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Abstract

Promoting Civic Health in a Polarized Era:

Finding Common Ground about the Climate Impact of Meat

Maria Fernanda Espinosa Nunes

Chair of the Supervisory Committee:
Jennifer J. Otten

Department of Environmental and Occupational Health Sciences

Political polarization in the United States has intensified in recent decades, with affective
polarization often exceeding ideological disagreement. Despite growing public discourse and
debate about food systems and climate change, there is limited peer-reviewed research exploring
these dynamics at the “meat-climate” nexus. Through a national survey of 2,518 U.S. adults
conducted in January 2026, this thesis addresses that gap by assessing Americans’ values,
concerns, and solution preferences related to meat and climate change, comparing responses
across political affiliations, identifying sociodemographic correlates, and quantifying
cross-partisan perception gaps. Findings indicate that across political affiliations, most
Americans perceive meat eating as a personal choice, and do not want to follow expert advice or
a government recommendation to decrease meat consumption for the benefit of others or the
planet. Americans across parties also display support for improving the sustainability of meat
production practices. These results highlight areas of common ground that may inform

communication strategies aimed at promoting civic health by reducing affective polarization.
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1. Introduction:

Human activities have unequivocally caused global warming, and over 99% of climate
scientists agree that anthropogenic greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are responsible.' Food
systems contribute roughly one quarter to one third of global emissions,** with livestock
responsible for an estimated 12 — 19.6% of global emissions.*!! Livestock production emits
GHGs like methane (CH.), nitrous oxide (N:0) and carbon dioxide (CO:) through enteric
fermentation, manure management, fertilizer use for feed crops, land-use change, and energy use
across the supply chain.’

There are debates among scientists over the impact of meat on climate change. CH4 and
N:0 have much shorter lifetimes (around 12 and 120 years, respectively) than CO-, which can
persist for centuries to millennia,'*'* and 69% of livestock emissions come from these GHGs
(54% CHs, 15% N:0).” Researchers debate whether expressing all gases in “COz-equivalents”
appropriately reflects differences in warming intensity and lifetime, with some arguing that this
metric overstates the impact of short-lived GHGs, and proposing alternatives such as GWP* 1413
Additionally, some express concerns over the broad statement that all meat products have high
GHG emissions, since there is variability in emissions based on production methods.'®!”

Despite these valid debates, many scientific assessments identify livestock-related
emissions as a major mitigation opportunity.'® 2! This is particularly because reducing CH: offers
the fastest pathway to slow warming, with prediction models estimating that meat production
alone may contribute to 0.2-0.44°C of warming by the century’s end,” and that existing CH.

mitigation strategies can prevent 255,000 premature deaths and 26 million tonnes of annual crop

losses by the 2040s.%
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Reducing GHG emissions through changes in meat production and consumption is
particularly relevant to the United States, which is the world’s second largest beef producer, »*
and consistently ranks among countries with the highest per capita meat consumption.>?*
Mitigation measures could reduce GHG emissions from US beef production by up to 30%, ** and
even modest changes, such as avoiding meat from the diet one day a week, could reduce
meat-related GHG emissions by 14%.'® Despite extensive evidence, many Americans remain
skeptical of the connection between meat and climate change. While 69% of Americans believe
that global warming is happening, roughly three-quarters don’t think that eating meat is linked to

26228 and a similar share does not consider the environmental footprint of their

climate change,
food when making dietary decisions.”

There is some evidence suggesting that the issue of meat and climate change has become
politically polarized,**** but the media tends to frame this issue as extremely divided. However,
some of this perceived extreme division may reflect misperceptions of polarization rather than
substantial differences in underlying beliefs, a trend that has been identified across a wide range
of politically relevant topics.** Ideological and affective polarization have increased in the United
States in recent decades.** Ideological polarization refers to differences in policy preferences and
has grown most sharply among political elites, as reflected in legislative voting patterns and
party alignment.**° The public, however, is less ideologically divided than commonly assumed,

but exhibits high levels of affective polarization,***’

which refers to emotional hostility between
members of opposing political parties, rooted in partisan identity rather than policy
disagreement. %

Affective polarization is considered more destabilizing to democratic functioning than

ideological polarization because it erodes social trust and tolerance of political opposition.**
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Additionally, work exploring “perception gaps” (the differences between what people from one
group actually believe and what members of the opposing group think they believe) shows that
Americans routinely misjudge the views of those on the other side of the political spectrum.*®
The More in Common Perception Gap studies find that these misperceptions are largest on issues
symbolically tied to partisan identity and much smaller on issues that are less central to political
narratives.* In many cases, Democrats and Republicans hold more similar views than they
assume, yet each side significantly underestimates the extent to which the other side agrees with
them.*

Although public polling has explored Americans’ views on food-system topics such as
organic foods,* plant-based alternatives,*” and food-related political initiatives,* research
examining political polarization specifically around the “meat-climate” nexus remains limited.
As a result, food system professionals lack a clear understanding of the extent of common
ground or differences on this issue. There is a need for research that clarifies whether
polarization around meat and climate change reflects genuine divisions or merely perceived
ones. Understanding the degree to which Americans actually agree or disagree, and whether they
systematically underestimate each other’s views, is essential for identifying areas of common
ground and for designing strategies that build support where consensus already exists.
Additionally, increasing awareness of shared views on topics assumed to be divisive can help
reduce affective polarization.*> Determining whether polarization is real, and if so to what extent,
or whether substantial common ground exists, requires evidence that is both representative and
comparable across groups. A national survey provides the most reliable way to answer these
questions, offering a comprehensive assessment of public attitudes and the perception gaps that

shape them.
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This thesis analyzes data from a nationally representative survey to examine whether
political affiliation is associated with Americans’ perceptions of the impacts of meat production
and consumption on climate change. This thesis aims to clarify the extent to which Americans
are ideologically and affectively polarized, or share common ground, on the topic of meat and
climate through the following research questions:

Research Question 1: What are Americans’ values-based views, concerns, and preferred
solutions related to meat and climate issues?

Research Question 2a: How are Americans’ values-based views, concerns, and preferred
solutions about meat and climate issues distributed by political affiliation? For which values,
concerns, and solutions is there greater common ground or polarization based on political
affiliation?

Research Question 2b: How do Americans with different political affiliations, including those
unsure of their affiliation, differ in their values-based views, concerns, and preferred solutions,
when adjusting for age, gender, education, and urbanicity? To what extent do these
sociodemographic factors moderate the relationship between political identity and polarization or
common ground on meat-related climate issues?

Research Question 3: To what extent do Democrats and Republicans mis-perceive the
values-based views of those with opposing political affiliations as it relates to meat and climate
issues?

By identifying areas of common ground, this work may inform future communication
and engagement strategies aimed at mitigating affective polarization on the topic of meat and

climate change in the United States.



2. Methods:

2. 1. Sample and Procedure:

To develop and field the national survey, the research team worked with More in
Common (MIC), an independent nonprofit organization that specializes in public opinion polling
that identifies areas of common ground within contentious topics. The study sample was adults
in the United States. The survey was administered in English on the CMix survey platform from
January 14th — January 23rd, 2026. Participants had to be over the age of 18 to complete the
survey. A total of n=8,013 respondents were contacted for this survey. A total of n=1,007
abandoned the survey and were not included in the final sample. Additionally, a total of n=4,483
were terminated due to speed checks, attention checks, quota management, and other data quality
checks. The final study sample consisted of n=2,523 participants.

A non-probability, opt-in quota sampling strategy was used. The web-based survey was
made available for individuals from the Dynata online panel based on profiling information
shared at the time of registration. Individuals were provided information on the expected time
survey completion could take, and could opt-in to participate in the survey.

2. 2. Survey Instrument Development and Design:

The development of the survey instrument followed a multi-stage process designed to
maximize content validity and reduce measurement error. Stages of survey development included
a literature review, clarification of the construct definition (Figure 1), iterative evaluation by

experts in survey design, and pilot testing with target respondents.



Values

The Moral Foundation Theory (MFT)
is a social psychological theory that
proposes humans possess five innate
moral foundations that are shaped by
evolutionary pressures and cultural
contexts, and serve as building blocks
for moral judgments.

The values questions explored the

five MFT values in relation to each of
the three food systems topics.

First-order: “Avoiding meat is
unnatural”

Second-order: “I think X% of D/R

Concerns

Attitude is described in the literature
as “environmental concern” or “new
environmental paradigm”.

The concern questions explored the
attitudes that survey respondents have
towards the nature of the problem.

Examples

First-order: “Meat has a substatial
impact on climate change” OR “Meat
does not have a substatial impact on

R ——

Solutions

Behaviors like recycling, littering or
community action are often explored
by researchers.

The solution questions explored
specifically voting behaviors that
survey respondents would take
towards policies related to each one of
the three food systems topics.

First-order: “Would you support or
oppose the government encouraging
Americans to eat less meat in order to
address climate change?”

climate change”
think that avoiding meat is unnatural.”

How Values - Attitudes (Concerns) - Behaviors (Solutions) fit in the literature more broadly:
Perception Gap: Difference between
the average percent of agreement in
first-order, and percent who expected
that other party agreed in second-
order.

“There is an established link between personal values over citizens’ political attitudes to
explaining voting behavior. Importantly, when parties change their positions, citizens partially also
change their political attitudes while their personal values stay the same. Consequently, values are
the “glue” of the political translation process that binds together citizens’ political attachments.”
(Scharfbillig et al., 2021)

Figure 1: Construct Definition for Survey Instrument Development.*
2. 2. 1. Literature Review and Construct Definition:

Based on a review of existing survey instruments and the polarization literature, we
identified three primary constructs to measure with the survey questions: values, concerns, and
solutions. The topics covered in the survey questions (meat sustainability, ultra-processed foods,
and SNAP) were based on a review of the peer-reviewed literature and of public opinion polls
and surveys published in the last six years (2020 — 2026). Survey items were drafted to be neutral
and concise, adhering to best practices in survey question design. The overall survey included 58
questions (approximately 20 minutes). The analysis presented here focuses on the six survey
questions related to meat and climate change, and also uses variables the demographic and
partisan group questions.

Survey questions related to demographic characteristics and political values were adapted
from existing surveys and public opinion polls. Survey questions asking about first-order and

second-order beliefs related to meat sustainability, ultra-processed foods, and SNAP were
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developed by the research team. Some of these questions were informed by existing surveys and
public opinion polls, although the questions did not use any exact wording from other survey
tools. The survey instrument was designed to be suitable for respondents with diverse
educational backgrounds.

2. 2. 1. 1. Values Questions:

The values questions explored respondents’ first-order beliefs (“what I think™),* and
second-order views (“I think others think”),* through five original statements that reflected each
of the five Moral Foundations Theory (MFT) values: harm/care, fairness/cheating,
loyalty/betrayal, authority/subversion and sanctity/degradation.*

MFT is a social psychological theory that proposes humans possess five innate moral
foundations that are shaped by evolutionary pressures and cultural contexts, and serve as
building blocks for moral judgments.**** These foundations are theorized to explain the diversity
of moral values across political ideologies, with evidence suggesting that liberals and
conservatives rely on different sets of moral foundations.*” While the exact terminology has
changed slightly since the theory was first developed,® the five moral foundations are:
Harm/Care: This foundation centers on empathy, compassion, and the instinct to protect others
from suffering. It motivates people to value kindness, nurture the vulnerable, and oppose cruelty
or neglect.*

Fairness/Cheating: This foundation is about justice, equality, and proportionality. It drives
concerns about whether people are playing by the rules, treating others fairly, and receiving what

they deserve, or exploiting the system.*
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Loyalty/Betrayal: This foundation emphasizes commitment to one’s group, community, or
nation. It values solidarity, patriotism, and standing with “our side,” while condemning
disloyalty, desertion, or betrayal.*

Authority/Subversion: This foundation focuses on respect for tradition, leadership, and
legitimate social order. It supports obedience to rules and institutions, while viewing rebellion or
disrespect for authority as destabilizing.*®

Sanctity/Degradation: This foundation relates to purity, cleanliness, and the desire to protect the
body or society from contamination, whether physical, moral, or symbolic. It underlies feelings
of disgust and ideals of elevation, sacredness, or self-control.*

In addition to including survey questions about values, we also included survey questions
related to attitudes and behaviors, drawing from the Values—Attitudes—Behaviors (VAB) theory.
The MFT provided a theoretically grounded way to capture core value orientations that are
associated with attitudes and beliefs.

