (4.33). The 

next item participants were most concerned about was seeing wild animals in zoos (3.97). There 
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were three items that participants were equally concerned about, those included the killing of 

shelter dogs due to the breeding of purebred dogs, hunting wild animals for sport, and using the 

skins of wild animals to make fur coats (3.87). Participants also reported concern regarding the 

amount of land set aside for wildlife (3.57). In addition, there were some items that participants 

were undecided about: the use of animals for medical research and the ability of humans to use 

animals as we see fit (2.9); hunting wild animals for food (2.97); maintaining animals in crowded 

conditions for the production of inexpensive meat (3.0); extremely stiff penalties for 

participation in cock fighting, too much fuss being made over welfare problems when there are 

other problems to be solved (3.13); using animals such as rabbits for cosmetics and household 

product testing (3.17). Participants showed the least concern regarding continued research with 

animals to conquer diseases such as cancer (2) and raising cattle for human consumption (2.17).  

Qualitative Findings 

In this section, each theme and its respective codes are discussed. There were two 

emergent themes in this study. The first is called Animal Ethics and the second is Diet Habits.  

Animal Ethics 

In this theme, an understanding of the different methods of how participants arrived at 

their current ideas of welfare and ethical treatment of animals is presented. There are two code 

categories within this theme which include Exposure and Attitudes Toward Animals.  

Exposure 

Exposure can be divided into two codes: Animal Exposure and Knowledge Exposure. 

Animal Exposure refers to the exposure to live animals, including pets and meat animals. Almost 

two-thirds of the participants currently have pets or had pets growing up. More than half of the 
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participants discussed instances of exposure to live animals in the context of family. For 

example, parents taking them to the zoo, family excursions to educational farms in the 

countryside, meat animals kept at home, household pets, extended family farms, and outings 

initiated by family members in which exposure to live animals took place. As for meat animals 

or farm animals, some participants raised chickens at their homes or had relatives, especially in 

the countryside with farms. In addition, many of the participants, especially the Taiwanese 

participants mentioned trips to the countryside with their families when they were younger in 

which they visited farms to learn about and interact with animals. Some of the Chinese 

participants mentioned little chicks that were often sold outside of schools, which kids would 

take home and try to raise. Often, the chicks did not survive for very long. Other participants 

who had experiences with raising chicks also corroborated the fact that the chicks did not live for 

very long. 

 One-third of participants discussed how their parents were related to whether they had a 

pet in the home. This will be discussed further in the section under the Perceived Closeness code 

of the Animal Attitudes code category.  

As for Knowledge Exposure, this code was used to determine how participants were 

exposed to animal welfare and environmental concerns. Exposure to these issues often occurs 

through various forms of online media such as the news or movies. For example, Participant 

(#22) became aware of cockfighting via a movie, while Participant (#19) saw a documentary 

informing the public that whales are still being hunted in places such as Japan and northern 

Europe. However, some participants became aware of the issues via friends or educational 

programs. The code category was also used in the relationship between Ethics Exposure and 
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Actions to see if there was an overlap between participants’ previous exposure to animal ethics 

and whether they changed their diet habits in response to the exposure.  

Animal Attitudes 

The code category of Animal Attitudes was broken up into four codes, Perceived 

Closeness, Actions, Purpose, and Treatment of Nature. The first, Perceived Closeness pertains to 

the participants’ sentimental value of animals, such as naming, amount of maintenance, and 

emotional responsiveness.   

A little over one-third of participants had small pets growing up and all of those pets were 

small animal pets such as birds, turtles, fish, hamsters, and rats. A little under half of the 

participants had larger mammalian pets (dog, cat, rabbit, chinchilla). Half of the participants who 

had small animal pets commented on the amount of maintenance to care for them or the amount 

of maintenance it takes to care for a larger pet and the ability or lack thereof to interact with 

these types of pets. Although most of the participants had dogs and cats as pets, not all of them 

considered other animals as pets, such as birds. However, they still mentioned them when asked 

whether they had any pets.  

Most of the participants who had pets growing up did not name them, such as those who 

had turtles, fish, birds, rats, and hamsters. Only one Participant (#2), named her turtles and fish, 

but the names were based on the species’ names, like “Yú Yú” for the fish in which the 

Mandarin word for fish is (鱼) Yú and “Guī Guī” for the turtle in which the Mandarin name for 

turtle is (龟) Guī. However, each individual pet fish or turtle did not have a unique name, and the 

English equivalent would be “Fish Fish” or “Turtle Turtle.”  
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Just under half of the participants who had pets commented on both the amount of 

maintenance to care for small pets and the amount of maintenance it takes to care for a larger pet. 

For example, Participant (#2) stated that she and her brother had turtles and fish because they 

were low maintenance, while Participant (#21) stated that previous petkeeping of small animals 

required too much work and time. Participant (#15) who did not have a pet growing up, stated 

that she was too lazy to take care of the pet, so she did not have one. Although not mentioned by 

a majority of participants, the lack of ability to interact and receive an emotional response with 

small animals like birds and fish was discussed and may play a larger role in whether animals 

receive names. For example, when discussing whether to name animals, Participant (#7) said: 

Birds or turtles or fish, they’re not like cats or dogs that give you an emotional response. 

But some people may view pets like cats not just as animals, but like friends or family. 

So, they might give them a name. That’s my interpretation.  

The participants who had mammals as pets (cats, dogs, chinchillas, and rabbits) all gave 

their pets individual names, and all remembered the names. Pets such as cats, dogs, chinchillas, 

and rabbits are known for being cuddlier and more responsive than pets such as turtles and fish. 

The fact that all of the participants who had these types of pets named and remembered their 

mammalian pet’s names reinforces the idea that emotional responsiveness and individual naming 

are interconnected. Furthermore, the amount of maintenance to care for a pet, the species of pet, 

the level of emotional responsiveness, and whether the pet has an individual name are also all 

interconnected. It can be surmised that participants who did keep pets as children had low-

maintenance pets, which in turn typically meant smaller animals with limited ability for 

interaction and limited emotional responsiveness, leading to their lack of individual names.  
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The second code Actions is based on food rejection or alteration of diet in response to 

environmental or animal welfare concerns. When asked whether they have ever avoided an 

animal or animal part due to welfare or environmental concerns, only a third of the participants 

said they rejected meat products. Just under half of the participants said they had not done so. A 

little over one-third mentioned that they are not eating wild animals, but rather common meats 

(pork, chicken, beef), or domesticated animals. Furthermore, the animals they might avoid due to 

those reasons are not common because they are rare, exotic, and expensive. With this, came the 

sentiment that avoiding meat products due to welfare, or the environment is not something one 

would encounter in daily life.  

Additionally, there were a few participants who could not be classified as rejecting meat 

products due to environmental or welfare concerns, rather, they rejected these products due to 

moral consideration for the animal. Moral consideration can be defined by the participants’ belief 

that a certain characteristic of the nonhuman animal holds value and therefore deems the animal 

worthy of exemption from being consumed. For example, one participant (#14) felt he would not 

consume dog meat because he believed dogs to be loyal, acknowledging the interspecies 

friendship between humans and their canine companions. Another participant (#10) said he 

refuses to consume the head portion of the animal because he believes there to be some 

connection between the soul and the mind regardless of intelligence.  

For those who did reject meat products due to welfare or environmental concerns, the 

type of food rejection or diet alteration depended on the participant. Some examples of food 

rejection include shark fin and beef. Diet alteration included eating less meat in general and 

eating less red meat. Participant (#18) mentioned rejecting whitebait due to it being 

unsustainable. Furthermore, an example of rejection for both welfare and the environment comes 
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from Participant (#2) from the coded interviews as she discussed her reasoning for her avoidance 

of shark fin by stating: 

I am highly against consuming shark fins because if you want to eat an animal, you eat 

the whole animal, you don’t cut a few parts and then just throw them back to die by 

themselves. It’s a waste. If you want to take advantage of natural resources, just make 

sure you do it in the right way. And also check if they’re [endangered].  

The participant then goes on to clarify that her rejection of shark fin is due to both environmental 

and welfare concerns.  

The third code Purpose reflects participants’ sentiment regarding the use of animals 

especially when discussing their reasoning for their responses to the AAS statements. Many of 

these sentiments were situation-based. Participants would think of an example of a situation to 

apply to their mode of thinking, and often it was anthropocentric, relating to cultural relativism, 

human survival, and the betterment or safety of people in general. Overall, participants justified 

human use of animals based on purpose, and that purpose generally reflected the idea that “we 

need them.” 

In terms of the code property Cultural Relativism, participants who were asked their 

reasoning for their responses to the AAS either justified or were unwilling to say that the specific 

use of animals was wrong because it is an indigenous practice, examples include issues such as 

hunting, wearing of animal furs, and cockfighting. Interestingly, most of the participants whose 

reasoning included indigenous practices were Taiwanese, and all but one Taiwanese participant 

mentioned indigenous practices, while only a few Chinese participants mentioned culture.  
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In the Humans Need Animals code property when discussing raising animals for meat and 

the general usage of animals by humans, participants felt that the human use of animal resources 

has been and still is pertinent to human survival. Statements from participants reflected an 

overall narrative of their sentiments, in which participants used wording such as “need” 

“necessary” and “required” and the majority of these participants discussed this need for animals 

in terms of food, specifically animal products. Other justifications for hunting and fur-wearing 

were typically related to the purpose of people’s survival.  

Similar in a way to the previous code property, Humanity First is a sentiment amongst 

participants in which they recognize the basic ethical issues of using animals but cannot 

reconcile a world where humans do not take advantage of animals. Participants felt that the use 

of animals was justified if it meant overall betterment for human society. This was especially 

true for the AAS issues about animal research, such as AIDS or cancer. Economics was also a 

factor in which participants felt that affordable foods involving animal products, such as eggs, 

meat, and dairy were important. Participants were quick to point out that taking advantage of 

animals in this way is unfair, but the ends justify the means.  

