
                       Kansas State University Department of Agricultural Economics Extension Publication 07/11/2025 

  
 

  
                             WRITTEN BY: JUSTIN BINA & GLYNN TONSOR                                                                                                                 AGMANAGER.INFO  

                                                                                                                                                       1 

Meat Demand Monitor: Meal Locations and 
Protein Consumption of GLP-1 Users 
Justin D. Bina, Glynn T. Tonsor0F

1 
Kansas State University, Department of Agricultural Economics – July 2025 
 

Background 

Glucagon-like peptide-one (GLP-1) receptor agonists are increasingly used to manage bodyweight, 
suppressing users’ appetites and resulting in lower aggregate caloric intake. This has important 
implications for consumers’ food purchasing behavior, with industry practitioners noting shifts in where 
households purchase their food and what types of products they buy as a household member begins 
GLP-1 use (Circana, 2024, 2025; Wainer, 2025). Intuitively, this may be due to differing caloric content 
and diet qualities between food outlets (Todd et al. 2010) and the need for nutrient-dense foods to 
maintain healthy diets as calories are restricted. High-protein diets, specifically, may be attractive to GLP-
1 users as these diets are associated with elevated fat loss and the retention of lean muscle mass during 
weight loss (Halton and Hu, 2004; Paddon-Jones et al., 2008; Leidy et al., 2015). In that context, this 
report leverages the latest twelve months of Meat Demand Monitor (MDM) survey data to better 
understand current food purchasing trends related to GLP-1 use. Specifically, we document where GLP-
1 users are consuming their meals across various food-at-home (FAH) and food-away-from-home (FAFH) 
locations, what protein sources they are including in those meals, and how their meal choices differ from 
non-users. 

Data 

This report uses MDM responses from July 2024 through June 2025. Survey responses are weighted to 
be representative of the U.S. population in terms of sex, age, income, education, race, and region of 
residence. Responses are filtered according to the MDM project methodology statement (Tonsor, 2020) 
to ensure the quality of the data. Responses are additionally filtered if 1) respondents do not provide a 
complete prior day recall of their meal location and protein consumption choices or 2) they do not 
provide information related to their GLP-1 use. In all, this report reflects 32,407 MDM respondents. 
Approximately 14.4 percent of the total usable sample indicated that they currently use a GLP-1 
medication to aid in weight loss or to treat diabetes. We summarize the characteristics of these GLP-1 
users in a previous report.1F

2 

  

 
1 Bina is an assistant professor in the Morrison School of Agribusiness at Arizona State University and Tonsor is a professor in 
the Department of Agricultural Economics at Kansas State University. The authors can be contacted at Justin.Bina@asu.edu 
or gtonsor@ksu.edu. 
2 This report is available on AgManager.info at https://www.agmanager.info/livestock-meat/meat-demand/monthly-meat-
demand-monitor-survey-data/meat-demand-monitor-protein-glp-1. 
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Meal Locations 

In the MDM survey, respondents are asked to report where they consumed breakfast, lunch, and dinner 
the day before. The available meal location options are listed in Table 1. 

Table 1. Meal Location Descriptions 

Outlet Name Description 
FAH Retail Meal consumed at home; ingredients purchased in-person 

FAH Online Retail Meal consumed at home; ingredients purchased online 

FAH Other Meal consumed at home; prepared outside the home (e.g., meal service) or 
purchased elsewhere 

FAFH Fine Meal consumed away from home; fine dining 

FAFH Casual Meal consumed away from home; casual dining 

FAFH Quick Meal consumed away from home; fast food or quick service 

FAFH Other Meal consumed away from home; some other source 

Skip Meal was skipped 

Note: A FAH meal may be eaten at the workplace. 

  

Figure 1 depicts the relative frequencies of each meal location, and separately by meal type (i.e., 
breakfast, lunch, and dinner) and GLP-1 use. As an example interpretation, MDM respondents who 
report that they do not use GLP-1 weight loss medications consume 64 percent of their breakfast meals 
in FAH Retail, while respondents who do use the medications consume 58 percent of their breakfast 
meals in FAH Retail. The second most frequently selected breakfast option for non-users is skipping the 
meal (17 percent), and for users is FAH Online Retail (17 percent). Only between 7 and 8 percent of 
breakfast meals are consumed in the FAFH locations across both consumer groups. 

Moving into lunchtime decision making, non-users shift out of FAH Retail (45 percent) and Skip 
(13 percent), facilitating higher frequencies of selecting the FAFH locations as consumers elect to eat out 
during the workday. FAFH Quick represents 16 percent of this consumer groups’ lunch meals. Regarding 
GLP-1 users, there is a large degree of dispersion in lunch location reporting. FAH Retail is the most 
frequently selected option at 22 percent (36 percentage points lower than in breakfast meals), followed 
closely by FAFH Quick (18 percent), FAFH Fine (17 percent), and FAFH Casual (16 percent). The skip meal 
option for GLP-1 users remains at 13 percent. 
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Figure 1. Meal Location Relative Frequencies by Meal Type and GLP-1 Use 

 
Note: This figure reflects 27,726 non-users and 4,681 GLP-1 users. 