A Likert-scale with four answer choices (strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat
disagree and strongly disagree) was used for the values-based questions. Neutral response
options were omitted to encourage directional responses, consistent with prior Moral
Foundations Questionnaire formats;* however, this approach may limit the ability to capture
genuine ambivalence among some respondents. While the original Full Version Item Moral
Foundations Questionnaire included six options (strongly disagree, moderately disagree, slightly
disagree, slightly agree, moderately agree, strongly agree),*® this survey provided four options to
reduce the survey’s cognitive load.

Respondents' second order values-based views were explored with the same set of

values-based statements. For each statement, participants were given a continuous scale from 0%
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to 100%, with the starting point at the halfway mark (50%). Participants could move the slider to
the left (towards 0%) or the right (towards 100%) to reach their estimated guess. Participants
who identified as Democrats were asked to guess what percent of Republicans agree with each
statement. Participants who identified as Republicans were asked to guess what percent of
Democrats agree with each statement. Participants who identified politically as Independents,
“Other,” or “Not sure” were randomly assigned to guess about either Democrats or Republicans,
with assignment split evenly across the two target groups.

First-order values were assessed with the following question: How much do you agree or
disagree with the following statements? Second-order values were assessed with the following
question: If you had to guess, what percentage of [Democrats/Republicans] agree that... Both
questions had the same five values-based statements, which were:

Harm/Care: I shouldn’t have to give up meat for the benefit of other people.
Fairness/Cheating: If eating meat is criticized more than other personal choices, that’s a double

standard.
Loyalty/Betrayal: Choosing not to eat meat feels like turning your back on communities
that depend on ranching.

Authority/Subversion: We shouldn’t blindly follow experts who say eating less meat helps the

planet.
Sanctity/Degradation: Avoiding meat is unnatural.

The second order values were assessed to provide insight into the perception gaps
between Democrats and Republicans. The perception gap was calculated by comparing

Republican’s actual views (i.e., with the percent of Republicans who strongly agreed or agreed



with a statement) with Democrats' estimates of Republican viewpoints (i.e., the average percent
of Republicans, as estimated by Democrats) and vice-versa.
2. 2. 1. 2. Concern Questions:

The survey explored participants’ general concerns about the impact of meat on climate
change with a question that was answered by all participants:
Concern Question: Please share your perspective on the environmental impact of meat
consumption. Choose the statement that comes closest to your own views — even if none is

exactly right.

A. Meat has a substantial impact on climate change

B. Meat does not have a substantial impact on climate change

The answer to the main concern question determined the subsequent question that
participants were asked. Participants who answered “Meat has a substantial impact on climate
change” were asked:

Follow-up question for those who said “Yes” above: What concerns you most about the impacts

of meat on climate change?

A. The way we produce meat in the US
B. The amount of meat we eat in the US
C. The types of animals we raise for meat in the US

D. I’m not sure

10



Participants who answered “Meat does not have a substantial impact on climate change” were

asked:

Follow-up question for those who said “No” above: Please choose the statement that comes

closest to your own views — even if none is exactly right.

A.

E.

The climate impact of meat is overstated

Other sectors, like energy, are more important

Meat production can be sustainable with the right practices
Climate change is not a priority for me

I’m not sure

2. 2. 1. 2. Solution Questions: The survey explored participants’ level of support for

government involvement in encouraging decreased meat consumption to address climate change.

Solution Question #1: Some people think the government should encourage Americans to eat less

meat in order to address climate change. Would you support or oppose such a recommendation?

A.

Strongly support
Somewhat support
Somewhat oppose

Strongly oppose

Respondents were then asked to report their top two concerns about efforts to get people

to eat less meat for climate reasons. For this question, participants had the option to choose “I

don’t have any of these concerns” to inform researchers about which topics Americans have or

do not have a more formulated opinion on proposed solutions.
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Solution Question #2: There are efforts to get people to eat less meat for climate reasons. What

concerns you most about these efforts? Select up to two.

A. Tt threatens job security for people who work in the meat industry
B. It undermines people’s ability to make their own food choices

C. It feels like government overreach

D. It politicizes personal food decisions

E. It oversimplifies the complexity of climate change

F. Tt could lead to nutrient deficiencies

G. It’s too focused on individual behavior instead of systemic change

H. I don’t have any of these concerns

2. 2. 2. Expert Review and Pilot Testing:

Iterative review by experts in survey design to assess validity and finalize item selection.
Survey drafts were discussed iteratively by a team of academic experts in polarization and survey
methodology. A final survey draft was reviewed to ensure face validity. Items with low face
validity were rephrased or removed.

Subsequently, a preliminary version of the survey was tested by MIC’s Americans in
Conversation (AIC) — a mixed-methods online research platform. This involved selecting a
subset of the survey questions to be given to a set of panelists (n=129) who responded and
provided open-ended comments on question interpretation and clarity. The AIC was also used to
assess timing of taking the survey to assess cognitive load. This provided actionable insights into
details of the survey questions that could be further improved. The research team incorporated

recommendations, editing the survey in an iterative manner.
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2. 3. Data Cleaning:

The dataset was examined for missingness; no missing data were identified. Variable
names were standardized for clarity. Data inconsistencies in the Race Group variable were
corrected manually when open-ended “Other” responses corresponded to existing race
categories. Continuous variables were assessed for normality to inform subsequent analytic
decisions.

Responses to four-point Likert-type items (strongly disagree to strongly agree; strongly
oppose to strongly support) were collapsed into binary categories (agree vs. disagree; support vs.
oppose). This decision was based on the need to facilitate interpretation and comparability across
models, and dichotomizing the scale allowed us to focus on clear directional differences rather
than small variations in continuous scores. Acknowledged limitations of this approach include
potential loss of nuance and reduced ability to detect subtle gradations in attitudes.

2. 3. 1. Post-Stratification Sample Weighting:

The data were weighted to be representative of the US population according to
gender/age interlocked, ethnicity, education level, region, and political party. The margin of error
was +1.95% for the US average and higher for subgroups. The weighting targets were based on
the 2020 US Census, the 2023 American Community Survey, and Pew Research Center’s annual
National Public Opinion Reference Survey (NPORS).*! Variables used for weighting included:
“Gender by Age Group”, “Party ID Combined”, “Education”,Race Group”, “Census Region”.
Demographic benchmarks were drawn selectively from each source based on data quality,
availability, and recency. The most appropriate and up-to-date benchmark were used for each

demographic variable to construct weighting targets.
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The U.S. Census population does not include a non-binary gender category. Due to this
limitation, five non-binary respondents received a weight of zero and were excluded from
post-stratification analyses (analytic n=2,518). This exclusion reflects a structural limitation of
current federal demographic standards.

2. 4. Descriptive Analyses:

R version 4.4.1 was used for data management and analysis.” Descriptive analyses were
performed with the post-stratification weighted sample. Research question 1 was answered by
descriptively analyzing the survey responses for all participants, without stratification. In
research question 2, variables were stratified by political affiliation. Figures and tables were
made using Google Sheets.

2. 5. Statistical Analyses:

In research question 2, to determine which demographic variables would be retained as
covariates, weighted bivariate logistic regression models were conducted to assess unadjusted
associations between each sociodemographic characteristic (gender, race, ethnicity, education
level, generation, and income level) and each binary outcome variable. Sociodemographic
predictors associated with a consistent pattern of significance in bivariate analyses were retained
as covariates in the subsequent logistic regression analyses. Race and race-group variables were
excluded from covariate selection because several categories had insufficient sample sizes to
support stable estimation.

In research question 3, a Welch’s t-test was used in the perception gap analysis to
determine if the first-order beliefs of one party (Democrats/Republicans) were statistically

different from the second-order beliefs of the opposing party (Republicans/Democrats).
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Binary logistic regression models were then used to estimate adjusted associations for all
dichotomous outcome variables. These outcomes included: (1) agreement with each
values-based statement (agree v. disagree); (2) perceived climate impact of meat consumption
(substantial impact vs. no substantial impact), (3) support for a government recommendation to
reduce meat consumption (support vs. oppose), and (4) endorsement of each concern about
efforts to reduce meat consumption (selected as a top-two concern vs. not selected).

The demographic variables that were retained as covariates in all of the adjusted
regressions were age group, gender, education, and urbanicity. Democrats were specified as the
reference category for political party affiliation to align with the primary partisan comparison of
interest (Democrat vs. Republican) and to provide a meaningful interpretive baseline. The 18-24
age group served as the reference category to facilitate interpretation of odds ratios across
progressively older age groups. Female respondents were used as the reference group for gender,
reflecting their larger representation in the sample. Respondents without a high school degree
were the reference category for education, enabling comparisons across increasing levels of
educational attainment. Urban residence was specified as the reference category for urbanicity to
allow for a clear comparison between urban and rural residents.

For all binary logistic regression models, odds ratios represent the adjusted relative odds
of endorsing the outcome category (e.g., agreeing with a values-based statement, indicating meat
as having a substantial climate impact, supporting a government-led solution, or selecting a
concern as a top-two issue) compared with the reference category for each predictor.

Each of the five values-based statements was analyzed separately as an individual binary
outcome, as participants responded independently to each separate statement. Similarly, each of

the eight concern response options related to reducing meat consumption was analyzed as a

15



separate binary outcome indicating whether the item was selected as a respondent’s top two
concerns.

Multinomial logistic regression models were used for nominal outcome variables with
more than two unordered response options, including both concern-branching questions. For
these models, the modal response category was specified as the reference category. Odds ratios
therefore represent the adjusted relative odds of selecting each non-reference response option(s)
compared with the modal category.

