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How Much Protein Do You Need?

The average daily adult protein requirement is 564 for a man and 46 for a woman but
many people consume much more than they need
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USDA and BLS (2016) (US retail price data). Notes: see www.wri.org/proteinscorecard.




Association between a food group’s impact on mortality and its averaged relative environmental
impact (log scale).
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Dietary changes and climate mitigation

* What are the drivers of dietary change?

* How feasible are certain dietary shifts and under which conditions
(which contexts)?



Drivers of dietary choices

* Historical relationship between economic development and meat demand
(Marques et al., 2018; Sans & Combris, 2015)

* In scenarios, livestock consumption is mostly modeled as a function of GDP,

population and prices (based on price elasticity assumptions)

* However, other social and cultural factors can be very important, like
education, religion, social norms (Vranken et al., 2014, Milford et al. 2019,

Eker et al. 2019, Falchetta et al. 2021).

* Important to look at economic, social, and cultural factors that can be
shaped by policies
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Method

* We analyze historical trends of meat demand and compare them with trends
in mitigation scenarios produced by IAMs.

* Theoretically selected predictors (country fixed effects)
* LASSO models for robustness checks

* We project trends of meat demand based on economic, social, and cultural
predictors (non-linear relationship with GDP!).

One model per country

* We compare projected trends with trends present in IAM scenarios

Data

* Meat consumption = Meat consumption
* GDP - non-linear = GDP - non-linear
* Population * Population - Compared with
* Urbanization rate * Urbanization rate projections built on
= Urbanization rate growth = Urbanization rate growth predictive model
* Graduate education * Graduate education based on historical
. . . . data
* Gender gap in education * Gender gap in education
* Female graduate * Female graduate
education education

* Prices = Prices



Deriving historical caps
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Intervention d 95% CI
Health :
Decision information 0.26 [0.09, 0.43] =]
Decision structure® 044 [0.29, 0.59] l—-—{
Decision assistance 020 [0.05, 0.35] -
Average effect for domain’ 0.34 [0.25, 0.43] <
Food
Decision information 044 [0.19, 0.70] ——
Decision structure® 078 [0.54,1.01] —
Decision assistance® 043 [0.28, 0.59] ——
Average effect for domain®2™ 065 [0.47, 0.83] e
Environment
Decision information 040 [0.22,0.58] [
Decision structure® 052 [0.37, 0.68] [REE -
Decision assistance® 025 [0.06, 0.43] —=—
Average effect fordomain® 043 [0.33, 0.54] <
Finance
Decision information 023 [0.13,0.33] -
Decision structure 0.33 [0.20, 0.48] =
Decision assistance 021 [0.10,0.33] =
Average effect for domain™ 024 [0.14, 0.35] P
Pro-social
Decision information 0.37 [0.23, 0.50] ]
Decision structure® 048 [0.31, 0.66] ==
Decision assistance® 021 [0.13,0.30] :
Average effect for domain' 041 [0.27.0.54]
Other
Decision information 027 [0.20. 0.35]
Decision structure® 041 [0.16. 066]
Decision assistance® 020 [0.09.0.31]
Average effect for domain 0.31 [0.09,0.52]
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