  While the previous code properties discussed the necessity of animal resources, the fourth 

code Treatment of Nature conveys the participants’ beliefs about how humans should go about 

taking advantage of those resources as well as the way humans treat animals. Half of the 

participants discussed the usage of animals in terms of compromises, such as providing better 

living conditions for farm animals. Participants also described human use of animals, saying that 

it should be done in “an ethical way” “limited” and “the right way.”  
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Diet Habits 

The second theme is called Diet Habits and can be broken down into two codes, 

Individual Diet Habits and Family Diet Habits. Individual Diet Habits showcase the participants’ 

likes and dislikes regarding food especially disgusts, in both childhood and adulthood, food 

practices such as shopping or cooking as well as how international study (especially being in 

Hawaiʻi) has impacted their diet habits.  

Individual Diet Habits. The emergent findings in this code include participants’ diet 

preferences that were contradictory to common ideas about Chinese meat-eating practices. 

Several of the participants were picky eaters who were only interested in eating a select variety 

of meats and were unwilling to try new foods contrary to the stereotype that in Chinese culture 

people like to eat an array of wild and exotic foods. Half of the participants mentioned that 

Chinese culture supports people eating “weird” food or Yěwèi (野味), meaning “wild taste.” A 

majority of that half were Chinese nationals. Furthermore, just under half of the participants 

rejected certain foods due to disgust, including disgust for the animal species when thinking 

about consuming it, and disgust from seeing animal body parts. In some cases, participants 

specifically mentioned that the animal's body parts reminded them of the animal itself.  

Those who were relatively picky about what they would eat and try would typically stick 

to common meats such as beef, pork, and chicken as well as either refusing to try or rarely trying 

new foods. Half of the total participants fit this description via the code property Picky Eating. 

For participants who were picky, situations surrounding food could sometimes be uncomfortable, 

especially in a culture in which eating a variety of foods and eating what is put in front of you is 

the social norm. For example, it was specifically mentioned that in Chinese culture being picky 
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is not a very good habit to have as a child as parents want you to eat what they have put in front 

of you.  

It was also found that participants experienced differences between the taste, texture, and 

smell of meat from their home country versus the U.S. Over half of the participants experienced 

these differences. In addition, both Taiwanese and Chinese participants, when asked about the 

reason behind the meat tasting differently responded by saying that the U.S. does not drain the 

blood during slaughter in the same way as their home country does. Some participants went on to 

mention the use of electricity as a method of slaughter in the U.S.  

Of those participants, most of them stated that the difference in the meat was a bad scent 

or taste. Pork was mentioned most often. Specifically, the pork is smelly, the chicken does not 

look fresh or lacks chewiness, and the beef in the U.S. tastes better. In terms of the chicken, a 

certain type of chicken called (走地鸡) zǒu dì jī, which can be translated to “running” or 

“walking” chicken are popular. In essence, these chickens are free-range chickens. However, 

they differ from what is commonly seen as a free-range chicken in the U.S. In the U.S., the 

definition of free-range just refers to outdoor access. But in China, zǒu dì jī, not only have 

outdoor access but spend a good portion of their lives running around outdoors. This leads to a 

tougher and chewier texture. Participant (#14) describes the texture of the chicken he has had in 

the U.S. as being loose, whereas the texture of the chickens he is used to eating is his own 

family’s and the ones in his area as having tight meat or muscle. He goes on to discuss how in 

Guangdong Province, many places tend to raise chickens in the yard.  

As participants began to live alone or go to college many of them experienced changes in 

diet habits, especially as international students in Hawaiʻi, U.S.A. More than half of the 
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participants altered their diet after moving to the U.S. Price and convenience were some of the 

reasons that participants altered their diet. For example, in Hawaiʻi and the U.S. in general, 

vegetables can be expensive especially compared to the prices in China and Taiwan. Participant 

(#8) stated that she did not know how to cook meat before coming to the U.S. She went on to 

discuss how she eats more meat now, living in the U.S. than she did in her hometown because 

vegetables are more expensive here in the U.S. than meat. Additionally, participants also 

commented that after moving to the U.S., they had to start cooking. Some participants made the 

point that they grew up in a single-child generation and at home in China, their parents cooked 

for them, or it was so cheap and convenient to eat out or use a food delivery service called (外卖) 

wàimài that they did not have to cook in their home countries. Taiwanese participants also 

pointed out the ease, cheapness, and convenience of wàimài. Additionally, participants 

mentioned they switched to eating more fast food or frozen versus fresh foods. Interestingly, in 

terms of meat, the majority of those who mentioned that the meat smelled or tasted bad altered 

their diet habits in response by either adding more spices to mask the bad taste or smell or by 

refusing to buy that type of meat altogether. 

Family Diet Habits. One of the important aspects of Family Diet Habits was memories 

participants had regarding foods that were special to them, such as meat dishes eaten during 

celebrations, comfort food, sick food, etc.  

There was a connection between having a chicken on the table and prosperity. Some 

participants recounted the meaning of having a chicken, goose, or other meat on the table. 

Participants explained that when they were younger their family was not well-off and so 

sometimes eating dishes with chicken was reserved for holidays or signified that the meal was 
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special. Other participants mentioned that their parents’ families were not well-off, so the 

chicken was also meaningful.  

Women’s bodies are thought to be cold in nature. Participants mentioned that when 

menstruating some of them were told to consume or abstain from certain foods. For example, 

women are told not to consume things with cold properties, such as beef, eat foods such as ice 

cream, or drink cold drinks. Participant (#28) describes this by stating, “During your period you 

should avoid eating or drinking anything cold. So, like salad or cold water, ice cream but also 

some fruits that are believed to be cold in traditional medicine like oranges or watermelons.” 

Participants mentioned that one should consume ginger and brown sugar water. As stated 

previously, ginger has a warming effect. Others include pork liver soup. Some of the participants 

discussed the idea that pork liver has a lot of iron in it which helps to replenish the blood, helps 

with blood circulation, and is good for one’s qi.  

When asked about dishes that are memorable to them, participants tended to describe the 

situations in which they ate certain foods by stating that it was their mother or grandmother who 

made the food for them. A majority of participants mentioned diet influences from their mother 

or grandmother, in general, matriarchal figures, and very few mentioned influences from their 

father or the men in their family.  

Mothers and especially grandmothers seemed to be the carriers of TCM as they were the 

ones to find, make, or incorporate TCM or TCM elements into the lives of the participants. Some 

of these items took the form of powders that were to be mixed with water. Others were 

ingredients added to the soup. For example, participants mentioned chicken soup, a food that was 

eaten when sick, which often included ginger and goji berries.  
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Furthermore, some family diet habits were due to religion. For a few of the Taiwanese 

participants, beef was a meat they could not eat. Participants mentioned this was related to their 

ancestors being farmers, respect for a religious figure and the animal he rides, as well as 

receiving good grades in school. One participant (#25) recounted how his family ate beef when 

he was younger but after a certain grade, they stopped because their mother told them to. 

Another participant (#4) explained the relation to good grades. She said that in Taiwan there is a 

god named Wen Chang who is like a teacher. Wen Chang rides an ox, the belief is that if 

students avoid eating beef they will be protected, receive a higher grade, and make fewer 

mistakes on tests. 

Relationships: Knowledge Exposure and Actions 

The relationship between Knowledge Exposure and Actions was analyzed. There were 

few cases in which exposure to animal ethics or environmental issues and actions taken in direct 

response to those issues overlapped. One such example is from Participant (#6) whose friend in 

undergraduate school told her about the environmental impacts of beef consumption. The 

participant’s friend was a vegetarian and he told her that the way beef is processed is bad for the 

environment. So, there was a time in which the participant did not consume beef. Now, she does 

not avoid beef altogether, but she does not make it her priority meat either.  

Another example is from Participant (#15) who was aware of animal welfare issues. She 

described that because she eats very common animals the types of animals she would refuse to 

eat due to welfare concerns are not ones she has had a chance even to reject. Furthermore, 

participants mentioned that many of the animals that they feel they might reject are not ones they 

would typically encounter because these animals are rare and expensive.  
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There was one interesting case from Participant (#14) who stated he had heard about the 

issues with consuming shark fins but would like to ignore the facts. He discussed how he has 

eaten shark fins since he was young and that he knows it is bad for natural resources, but that he 

can try to ignore the facts. The participant then goes on to state that a lot of shark fin in China 

now is a substitute and not made of real shark fin, so it is hard to know if you are eating the real 

thing especially because the dish does not resemble the fin at all. Another participant (#28) also 

corroborated the popularity of using shark fin substitutes when discussing the fact that she is not 

sure whether she has ever had a real shark fin.  

Relationships: Individual and Family Diet Habits 

The relationship between Individual Diet Habits and Family Diet Habits was analyzed, 

specifically regarding whether participants complied especially when no longer living with their 

family. There are multiple methods in which compliance or adherence occurs such as cooking, 

TCM practices, shopping, and acceptance or rejection of food. 

There were 25 instances of compliance with their family’s diet habits (cooking, shopping, 

eating) practices even after moving away from home. For some of the participants, compliance 

with family diet habits did not necessarily have a reason; participants simply continued following 

what they were used to. One example of this comes from Participant (#27) whose mother 

stopped buying chicken feet and now the participant does not eat it or buy it either.  

Fourteen instances of family diet habits were classified as copy-cat compliances. Copy-

cat compliances were defined as instances of compliance involving blind following of practices 

and beliefs, and instances in which the participants had little knowledge of the family belief and 

did not state whether they believed in it. For example, Participant (#21) speculated that his 
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reasoning for eating certain foods may come from what he was familiar with as a child and that it 

influences which foods are acceptable to him. Furthermore, this participant also mentioned that 

growing up, his family was not good at cooking meat, so he did not eat much meat as a child. 