2. 6. Ethics Statement:

This study was reviewed by the University of Washington Institutional Review Board and

received an exemption determination under Category 2 (45 CFR 46.104(d)(2); IRB

#STUDY00023988).
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3. Results:

3. 1. Sample characteristics: Respondent characteristics are summarized in Table 1. The

analytic sample included 2,518 adults. Respondents ranged in age from 19 to 95 years

(mean =47). In the weighted sample, 28% identified as Democrats, 31% as Republicans, and

32% as Independents.
Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of the Sample Respondents
Unweighted Sample Weighted Sample US Population *
(n=2,523) (n=2,518)
Gender

Female 1,400 (55%) 1,284 (51%) 51.0%

Male 1,118 (44%) 1,234 (49%) 49.0%
Nonbinary/Other 5(0.2%) 0 (0%) No Data
Age Group

18 —-24 70 (2.8%) 294 (12%) 9.2%
25-34 287 (11%) 438 (17%) 13.6%
35-44 420 (17%) 427 (17%) 13.5%
45 - 54 401 (16%) 389 (15%) 12.0 %
55-64 425 (17%) 402 (16%) 12.3%
65—-74 515 (20%) 333 (13%) 10.5%

75+ 405 (16%) 236 (9.4%) 7.6%

Race Group

Asian 95 (3.8%) 149 (5.9%) 6.0%
Black 338 (13%) 303 (12%) 12.4%

Hispanic 157 (6.2%) 472 (19%) 20%
Mixed Race 55 (2.2%) 103 (4.1%) 13.2%
Native American 13 (0.5%) 17 (0.7%) 1.1%
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Native Hawaiian 5(0.2%) 5(0.2%) 0.2%
Other 14 (0.6%) 13 (0.5%) 8.4%
White 1,846 (73%) 1,456 (58%) 61.6%
Education ®
No high school 80 (3.2%) 242 (9.6%) 10.1%
degree
High school degree 730 (29%) 735 (29%) 25.7%
Some college, but no 564 (22%) 415 (17%) 18.5%
degree
2-year college degree 113 (4.5%) 249 (9.9%) 8.8%
4-year college degree 670 (27%) 556 (22%) 22.1%
Postgraduate degree 366 (15%) 320 (13%) 14.7%
Urbanicity
Suburban 1,279 (51%) 1,250 (50%) No Data
Urban 708 (28%) 762 (30%) 80%
Rural 536 (21%) 507 (30%) 20%
Political Party Affiliation
Democrat 906 (36%) 705 (28%) 28%
Republican 881 (35%) 781 (31%) 31%
Independent 591 (23%) 803 (32%) 41% °©
Other 65 (2.6%) 119 (4.7%) No Data
Not sure 80 (3.2%) 110 (4.4%) No Data

* Data for gender, age group, race group, urbanicity and education are from the US Census; data for political party

affiliation is from the Pew Research Center Party Affiliation Fact Sheet (NPORS)

®Data for education level from the US Census was for 25 years and older, while our study sample was 18 and older
¢ Pew Research Center Party Affiliation Fact Sheet (NPORS) reports that 41% of Americans say they are
independents or “something else”, and 8% of these say that they refuse to lean Democratic or Republican.
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3. 2. Research Question 1: What are American’s values-based views, concerns, and preferred
solutions related to meat and climate issues?
3. 2. 1. Values-Based Questions:

The greatest proportion of respondents agreed with the statement “I shouldn’t have to
give up meat for the benefit of other people” (79%), followed by agreement with “If eating meat
is criticized more than other personal choices, that is a double-standard” (75%), and “We
shouldn’t blindly follow experts who say less meat helps the planet” (69%). A majority of
respondents agreed that “Avoiding meat is unnatural” (58%). Agreement was lowest (49%) for
the statement “Choosing not to eat meat feels like turning your back on communities that depend
on ranching” (Figure 2). The framing of the top two statements tends to center on personal
autonomy; as such, these findings illustrate a widespread perception of meat eating as an

individual right.

Level of Agreement with Meat and Climate Values-Based Statements

I shouldn't have to give up meat for the benefit 1%
of other people.
If eating meat is criticized more than other 25%
personal choices, that's a double standard.
We shouldn't blindly follow experts who say
eating less meat helps the planet.

31%
Avoiding meat is unnatural.

Choosing not to eat meat feels like turning your
back on communities that depend on ranching.

Meat and Climate Values-Based Statements

25% 50% 75% 100%

Percentage of Respondents (n = 2,518)
W Agree Disagree

Figure 2: Percent of Respondents who Agree/Disagree with Values Statements
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3. 2. 2. Concern Questions:

A majority of respondents (65%) indicated that they do not view meat as having a
substantial impact on climate change (Figure 3). Among respondents who believed meat does not
have a substantial impact on climate change, the most common view was that “Meat production
can be sustainable with the right practices” (36%) (Figure 4). Among respondents who believed
that meat has a substantial impact on climate change (35%), the most frequently selected concern
was “The way we produce meat in the US” (45%) (Figure 5). These patterns suggest that, even
across groups with opposing beliefs about meat’s climate impact, respondents converge on a

shared emphasis on production practices as the key concern.

Perceptions of Meat's Impact on Climate Change (n = 2,518)

® Meat has a substantial impact on climate change. Meat does not have a substantial impact on climate change.

Figure 3: Percent of Respondents who Say Meat Has/Does not Have a Climate Impact
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Views Among Participants Who View Meat as not Having a Substantial Climate Impact
(n=1,640)

@ The climate impact of meat is overstated. Climate change is not a priority for me.
@ Other sectors, like energy, are more important. @ Meat production can be sustainable with the right practices.
I'm not sure.

Figure 4: Primary Explanations for Dismissing Meat’s Climate Impact

Climate-Impact Concerns Among Respondents Who View Meat as a Significant Contributor
(n = 878)

® The way we produce meat in the US. The amount of meat we eat in the US.
@ The types of animals we raise for meat in the US. @ I'm not sure.

Figure 5: Primary Meat-Climate Concerns Among Climate-Aware Respondents
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3. 2. 3. Solution Questions:

Most respondents (63%) reported that they would oppose a government recommendation
encouraging Americans to eat less meat to address climate change (Figure 6). When asked to
choose their top-two concerns about such a recommendation from seven options, no single
concern was chosen by the majority of respondents. The most frequently selected concern (29%)

was that a government recommendation could undermine people’s ability to make their own food

choices (Figure 7).

Public Support and Opposition to a Government Eat-Less-Meat Recommendation
(n=2,518)

Support @ Oppose

Figure 6: Percent of Respondents who Support/Oppose the Government Recommendation

Top Two Concerns About Efforts to Get People to Eat Less Meat for Climate Reasons

It undermines people’s ability to make their own 5%
food choices.

It could lead to nutrient deficiencies. 23% )
£ It feels like government overreach. 23% )
£ Its too focused on individual behavior instead of % )
£ systemic change.

i It politicizes personal food decisions. 21% )
] It oversimplifies the ity of climate
§ change. 21% ]
38 It threatens job security for people who work in %
the meat industry. )
| don't have any of these concerns. 12% )

0% 10% 20% 30%

Percentage of respondents (n = 2,518)

Figure 7: Percent of Respondents Concerned about Each Statement
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3. 3. Research Question 2a: How are American’s values-based views, concerns, and preferred
solutions about meat and climate issues distributed by political affiliation? For which values,
concerns, and solutions is there greater common ground or polarization based on political
affiliation?

3. 3. 1. Values-Based Questions:

The three values-based statements with highest level of agreement for overall respondents
also elicited high levels of agreement across political affiliations. This finding indicates that the
resistance to external pressures towards reducing meat consumption iS common across party
lines (Figure 8).

Partisan differences emerged for the other two values-based statements. Republicans
(72%) and respondents who were unsure of their political affiliation (66%) displayed higher
levels of agreement with the statement “Avoiding meat is unnatural”, whereas agreement was
lower among Democrats (48%), Independents (54%), and those identifying as “Other” (50%)
(Figure 8).

A similar pattern was observed for the statement “Choosing not to eat meat feels like
turning your back on communities that depend on ranching”. Agreement was highest among
Republicans (62%) and respondents who were unsure of their political affiliation (64%). In
contrast, fewer Democrats (46%) endorsed this view, with even lower agreement among
Independents (39%) and respondents identifying as “Other” political affiliation (36%) (Figure 8).

These findings indicate some cross-partisan overlap and division on values-based views.
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Percent who Agree with Meat and Climate Values-Based Statements, Stratified by Political Affiliation
100% 89%

80% 79% ., 80% 779, 7695 79% 81% 78%

2,518)

75%

50%

I shouldn’t have to give up meat for the  If eating meat is criticized more than other ~ We shouldn’t blindly follow experts who Avoiding meat is unnatural. Choosing not to eat meat feels like turning
benefit of other people. personal choices, that's a double standard.  say eating less meat helps the planet. your back on communities that depend on
ranching.

Percentage of Respondents (n
N
&
R®

Meat and Climate Values-Based Statements

W Democrats (n =705) M Republicans (n=781) M Independents (n =803) M Not Sure (n=110) m Other (n =119)

Figure 8: Percent of Respondents who Agree/Disagree with Values Statements, Stratified by
Political Affiliation

3. 3. 2. Concern Questions:
Patterns observed in the concern questions were largely consistent after stratifying by

political affiliation. A strong majority of Republicans (81%), Independents (63%), respondents
who were unsure of their political affiliation (74%), and those identifying as “Other” (73%)
reported that they do not believe meat has a substantial impact on climate change. Democrats
were the only group for whom this was not the majority view, with 48% holding this perspective
(Figure 9).

Among respondents who believed that meat does have a substantial climate impact, the
most common concern across political groups was “The way we produce meat in the United
States” (Democrats 43%, Republicans 40%, Independents 48%, “Other” 74%). Respondents who
were unsure of their political affiliation were the only exception; their most frequent response
was “I’m not sure” (57%) (Figure 10). Among respondents who believed that meat does not have
a substantial climate impact, the most common explanation across political groups was that
“Meat production can be sustainable with the right practices” (Democrats 43%, Independents
38%, “Not sure” 56%, “Other” 55%). Republicans were the only group that diverged from this
pattern, with their most common response being “Climate change is not a concern for me” (28%)

(Figure 11).
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Perceptions of Meat's Impact on Climate Change, Stratified by Political Affiliation

Democrats (n = 705) 52%
Republicans (n =781) 19%
Independents (n = 803) 37%

Not Sure (n = 110) 9 26%

Political Affiliation

Other (n = 119) 7 27%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percentage of Respondents (n = 2,518)

I Meat does not have a substantial impact on climate change. M Meat has a substantial impact on climate change.

Figure 9: Percent of Respondents Who Say Meat Has/Does Not Have a Climate Impact

Concerns Among Respondents Who View Meat as having a Substantial Impact on Climate Change, Stratified by Political Affiliation
74%

80%

60%

40%

" 17%
20% 13% 16% 459, 13% 400

0%

Percentage of Respondents (n

The way we produce meat in the US. The amount of meat we eat in the US.  The types of animals we raise for I'm not sure.
meat in the US.

Concern Statements

B Democrats (n = 366) M Republicans (n = 149) M Independents (n =301) M Not Sure (n =29) M Other (n = 33)

Figure 10: Meat-Climate Concerns Among Climate-Aware Respondents, Stratified by Party

Views Among Participants Who View Meat as not Having a Substantial Climate Impact, Stratified by Political Affiliation
o 56%55%
60%

40%

20%

0%

Meat production can be Other sectors, like energy, are The climate impact of meat is Climate change is not a priority I'm not sure.
sustainable with the right more important. overstated. me.
practices.

Percentage of Respondents (n = 1,640)

Concern Statements
W Democrats (n = 339) M Republicans (n=631) M Independents (n =502) M Not Sure (n=81) WM Other (n=87)

Figure 11: Primary Explanations for Dismissing Meat’s Climate Impact, Stratified by Party
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3. 3. 3. Solution Questions:

Patterns in responses to the government solution question were largely consistent across
political affiliations, with most groups expressing opposition to a government recommendation
to reduce meat consumption to address climate change. A majority of Republicans (72%),
Independents (65%), “Not sure” (78%) and “Other” (61%) reported that they would oppose such
government recommendations. Democrats were the only group for whom this view was held by
a slight minority, although nearly half (48%) also opposed such a recommendation (Figure 12).

