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In	general,	dietary	paBerns	were	similar	among	PPV	parFcipants	and	PPR	
parFcipants	(both	those	compleFng	the	post-test	and	those	not)	

*Eaten	less	than	once	per	week	or	never	
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Mammals	



18	

Birds	
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Land	Animals	
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Meat	
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Land	Animal	Products	
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PPR:		Effects	on	Diet	

•  Effects	were	staFsFcally	similar	regardless	of	booklet:	
–  A	Simple	Way	to	Help	

–  Even	If	You	Like	Meet	

–  Speciesism	

–  Your	Choice	

•  In	general,	we	would	need	samples	of	500-700	respondents	in	each	
group	to	have	a	60%	chance	of	observing	differences	in	effects	
between	booklets	of	20%	or	more.	
–  Instead,	we	had	samples	of	350-400	respondents	per	group.	

•  Since	there	is	no	evidence	of	a	difference	between	booklets,	we	will	
pool	the	effects	from	all	booklets	using	a	random-effects	model.	
–  This	addresses	the	quesFon,	“Are	booklets	helpful?”	while	

acknowledging	that	not	all	of	our	booklets	were	the	same.	 26	



Pooled	effects		
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Intent-To-Treat	Analysis	

•  Were	the	post-test	completers	more	likely	to	
become	animal	product	avoiders	than	non-
completers?	

•  As	an	alternaFve	scenario,	we	can	imagine	that	
the	non-completers	did	not	change	their	diets	at	
all,	and	then	include	them	in	the	analysis.	

•  This	aBenuates	the	observed	effects,	but	it	only	
changed	the	significance	of	the	"any	non-vegan	
food"	category	which	was	already	borderline.	
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PPR:		Pooled	effects		
(ITT—assuming	no	diet	change	among	non-completers)	
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Diet	SubsFtuFon	

•  We	worry	that	if	people	give	up	eaFng	one	animal,	they	will	eat	
more	of	another.	

•  To	address	this,	we	can	consider	ONLY	subjects	that	NEWLY	BEGAN	
to	avoid	beef	between	the	pre-	and	post-tests.	
–  If	they	increase	consumpFon	of	other	animals	during	the	same	Fme,	

we	will	see	the	previous	effects	be	reversed.	

•  But	no!	People	who	give	up	beef	are	also	likely	to	give	up	other	
animal	foods	(see	following	slides).	

•  We	also	see	this	effect	if	we	consider	only	those	that	begin	to	avoid	
chicken	between	pre-	and	post-tests.	

•  Note	that	for	the	following	slides,	the	y-axis	has	changed	scale;	for	
these	sub-populaFons,	we	had	model	convergence	difficulFes	for	
the	“Any	Non-vegan	Food”	category,	so	this	was	omiBed.	
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Pooled	effects	among	new	beef	avoiders	
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Pooled	effects	among	new	mammal	avoiders	



Pooled	effects	among	new	chicken	avoiders	
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Pooled	effects	among	new	dairy	avoiders	
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Number-needed-to-treat	
•  This	depends	on	your	effect	size	AND	your	pre-test	

prevalence	of	your	outcome.	
•  For	example,	for	outcome	=	SWV	(“single-week	vegan”	

defined	as	someone	answered	"never"	or	"less	than	one	
Lme	per	week"	for	all	animal	food	categories):	
–  pre-test	prevalence	=	2.8%	
–  odds	raLo	=	1.5	

•  This	suggests	every	NNT=75	booklets	create	one	new	SWV.	
•  Notes:	

–  Some	SWVs	stay	vegan	for	longer	than	just	one	week.	

–  If	(say,	on	a	college	campus)	your	pre-test	prevalence	is	higher,	
your	NNT	will	decrease.	 43	