Other participants also discussed how their parents were either lazy about cooking or were not 

good at cooking certain foods, so they did not eat them.  

There were nine instances of meaningful compliance coded in which the participant 

expressed sentimentality or belief in the diet practice. An example of sentimentality comes from 

Participant (#22), who discussed how her mom used to buy her a peach whenever she was sick. 

After she moved away, she would buy peaches for herself when she was sick, and that doing so 

made her happy. There were four participants with one instance each of compliance classified as 

meaningful.  

The number of instances and the number of participants who complied with family diet 

habits under copy-cat circumstances significantly outnumber those who complied with 

meaningful circumstances and those who did not comply. Therefore, it can be interpreted that 

participants generally complied with family diet habits after moving away from home without 

much reason besides that it was a family habit.  

There was variation in the extent to which participants engaged in and believed in TCM 

menstruation practices. Some participants experienced no pain during menstruation and did not 

adhere to these practices, while others only adhered if they did feel pain. Some participants 

complied because they felt avoiding consuming things with cold properties did help, while also 

acknowledging the potential for it being a placebo. However, they felt that the absence of pain 

and discomfort was best even if it was due to a placebo. Some fully believed and adhered to 

these practices.  
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Mixed-Methods Findings 

This section presents the integrated findings of the study.  During the interviews, the 

researcher asked a little over two-thirds of the participants their reasoning for their responses to 

the AAS statements. To explain the overall moderate scores on the AAS, the researcher coded all 

the participants’ reasonings to each of the 20 AAS statements and then further broke down their 

reasonings based on response type. Because some of the AAS items were reverse-scored, these 

response types had to be categorized (for ease of comprehension) as Undecided, Pro-Animal, and 

Pro-Human. Answers at the ends of the Likert scale for which the word “strongly” preceded 

them were coded under their respective sentiments. They were then organized into categories 

based on participant reasoning which correspond with the code properties of Purpose and 

Treatment of Nature (see Appendix F). In general, participants indicated they were more willing 

to use animals for the benefit of humans, especially for food and animal research, while still 

acknowledging unfairness to the animals.  

Humans Need Animals and Balance were the two reasons that participants based their 

decisions on for the AAS questions about Food (i.e., hunting wild animals for food, raising 

animals for meat, raising cattle for human consumption, dolphin and whale slaughtering, the 

production of meat, eggs, and dairy products). The majority of participants were undecided given 

those reasons. This shows that participants recognized the importance of using animal products 

for food consumption but were still concerned with how animals were treated in terms of the 

process of consuming them. The mean score for the Food category was 3.02, which is very 

neutral or undecided and therefore matches the participants’ reasonings voiced in the interviews.  

For the questions about Animal Research (i.e., animals in medical research, scientific 

research with animals, dissecting preserved animals, animal research to conquer diseases, and 
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animal testing for household products and cosmetics), participants were mostly in agreement that 

the use of animals in scientific research and animal testing is imperative to the betterment and 

overall safety of humans. The response choice of “undecided” outranked the other responses, 

with the only other chosen to be one that placed human needs and wants over those of nonhuman 

animals. This means that participants either struggled to juggle justifying the use and potential 

harm to animals for human betterment or placed human interests above nonhuman animal 

interests. The mean score for this group was 2.65, leaning toward a pro-human stance. This score 

reflects what participants stated in the interviews as their reasoning for choosing their response to 

the Animal Research AAS questions.  

Under the Entertainment category (i.e., wild animals hunted for sport, cockfighting, 

captive zoo animals, and circus animals), participants were most concerned about whether 

entertainment practices involving animals were indigenous practices. The majority of those 

asked who were concerned with cultural relativism were “undecided.” This shows participants’ 

apprehension to condemn practices that may be harmful to animals on the basis that some forms 

of entertainment are indigenous practices. Lack of knowledge regarding the entertainment 

questions was the second most common reason for participants’ chosen responses. Participants 

felt they did not know enough about the subject matter and therefore, the majority of participants 

were “undecided.” The mean score for the Entertainment category was 3.83, which leans toward 

a pro-animal sentiment. This means that participants were generally concerned about the welfare 

of animals used for human entertainment.  

No pattern of reasoning and response choices to the AAS Fur (M = 3.53) and Human 

Domination (M = 3.2) categories was found. For the Fur category (i.e., fur coats from wild 

animal skin, breeding animals for skins), participants were concerned with all reasons except 
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Humanity First, and none of the reasons were mentioned significantly more than others. Under 

Human Domination (i.e., human right to use animals, economic gain, welfare of animals), 

participants mentioned the Balance, Lacks Knowledge, and Concern for Animals the most, but 

these were not significantly higher than the other mentions.
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Chapter 4 

Discussion 

Non-human animals have played a significant role in human life, but our relationship 

with them is complex since they are a source of both food and companionship. The objective of 

this study was to explore the lived experiences of international academics from China, Taiwan, 

and Hong Kong regarding their relationship with Chinese meat-eating culture and their attitude 

toward animals. By employing interpretive phenomenological and explanatory sequential mixed-

method approaches, the researcher was able to gain a deeper understanding of the phenomena as 

experienced by the participants. By combining the results of the quantitative and qualitative 

inquiry, the researcher identified key factors that could influence participants’ moderate concern 

for animal welfare on the AAS. These factors include the belief of participants that while human 

use of animal resources may be unfair, they cannot imagine a world in which humans did not 

take advantage of this resource, especially for food and research. These reasons may lend 

themselves to a more anthropocentric perspective among participants. As per the quantitative 

results, the participants scored moderately on the AAS, indicating some level of concern for 

animal welfare. Qualitative findings indicate that family plays an integral part in participants’ 

diet habits and exposure to animals. In this section, I will discuss the interpretation of the 

participants’ AAS scores, answers to the research questions, limitations, and implications.  

AAS 

The results of the AAS in the current study are comparable to those in a previous study 

conducted on a similar population. I have identified several critical differences in the participant 

demographics between the two studies. Davey’s (2006) study on the attitudes of Chinese 

university students towards animal welfare, found that the majority of scores ranged between 70 
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and 76, with a mean score of 73. In contrast, in the current study, the majority of scores ranged 

from 56 to 72, with a mean of 64. Higher scores represent an increased concern for animal 

welfare. This indicates that the mean score of Davey’s participants was nine points higher than 

that of the participants in the current study.  

I interpret the reason for the difference in scores between the two sample populations as 

being due to their varying levels of knowledge about animal welfare issues. Participants’ 

familiarity with these issues was influenced by how they responded to the questionnaire. 

Although both study samples were college-educated, the current study sample is studying 

abroad, there are factors related to exposure and knowledge of animal welfare issues that have 

influenced the two samples differently. For example, specific welfare advertisement programs or 

groups on the university campus could have played a role.  

The age difference between the sample population used in Davey’s study and the sample 

population in the current study may have affected the score differences observed. The 

participants in Davey’s study were all between 18 and 22 years old, while in the current study, 

18 participants (60%) were aged between 21 and 30, and 10 participants (33%) were aged 

between 31 and 40 (N = 30). Given that 28 participants (93%) were in graduate school or post-

doctoral studies, it is most likely that the 60% of participants who were between 21 and 30 years 

old were in their mid-20s or older, especially since the earliest age for graduate study is 23, after 

completing a typical four-year undergraduate program. Additionally, some participants in the 

study are enrolled in a Ph.D. program.  

In a 2022 study conducted by Carnovale and colleagues on gender and age effects of 

public attitudes towards and knowledge of animal welfare in China, researchers found that the 

youngest participants in their study (aged 18-24 years) were more likely to express the 
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importance of living harmoniously and caring for animals, compared to older participants (aged 

25-34, 35-44, etc.). Considering these findings, I have interpreted the difference in age between 

participants in the current study and those in Davey’s study as one of the reasons for the nine-

point difference in overall AAS group scores. In addition, the difference in scores could also be 

attributed to the limitations of the current study. 

Mixed-Methods 

According to the AAS categories, the category that received the highest pro-animal 

approval from the participants was Entertainment. This means that the participants were mostly 

against the use of animals for entertainment purposes. The second category that received higher 

concern from the participants was Fur, followed by Human Domination, and Food. The category 

in which participants placed human interests above animals the most was Animal Research. 

During the discussion on Entertainment, the participants talked about indigenous 

practices related to animal activities such as hunting, wild animal sports, and especially 

cockfighting. Almost all 30 participants expressed disagreement regarding the use of animals in 

circuses. There were a few reasons why the participants expressed concern about indigenous 

practices. Taiwanese participants were the most concerned, most likely because consideration for 

the indigenous people is more salient to them due to their geographically smaller size and 

government initiatives supporting indigenous populations. 

In recent years, the Executive Yuan of Taiwan, which is the executive branch of the 

government, has taken the initiative to acknowledge and celebrate indigenous people. On August 

1, 2016, which is celebrated as Taiwan Indigenous Peoples Day, President Tsai Ing-wen made a 

public statement promising that the government will take necessary measures to reconcile and 
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promote harmony, and peace with its indigenous population (Department of Information 

Services, Executive Yuan, 2016).  

The government has implemented policies that ensure equity for the indigenous 

Taiwanese in areas such as healthcare insurance and income. Policies were also established to 

compensate for environmental racism. Overall, these policies were aimed at achieving historical 

and transitional justice. 

The average Taiwanese national lives in closer proximity to their indigenous populations 

compared to the average Chinese national due to the difference in geographical size. This 

proximity results in more interaction, making consideration for indigenous peoples more salient. 