When asked about concerns about this potential solution, four responses stood out across
political affiliations as the most commonly selected, though the dominant concern varied by
political party affiliation. The concern that efforts to encourage people to eat less meat
“undermines people’s ability to make their own food choices” was either the leading or
second-most chosen concern across political affiliations. This was the most frequently chosen
concern among Republicans (33%) and those who were unsure of their political affiliation
(50%), it tied for second for Democrats (23%) and Independents (27%), and ranked second
among respondents identifying politically as “Other” (34%). This aligns with the findings for the
values-based views, indicating a cross-partisan concern for maintaining personal autonomy over
meat eating.

The concern “It’s too focused on individual behavior instead of systemic change” was
most frequently chosen among Democrats (26%), and tied for Independents’ second-highest
selection (27%). Independents were most likely to select “It oversimplifies the complexity of
climate change” (28%), and this concern tied for Democrats’ second-highest selection (23%).
Respondents identifying as “Other” most commonly selected “It feels like government

overreach” (47%), while this concern ranked second among Republicans (28%) and among those
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who were unsure of their political affiliation (32%) (Table 2). These findings highlight some

cross-partisan agreement, as well as some division over the recognition of climate change as a

complex issue and concerns about government overreach.

Political Affiliation

Public Support and Opposition to a Government Eat-Less-Meat Recommendation

Democrats (n = 705)
Republicans (n = 781) 28%
Independents (n = 803) 35%
Not Sure (n = 110) 22%

Other (n = 119) 39%

0% 25% 50% 75%

Percentage of Respondents (n = 2,518)
@ Oppose Support

Figure 12: Percent of Respondents who Support/Oppose the Government Recommendation,
Stratified by Party
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Table 2: Percent of Respondents Concerned about Each Statement, Stratified by Party

Meat Solution Democrats Republicans Independents  Not Sure

Statements (n=705) (n=781) (n=803) (n=110)

It’s too focused on
individual behavior
instead of systemic
change.

14%

It undermines people’s
ability to make their
own food choices.

It oversimplifies the
complexity of climate
change.

It could lead to nutrient
deficiencies.

It feels like government

19%
overreach.

16% 12% 11% 6% 4%

It politicizes personal

0 0
food decisions. 18% 14%

17%

I don’t have any of
these concerns.

It threatens job security
for people who work in 15% 15% 11% 15% 15%
the meat industry.

3. 4. Research Question 2b: How do Americans with different political affiliations, including
those unsure of their affiliation, differ in their values-based views, concerns, and preferred
solutions, when we adjust for age, gender, education, and urbanicity? To what extent do these
sociodemographic factors moderate the relationship between political identity and polarization or

common ground on meat-related climate issues?
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For tables presented in this section, “crude” is the unadjusted odds ratios (ORs), “adjusted 17 is
adjusted for age, “adjusted 2” is adjusted for age and gender, “adjusted 3” is adjusted for age,

gender, and education, while “adjusted 4” is adjusted for age, gender, education and urbanicity.

3. 4. 1. Values-Based Questions:

3.4.1. 1. Care/Harm: “I shouldn’t have to give up meat for the benefit of other people”: As

compared to Democrats, Republicans (OR = 3.88, p < 0.001) and Independents (OR = 2.03, p <

0.001) were more likely to agree. As compared to respondents in the age group 18-24,
respondents in the age group 65-74 were more likely to agree (OR = 2.46, p =0.023). As
compared to urban residents, suburban residents were more likely to agree (OR =1.76, p =
0.002). No statistically significant differences were observed by gender or education (Table 3).

Table 3: Logistic Regression: Agreement with for value-based statement “I shouldn’t have to

give up meat for the benefit of other people”

d

Logistic

Characteristic
Party
Democrat
Republican
Independent
Other
Not sure
Agegroup
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+
Gender
Female
Male
Education
No high school degree
High school degree
Some college, but no degree
2-year college degree
4-year college degree
Postgraduate degree
Urbanicity
Urban
Rural

Suburban

ion for Value-b

crude

OR 95%CIl p-value OR

3.84 267,554
199 1.32,3.00
150 0.55,4.13

1.81 0.68, 4.80

<0.001
0001
04
02

Abbreviations: Cl = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio

adjusted1
95%Cl p-value OR 95%CIl p-value

372 2.59,5.36
2.06 1.36,313
174 0.60, 5.05

2.05 0.76, 5.56

0.83 0.37,1.87
116 0.50, 2.62
130 058, 2.92
117 052,2.65
226 101,503

175 078, 3.91

<0.001
<0.001
0.3

0.2

0.7

05

07

0.047

37

2.04

181
2.22

257,534
133,313
0.60, 5.42

081,608

0.36,1.94
050, 2.70
057,305
051,277
1.01,5.30

079, 4.20

090, 1.82

<0.001
0.001
0.3
0.12

0.7
07
05

0.047
0.2

0.2

OR

128

126
129
1.67
1.06

0.79

adjusted3
95% Cl p-value

259, 5.41
1.38,3.18
056, 5.61

079, 6.30

0.36,1.85
050, 2.79
061,319
0.54,2.85
1.04,5.39

085, 458

091,181

051,312
052,317
057, 4.89
043, 2.60

0.32,1.96

<0.001

<0.001
0.3
013

0.040

0n

0.2

0.6
0.6
0.4
0.9
06

“1 shouldn’t have to give up meat for the benefit of other people” — Odds of Agreeing

adjusted2 adjusted4

OR 95%CI p-value

3.88
2.03
170

2.29

0.89
1.34
154
135
2.46

2.09

127

124
1.21
1.60
0.98

0.72

2.66, 5.68
136, 3.02
059, 4.85

0.84,6.26

042,191
061,2.98
071,334
062, 2.95
113,534

095, 4.60

091,177

054,287
052,279
059, 4.36
043,223

0.31,1.68

057,144

122,253

<0.001

<0.001

0n

0.2

0.7

0.002
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3. 4. 1. 2. Fairness/Cheating: “If eating meat is criticized more than other personal choices,
that’s a double standard”: Republicans (OR = 1.95, p < 0.001) and Independents (OR = 1.76, p
= 0.004) were significantly more likely than Democrats to agree with this statement. Male
respondents had lower odds than female respondents to agree with the statement (OR =0.71, p =
0.03). No significant differences were detected for age, education or urbanicity (Table 4).

Table 4: Logistic Regression: Agreement with value-based statement “If eating meat is criticized
more than other personal choices, that’s a double standard”

Logistic Reg ion for Value-based “If eating meat is criticized more than other personal choices, that's a double standard” — Odds of Agreeing
crude adjusted1 adjusted2 adjusted3 adjusted4
Characteristic OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%CI p-value OR 95%Cl p-value
Party
Democrat - - - - - - - - - -
Republican 196 131,294 0.001 192 130,2.84 0.001 195 133,286 <0.001 196 137282 <0.001 195 136,281 <0.001
Independent 166 113,244 0010 169 113,253 0010 173 116,257 0007 183 122,272 0003 176 120,258 0.004
Other 1.83 073,464 0.2 219 077,618 014 207 076, 5.64 0.2 221 0.75,6.53 0.2 209 073,594 0.2
Not sure 1.68 0.70, 3.59 0.3 177 073,431 0.2 1.61 0.68,3.83 0.3 178 0.75,4.22 0.2 177 076,412 0.2
Agegroup
18-24 - - - - nd - ol il
25-34 1.60 0.66,388 0.3 157 0.67,3.70 0.3 135 059,309 05 139 063,309 04
35-44 183 0.76,4.43 0.2 1.81 0.77,4.25 0.2 156 0.66, 3.70 0.3 1.65 0.73,3.75 0.2
45-54 1.09 045,261 0.9 1.07 0.46,247 09 093 040,213 0.9 095 043,208 09
55-64 2.03 0.82,5.02 013 198 0.83,473 012 169 0.71,4.01 0.2 172 075,391 0.2
65-74 235 096,571 0060 228 097534 0058 188 0.80,441 015 185 083,413 0.3
75+ 144 059,350 04 1.37 0.59, 3.20 0.5 114 049,268 0.8 114 0.51, 2.556 0.8
Gender
Female - - - - - -
Male 073 053,101 0055 071 051,097 0032 071 052,097 0.030

Education

No high school degree — — — —

High school degree 174 0.74,4M 0.2 172 075,391 0.2
Some college, but no degree 166 0.71,3.88 0.2 1.61 0.71,3.65 0.3
2-year college degree 2,69 0.87,830 0.085 266 0.90,791 0.078
4-year college degree 1.86 079,435 0.2 178 0.78,4.06 0.2
Postgraduate degree 155 0.64, 3.71 0.3 1.48 0.63,3.47 0.4
Urbanicity

Urban - -

Rural 1.08 0.71,1.63 0.7
Suburban 142 0.98,2.04 0.062

Abbreviations: Cl = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio
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3. 4. 1. 3. Loyalty/Betrayal: “Choosing not to eat meat feels like turning your back on

communities that depend on ranching”: Republicans were twice as likely as Democrats to

agree (OR =2.04, p <0.0001). No statistically significant differences were observed for age,

gender, education, or urbanicity (Table 5).

Table 5: Logistic Regression: Agreement with value-based statement “Choosing not to eat meat
feels like turning your back on communities that depend on ranching”

Logistic Regression for Value-based Statement: “Choosing not to eat meat feels like turning your back on communities that depend on ranching” — Odds of

Characteristic
Party
Democrat
Republican
Independent
Other
Not sure
Agegroup
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+
Gender
Female
Male
Education
No high school degree
High school degree
Some college, but no degree
2-year college degree
4-year college degree
Postgraduate degree
Urbanicity
Urban
Rural

Suburban

OR

1.99
0.76
0.67
2.08

crude
95% CI

1.49, 2.65
0.53,1.08
0.20,2.17
0.90, 4.81

p-value OR
<0.001 1.99
013 0.77
05 067
0.085 2.10
1.03
mm
0.83
0.90
1.22
0.98

Abbreviations: Cl = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio

adjusted1

95% CI

1.49, 2.67
0.54,1.10
0.21,2.15
0.89, 4.92

0.43, 2.47
0.47, 2.61
0.35,1.97
0.38, 212
0.52, 2.85
0.42, 2.30

Agreeing

p-value OR
<0.001 1.99
015 0.77
05 068
0.089 2.3
>09 103
0.8 1.1
07 083
08 0.90
07 122
>0.9 0.98
1.04

adjusted2

95% Cl p-value
1.48,2.67 <0.001
0.54,110 0.15
0.21,2.15 0.5
0.90,5.00 0.084
043,247 >09
0.47,2.61 0.8
0.35,197 07
0.38,213 0.8
052,286 06
042,232 >09
0.79,1.39 0.8

OR

1.98
0.78
0.71
218

1.00
1.07
0.81
0.86
114
0.93

1.05

118
0.97
1.67
115
1.26

adjusted3

95% Cl p-value
1.48,2.65 <0.001
0.55,1.12 0.2
0.22,2.32 0.6
0.92,5.20 0.078
0.46,2.20 >0.9
049,235 09
0.37,1.79 06
0.39,1.88 07
053,244 07
0.43,2.00 038
0.80,1.38 0.7
049,284 07
041,228 >09
061,407 04
0.50,265 0.7
054,293 06

OR

2.04
0.81
0.76
2.28

1.01
1.08
0.84
0.89
1.20
0.96

1.02

119
0.98
159
117
127

0.78

0.83

adjusted4
95% Cl p-value
151,275 <0.001
0.57,1.14 0.2
0.23,249 07
0.96,5.44 0.063
0.46,2.22 >09
050,235 0.8
0.38,1.84 07
0.41,1.95 0.8
056,257 0.6
0.44,2.07 >09
0.78,1.35 0.9
0.49,288 0.7
041,231 >09
0.62,413 03
0.51, 2.70 0.7
055,297 06
0.54, 112 0.2
0.59, 116 0.3
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3. 4. 1. 4. Authority/Subversion: “We shouldn’t blindly follow experts who say eating less
meat helps the planet”: As compared to Democrats, Republicans (OR =2.76, p <0.001) and
participants who are not sure of their political affiliation (OR = 2.45, p = 0.034) were
significantly more likely to agree. Respondents aged 45—54 were less likely than those aged
18-24 to agree (OR = 0.35, p = 0.007). No significant differences were observed by gender,
education, or urbanicity (Table 6).