  

 FAH Retail regains some share of dinner meals, with non-users and GLP-1 users consuming 59 
percent and 29 percent of their dinners in this food outlet, respectively. Skipping dinner is the second 
most frequently selected option for both consumer groups. For non-users, this is 14 percent of dinner 
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meals, while for users it is a remarkable 42 percent. By formally considering consumers’ ability to skip a 
meal, we reveal that GLP-1 medications may not just spur users to consume less in a meal, but may cause 
them to skip meals entirely.2F

3 

Protein Inclusion 

In addition to meal location reporting, MDM respondents are asked to provide the number of yesterday’s 
meals (from zero to three) that contained beef, chicken, pork, seafood, and alternative protein.3F

4 This 
measure of protein consumption accounts for meal-inclusion frequency but not for volume (i.e., we do 
not know the portion sizes of protein consumption). We pair this information with respondents’ meal 
location reporting in Figure 2. 

As another example interpretation, among only the breakfast meals consumed by non-users in 
FAH Retail (i.e., the leftmost columns in the upper-left pane), roughly 12 percent contained beef, 10 
percent contained chicken, 23 percent contained pork, 3 percent contained seafood, and 26 percent 
contained alternative protein. We can compare these protein inclusion frequencies to GLP-1 users who, 
in breakfast meals consumed in FAH Retail, included beef at a rate of 41 percent, chicken at 17 percent, 
pork at 20 percent, seafood at 13 percent, and alternative protein at 25 percent. Thus, only pork was 
consumed by GLP-1 users in FAH Retail breakfast meals at a lower rate than non-users. In FAH Online 
Retail breakfast meals consumed by GLP-1 users, beef was included 52 percent of the time, followed by 
alternative protein (29 percent) and chicken (27 percent). Protein inclusion rates in other breakfast 
locations are not particularly insightful, as these locations were seldom reported by MDM respondents 
(see Figure 1). 

In lunchtime decision making, chicken is the most commonly consumed protein source across all 
meal locations and consumer groups, and is included in between 35 percent (GLP-1 Users, FAH Other) 
to 68 percent (GLP-1 Users, FAFH Fine) of meals. This chicken inclusion rate is generally several 
percentage points higher for GLP-1 users than for non-users (with the exception of FAH Other). Beef is 
typically, though not uniformly, the second most frequently consumed protein source in lunch meals 
with inclusion frequencies ranging from 16 percent (GLP-1 Users, FAFH Fine) to 38 percent (Non-Users, 
FAFH Quick). Interestingly, GLP-1 users’ beef inclusion rate is higher than non-users’ in the FAH locations 
but lower in the FAFH locations. We have no definitive explanation currently for this result. 

Moving into dinnertime meals, chicken and beef are again typically the most commonly 
consumed protein sources across each meal location and consumer group, though now the choice 
frequencies between the two are more comparable than in lunch meals. Beef’s elevated inclusion rate 
observed in dinner meals (compared to other protein sources) may reflect the sector’s long-running 
efforts to promote consumption through the “Beef. It’s What’s For Dinner” campaign. Finally, though 
differences exist in protein inclusion between GLP-1 using and non-using groups, consistent trends are 

 
3  Note our assessment here is on meal frequency rather than consumption volume. Future work using other data is 
encouraged to consider volume adjustments, as some non-skipped meals may be partially offsetting skipped meals once 
considering volume effects. 
4 The most commonly consumed food item in the “alternative protein” category is eggs. 
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not observed (beyond the large percentage of skipped dinner meals among GLP-1 users as reflected in 
Figure 1). 

Figure 2. Protein Inclusion Frequencies by Meal Type, Meal Location, and GLP-1 Use 

 
Note: This figure reflects 27,726 non-users and 4,681 GLP-1 users. The heights of the columns reflect the 
percentage of meals consumed in a specific food outlet that contained the protein source. The 
percentages will not sum to one because multiple protein sources may be consumed in a single meal. 
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Conclusions 

Meal location and protein intake are important considerations for consumers who attempt weight loss 
through the use of GLP-1 medications. We find that GLP-1 users elect to skip a plurality share of their 
dinner meals (42 percent), reflecting a notable risk for physical food retailers as this shift toward non-
consumption necessitates a corresponding shift out of physical retail-sourced food consumption. 
Beyond meal location decisions, we observe that chicken is by far the most commonly consumed protein 
source during lunch, and that GLP-1 users consume chicken during lunch at a rate exceeding that of non-
users. In dinner meals, chicken and beef are generally consumed most frequently and their consumption 
frequencies do not appear to vary substantially across meal locations or GLP-1 use status. 

 Moving forward, food manufacturers, retailers, and foodservice should be cognizant that GLP-1 
use not only impacts their intensive margin (i.e., how much food is consumed in a meal, how much 
money is spent during a shopping trip), but also their extensive margin (i.e., how many meals are 
consumed, how many shopping trips occur). This has important implications for total food spending and 
store patronage. However, and on a more optimistic note, protein appears to remain an important 
component of GLP-1 users’ diets, as reflected by the consumption frequencies reported above. 
Continued data collection and reporting is needed to assess the dynamic nature of the GLP-1 situation 
and to evaluate potential impacts on the U.S. meat industry. 
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