Participants in the study felt that they did not have the right to condemn practices belonging to 

indigenous cultures. As society becomes more conscientious toward indigenous peoples, there is 

a growing movement to protect indigenous traditions and practices. This raises a question of 

where to draw the line between forgoing the moral consideration of nonhuman animals and 

protecting indigenous practices and traditions. Participants in the study felt that this was a line 

they could not cross, even though they voiced their concerns about the treatment of nonhuman 

animals in other contexts. For example, cockfighting and hunting for sport were mentioned as 

practices that should not be condemned if they are done by indigenous groups for tradition.  

During the interviews conducted on the topic of cockfighting, most participants also 

brought up the topic of dogfighting, and compared and contrasted the two. Interestingly, the 

majority of participants felt that dogfighting was less acceptable than cockfighting. I attributed 

this to the idea of Perceived Closeness, wherein participants feel more sympathetic to dogs due 

to their increased exposure, personal interaction, and the ability to develop a relationship with 
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them. Therefore, participants were more sympathetic to the plight of fighting dogs than to that of 

fighting roosters.  

The second most common reason why participants gave answers to the AAS questions in 

this category that did not accurately reflect their beliefs was due to a lack of knowledge. For 

instance, in some cases, participants were unaware of practices such as cockfighting. However, 

after being informed about it, they mentioned cultural relativism as a possible explanation for 

their being undecided.  

Among the 30 participants, it was found that the question of seeing animals in cages at 

zoos showed a pro-animal sentiment. However, during the interviews, participants had 

difficulties determining whether the animals were happy. This was most likely because it is 

challenging for the average person to determine the mental state of a zoo animal, apart from 

obvious signs of stereotypical behavior, such as pacing. Moreover, participants also had 

difficulty regarding their prior experiences with different situations in which they perceived 

some zoo animals as happy and others as unhappy. They also described situations in which the 

animal's situation, such as their environment, made them feel sad for the animal. For example, 

one participant remembers a childhood experience of seeing a bear in a small cage which made 

him feel the bear was unhappy. Their ruminations highlight the fact that our perceptions are not 

always an accurate depiction of reality, which the participants struggled with during the 

interviews. 

The pro-animal sentiment expressed by the 30 participants might have been influenced by 

the wording of the AAS statement, where the term “wild” was used. In general, participants 

exhibited a particular concern for statements regarding wild animals, which aligns with the 

findings of Carnovale and colleagues (2022). However, when discussing zoo animal welfare, it 
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should be kept in mind that most zoo animals have been born and raised in captivity, especially 

with the increase in captive breeding programs (see Pullen, 2006 for more information on captive 

breeding programs). For those participants who did not touch upon the issue of welfare in zoos 

during the interviews, the presence of the term “wild” skewed the data, resulting in a more pro-

animal stance than what would have been expressed if the statement had only been about zoo 

animal welfare. 

Participants' reasons for Fur use were divided into six categories: Humans Need Animals, 

Cultural Relativism, Lacks Knowledge, Technology, No Opinion, and No Category. For the 

Humans Need Animals category, participants acknowledged that animal skins and furs are 

essential for insulation in cold weather and climates. For instance, some participants mentioned 

that fur clothing may be necessary for survival in colder regions like Russia. Participants also 

mentioned that the use of animal skins and furs is a practice in some indigenous cultures. In the 

Lacks Knowledge category, participants stated that they were unaware of the process by which 

fur coats are made. Some participants believed that the skins and furs were harvested from 

animals that had died from other causes than for the harvest of their hides. Only a few 

participants discussed replacements for animal skins and furs in the Technology category. 

Synthetic furs and polyurethane leather are widely used to make clothing items today, but some 

participants may not be aware of this.  

Anti-fur campaigns, such as those by People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals 

(PETA), emerged in the 80s and 90s when wearing fur was considered luxurious and a sign of 

wealth. These campaigns may not have been at the forefront of Chinese people’s minds at the 

time when the People’s Republic of China was opening up to the West and the rest of the world 

in 1979 as the country began healing itself after decades of economic instability. Today, the issue 
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of fur and animal skins may be less relevant in and of itself, and its relevance may be more 

related to the conversation about indigenous use. 

In the Human Domination category, participants expressed equal concerns regarding 

Balance, Lacks Knowledge, and Concern for Animals. Most participants were worried about 

animals being mistreated and the type and number of natural resources that humans extract. One 

participant who scored relatively low on the AAS compared to most participants thought that 

human economic gains are not more important than setting aside land for wildlife. Instead, he 

felt that humans should not take from wildlife and there are alternative ways to generate 

economic gains. He acknowledged that his opinion was contradictory compared to his stance on 

other AAS statements. Overall, he thought that the human use of animals and nature was 

acceptable as long as no harm was caused to the animals.  

It is interesting to note that all but two of the participants who scored the lowest on the 

AAS, with low scores ranging from the high 40s to the mid-50s, had a pro-animal leaning. 

Overall, participants were more in favor of animals when it came to the statement about humans 

having the right to use animals as they see fit; participants were divided between being pro-

human and undecided. This suggests that participants believe that humans dominate nature, but 

they also have concerns about the treatment or balance of nature, indicating a view of 

stewardship. In other words, while humans are dominant over nature, they should also protect it. 

The same notions of human domination and stewardship appear in the AAS statement 

about purebred dogs and animal shelters. For example, one participant emphasized that breeding 

purebred dogs is acceptable but should be limited. When examining human-animal interaction 

and how people treat nature and animals, the theme of human domination emerged. However, 
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there was a consensus among participants about the importance of maintaining a balance. This 

idea may reflect Chinese traditional thought, such as yin and yang and Tiān Rén Hé Yī.  

In the Lacks Knowledge code property, participants had difficulties understanding the 

AAS statement that breeding purebred dogs is unethical due to the millions of dogs that are 

killed yearly in shelters. Some participants did not see the connection between the two. I 

interpreted this as a lack of familiarity with the topic, especially for individuals who have never 

owned a dog. One participant cited this as the reason for their confusion. It is also possible that 

the “Adopt Don’t Shop” movement, which is popular in the West, is not as well-known among 

Chinese Nationals. However, Taiwanese participants reported that this movement is widespread 

in Taiwan. It is important to note that many participants who expressed Concern for Animals 

during the interviews were primarily concerned with the issue of purebred dogs and shelter dogs. 

Another interesting response to the statements in this category deals with the statement 

about whether too much fuss is made about animal welfare when other problems need to be 

solved. According to the responses received from 30 participants, most of them showed a 

positive sentiment towards animal welfare. However, one of the participants (#16), in their 

interview, presented the point that people should prioritize taking care of other humans. While 

the participant did not oppose caring for animals, he believed that in emergencies and other 

situations that require immediate attention, priorities should be reconsidered. For instance, the 

participant discussed the war in Ukraine as an example. This argument is similar to the one 

raised about the treatment of nonhuman animals in third-world countries. The idea is that 

people’s needs should be met first before they can help animals. For example, a person who is 

starving can do little to help a starving animal. 
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In terms of Food, participants were most concerned with the idea that the consumption of 

animals was important in human society as well as the idea that we should be considerate of how 

animals meant for human consumption are treated. Some participants discussed how the 

consumption of animals may be pertinent for the survival of people, especially those in more 

isolated areas and especially in the context of hunting. Some participants recognized the ethical 

and moral dilemmas behind raising meat animals. They mentioned that although raising animals 

for meat is morally wrong, especially given the fact that the animals did not agree to be eaten, 

humans need this to live. In terms of the treatment of animals, participants were concerned with 

the environmental effects of hunting and how animals were being treated under the care of 

humans. Although participants advocated for fair treatment of animals raised for slaughter in the 

meat industry, very few mentioned in what ways this fair treatment or a balance might occur. 

One of the participants mentioned the use of meat animals as a trade-off. Humans raise animals 

for slaughter to eat and in turn, the animals are given better living conditions. The participant 

described this as a way to balance the human use of animals for food, however, this way of 

balancing still ignores the overall interests of the animals.  

For the questions about Animal Research, many participants justified animal testing in 

the interviews by stating similar sentiments such as “If not animal, that will be human.” 

Meaning, that if we do not test on nonhuman animals, we will test on humans. This is essentially 

the same argument that Carl Cohen, a philosopher, makes in his 1986 New England Journal of 

Medicine article. Cohen argues that every advancement in medicine, such as a drug, medical 

operation, and therapy must be tested on living beings eventually. He goes on to state that, “The 

subject of that experiment, if it is not an animal, will be a human being” (Herzog, 2011, Chapter 
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8, p. 217). Cohen’s argument reflects the essence of participants’ sentiments from the interview 

and is thought to be the classic argument for testing on animals.  

Additionally, participants found it inappropriate to use humans as test subjects and it is 

better to have the animals do it for the safety and betterment of people. The idea of thinking 

about the betterment of the people and overall society was a notion reflected particularly in this 

category. In fact, among the 30 participants, the statement about the continued use of animals in 

research as being necessary for the conquering of diseases such as AIDS, heart disease, and 

cancer, received the lowest mean score out of all 20 statements. This means that participants 

were the most pro-human toward this welfare issue. Additionally, very few participants 

mentioned the use of technology such as computer simulations for animal dissections, and other 

technologies such as AI or AR. For those participants who did mention technology, it was 

mentioned as something that would occur in the future as better technologies are developed. It is 

possible that students who are not in the medical sciences are not aware of the current 

technologies being used. Knight and colleagues (2003) also found in their qualitative study on 

animal attitudes that participants’ perception that there is a lack of alternatives for animal 

research contributed to their support for animal research. Additionally, in a study on Hong Kong 

secondary and university students’ attitudes toward animals, Fung (2019) suggested the 

participants might lack knowledge regarding how readily available non-animal substitutes are 

and that this knowledge is pertinent when making humane consumer choices.  