Table 6: Logistic Regression: Agreement with value-based statement “We shouldn’t blindly
follow experts who say eating less meat helps the planet”

Logistic Regression for Value-based Statement: “We shouldn’t blindly follow experts who say eating less meat helps the planet” - Odds of Agreeing

crude adjusted1 adjusted2 adjusted3 adjusted4

Characteristic OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%CIl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%CIl p-value OR 95%CIl p-value
Party

Democrat - - - - - - - - - -

Republican 271 202,363 <0.001 278 208,371 <0.001 277 207370 <0.001 278 2.08,63.71 <0.001 276 2.05, 372 <0.001

Independent 130 091,186 0.15 133 095187 0.0 132 0.94,187 01 1.33 095,186 0.0 130 093,182 0.2

Other 0.99 0.36,2.68 >09 0.88 0.36,2.16 0.8 0.89 0.36,2.21 0.8 0.87 0.35,2.18 0.8 0.84 0.34,2.05 0.7

Not sure 2.26 1.02,5.00 0.045 2.28 104,498 0.039 238 107530 0.034 246 108,559 0.031 245 107562 0.034
Agegroup

18-24 — — — — — — — —

25-34 051 0.23,113 010 0.51 023,114 0.0 050 0.22,114 010 052 0.24,115 omn

35-44 053 024,115 011 053 0.24,117 011  0.52 0.23, 116 011 054 025,119 013

45-54 0.34 0.16,0.75 0.007 0.34 0.16,0.76 0.008 0.34 0.15,0.74 0.007 0.35 0.16,0.74 0.007

55-64 0.48 0.22,1.03 0.060 0.48 0.22,1.05 0.066 0.47 0.21,1.04 0.063 048 0.22,1.03 0.060

65-74 0.64 0.30,1.37 0.2 0.64 0.30,1.40 03 0.63 0.29,1.37 0.2 0.63 0.29,1.33 0.2

75+ 0.77 0.35,1.67 0.5 0.78 0.35,1.72 05 0.77 0.35,172 0.5 0.78 0.36, 1.69 0.5
Gender

Female - - - - - -

Male 115 0.86,153 0.3 115 0.87,1.51 0.3 115 0.88,1.51 0.3
Education

No high school degree - — —

High school degree 0.90 0.43,1.91 0.8 0.89 0.43,185 0.8

Some college, but no degree 1.06 050,224 09 1.03 0.50,2.14 >09

2-year college degree 1.08 0.45, 2.63 0.9 1.06 0.45, 2.52 0.9

4-year college degree 1.00 048,209 >09 096 047,197 >09

Postgraduate degree 0.89 0.42,1.91 0.8 086 0.41,181 0.7
Urbanicity

Urban - -

Rural 1.08 0.72,1.62 0.7

Suburban 134 097,184 0.072

Abbreviations: Cl = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio
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3. 4. 1. 5. Purity/Disgust: “Avoiding meat is unnatural”: As compared to Democrats,

Republicans (OR = 2.83, p < 0.001) and those unsure of their political affiliation (OR =2.71, p =

0.035) were more likely to agree. Males were more likely than females to agree (OR =1.44, p =

0.012). No significant differences were observed by age, education, or urbanicity (Table 7).

Table 7: Logistic Regression: Agreement with value-based statement “Avoiding meat is

unnatural”

Logistic Regression for Value-based Statement: “Avoiding meat is unnatural” — Odds of Agreeing

crude

Characteristic
Party

Democrat - -

Republican 2.81 2.04,3.88 <0.001

Independent 1.25 0.86, 1.82 0.2

Other 1.07 037,311 >09

Not sure 210 0.89,4.94 0.090
Agegroup

18-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

65-74

75+
Gender

Female

Male
Education

No high school degree

High school degree

Some college, but no degree

2-year college degree

4-year college degree

Postgraduate degree
Urbanicity

Urban

Rural

Suburban

Abbreviations: Cl = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio

2.81
127
1.24

229

2.22
210
143
175

21

172

adjusted1

OR 95%CIl p-value OR 95%Cl

2.04,3.86
0.88, 1.81
0.40, 3.81

0.87,6.00

0.88, 5.59
0.85, 5.18
058, 3.55
0.71, 4.30
0.87,5.15
0.70, 4.21

p-value OR
<0.001 279
02 124
0.7 1.31
0.092 259
0.090 2.26
0m 213
0.4 1.46
0.2 1.80
0.10 220
0.2 1.81
147

adjusted2
95% Cl p-value OR
2.02,3.85 <0.001 2.81
087,176 02 128
0.42, 414 0.6 1.31
0.97,6.89 0.056 270
091,564 0.080 2.08
0.87,5.22 010 202
0.59, 3.60 0.4 1.39
0.74,4.40 0.2 170
0.91,6.33 0.082 203
0.74,4.43 0.2 172
1.09,1.97 0.010 144
1.44
157
1.89
1.32
114

adjusted3

95% Cl p-value
2.04,3.89 <0.001
090,182 0.2
0.38,4.49 07
1.04,6.98 0.040
0.89,4.86 0.090
0.86,472 0N
0.59, 3.26 0.5
0.73,3.94 0.2
0.89,4.63 0.094
074,396 0.2
1.08,1.93 0.013
0.58, 3.58 0.4
0.64,3.83 0.3
068,530 0.2
0.56, 3.10 0.5
0.48,2.73 0.8

OR

2.83
1.26
1.28

271

2.16
212
1.43
174
2.03

174

143
152
1.87
1.26
110

0.99
127

adjusted4
95% Cl p-value
2.04,393 <0.001
0.89,1.79 0.2
0.38,429 07
1.07,6.87 0.035
0.93,4.98 0.072
0.91,4.93 0.080
0.62,3.33 0.4
0.76,4.00 0.2
0.90, 460 0.090
076,399 0.2
1.08,1.92 0.012
0.568, 3.52 0.4
063,368 04
068,517 0.2
0.54, 2.96 0.6
0.46, 2.62 0.8
0.68,1.44 >0.9
0.90, 1.79 0.2
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3. 4. 2. Concern Questions:

3. 4. 2. 1. Concern Question: Political party identification was the most consistent predictor for
whether a respondent perceived meat as having a substantial climate impact. Compared with
Democrats, all other political affiliations were significantly more likely to endorse this position
(Republicans: OR =4.63, p < 0.001; Independents: OR = 1.76, p = 0.002; Other: OR =2.74, p =
0.037; Not sure: OR =2.84, p = 0.022). Education showed one significant contrast: respondents
with postgraduate degrees were less likely than those without a high school degree to say that
meat does not have a substantial climate impact (OR = 0.36, p = 0.014). No significant

differences were observed by age group, gender or urbanicity (Table 8).

Table 8: Logistic Regression for Dismissal of Meat’s Climate Impact

Logistic Regression for Main Meat Concern Question — Odds of Choosing that Meat Does NOT Have a Substantial Impact on Climate Change

crude adjusted1 adjusted2 adjusted3 adjusted4

Characteristic OR 95%CIl p-value OR 95%CIl p-value OR 95%CI p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value
Party

Democrat - - - - - - - - - -

Republican 457 3.32,6.30 <0.001 4.47 3.21,6.22 <0.001 4.49 3.23,6.24 <0.001 4.61 3.33,6.36 <0.001 4.63 3.34,6.42 <0.001

Independent 180 125,258 0.001 184 128264 0001 185 128 266 <0.001 179 124,258 0002 176 123,253 0.002

Other 289 109,770 0.033 3.03 115801 0.025 299 114,783 0.026 279 106,735 0.039 274 106,704 0.037

Not sure 3.02 126,727 0.013 335 141,794 0.006 323 137764 0008 283 114,702 0.024 284 117,694 0.022
Agegroup

18-24 — — — — — — — —

25-34 0.77 0.31,1.87 0.6 0.76 0.32,1.84 05 0.87 0.372.06 0.8 0.89 0.38,208 08

35-44 0.76 0.32,1.82 0.5 0.76 0.32,1.79 05 095 041,219 >09 099 044,223 >09

45-54 0.83 0.35,200 0.7 0.83 0.35 196 0.7 1.06 0.47,2.39 0.9 1.08 0.49,2.40 08

55-64 0.86 0.36,2.08 0.7 0.86 0.36,2.03 0.7 113 049,262 08 115 0.51,2.62 0.7

65-74 163 069,387 0.3 161 069,378 03 223 097514 0059 223 098 507 0.055

75+ 114 048,273 08 113 048,265 08 164 071,378 0.2 166 0.73,3.75 0.2
Gender

Female — — — — — —

Male 0.89 0.66,1.21 05 090 0.68,1.21 05 0.90 0.68,1.20 0.5
Education

No high school degree — - - —

High school degree 0.85 0.36, 2.01 07 084 0.37,195 0.7

Some college, but no degree 0.79 0.34,1.82 0.6 0.77 0.34,1.74 0.5

2-year college degree 0.44 0.7,1.18 010 0.44 017,115 0.093

4-year college degree 0.65 0.28,1.49 0.3 0.63 0.28, 1.41 0.3

Postgraduate degree 0.37 0.16,0.86 0.020 0.36 0.16,0.81 0.014
Urbanicity

Urban - -

Rural 101 0.67,1.52 >09

Suburban 1.25 0.89,1.76 0.2

Abbreviations: Cl = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio
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3. 4. 2. 2. Concern Question, Branching “Yes”: Respondents who indicated that meat has a
substantial impact on climate change were asked what concerns them most. Multinomial
regression models were used to compare the odds of selecting each concern relative to the
reference concern, “The way we produce meat,” which was the most commonly selected
response overall (Table 9).

Among respondents who believe meat has a substantial impact on climate change,
Republicans were nearly twice as likely than Democrats to select “The types of animals we raise
for meat” rather than “The way we produce meat” (OR = 1.99, p = 0.046). In contrast,
respondents identifying as “Other” were much less likely than Democrats to select this concern
(OR=0.07, p=0.010). Respondents who were “Not sure” about their political affiliation
showed two distinct patterns: they were less likely than Democrats to select “The amount of
meat we eat” (OR = 0.13, p =0.027) and more likely to select “I’m not sure” (OR =548, p =
0.042) relative to production methods (Table 9).

