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Abstract

Do animals have a mind? Our understanding about whether animals have minds depends on our relationship
with animals, as we cannot determine animals' actual minds. These two studies presented here thus examined the
meat paradox, that is, an inconsistency between love for animals and the act of enjoying eating meat in the context
of mind perception. Study 1 examined whether mind perceptions toward various animals are classified on the
basis of experience-related capacities, such as feeling pain, and agency-related capacities, such as having self-control.
In Study 2, mind perceptions toward cows and sexually objectified women were classified on the basis of food
condition and non-food condition. In the food condition (experimental condition), cows were portrayed as products
for meat consumption, whereas in the control condition, they were described as animals living on a farm, eating
grass. The results of Study 2 demonstrated revealed that mind perception was positively associated with how morally
incorrect it was to eat animals. Study 2 thus demonstrated that the scores of mind perception toward cows and
sexually objectified women in the experimental condition were significantly lower than those in the control condition.
These reduced mind attribution in the experimental condition implied that people may be motivated to reduce
cognitive dissonance between their attitudes toward animals, such as loving them, and their behaviors, such as,
eating meat. In addition, these results suggest that objectification toward animals may impact the objectification
and mind perception toward human beings as well. These findings highlight the role of dissonance reduction in
the meat paradox and objectification theory so as to understand basic psychological processes involved while making
moral choices in everyday life.
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Table 2. Means and Correlations between mind perception, edibility, moral concerns and negative affect associated with harming

cows in the meat condition and in the control condition, Study 2.

Mean (SD) correlations
meat condition 1 2 3 4
1. mind perception toward cows 3.92 (.95)
2. edibility 6.15 (.82) 17
3. moral concerns associated with eating meat 2.57 (1.26) .09 - 47F*
4. negative affect associated with harming cows 5.82 (1.41) 31* -.02 .20
5. mind perception toward sexualized women 3.57 (.81) 25 .01 28 .16
control condition 1 2 3 4
1. mind perception toward cows 4.74 (.82)
2. edibility 5.58 (1.42) -.02
3. moral concerns associated with eating meat 2.66 (1.60) .09 -.25
4. negative affect associated with harming cows 6.18 (1.18) -.03 -.03 24
5. mind perception toward sexualized women 3.83 (.93) 24 -.01 .14 A1x*
*

p < .05, ** p < .001



M
S|

)

B>

o ot
SN
N

R
o

o2

off
2

d
-

=)

rir

E
&

ih)
o

O:O‘:,”
ol
2

~N

gt

dop> 2 orlr >
i
FN
ny

jual

7rA7F A7)

of
ol
o
T
O%

'1§}E1 OCWOH gt vk 7}

AZF Gebst, r = 29, p =
717 obd, Aol E TEEA
fSﬁEoﬂ ];HOH /\laxqo ‘:'
47 A skE Aol ol A
[e}

e
Zz & 49

rLJﬂ

)
o
O
e
S

7= 07t obd SE=HEM)IM S=2

AMekE ofdol st oSl

0z Rl

=~ ZHx
Aol A& Table 33 o] &S

ARz 72 AN EA e FAERA
7 /HZJ zH;q]p‘)rE] oq/kqoﬂ ‘:Hﬂ u]_% ]

0

M rlr rir

o

]_

TE

O‘r’

o) * 2(1:1]———7(]71— EH
o whet ¥HESA o)
A WA WS BrhAg

7Y welol 3]

AR

D 5=, 44 ﬁiﬂ]ﬁ‘r% 7)
G TR ol
H , T HA el
o I A 2] Faavt

E

A S =
0] o] =

1l

o

_”_O

o]

Table 3. ANOVA of condition and mind perception toward cows
and sexualized women, Study 2

Source SS df MS F P n2
condition | 1534 | 1 | 1534 | 19.63 | .00%* | 21
mind 2.98 1 298 | 381 | 05 | .05
perception
error 58.57 75 78

*¥*k* p < .001, * p < .05
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Appendix. Means and correlations between mind perception, moral concerns and negative affect associated
with harming animals (Study 1)

Mean (SD) correlations
Cow 2 3
1. mind perception toward cows 4.24 (1.15)
2. moral concerns associated with eating meat 2.18 (1.44) 12
3. negative affect associated with harming cows 5.06 (2.16) A45%* 38%*
Pig 2 3
1. mind perception toward pigs 4.25 (1.17)
2. moral concerns associated with eating meat 2.15 (1.41) 14
3. negative affect associated with harming pigs 497 (2.12) 34%* 37F*
Dog 2 3
1. mind perception toward dogs 4.82 (1.17)
2. moral concerns associated with eating meat 3.93 (2.18) 21
3. negative affect associated with harming dogs 5.87 (1.83) 38** 42
Chicken 2 3
1. mind perception toward chickens 3.88 (1.29)
2. moral concerns associated with eating meat 1.96 (1.15) .04
3. negative affect associated with harming chickens 5.03 (2.16) 20% J35%*
Goat 2 3
1. mind perception toward goats 4.08 (1.21)
2. moral concerns associated with eating meat 2.51 (1.30) .19
3. negative affect associated with harming goats 5.03 (2.10) 35%* A44x*
Rabbit 2 3
1. mind perception toward rabbits 4.08 (1.27)
2. moral concerns associated with eating meat 2.81 (1.54) .10
3. negative affect associated with harming rabbits 5.35 (1.96) 27%* .37
Shrimp 2 3
1. mind perception toward shrimps 3.25 (1.42)
2. moral concerns associated with eating meat 1.93 (1.39) A1%*
3. negative affect associated with harming shrimps 3.65 (2.18) A49%* S1F*
Horse 2 3
1. mind perception toward horses 4.53 (1.24)
2. moral concerns associated with eating meat 2.96 (1.83) 22
3. negative affect associated with harming horses 5.18 (2.04) A5%* 36%*
Cat 2 3
1. mind perception toward cats 4.82 (1.20)
2. moral concerns associated with eating meat 4.19 (2.28) 25%
3. negative affect associated with harming cats 5.82 (1.77) A46%* S
Dolphin 2 3
1. mind perception toward dolphins 4.94 (1.27)
2. moral concerns associated with eating meat 4.20 (2.21) 23
3. negative affect associated with harming dolphins 5.71 (1.80) 33%* 56%*

*

p < .05 ** p < .01