Research Questions 

Based on the inductive thematic coding process and the emerging data from the analysis, 

the findings of this study do not provide definitive answers to all the research questions. 

However, the presented findings are just as relevant and interesting in terms of implications for 
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how humans interact with animals as the ones that were originally sought. In this section, I will 

discuss the research questions in context with the themes and findings.   

1. How do participants' general individual evaluative perceptions of nonhuman animals 

influence their eating habits?  

Participants’ general individual evaluative perceptions of nonhuman animals were 

represented by the AAS scores, which were moderate. The concept of the sentimental value of 

animals was expressed in the code of Perceived Closeness. Along with Perceived Closeness, this 

question can be evaluated based on the participants’ reasons for their responses and 

categorization of the AAS statements.  

Participants felt that closeness to a pet was dependent on their ability to interact with the 

pet. In the AAS statements regarding animal testing, participants were willing to put humans 

above animals like rabbits and rats if the research was for the safety and betterment of human 

society. It was even stated that people will be less angry if animals that people do not care much 

about, such as mice, are used for testing. Combined with this view and the idea of Perceived 

Closeness, I interpreted that participants most likely viewed animals like rats, typically used for 

testing, as less important than larger pet mammals. The type of species used is important when 

evaluating the morality of the purpose of use of animals, which has been used as a foundational 

concept in previous studies (Higgs et al., 2020; Knight et al., 2003). When asked whether they 

had interacted with a farm animal before (pig, cow, chicken), many participants reported that 

they were exposed to farm animals through various means. Still, there was a general lack of a 

relationship between those animals and the participants.  

In terms of the AAS statements regarding food, participants were conscious of the need 

for cheap animal products and were wary of the economic factors and in general, felt that the 
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consumption of animal products was related to human survival. In the AAS categories, 

undecided was the most common response choice across the categories (e.g., Food, Animal 

Research, Entertainment) with the most significant code properties. Participants seemed more 

concerned with environmental and wildlife protection than the welfare or living conditions of 

captive animals, with all but one question about wildlife receiving high mean scores. Carnovale 

and colleagues (2022) also found that amongst the Chinese public, there was a special concern 

for wildlife among the AAS statements compared to an overall significant concern for animals. 

They seemed relatively unsure or lacked knowledge about the welfare of animals in zoos as they 

were unsure whether the animals were “happy.” Based on little understanding and knowledge of 

captive animals it is possible that participants lacked general knowledge of the treatment, 

welfare, and living conditions of captive animals meant for human consumption. 

In a study by Platto and colleagues (2022), researchers found that Chinese university 

students who had attended animal welfare lectures showed more positive attitudes toward 

animals and were less uncertain when asked to evaluate their agreement with issues related to 

animal welfare compared with those who did not take part in the lectures. Therefore, as a group, 

the participants in the current study may not have had well-rounded knowledge of the topics in 

the AAS statements which might allow them to take issue with practices involving the treatment 

of animals under human captivity, especially those intended for consumption. Furthermore, 

while perceptions and attitudes are a good baseline for understanding concern for animals, it is 

not completely indicative of whether people will act on this concern once they know. 

1a. How do concerns for animal welfare/environmental issues influence eating habits? 

Having concern for animal welfare and environmental issues did not necessarily lead to 

changes in participants’ diets or rejection of certain foods. The participants’ responses to 
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questions about altering their diet or refusing specific meat products revealed that their 

knowledge and exposure to these issues played a role in their decision-making as to whether they 

would alter their diet. Therefore, the analysis focused on evaluating the relationship between 

exposure to animal ethics issues and diet alteration. Upon analyzing the relationship between 

rejection of meat foods or diet alteration in response to animal welfare or environmental 

concerns (Actions) and participants’ exposure to and knowledge of animal ethics issues 

(Knowledge Exposure), I found that there was little overlap between the codes. Meaning, that 

very few participants who were exposed to knowledge about animal welfare or environmental 

concerns altered their diet in response to those concerns. Moreover, it is worth considering the 

role of attitude theory in social psychology (see Fazio, 1990) in explaining the lack of overlap 

between the two codes. Attitudes and behavior are only relevant in certain contexts, and attitudes 

should be viewed as psychological tendencies (De Barcellos et al., 2013).   

In the current study, it was found that some participants did not consider animal welfare 

and environmental concerns relevant to their daily lives. It is important to recognize the 

relevance of an issue in one's life when making informed decisions (see Lewis & Leach, 2006). 

Among those who did mention ethical concerns and altered their diet accordingly, only a few 

incorporated such changes into their daily routine, such as consuming less beef. For others, 

although they expressed a willingness to refuse particular meat products, they did not have the 

opportunity to do so because these products were rare and expensive. Even for those who did not 

mention any modifications to their diet, there was a clear emphasis on the feeling and belief that 

these issues were not relevant to their daily lives. 

Regarding the code Knowledge Exposure, it was found that participants had some 

knowledge about animal ethics and environmental issues but lacked a deep understanding of 
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these topics. These results were similar to a 2013 study conducted by Yan and colleagues, which 

surveyed Chinese public attitudes toward animal welfare. The study revealed that only a third of 

the participants were familiar with the term ‘animal welfare’, and most of them were unaware of 

its meaning. According to Yan and colleagues, the concept of animal welfare has gained global 

recognition, but there is still a need for further education on the subject. Their suggestion may 

still hold true today given the findings of the current study. 

Although I did not request a detailed account of how participants were exposed to animal 

ethics issues, they were asked where they had been exposed to the issue they mentioned. The 

findings of the study indicate that there is an issue of relatability when it comes to topics 

concerning animal welfare and environmental issues. This suggests a problem with the way 

participants were exposed to these issues. Animal welfare or environmental campaigns and 

advertisements may only focus on a specific issue, placing it in a specific context. For example, a 

campaign concerning animal welfare and environmental sustainability that targets shark finning 

is only targeting one issue of many related to the problem of overfishing. Such campaigns fail to 

broaden the scope of the concern enough in a way that would translate to people’s daily lives. 

People know shark finning as an issue due to overfishing but fail to consider whether the fish 

they eat regularly is overfished. In addition, researchers state that a lack of knowledge regarding 

animal welfare concepts hinders the advancement of welfare initiatives (Wu et al., 2022). 

Therefore, there is a need for more studies to determine how international students within 

Chinese culture are exposed to animal welfare and environmental issues.  

Additionally, the discussion of animal welfare in China has improved. The media was the 

most common way participants in the current study were exposed to animal welfare issues. In 

Carnovale and colleagues (2021), researchers stated that respondents mostly gained knowledge 
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of animal welfare and husbandry via friends and family, and the media. They go on to point out 

that media reporting on animal welfare has improved since You and colleagues’ 2014 study on 

the perceptions of Chinese nationals regarding farm animal welfare.  

1b. How has interaction with animals influenced eating habits? 

The extent of interaction with animals depends on the willingness of parents to allow a 

pet in the home. The type of pet also matters as pets that require less maintenance are sometimes 

preferred. Furthermore, participants’ perceived closeness to the animal kept as a pet mattered. 

Fish or turtles kept in the home were not always considered pets, as they are difficult to interact 

with and are not often given names. Some participants kept meat animals, such as ducks or 

chickens, in their homes, but did not have any issues eating them. Other participants had 

interactions with animals and chose not to eat those species due to their previous experiences.  

Prior research has shown that contact with companion animals at a young age has a 

positive influence on people’s attitudes toward animals and animal welfare (Miura et al., 2002; 

Paul & Serpell, 1993). In addition, in a study on Chinese college students’ attitudes toward 

animal welfare, participants who owned an animal as a child or during the time of the study had 

better attitudes toward animals than Chinese college students who did not (Platto et al., 2022). 

Hence, if participants have more interaction with companion animals, they may be more inclined 

to abstain from consuming certain foods that they feel violate the welfare of animals or involve 

processes that are detrimental to the environment.  

Based on the sentiments expressed by the participants in this study, it is unlikely that 

animals such as turtles or fish would be considered companion animals. These animals are often 

viewed as decorative due to the lack of interaction that can be achieved with them. Additionally, 
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since caring for pets requires a significant amount of time and effort, and parents tend to have 

more control over the animals kept in the house, the participants may have had limited 

experience with companion animals during their childhood. To determine whether interaction 

with animals affects eating habits, the researcher needs to establish which species the participants 

classify as pets and which ones they have interacted with. 

2. How does culture influence/connect to meat-eating practices?  

Culture influences and connects to meat-eating practices in various ways such as the 

transmission of beliefs and personal, family, and regional preferences.  

Cultural cuisine based on regions impacted participants’ meat-eating practices. For 

example, those from the far north (i.e., Xinjiang, Inner Mongolia, Heilongjiang), mentioned lamb 

as meat they commonly eat whereas those from the south (i.e., Guangdong Province) mentioned 

chicken. Additionally, areas in which a mix of cultures live influenced meat eating. For example, 

Heilongjiang borders Russia and therefore there is a fusion of Russian and Northern Chinese 

cuisine, such as using canned beef and lamb in dishes. In Xinjiang, Uyghur influence leads to 

dishes of lamb and pilaf. Another influence that is region-based is the belief of the Taiwanese 

participants regarding abstaining from beef due to Daoist beliefs. Another example comes from 

Cantonese culture in which TCM ingredients are commonly added to soups, sometimes using 

more exotic meats.  