Adults aged 55 and older were substantially more likely than those aged 18-24 to select
“The types of animals we raise for meat” rather than production methods. This pattern suggests
that, among those who believe meat contributes to climate change, concerns may shift from
production practices toward the types of animals produced with age (Table 9). Suburban
residents were more likely than urban residents to select “I’m not sure” rather than production
methods (OR = 2.08, p = 0.050) (Table 9). Compared with respondents without a high school
degree those with a high school degree were less likely to select “The types of animals we raise
for meat” (OR = 0.21, p = 0.028), while those with a 2-year college degree were less likely to
select “The amount of meat we eat” (OR = 0.16, p = 0.032). Gender was not significantly

associated with concern type (Table 9).
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Table 9: Multinomial Regression: Concerns of respondents who indicated that meat has an
impact on climate change

Multinomial Logistic Regression for Meat Concern Impact (Yes): OR of Selecting Each Statement vs. 'The Way We Produce Meat'

The amount of meat we eat The types of animals we raise for meat I'm not sure

Characteristic OR 95% CI p-value OR 95% CI p-value OR 95% CI p-value
Party

Democrat - - - - - -

Republican 118 0.60, 2.32 0.6 1.99 1.01, 3.90 0.046 090 0.40,2.05 0.8

Independent 0.64  0.36,114 0.13 0.83 0.40, 1.73 0.6 123 0.60, 2.52 0.6

Other 0.35 0.07,1.85 0.2 0.07 0.01,0.563 0.010 054 0.11,263 0.4

Not sure 013  0.02,0.79 0.027 1.09 0.09, 12.9 >0.9 548 1.07,28.2 0.042
Agegroup

18-24 - - - - - -

25-34 0.80 0.26,2.44 0.7 8.91 0.82,96.3 0.072 0.32 0.05,2.10 0.2

35-44 044  0.4,140 0.2 7.36 0.77,70.1 0.082 075 0.4, 4.7 0.7

45-54 0.56 0.18, 1.71 0.3 51 0.49,52.7 0.2 0.49 0.08, 294 0.4

55-64 0.59 0.18, 1.91 0.4 20.4 2.08, 199 0.010 131 0.24,7.21 0.8

65-74 0.51 0.16, 1.64 0.3 156.2 157,146 0.019 158 0.26,9.38 0.6

75+ 0.67 0.21,2.13 0.5 14.4 1.32, 156 0.029 408 074,224 0.1
Gender

Female - — - - - -

Male 1.31 0.79, 2.17 0.3 1.28 0.69, 2.38 0.4 092 0.51,1.66 0.8
Education

No high school degree — — — — — —

High school degree 0.34 0.09, 1.25 0.1 0.21 0.05, 0.84 0.028 145 0.35,6.01 0.6

Some college, but no degree 0.68 0.19, 2.47 0.6 0.59 0.14,2.49 0.5 0.93 0.21, 41 >0.9

2-year college degree 016  0.03,0.86 0.032 0.24 0.05, 1.15 0.075 0.29 0.06, 1.46 0.13

4-year college degree 0.55 0.15, 2.01 0.4 0.25 0.06, 1.00 0.051 052 0M,237 0.4

Postgraduate degree 0.37 0.10, 1.43 0.2 0.25 0.06, 1.10 0.066 049 01, 2.20 0.3
Urbanicity

Urban - - - - - -

Rural 0.50 0.21,1.20 0.12 0.60 0.20, 1.82 0.4 153 0.63,373 0.3

Suburban 112 0.66, 1.90 0.7 m 0.58, 2.12 0.8 2.08 1.00,4.32 0.050

Abbreviations: Cl = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio
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3. 4. 2. 3. Concern Question, Branching “No”: Respondents who did not believe meat has a
substantial climate impact were asked which statement best reflects their views. Multinomial
regression models compared all responses to the reference category, “Meat production can be
sustainable with the right practices”, the most commonly selected option for overall respondents
(Table 10).

Republicans were significantly more likely than Democrats to select “Climate change is
not a priority for me” (OR =4.22, p <0.0001) and “The climate impact of meat is overstated”
(OR =4.08, p <0.0001) rather than the reference statement “Meat production can be sustainable
with the right practices”. These findings indicate that, among respondents unconcerned about
meat’s climate impact, Republicans were more likely to express broader skepticism toward
climate change or its relevance to meat. Respondents identifying politically as “Other” were less
likely than Democrats to select “Other sectors, like energy, are more important” (OR =0.11, p =
0.0009) relative to the reference category (Table 10).

Adults aged 65 and older were significantly more likely than those aged 18—24 to select
“The climate impact of meat is overstated” and “Other sectors, like energy, are more important”
rather than the reference statement. This suggests that older adults who do not view meat as a
climate concern may be more inclined to attribute climate impacts to other sectors or to
downplay meat’s role (Table 10).

Among respondents unconcerned about meat’s climate impact, males were less likely
than females to select “I’m not sure” (OR = 0.39, p < 0.001) relative to the reference statement.
This suggests that females in this subgroup were more uncertain about their views than males

(Table 10).
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Education showed several significant associations. Compared with respondents without a
high school degree, those with a high school degree, some college, a 4-year college degree, and a
postgraduate degree were all significantly less likely to select “Climate change is not a priority
for me” relative to the reference statement. Additionally, respondents with some college or a
4-year degree were less likely to select “I’m not sure” relative to the reference category. These
findings suggest that higher educational attainment may be associated with lower likelihood of
dismissing climate change as a priority, even among respondents who do not believe meat
contributes substantially to climate change. Urbanicity was not significantly associated with
response patterns in this subgroup (Table 10).

Table 10: Multinomial Regression: Concerns of respondents who indicated that meat does not
impact climate change

Multinomial Logistic Regression for Meat Concern Impact (No): OR of Selecting Each Statement vs. 'Meat Production Can Be Sustainable with the Right Practices'

The climate impact of meat is overstated ~ Other sectors, like energy, are more important  Climate change is not a priority for me I'm not sure

Characteristic OR 95% ClI p-value OR 95% CI p-value OR 95% CI p-value OR 95%Cl p-value
Party

Democrat - - - - - - - -

Republican 4.08 2.48,6.73 <0.001 1.01 0.63,1.62 >0.9 4.22 2.08,8.58 <0.001 0.96 0.50, 1.85 0.9

Independent 1.47 0.75, 2.87 0.3 0.88 0.50,1.63 0.6 175 0.85, 3.61 013 0.80 0.43,1.49 0.5

Other 0.36 0.08, 1.59 0.2 0n 0.02,0.57 0.009 174 0.38, 8.05 0.5 0.31 0.08,1.22 0.094

Not sure 1.05 0.23,4.87 >0.9 0.46 0.12,1.80 0.3 017 0.02,1.39 0.10 0.45 0.13,1.55 0.2
Agegroup

18-24 - - - - - - - -

25-34 8.36 0.91,76.6 0.060 3.69 094,145 0.061 1.34 0.33,5.46 07 2.05 0.49, 860 0.3

35-44 7.08 0.83,60.6 0.074 379 1.05,13.7 0.042 0.58 0.1, 2.95 0.5 354 086,145 0.079

45-54 391 0.46, 335 0.2 312 0.84, 11.6 0.089 0.78 0.19, 3.24 07 274 071,106 014

55-64 5.96 0.72,49.2 0.10 317 0.89, 11.3 0.074 155 0.38, 6.27 0.5 293 069 123 014

65-74 101 1.21,84.5 0.033 5.05 1.42,18.0 0.012 243 0.62, 9.56 0.2 271 0.70,10.5 0.15

75+ 12.0 1.40, 102 0.023 5.26 1.47,18.8 0.01 3.40 0.85,13.5 0.083 4.03 094,172 0.061
Gender

Female - - - - - - - -

Male 112 0.71,1.78 0.6 1.28 0.84,1.93 0.2 0.87 0.48,1.58 07 0.39 0.23,0.64 <0.001
Education

No high school degree — — — — — — — —

High school degree 3.01 0.82,11.0 0.10 141 0.44,4.47 0.6 0.21 0.04, 0.99 0.049 072 0.24,217 0.6

Some college, but no degree 2.16 0.52, 9.05 0.3 0.67 0.20, 2.24 0.5 013 0.03,0.59 0.008 0.29 0.09,095 0.041

2-year college degree 2.40 0.44,13.2 0.3 1.01 0.25,3.98 >0.9 0.23 0.04,1.46 0.12 0.43 0.10, 1.82 0.3

4-year college degree 184 0.48,7.00 0.4 071 0.22,2.27 0.6 0.14 0.03, 0.65 0.013 013 0.04,0.43 <0.001

Postgraduate degree 2.59 0.66, 10.1 0.2 0.42 012, 1.49 0.2 0.10 0.02, 0.50 0.005 0.29 0.08,110 0.068
Urbanicity

Urban - - - - - - - -

Rural 1.69 0.88,3.23 0.1 157 0.85, 2.89 0.2 179 072, 4.45 0.2 056 0.28, 111 0.10

Suburban 0.85 0.50, 1.46 0.6 1.46 0.83,2.57 0.2 191 0.75, 4.88 0.2 071 0.38,1.30 0.3

Abbreviations: CI = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio
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3. 4. 3. Solution Questions:

3. 4. 3. 1. Government Solution Question: Compared with Democrats, Republicans (OR =
2.69, p <0.001), Independents (OR = 2.05, p <0.001), and those unsure about their political
affiliation (OR =4.31, p = 0.004) were more likely to say that they would oppose a government
recommendation to eat less meat for climate change (Table 11). Age was also associated —
compared with respondents aged 18-24, adults aged 65-74 (OR =2.77, p = 0.008) and older
than 75 (OR = 2.39, p = 0.024) were significantly more likely to oppose the recommendation
(Table 11). Respondents living in suburban areas were more likely than those living in urban
areas to oppose the recommendation (OR = 1.61, p = 0.006). No statistically significant
differences were observed for gender or education (Table 11).

Table 11: Logistic Regression for Preferred Policy Solutions: Opposing a Government
Eat-Less-Meat Recommendation

Logistic Regression for Government Solution Question - Odds of Opposing a Government Eat-Less-Meat Recommendation

crude adjusted1 adjusted2 adjusted3 adjusted4

Characteristic OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%CIl p-value
Party

Democrat - - - - - - - - - -

Republican 2.83 2.04,394 <0.001 270 1.94,376 <0.001 272 196,377 <0.001 275 199,378 <0.001 2.69 1.96,3.69 <0.001

Independent 2.02 142,288 <0.001 211 146,306 <0.001 213 147310 <0.001 215 149,312 <0.001 2.05 143,294 <0.001

Other 171 061,477 0.3 210 0.74,5.93 0.2 2.05 0.75,5.60 0.2 2.04 0.73,5.73 0.2 1.84 0.67,5.03 0.2

Not sure 391 155,983 0.004 501 197128 <0.001 477 188,121 0.001 447 167,19 0003 431 161,15 0.004
Agegroup

18-24 — - — - - — - —

25-34 079 0.33,191 06 078 033,186 06 079 0.36,177 06 080 0.37,174 0.6

35-44 093 039,220 0.9 093 040,215 09 103 046,230 >09 107 050,229 09

45-54 1.07 0.45,255 0.9 1.07 0.46,2.48 09 122 055,270 06 120 056,257 06

55-64 1.87 079, 4.46 0.2 1.85 0.79,4.33 0.2 215 0.98,4.73 0.057 210 0.99 4.44 0.053

65-74 255 1.08,6.04 0033 252 109585 0031 296 134,651 0.007 277 131,589 0.008

75+ 2.03 0.86,482 011 199 085,462 011 247 112,545 0026 239 112,509 0.024
Gender

Female - - - — - —

Male 0.85 0.62,1.15 03 0.84 062113 02 086 064,115 0.3
Education

No high school degree — — — —

High school degree 1.41 059, 3.35 0.4 1.37 0.60, 3.14 0.5

Some college, but no degree 111 0.48, 2.57 0.8 1.07 0.48,2.41 0.9

2-year college degree 1.03 0.39,274 >09 101 039,259 >09
4-year college degree 1.03 0.45,235 >09 098 044,217 >09
Postgraduate degree 0.61 0.27,1.42 0.3 059 0.26,1.32 0.2

Urbanicity

Urban — —

Rural 137 091,206 013
Suburban 161 115,2.256 0.006

Abbreviations: Cl = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio
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3. 4. 3. 2. Concerns about Solution Question: Across the eight concern statements, political
party identification was the most consistent predictor, while age, gender, education, and
urbanicity showed selective and statement-specific associations.

