Leafleting Study 
Statistical Methods
[bookmark: _GoBack]Flyer groups were compared with respect to respondent characteristics, behaviors, attitudes, and social desirability using chi-square tests for categorical variables and analysis of variance (ANOVA) for numeric variables.  Changes in ever or never eating specified types of meat were assessed by creating repeated measures models with time X flyer group interactions, using generalized estimating equations (GEE) to account for correlation of responses within individuals.  The differential effects of social desirability among flyer groups on changes in frequency of eating specified types of meat and all types combined were assessed using analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) models that included social desirability X flyer group interactions.
Results
General Description: Flyers Received—Data were entered for 623 surveys.  A total of 123 people reported receiving an experimental flyer (classified as “experimental”), 23 reported receiving a control flyer but not an experimental flyer (classified as “control”), and 477 did not report receiving either an experimental or a control flyer (classified as “neither”).  Of the 44 people who said they received a control flyer, 21 also received an experimental flyer and are included in the experimental group.  A substantial number of people reported receiving flyers that were not distributed at their location (42 in the experimental group, 7 in the control group, and 52 in the neither group).  There were significant differences in the proportion of recipients who claimed to have read the flyer, with 8% of the experimental group, 14% of the control group, and 69% who received neither claiming to have read none of it (p<.0001); of course, many people in the neither group simply didn’t answer the question.
Characteristics of Respondents—More than half (57%) of the respondents were female; the mean age was 22.9 years, ranging from 12 to 70 (standard deviation 7.6).  There was no significant association between type of flyer received and age or gender.
Type of Diet—Few people (n=53) claimed to have a vegetarian or vegan diet, and even fewer (n=31) reported that they did not eat any meat (red meat, poultry or fish).  Although most people who did not eat meat identified their diet as vegetarian or vegan, almost half (45%) of those who classified their diet as vegetarian or vegan reported eating meat; nevertheless, the level of agreement between diet classification as vegetarian or vegan and not eating meat was quite good (kappa=0.69) , especially given the extreme marginal frequencies.
Change in Behavior and Attitudes: Meat Eating Behavior—When comparing self-reported current diet to that of 3 months ago, about one-third of respondents reported increasing or decreasing how often they ate red meat (17% and 21%, respectively), poultry (16%, 19%), or fish (10%, 22%).  Using 3 categories (increased, same, decreased) change in frequency of eating each type of meat was not significantly associated with flyer type (chi square test). When frequencies were converted to times per week, no differences between the groups were found in change over the past 3 months in frequency of red meat, poultry, or fish consumption, or in the consumption of all meat types combined.
The flyer groups were also compared with respect to changes in whether or not respondents ever ate each type of meat.  Among those who received an experimental flyer there were significant decreases in the proportion who reported eating red meat (90% to 83%, p=0.0039) or poultry (92% to 87%, p=0.0112); these changes differed significantly from those who received neither flyer (p=0.0014 and p=0.0085, respectively), but not from the control group.   It should be noted, however, that the number of experimental group respondents who stopped eating red meat or poultry was very small (n=7 and n=5, respectively).   The experimental group did not differ from the other two groups with respect to eating fish.
Reasons for Change—The three groups differed significantly with respect to reasons for changing diet, with 10% of the experimental group and 13% of the control group citing animal cruelty or ethical reasons, compared to 3% of those who received neither pamphlet (p=0.009).    The three groups were also affected differently by the flyer, with 31% of the experimental group eating differently or thinking differently about farming practices vs.  14% of those who received neither flyer (p<.0001) and 14% of the control group; again, many of those who received neither flyer did not answer the question.
Social Desirability: The mean SDRS5 score was 29.0, ranging from 0 to 100 (standard deviation 27.6).  Females scored on average 7 points higher than males (p=0.0018), and there was a significant positive association with age (0.33 points per year, p=0.0309).  The experimental group differed significantly from those who received neither flyer in the association between social desirability and change in frequency of eating red meat (p=0.0321), poultry (p=0.0450), and all meat types combined (p=0.0059).  In addition, among experimental group members there was a significant negative association between social desirability and reported change in frequency of eating all meat types combined (p=0.0113). 
Conclusion: These results provide evidence of a small effect of the experimental flyer on meat eating; however, the absolute number of people whose behavior was affected was small.  There are concerns about the accuracy of respondents’ reports on which flyer they received, and therefore on the accuracy of the classification into groups.   In addition, the number of people who reported receiving a control flyer and no experimental flyer was too small to allow a meaningful comparison of the experimental and control groups.  There is evidence that social desirability can affect responses and therefore warrants monitoring.