Another way culture connects to meat eating is through gustatory and culinary 

experiences. The taste, texture, and smell of the meat based on the spices, preparation, rearing, 

and slaughtering methods of the meat differs from culture to culture. So, when participants were 

asked if they experienced differences between the meat in the U.S. and the meat in their home 
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country, they mentioned differences regarding the smell and taste of the pork, the taste of the 

beef, the texture of the chicken, and the overall freshness of the meat. All of these influenced 

which meats the participants ate to keep to their preferences. When asked why these differences 

exist, especially in terms of pork, participants both Chinese and Taiwanese had the 

misconception that the U.S. does not drain the blood of the animal during the slaughter process. 

However, according to the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), for stunning 

livestock to be humane the animal must be unconscious throughout the process of shackling, 

sticking, and bleeding, except for kosher or halal meats (Electrical; 9 CFR § 313.30, 1979). Since 

the U.S. does drain the blood during the slaughter process, it leads to the question of why there is 

a misconception about U.S. slaughter processes as well as what makes the meat smell.  

2a. How do beliefs (religious, medicinal, family) influence eating habits?  

TCM beliefs were the most prominent beliefs that influenced participants’ eating habits. 

Cold, hot, warm, and cool properties of foods, the body, sickness, and the seasons all take part in 

balancing the body. This comes through consuming items with those properties or abstaining. 

For women, especially when menstruating, abstaining from foods or drinks is classified as 

having a cold property and drinking and eating items that have a warm or hot property. Religious 

beliefs influenced abstaining from items, such as blood or beef, that have special meaning.  

2b. How have these beliefs been integrated into participants’ lives?  

Based on the data analysis and coding, practices more so than beliefs were passed on 

from the family to the individual, but these practices occurred more often out of habit than due to 

beliefs or sentimental meaning. This was analyzed by the relationship between Family Diet 
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Habits and Individual Diet Habits, to see whether participants maintained or complied with 

family cooking, shopping, and eating habits after leaving their home. 

The eating habits, shopping, and cooking habits of the participants were influenced by 

their beliefs, which were shaped by their family’s eating practices. After leaving their family 

home, the participants had the choice to either comply or reject these beliefs. If they chose to 

comply, they integrated these beliefs into their lives by adopting certain food practices, such as 

consuming or abstaining from certain foods.  

In terms of transmission and practices, it might be easy to jump to the conclusion that 

cultural food preferences come from parents, but this is not necessarily true (Rozin, 1991). Paul 

Rozin, a Psychology professor at the University of Pennsylvania who studies disgust, food, and 

culture describes this contradiction as being part of the “family paradox.” The family paradox 

also includes aesthetic food preferences and values. In 1991, Rozin conducted a study involving 

parents and their children in college to assess whether preferences and values were congruent. 

Rozin found little correlation between parent-child food preferences, but the parent-child 

resemblance of values was much higher. Rozin mentions that one of the possible reasons for the 

low parent-child correlation is that college students are not considered to have “stable adult 

preferences.” He suggests conducting a study involving 30-year-olds and their 50-year-old 

parents. In terms of the current study, as previously mentioned, most of the participants are 

somewhere within their mid to late 20s and early 30s, and most are in graduate school it is 

possible that the study’s sample does not qualify as having stable adult preferences, especially 

when considering they are international students. Diet habits may differ from their home country 

because of living in another country. Moreover, many of them live in student housing, which 
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means they have communal kitchens and cook differently than they would if they were living on 

their own.  

2c. Who in the participants’ lives has been most influential in passing these beliefs on? 

The role of women became apparent within the research in terms of who in the 

participants’ lives has been the most influential. Before conducting the study, the researcher was 

aware of the focus on women’s health in TCM literature and gender norms associated with 

cooking. Based on the coding, there was a much greater influence from matriarchal figures in 

participants’ lives. The traditional gender roles that link women with cooking and men with other 

work could be one reason why women were mentioned more frequently in this context.  

In a study that compared childhood food habits to the current food habits of university 

students, researchers found that mothers were the most influential family members when it came 

to participants’ memories of meals cooked (De Backer, 2013). There was also a matrilineal 

dominance in the recipes that participants remembered. The researcher also found that fathers 

had an impact on the cooking habits of male participants. Additionally, in a study by Rozin and 

colleagues (1984) on the parent-child resemblance of attitudes toward food, researchers found 

slightly higher correlations between the mother and child for food preferences compared to the 

father and child. Rozin (1991) also found a slight effect in which there was a greater mother-

child food preference correlation compared to father-child. The higher mentions of female 

figures in the current study align with De Backer’s findings, while Rozin’s findings about greater 

mother-child food preference may also account for more mentions of female family figures. 

Additionally, it is possible that the lack of reference to male figures in the participants’ lives in 

the current study was related to the unequal sex ratio among participants, in which there were 
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more female participants than males. This is most likely due to female family figures reminding 

the female participants to adhere to female diet practices, especially during the time of 

menstruation.  

It is important to note that when the researcher asked participants about the meals they 

had as a child or memorable family dishes, the question was phrased in a way that did not 

exclude male family members. Based on how the question was asked, participants in the 25 

interviews emphasized the female figures in their lives.  

Taiwanese vs. Chinese Mainland Participants’ Attitudes 

Although Taiwanese culture is part of Chinese culture, it has distinct nuances in a similar 

way to the cultures of different provinces in Mainland China. Additionally, Taiwan and China 

are governed by separate governments, which leads to differences in their animal welfare 

policies and initiatives, as well as social attitudes towards these issues. The subtle differences 

between Chinese and Taiwanese participants were noticeable in terms of their views on animal 

ethics. For instance, the statement “It is unethical to breed purebred dogs for pets when millions 

of dogs are killed in animal shelters yearly” was not entirely clear to all participants regarding 

the ethical implications of the statement. One participant even suggested that the correlation 

between breeding purebred dogs and the killing of dogs in shelters was not obvious from the 

statement. However, for Taiwanese participants, the issue was more relatable. One participant 

even mentioned the popularity of the “Adopt Don’t Shop” movement in Taiwan. Moreover, 

Taiwanese participants tended to mention the growing trend of eco-friendly or environmental 

awareness, whereas Chinese participants tended to make comments indicating that they had 

heard of these issues but did not regard them as something that had necessarily taken root in 
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China. They also mentioned that people might be more concerned with prices. However, 

research indicates that Chinese consumers are increasingly interested in organic products and 

environmentally friendly practices (Thøgersen & Zhou, 2012). Since Thøgersen and Zhou’s 

research was conducted over a decade ago, there has likely been even more growth in eco-

friendly awareness since then. As mentioned previously, how these topics are advertised may 

play a role in how they are perceived.  

Generalizability 

When relating to the overall phenomenological aspect of the study, having large numbers 

of participants was not necessary, since the purpose of the study was to understand the essence of 

the phenomenon through the participants’ individual lived experiences. Additionally, this study 

was meant to explore the relationship between meat-eating and the relationship with nonhuman 

animals through the eyes of a specific sub-group of a larger population or culture, Chinese 

culture.  

Limitations 

There are several limitations I believe may have affected the data. The most significant 

limitation was that the questionnaire and interviews were conducted in English, which was not 

the participant’s native language. The participants were not familiar with all the English 

terminology, and the checks used within the survey to determine the consistency of their 

responses may have made it more difficult to interpret the questions and choose the rating that 

corresponded to their view in English. In an email exchange with a researcher who had 

previously used the AAS with a similar population, it was suggested that it might be difficult to 

obtain information about cultural relationships when using a scale developed in the West.  
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Another limitation involved the fact that participants were international students. Some of 

the participants had already studied abroad for quite some time in the U.S. Therefore, I believe 

their time spent in the U.S. and their experiences of living outside of their home country 

influenced their diet habits. Meaning, that the participants are not representative of a population 

of Chinese, culturally, who have never traveled outside their home country.  

Another limitation includes the use of frequency counts to show the significance of a 

code or code property. Frequency counts can undermine the significance and importance of a 

sentiment, even one that only a few participants mention. Furthermore, frequency counts only 

show the presence of a sentiment or idea. When participants are asked a question, they may not 

say every detail that comes to mind. One participant may say something that is coded, while 

another says something else that is not coded. Lack of mentioning something does not 

necessarily mean a disagreement with the statement or sentiment coded for. Additionally, not all 

participants were asked the reasoning for their answers to the AAS statements and not all 

statements were asked about the same number of times.  

Implications 

Several studies have been conducted to investigate Chinese attitudes towards animal 

welfare and conservation issues, as well as their knowledge about these topics (Carnovale et al., 

2022; Carnovale et al., 2021; Davey, 2006; Davey & Wu, 2007; Izmirli & Phillips, 2011; Phillips 

et al., 2011; Phillips et al., 2012; Platto et al., 2022; Su et al., 2022; Su & Martens, 2017; Zhang 

et al., 2008; Zhang & Li, 2022; Zhang & Yin, 2014; Zu et al., 2005). However, only a few 

studies, such as the one by Zhang and Li (2022), have used qualitative methods to explore these 

topics. In 2007, Davey and Wu conducted a study on Chinese university students’ attitudes 

toward using animals in laboratory research, where the participants expressed moderate concern. 
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The research involves the AAS statements regarding animal research, such as “The use of 

animals such as rabbits for testing the safety of cosmetics and household products is unnecessary 

and should be stopped.” The researchers suggested that additional research is necessary to 

understand the reasoning and justifications behind the students’ views. 

The current study attempts to provide answers to the question of justification but also 

offers information on how the participants feel about animal welfare and conservation issues in 

the AAS. Moreover, this analysis of the participants’ experiences with food and animals helps 

researchers understand the factors that influence their attitudes toward animal welfare, 

specifically the role that Chinese culture plays. By understanding these factors and how they 

occur, researchers can implement pro-animal welfare changes that align with the beliefs and 

attitudes of Chinese culture. This will help dispel negative misconceptions about the Chinese 

cultural relationship with food and attitudes toward animals. 