3. 4. 3. 2. 1. “It threatens job security for people who work in the meat industry”: Neither
political party nor any sociodemographic characteristic was significantly associated with a higher
or lower odds of selecting this concern (Table 12).

Table 12: Logistic Regression for Top Concerns about Meat Reduction Strategies: Choosing “It
threatens job security for people who work in the meat industry”

Logistic Regression for Solution Concern: “It threatens job security for people who work in the meat industry” — Odds of Choosing Statement as a Top-Two

Concern
crude adjusted1 adjusted2 adjusted3 adjusted4

Characteristic OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%CIl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value
Party

Democrat — — — — - — — - — -

Republican 1.07 0.70,1.65 0.8 111 0.70,1.75 0.7 111 071,175 0.6 111 072,172 0.6 113 0.72,1.76 0.6

Independent 0.70 0.45,110 042 072 046,113 015 0.72 0.46,113 0.2 0.69 0.43, 110 012 072 0.46,114 0.2

Other 1.07 034,337 >09 102 031,336 >09 101 031,330 >09 096 029,322 >09 104 0.33330 >09

Not sure 100 0.39,262 >09 0.93 0.35,2.47 0.9 0.92 0.35,2.45 0.9 0.86 0.31,2.38 0.8 0.87 0.31,2.47 0.8
Agegroup

18-24 - — - — — — — -

25-34 0.80 0.26,2.47 0.7 0.80 0.26, 2.46 0.7 0.88 0.32,2.41 0.8 0.85 0.32,2.26 0.7

35-44 1.04 036,297 >09 104 036,296 >09 114 044,291 08 108 043,269 09

45-54 0.86 0.29,255 0.8 0.86 0.29,253 08 094 036,246 09 092 037231 09

55-64 0.58 0.19,1.76 0.3 0.58 0.19,1.74 0.3 0.63 0.24,1.69 0.4 0.63 0.25,1.61 0.3

65-74 0.78 0.26, 2.37 0.7 0.78 0.26,2.34 0.7 0.87 0.33,2.31 0.8 091 0.37,2.24 0.8

75+ 0.88 0.29, 2.68 0.8 0.87 0.29, 2.62 0.8 097 037,257 >09 099 0.39 247 >09
Gender

Female - - - - - -

Male 098 069,139 09 100 068146 >09 098 068 141 >09
Education

No high school degree — - — -

High school degree 0.72 0.26, 2.02 0.5 0.74 0.28,1.98 0.5

Some college, but no degree 0.77 0.28,2.1 0.6 0.81 0.30,2.14 0.7

2-year college degree 0.56 0.17,1.89 04 057 017,187 0.4

4-year college degree 0.65 0.23,1.78 04 0.69 0.26,1.82 0.5

Postgraduate degree 0.81 0.28,2.33 0.7 0.85 0.31,2.37 0.8
Urbanicity

Urban - -

Rural 0.89 0.55,1.42 0.6

Suburban 0.67 0.43,1.04 0.071

Abbreviations: Cl = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio
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3.4. 3. 2. 2. “It undermines people’s ability to make their own food choices”: Compared with
Democrats, Republicans (OR = 1.58, p = 0.002) and respondents who are unsure of their political
affiliation (OR =3.13, p = 0.011) were more likely to select this concern. No significant
differences were observed by age, gender, education, or urbanicity (Table 13).

Table 13: Logistic Regression for Top Concerns about Meat Reduction Strategies: Choosing “It
undermines people’s ability to make their own food choices”

Logistic Regression for Solution Concern: “It undermines people’s ability to make their own food choices” — Odds of Choosing Statement as a Top-Two

Concern
crude adjusted1 adjusted2 adjusted3 adjusted4

Characteristic OR 95%CIl p-value OR 95%CIl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value
Party

Democrat - - - - - - - - - -

Republican 161 121,214 0.001 158 119,210 0.002 158 119,210 0002 158 119,211 0.002 158 118,210 0.002

Independent 121 0.82,1.79 0.3 1.23 0.83,1.80 0.3 1.23 0.83,1.82 0.3 1.21 0.82,1.79 0.3 1.20 0.81,1.78 0.4

Other 1.66 0.46, 5.92 0.4 174 0.50, 6.01 0.4 1.72 0.50, 5.89 0.4 1.63 0.48,5.53 0.4 160 0.47,5.39 0.4

Not sure 3.27 134,796 0.009 346 143,837 0.006 3.38 141,810 0006 315 131,759 0.011 313 131,748 0.01
Agegroup

18-24 — — — — — — — —

25-34 0.83 0.33,2.09 0.7 0.82 0.32, 2.09 0.7 0.86 0.34,213 0.7 0.86 0.35,2.12 0.7

35-44 0.94 0.39, 2.27 0.9 0.94 0.39, 2.28 0.9 1.03 043,247 >09 104 044,245 >09

45-54 112 0.46, 2.73 0.8 112 0.46,2.74 0.8 1.24 0.52,2.98 0.6 1.24 0.52,2.96 0.6

55-64 1.00 042,238 >09 099 041,238 >09 111 047264 08 111 047,262 08

65-74 114 049,269 08 113 048,269 08 130 056,301 05 129 056,299 0.6

75+ 139 059,329 05 138 058328 05 162 069,379 03 161 069377 03
Gender

Female - - - - - -

Male 092 069,124 06 092 070,123 06 093 070,124 06
Education

No high school degree — — — —

High school degree 1.03 045,235 >09 102 045,234 >09

Some college, but no degree 1.05 0.46,2.40 >09 104 046,239 >0.9

2-year college degree 074 0.28,195 05 0.74 0.28,1.94 05

4-year college degree 0.84 0.38,1.85 0.7 0.83 0.38,1.84 0.7

Postgraduate degree 0.60 0.27,1.36 0.2 0.60 0.27,1.35 0.2
Urbanicity

Urban - -

Rural 1.05 0.72,1.54 0.8

Suburban 1.09 0.75,1.57 0.6

Abbreviations: Cl = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio
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3. 4. 3. 2. 3. “It feels like government overreach”: Compared with Democrats, Republicans

(OR =1.56, p = 0.006) and respondents who identify politically as “Other” were more likely to

select this as a concern. No significant differences were observed by age, gender, education, or

urbanicity (Table 14).

Table 14: Logistic Regression for Top Concerns about Meat Reduction Strategies: Choosing “It

feels like government overreach”

Logistic Regression for Solution Concern: “It feels like government overreach” — Odds of Choosing Statement as a Top-Two Concern
adjusted3

crude adjusted1
Characteristic OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%ClI
Party
Democrat — — — —
Republican 1.68 1.22,2.30 0.001 161 117, 2.21
Independent 097 063,150 0.9 097 0.62, 150
Other 3.88 1.27,11.9 0.017 4.07 142,17
Not sure 2.03 066,620 0.2 236 0.81,6.86
Agegroup
18-24 — —
25-34 097 0.41,2.27
35-44 0.67 0.28,1.58
45-54 0.67 0.29,1.52
55-64 115 0.52,2.53
65-74 1.33 0.62,2.88
75+ 1.33 0.62,2.86
Gender
Female
Male
Education

No high school degree

High school degree

Some college, but no degree

2-year college degree

4-year college degree

Postgraduate degree
Urbanicity

Urban

Rural

Suburban

Abbreviations: Cl = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio

0.004
0.9
0.009
0.12

>0.9
0.4
0.3
0.7
0.5
0.5

1.60
0.96
4m

2.4

0.97
0.67
0.67
115
1.34
1.34

1.07

adjusted2
p-value OR 95%Cl

116, 2.21
0.62, 1.50
144,18

0.83,6.98

0.41,2.27
0.28,1.58
0.29, 153
0.52, 2.55
0.62, 2.91

0.62, 2.90

0.78,1.46

p-value OR
0.004 1.60
09 100
0.008 4.39
011 248
>09 09
04 0.63
03 064
07 108
05 122
05 126
07 106
1.71

1.42
2.40

1.46

1.35

95% Cl

117,219
0.65, .54
1.46, 13.1

0.86,7.18

0.38,2.13
0.26,1.55
0.28,1.47
0.49, 2.39
0.56, 2.66

0.58, 2.756

0.78,1.43

0.65, 4.50
0.53,3.78
0.82,7.01
0.57,3.75
0.52, 3.50

0.003
>0.9
0.008

0.094

0.8
0.3
0.3
0.8
0.6
0.6

0.7

0.3
0.5
0.1
0.4
0.5

166
0.96
4.06

2.40

0.92
0.65
0.64
1.05
116
122

1.08

1.68
1.38
2.38
1.41

1.31

1.28

1.47

adjusted4
p-value OR 95%ClI

114, 215
0.62, 1.49
141,117

0.84, 6.85

0.40, 2.1
0.27,1.57
0.28,1.43
0.48,2.29
0.54, 2.51

0.56, 2.64

0.80, 1.47

0.64, 4.39
0.52, 3.66
0.82, 6.86
0.55, 3.62
0.50, 3.40

0.82,1.99

0.99, 2.18

p-value

0.006
0.9
0.009
0.10

0.8
0.3
0.3
0.9
0.7
0.6

0.6

0.3
0.5
0.1
0.5
0.6

0.3
0.056
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3. 4. 3. 2. 4. “It politicizes personal food decisions”: Republicans were more likely than
Democrats to select this concern (OR = 1.54, p = 0.004). Education also showed a consistent
pattern: compared with respondents without a high school degree, those with a high school
degree (OR =2.85, p=0.019), some college (OR =3.52, p = 0.004), a 4-year college degree
(OR =3.27,p=0.007), or a postgraduate degree (OR = 3.14, p = 0.012) were all significantly
more likely to select this concern. This suggests that higher educational attainment may be
associated with greater sensitivity to the politicization of personal food choices. No significant
differences were observed by age, gender, or urbanicity (Table 15).

Table 15: Logistic Regression for Top Concerns about Meat Reduction Strategies: Choosing “It
politicizes personal food decisions”

Logistic Regression for Solution Concern: “It politicizes personal food decisions” — Odds of Choosing Statement as a Top-Two Concern
adjusted1 adjusted2 adjusted3 adjusted4
OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%CI p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value

crude

Characteristic

Party
Democrat - - - - - - - — - -
Republican 156 116,210 0.003 152 114,202 0.004 151 113,201 0005 155 117,2.07 0.003 154 115207 0.004
Independent 1.47 097,223 0.068 148 099,223 0058 146 097220 0.071 150 099, 227 0.054 149 099, 2.26 0.058
Other 0.77 0.25,2.40 0.7 0.88 0.29,2.71 0.8 0.91 0.30,2.72 09 094 030,295 >09 093 030,286 09
Not sure 1.02 0.34,3.02 >09 111 038,324 08 121 0.42,351 0.7 1.36 0.47,3.98 0.6 1.34 0.46,3.91 0.6
Agegroup
18-24 — — — — — — — —
25-34 147 051,428 05 148 052,424 05 113 040,318 08 112 040,313 08
35-44 1.65 0.55,4.38 0.4 166 0.57,4.31 0.4 119 0.44,3.19 0.7 118 0.44,3.12 0.7
45-54 149 052,424 05 150 0.54,4.19 0.4 111 0.41,3.04 0.8 110 0.41,2.98 0.9
55-64 1.63 0.58, 4.61 0.4 166 060,458 0.3 1.26 0.47,3.37 0.6 1.24 0.47,3.32 0.7
65-74 195 0.71,5.37 0.2 200 0.75,5.37 0.2 1.49 0.57,3.90 0.4 147 056,387 04
75+ 1.63 059, 4.51 0.3 169 062,455 03 123 046,325 0.7 121 0.46,3.21 0.7
Gender
Female - - - - - -
Male 130 095,177 010 121 0.89 163 0.2 1.22 0.90, 1.65 0.2
Education
No high school degree - - - -
High school degree 286 1.18,6.89 0.020 2.85 119,6.84 0.019
Some college, but no degree 352 147,842 0.005 3.52 148,839 0.004
2-year college degree 2.37 0.80,6.97 012 2.36 0.80,6.95 0.12
4-year college degree 3.26 137,778 0.008 3.27 138,777 0.007
Postgraduate degree 313 127,769 0.013 3.14 1.28,7.69 0.012
Urbanicity
Urban - -
Rural 1.08 0.69,1.70 0.7
Suburban 1.01 0.70,1.46 >09

Abbreviations: Cl = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio
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3. 4. 3. 2. 5. “It oversimplifies the complexity of climate change”: Republicans were
significantly less likely than Democrats to select this concern (OR =0.51, p <0.001). No other
demographic characteristics were significantly associated with selecting this concern (Table 16).