Additionally, as the study evolved several aspects helped me to understand more of what 

is required for qualitative studies in terms of methodology. Firstly, as stated in the limitations, 

not all participants were asked the same questions, especially for their response reasoning for the 

AAS statements. In the future, I will remain consistent and ask all participants the same 

questions. As the study progressed, I found that some of the questions that seemed unimportant 

at the beginning later emerged as pivotal findings. Secondly, I focused mainly on asking 

participants their reasoning for choosing undecided on the AAS. In the future, I should ask 

participants’ reasoning for every response type even if the reasoning for their responses appears 

straightforward or obvious, such as answering pro-animal or pro-human. As I learned in the 

interviews, participants can have the same view or reasoning but choose differently or the 

opposite on a Likert scale. Thirdly, since bracketing myself off as the researcher was a new skill 
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I had to learn while conducting the study, in the future I should strive for better researcher 

objectivity by having a research team with multiple coders for interrater reliability. Overall, I 

know that the next time I choose to conduct a qualitative study my methodology will be much 

stricter and more consistent due to the learning process that took place during the current study.  

Possible future studies could involve conducting qualitative interviews to create a more 

accurate scale that reflects the experiences and concerns of those within Chinese culture. 

Additionally, the questionnaire’s previous usage with similar demographics provides an 

intriguing opportunity to investigate whether the attitudes of culturally Chinese international 

students toward animal welfare differ from those of domestic Chinese students. There is also a 

mixed-methods component, in which in-depth interviews can be conducted to explore how the 

opinions of international students regarding animal welfare have changed, if at all. Future studies 

could also examine the cultural aspects relating to gastro-aesthetics and its divergence from 

disgust literature within Chinese meat-eating culture. Additionally, this study speaks to a broader 

multi-disciplinary approach to investigating attitudes toward animals through a cultural lens by 

combining aspects from psychology and cultural geography as well as mixed methodology. 

Therefore, future studies in both cultural geography and psychology should strive to approach 

the topic of human-animal interaction through perspectives and lenses that are not necessarily 

innate to them, as doing so can open the door to new and exciting findings that may not emerge 

by staying in their own lane. 
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Table 1. 

Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

Demographic Characteristics n % of Sample 

Nationality 

 Chinese 17 57 

Taiwanese 12 40 

Hong Konger(s) 1 3 

Ethnicity 

 Han 27 90 

Ethnic Minority 3 10 

Gender Identity 

 Male 11 37 

Female 18 60 

Gender Non-Conforming 1 3 

Age 

 18-20 years old 2 7 

21-30 years old 18 60 

31-40 years old 10 33 

Year Classification 

 Undergraduate  2 7 

Graduate 27 90 

Post-Doctoral  1 3 

Geographical Area 

 Urban 21 70 

Suburban 5 17 

Rural 4 13 

 

Note.  N = 30.
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Table 2. 

Students’ Attitudes Toward Animal Welfare Issues  

Animal Welfare Issues 
% of Sample 

5 4 3 2 1 M 

1. It is morally wrong to hunt wild animals just for 

sport. 

43 20 23 7 7 3.87 

2. I do not think that there is anything wrong with using 

animals in medical research.a 

0 37 30 20 13 2.9 

3. There should be extremely stiff penalties, including 

jail sentences for people who participate in 

cockfighting. 

10 20 43 27 0 3.13 

4.The skins of wild animals should not be made into fur 

coats. 

40 27 20 7 7 3.87 

5. There is nothing morally wrong with hunting wild 

animals for food.a 

10 27 27 23 13 2.97 

6. I think people who object to raising animals for meat 

are too sentimental.a 

3 20 33 33 10 2.73 

7. Much of the scientific research done with animals is 

unnecessary and cruel.     

7 10 27 50 7 2.6 

8. I think it is perfectly acceptable for cattle to be raised 

for human consumption.a 

0 0 30 57 13 2.17 

9. Basically, humans have the right to use animals as we 

see fit.a 

0 33 30 30 7 2.9 

10. The slaughter of whales and dolphins should be 

immediately stopped even if it means some people will 

be put out of work. 

43 40 10 7 0 4.2 

11. I sometimes get upset when I see wild animals in 

cages at zoos. 

20 63 10 7 0 3.97 

12. In general, I think that human economic gain is 

more important than setting aside more land for 

wildlife.a 

13 50 23 7 7 3.57 

13. Too much fuss is made over the welfare of animals 

these days when there are many problems that need to 

be solved.a 

10 30 27 30 3 3.13 

14. Breeding animals for their skins is a legitimate use 

of animals.a 

13 27 37 13 10 3.2 

15. Some aspects of biology can only be learned 

through dissecting preserved animals.a 

3 13 27 50 7 2.57 

16. Continued research with animals will be necessary if 

we are to ever conquer diseases such as cancer, heart 

disease, and AIDS.a 

0 3 13 63 20 2 

17. It is unethical to breed purebred dogs for pets when 

millions of dogs are killed in animal shelters yearly. 

30 40 17 13 0 3.87 
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Table 2. (Continued) 

Students’ Attitudes Toward Animal Welfare Issues  

18. The production of inexpensive meat, eggs, and dairy 

products justifies maintaining animals in crowded 

conditions.a 

7 23 40 23 7 3 

19. The use of animals such as rabbits for testing the 

safety of cosmetics and household products is 

unnecessary and should be stopped.  

10 27 40 17 7 3.17 

20. The use of animals in circuses is cruel. 40 53 7 0 0 4.33 

Note. Scoring was based on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 5 (strongly agree), 4 (agree), 3 

(undecided), 2 (disagree), to 1 (strongly disagree). 

aIndicates items that were reverse-scored.
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Figure 1. 

Frequency of Individual Scores on the AAS 

 

Note. Frequency distribution of individual scores on the AAS. Scores ranged from 48 to 84 with 

a range of 36 (N = 30).
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Appendix A 

Questionnaire  

1. What is your major?  

2. Mark the gender you most identify with. (0 = male, 1 = female, 2 = gender non-

conforming, 3 = prefer not to say). 

3. Which best defines your academic level. (0 = Undergraduate student, 1 = Graduate 

student, 3 = Postdoc 

4. How many years have you resided in the US as an international student (e.g., 4)? 

5. Please mark the age range that you fall under. (0 = 18-20, 1 = 21-30, 2 = 31-40, 3 = 41+).  

6. Mark your nationality (0 = Chinese, 1 = Taiwanese, 2 = Hong Konger).  

7. Select the province in China you are from. à List of existing provinces shown (e.g., 

Anhui Province 安徽省).  

a. Display Logic: If “mark your nationality.” “Chinese” is selected 

8. Which city are you from? 

a. Display Logic: If “mark your nationality.” “Chinese” is selected  

b. Or “mark your nationality.” “Taiwanese” is selected 

9. Please list your ethnicity (e.g., Han Chinese). 

10. Please mark the option which best describes the type of area you are from. (0 = Urban (a 

geographical area constituting a city or town), 1 = Suburban (a residential area outside 

of a principal city or metropolitan area), 2 = Rural (an area outside of cities and towns)).  

11. Do you avoid eating meat products (including fish and animal organs)? (0 = No, there are 

no meat products that I avoid eating, 1 = I avoid certain types of meat, 2 = I am 

vegetarian and avoid eating meat, 3 = I am vegan, I avoid eating all animal products).  
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12. Which types of meats or organs do you avoid eating? 

a. Display Logic: If “Do you avoid eating any meat products (including fish and 

animal organs)?” “I avoid certain types of meat” is selected  

b. Or “Do you avoid eating any meat products (including fish and animal organs)?” 

“I am a vegetarian and avoid eating meat” is selected  

13. Which types of meats or organs do you avoid eating?  

a. Display Logic: If “Do you avoid eating any meat products (including fish and 

animal organs)?” “I avoid certain types of meat” is selected  

b. Or “Do you avoid eating any meat products (including fish and animal organs)?” 

“I am a vegetarian and avoid eating meat” is selected  

14. Why do you avoid eating these products?  

a. Display Logic: If “Do you avoid eating any meat products (including fish and 

animal organs)?” “I avoid certain types of meat” is selected  

b. Or “Do you avoid eating any meat products (including fish and animal organs)?” 

“I am a vegetarian and avoid eating meat” is selected  

c. Or “Do you avoid eating any meat products (including fish and animal organs)?” 

“I am vegan, I avoid eating all animal products” is selected 

15. Choose the option that best describes your daily meat consumption. (0 = I do not eat meat 

on a daily basis, 1 = 1 out of every 3 meals, 2 = 2 out of every 3 meals, 3 = all 3 meals, 4 

= 3+ meals a day). 

a. Display Logic: If “Do you avoid eating any meat products (including fish and 

animal organs)?” “I avoid certain types of meat” is selected  
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b. Or “Do you avoid eating any meat products (including fish and animal organs)?” 

“No, there are no meat products that I avoid eating” is selected 

16. Please choose the option that best describes your opinion for the following statements. I 

enjoy eating [insert animal part]. The sentence is repeated for each animal part (chicken 

feet, beef tripe, pork liver). 1 (strongly agree), 2 (somewhat agree), 3 (neither agree nor 

disagree), 4 (somewhat disagree), 5 (strongly disagree). 

a. Display Logic: If “Do you avoid eating any meat products (including fish and 

animal organs)?” “I avoid certain types of meat” is selected  

b. Or “Do you avoid eating any meat products (including fish and animal organs)?” 

“No, there are no meat products that I avoid eating” is selected.
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Appendix B 

Animal Attitude Scale (AAS) 

1. It is morally wrong to hunt wild animals just for sport. 

2. I do not think that there is anything wrong with using animals in medical research.a 

3. There should be extremely stiff penalties, including jail sentences for people who 

participate in cockfighting. 

4. The skins of wild animals should not be made into fur coats. 

5. There is nothing morally wrong with hunting wild animals for food.a 

6. I think people who object to raising animals for meat are too sentimental.a 

7.  Much of the scientific research done with animals is unnecessary and cruel. 

8. I think it is perfectly acceptable for cattle to be raised for human consumption.a 

9. Basically, humans have the right to use animals as we see fit.a 

10. The slaughter of whales and dolphins should be immediately stopped even if it means 

some people will be put out of work. 

11.  I sometimes get upset when I see wild animals in cages at zoos. 

12. In general, I think that human economic gain is more important than setting aside more 

land for wildlife.a 

13. Too much fuss is made over the welfare of animals these days when there are many 

problems that need to be solved.a 

14. Breeding animals for their skins is a legitimate use of animals.a 

15. Some aspects of biology can only be learned through dissecting preserved animals.a 

16. Continued research with animals will be necessary if we are to ever conquer diseases 

such as cancer, heart disease, and AIDS.a 
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17. It is unethical to breed purebred dogs for pets when millions of dogs are killed in animal 

shelters yearly. 

18. The production of inexpensive meat, eggs, and dairy products justifies maintaining 

animals in crowded conditions.a 

19. The use of animals such as rabbits for testing the safety of cosmetics and household 

products is unnecessary and should be stopped. 

20. The use of animals in circuses is cruel. 

Note. Items were based on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 5 (strongly agree), 4 

(agree), 3 (undecided), 2 (disagree), to 1 (strongly disagree).  

areverse-coded item
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Appendix C 

Interview Questions 

1. Which city and province are you from? 

2. Was it urban or rural?  

3. How far was the grocery store from your home? What about your school? 

4. Did you have pets as a kid? If so what kind? 

1. If so, what were their names? 

2. Did you ever name an animal? 

5. What were some of your favorite meat dishes growing up (family celebrations, meals 

your parents or grandparents cooked)? 

1. What about when you’re sick? 

6. What do you like about each of the meat dishes you eat? 

7. Tell me about some (pig, cow, chicken) parts that you specifically like to eat. 

8. What is your experience with TCM? (Sometimes phrased as: Are there any meat recipes 

that you make to (nourish the body, strengthen physical functions or to cure certain 

ailments)?  

1. Is that something your family practices?  

2. For females: Did you parents or grandparents tell you to “eat this” or “don’t eat 

this” during your period?  

9. Have you ever bought and or cooked chicken feet, beef tripe, or pig liver?  

Do you eat (chicken feet, beef tripe, or pig liver)?  

1. If so, how do you like them cooked？ 

2. Is there a certain recipe you prefer?   
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10. Describe a time you interacted with a live animal such as (chicken, pig, cow). 

11. Describe a time you felt uncomfortable about eating a certain animal part. 

12. Have you ever seen an animal slaughtered or butchered before?  

1. If so, what were the circumstances surrounding your experience? 

13. Have you ever butchered an animal or took part in the process of butchering? 

14. Do you usually buy the whole part of an animal or just the cut of the meat? 

15. Do you feel that living outside of your home country has changed your eating habits?  

1.  If so, in what way? 

16. Are there any meat dishes that you specifically like to cook?  

1. How do you typically cook them? 

17. Have you ever avoided eating an animal or animal part due to welfare or environmental 

concerns?   

18. Based on the survey, you marked that you (really enjoy, only somewhat enjoy, are 

neutral about, somewhat dislike, or really dislike) eating chicken feet? (Repeat for beef 

tripe and pork liver). 

1. Can you describe a little bit about why you like (or dislike) chicken feet (beef 

tripe, pork liver) 

19. Asks for participants’ reasoning regarding their responses to some of the AAS 

statements. 
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Appendix D 

Codebook 

Theme Code 

Category 

Code 

Name  

Definition Example 

Diet 

Habits 

 
Individual 

Diet 

Habits 

Compliance/ 

noncompliance with family 

food practices. 

Personal food acceptance/ 

rejection as both child and 

adult concerning the senses 

or religious beliefs. (Does 

not include the emotional 

or sentimental value of the 

animal species or rejection 

due to welfare or 

environmental reasons). 

Individual diet practices 

including Chinese medicine 

or herbal medicine, 

cooking, eating, shopping, 

favorite foods, etc. 

“I did not really like to eat 

meat back then, so maybe 

we might order some meat 

dishes in a restaurant, but 

when I’m at home or pretty 

[much] anywhere, I just eat 

vegetables and noodles with 

rice, that kind of 

thing”(I8P2M3). 

Family 

Diet 

Habits 

Family food practices 

(cooking, eating, shopping). 

Food acceptance/rejection 

in family related to the 

senses or religious reasons 

(does not include emotional 

or sentimental value of the 

animal species).  (Emphasis 

on food eaten cooked by 

family members). Includes 

foods and food habits 

popular in the participant’s 

hometown. 

“My family did not cook 

meat food at home. They 

were not good at that, so 

that's kind of the reason 

why I did not eat a lot of 

meat when I was growing 

up” (I8P2M3). 
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Appendix D (Continued) Codebook 

Animal 

Ethics 

Exposure Animal 

Exposure 

Quotes pertaining to the 

participant's exposure or 

lack thereof to live animals 

(including but not limited 

to pets, zoo animals, meat 

animals, or witnessing 

slaughter) 

“I spent two years in 

Thailand when I was in 

kindergarten and my 

mother was transferred to 

the Bangkok branch of her 

company and she brought 

me with her. I think I went 

to a farm, and I milked the 

cow. I was very little. More 

recently? No like real 

interactions. I’ve seen 

them, but I rarely interact 

with them” (I7P15). 

Knowledge 

Exposure 

The participant’s own 

comments or quotes 

indicate their knowledge 

and exposure to animal 

ethics issues and whether 

they’ve thought about 

them. 

Quotes indicating or 

participants speaking on 

Knowledge of processes 

related to animal ethics 

issues 

“I've heard some arguments 

on that, whether the price 

of meat is related to how 

the meat is produced. I'm 

not researching that, so I 

don't know how it works.” 

 

Attitudes 

Toward 

Animals 

Animal 

Attitudes 

Quotes pertaining to the 

participant’s attitudes 

regarding the use, 

treatment, and personal 

perceived closeness to 

nonhuman animals 

(naming, whether they’d 

take part in butchering, 

amount of care involved, 

can include attitudes 

towards animal ethics 

questions) 

“[Laughs]. I'm afraid of 

touching animals. Even a 

little dog. I think because of 

my personality.” 
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Appendix D (Continued) Codebook 
  

Perceived 

Closeness 

Quotes pertaining to the 

participant’s emotional 

proximity to nonhuman 

animals, such as naming or 

sentimental value. 

“I don't really have much of 

a heart for naming animal or 

being close to animals, and I 

don't even like going to the 

zoo” (I6P2M3). 

Actions Food rejection or alteration 

of diet as a direct response 

to animal welfare or 

environmental concerns. 

“No, refuse to eat it. It's too 

fierce to take the shark fin.” 

Purpose Comments that pertain to 

the justification of human 

use of animals in terms of 

whether there is a purpose 

or what that purpose is. 

“I guess I'm fine with it. 

because I know that, it's for 

a specific purpose. So, I 

don't really feel that it's 

really bad. I know that for 

some people they don't like 

to see this [slaughter], but 

for me once I know that 

they have a very clear 

purpose, then I would feel 

fine.” 

Treatment 

of Nature 

Comments regarding how 

the animal should be treated 

or used in situations where 

animals are in human care 

or use resources for the 

betterment of people. 

“I know some people just 

like  purebred dogs and 

somebody would like to 

adopt the animals from the 

shelters. I cannot say they 

are wrong, Just in a limited 

range. I think that'll be 

fine.” 
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Appendix E 

Coding Properties  

Theme Code Category Code Name  Code Property 

Diet 

Habits 

  Individual Diet 

Habits 

Picky eating  

Disgust 

Meat differences (US vs. Mainland 

China/Taiwan) 

Price and convenience  

Diet alterations  

Family Diet 

Habits 

Special food memories 

Religion 

TCM 

Animal 

Ethics 

Exposure Animal Exposure Parents choose whether to have pets 

Low maintenance pets  

Farm animal exposure 

Knowledge 

Exposure 

Surface-level knowledge  

Method of exposure 

Undecided on AAS issues 

Animal Attitudes Perceived 

Closeness 

Personal and emotional closeness 

Ability to interact 

Naming  

Actions Rejection of foods due to 

unsustainable sourcing practices 

Rejection due to welfare concerns 

Purpose Cultural Relativism  

Humanity First 

Humans Need Animals  

Treatment of 

Nature 

Balance - limitations for human usage 

of animals 

Failure to explain how to integrate 

balance 
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Appendix F 

AAS Statement Categories 

Groups Category (AAS Statement Number) Concerns 

Food (5, 6, 8, 10, 18) Humans Need Animals 

Balance 

Cultural Relativism 

Humanity First 

Lacks Knowledge 

No Opinion 

No Category 

Fur (4, 14) Humans Need Animals 

Cultural Relativism 

Lacks Knowledge 

Technology 

No Opinion 

No Category 

Animal Research (2, 7, 15, 16, 19) Humanity First 

Balance 

Lacks Knowledge 

Technology 

Entertainment (1, 3, 11, 17, 20) Balance 

Cultural Relativism  

Lacks Knowledge 

Don’t Know How Animal Feels 

Concern for Animals 

Issue with Extreme Penalties 

No Opinion 

No Category 

Answered Opposite 

Human Domination (9, 12, 13) Balance 

Lacks Knowledge 

Humanity First 

Concern for Animals 

Both Sides 

No Category 

Humans Need Animals 
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