Table 16: Logistic Regression Top Concerns about Meat Reduction Strategies: Choosing “It
oversimplifies the complexity of climate change”

Logistic Regression for Solution Concern: "It oversimplifies the complexity of climate change” — Odds of Choosing Statement as a Top-Two Concern

crude adjusted1 adjusted2 adjusted3 adjusted4

Characteristic OR 95%CIl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%CIl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value
Party

Democrat - - — - - - — - - —

Republican 0.54 0.37,0.77 <0.001 0.53 0.37,0.76 <0.001 0.53 0.37,0.76 <0.001 0.52 0.35,0.75 <0.001 0.51 0.35,0.75 <0.001

Independent 1.31 0.80,216 0.3 1.33 0.82,215 0.3 1.31 0.80, 217 0.3 1.31 0.83,2.08 0.2 1.27 0.82,1.97 0.3

Other 0.76 030,195 0.6 072 0.24,213 06 075 0.26,217 06 079 024,257 07 075 022,259 06

Not sure 0.34 0.11,1.08 0.068 0.35 0.10,1.20 0.095 0.38 0.11,1.30 012 0.45 0.14,1.47 0.2 0.45 0.13,1.52 0.2
Agegroup

18-24 - - - - - - - -

25-34 0.63 019,208 04 063 018,216 05 064 024,170 04 067 025175 04

35-44 0.63 0.20,1.98 04 063 0.19, 2.04 04 052 0.20,135 0.2 0.55 0.22,1.41 0.2

45-54 0.53 0.16, 1.71 0.3 0.53 0.16, 1.77 0.3 0.42 0.6,110 0.078 0.43 0.16,113 0.087

55-64 0.80 0.25,257 07 081 024,272 07 065 025169 04 067 026,172 04

65-74 0.85 0.27,2.67 08 0.86 0.26,2.85 0.8 0.70 0.27,1.77 04 0.69 0.27,1.78 0.4

75+ 0.88 0.28,2.78 0.8 0.91 0.27,3.03 0.9 0.66 0.26, 1.69 04 067 0.26,171 0.4
Gender

Female - - — - — —

Male 1.27 0.84,1.94 0.3 1.30 0.89, 1.89 0.2 131 091,188 0.5
Education

No high school degree — — — —

High school degree 0.44 015,128 013 043 015,126 0.2

Some college, but no degree 0.64 0.25,1.68 0.4 0.62 0.24,1.62 0.3

2-year college degree 0.65 0.22,1.92 04 0.64 0.22,1.86 0.4

4-year college degree 1.05 0.42,263 >09 100 0.40,253 >09

Postgraduate degree 161 0.64,404 03 154 061,389 04
Urbanicity

Urban - —

Rural 1.01 063,161 >09

Suburban 1.45 0.94,2.24 0.089

Abbreviations: Cl = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio
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3. 4. 3. 2. 6. “It could lead to nutrient deficiencies”: Age was the only significant predictor for

this concern. All age groups 45 and older were less likely than those aged 1824 to select this

concern. No significant differences were observed by other demographics (Table 17).

Table 17: Logistic Regression for Top Concerns about Meat Reduction Strategies: Choosing “It

could lead to nutrient deficiencies”

Logistic Regression for Solution Concern: “It could lead to nutrient deficiencies” — Odds of Choosing Statement as a Top-Two Concern

Characteristic
Party
Democrat
Republican
Independent
Other
Not sure
Agegroup
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+
Gender
Female
Male
Education
No high school degree
High school degree
Some college, but no degree
2-year college degree
4-year college degree
Postgraduate degree
Urbanicity
Urban
Rural

Suburban

crude

OR 95%ClI

125 0.88,1.77
122 0.71,2.09
142 0.40,5.01
149 058, 3.83

p-value OR
0.2 140
05 123
06 101
04 116
0.44

0.47

0.36

0.28

0.24

0.24

Abbreviations: Cl = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio

adjusted1
95% ClI

0.97,2.01
0.75, 2.01
0.28, 3.61
0.39, 3.48

0.17,1.15
0.18, 119
0.14, 0.92
0.11,0.71
0.09, 0.62

0.09, 0.61

p-value OR

0.072
0.4
>0.9
0.8

0.094
0N
0.032
0.008
0.003

0.003

1.40
1.23
0.98
1

0.44
0.46
0.35
0.27
0.24

0.23

0.87

adjusted2
95% Cl p-value OR
0.97,202 0.068 141
075,202 04 126
0.27,350 >09 109
0.37,3.31 0.9 1.08
0.17,113 0.088 0.39
018,117 010 0.42
0.14,0.90 0.029 0.32
0.11,0.70  0.007 0.24
0.09,0.61 0.003 0.21
0.09, 0.60 0.002 0.20
0.60, 1.26 05 084
1.81
1.25
1.39
1.65
1.97

adjusted3

95% Cl p-value OR
1.00,1.99 0.052 141
078,206 03 125
033,363 09 107
0.33,354 >09 107
0.16,0.94 0.036 0.39
0.17,1.01 0.052 0.42
0.13,0.77 0.011 0.32
0.10,0.58 0.002 0.24
0.09,0.50 <0.001 0.21
0.08,0.49 <0.001 0.20
058,120 03 084
055,599 03 180
040,389 07 124
0.38,56.01 06 139
054,509 04 164
063,615 02 195
1.03

1.10

adjusted4

95% Cl p-value
0.99,2.01 0.059
078,200 04
0.32,359 >0.9
0.32,357 >09
0.17,0.94 0.035
0.18,1.00  0.050
0.13,0.77 0.010
0.10, 0.58  0.001
0.08,0.50 <0.001
0.08, 0.49 <0.001
058,120 0.3
055,594 03
0.40,387 0.7
0.39,498 06
0.53,5.06 04
062,612 0.3
0.65,1.63 >09
072,169 0.7
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3.4.3.2.7. “It’s too focused on individual behavior instead of systemic change”:
Republicans were less likely than Democrats to select this concern (OR = 0.47, p <0.001).
Respondents with a 2-year college degree (OR = 3.77, p-value = 0.046), 4-year college degree
(OR =3.97, p-value = 0.013), or postgraduate degree (OR = 4.60, p-value = 0.007) were more
likely than those without a high school degree to select it. These findings suggest that Democrats
and individuals with higher education levels are more likely to view eat-less-meat efforts as
overly focused on individual behavior rather than systemic change. No significant differences
were observed by age, gender, or urbanicity (Table 18).

Table 18: Logistic Regression for Top Concerns about Meat Reduction Strategies: Choosing
“It’s too focused on individual behavior instead of systemic change”

Logistic Regression for Solution Concern: “It's too focused on individual behavior instead of systemic change” — Odds of Choosing Statement as a Top-Two

Concern
crude adjusted1 adjusted2 adjusted3 adjusted4

Characteristic OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value
Party

Democrat - - - - - - - - - -

Republican 0.46 0.32,0.66 <0.001 0.47 0.32,0.68 <0.001 0.47 0.32,0.68 <0.001 0.46 0.32,0.67 <0.001 0.47 0.32,0.68 <0.001

Independent 1.05 0.72,1.53 0.8 1.05 0.73,1.52 0.8 1.05 0.72,1.51 0.8 114 079, 1.64 0.5 114 079, 1.65 0.5

Other 1.04 036,300 >09 107 0.39,294 09 1.08 0.39,296 0.9 129 0.47, 355 0.6 1.31 0.47,3.60 0.6

Not sure 0.42 0.15,1.17 010 0.39 0.14,1.07 0.068 0.40 0.4,111 0.080 0.54 0.18,1.60 0.3 0.54 0.18,1.64 0.3
Agegroup

18-24 - - - - - - - -

25-34 199 0.75,5.25 0.2 199 0.76,5.21 0.2 143 054,380 05 143 054,380 05

35-44 1.86 0.72,4.80 0.2 1.86 0.73,4.75 0.2 119 0.46, 3.07 0.7 1.20 0.46, 3.08 0.7

45-54 1.39 0.53,3.65 0.5 139 0.54,3.62 0.5 0.85 0.33,2.18 0.7 0.86 0.34,2.19 0.8

55-64 111 043,291 0.8 112 043,290 08 066 0.25 173 04 067 0.26,174 0.4

65-74 118 0.45, 3.09 0.7 119 0.46, 3.08 0.7 0.68 0.25,1.82 0.4 0.69 0.26,1.84 0.5

75+ 1.07 0.41,2.79 0.9 1.08 0.41,2.79 09 057 0.21,1.54 0.3 058 0.22,1.55 0.3
Gender

Female - - - - - -

Male 1.09 078,151 0.6 1.01 073,140 >09 101 073,139 >09
Education

No high school degree — — — —

High school degree 1.95 0.65, 5.86 0.2 1.96 0.65, 5.87 0.2
Some college, but no degree 252 083,765 010 252 0.83,764 0.0
2-year college degree 377 102,139 0.046 3.77 102,139 0.046
4-year college degree 3.98 1.34,11.8 0.013 397 134,18 0.013
Postgraduate degree 461 151,140 0.007 460 151,140 0.007
Urbanicity

Urban - -

Rural 0.94 0.58,1.54 0.8
Suburban 0.98 0.67,1.42 >09

Abbreviations: Cl = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio
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3.4.3.2.8. “I don’t have any of these concerns”: Democrats were most likely to express no
concerns, as respondents identifying as Republicans (OR = 0.68, p = 0.025), Independents (OR =
0.63, p-value = 0.024), Other (OR = 0.20, p <0.001), and Not sure (OR =0.26, p = 0.003) were
less likely to report having no concerns as compared to Democrats. Age showed a consistent
pattern: respondents in all age groups above 25 were significantly more likely than those aged
18-24 to report having no concerns, indicating that older adults were more likely to express no
concerns. Education also played a role, as respondents with a 2-year degree, 4-year degree, or
postgraduate degree were less likely than those without a high school degree to report having no
concerns. No significant differences were observed by gender or urbanicity (Table 19).

Table 19: Logistic Regression for Top Concerns about Meat Reduction Strategies: Choosing “I
don’t have any of these concerns”

Logistic Regression for Solution Concern: “l don’t have any of these concerns” — Odds of Choosing Statement

crude adjusted1 adjusted2 adjusted3 adjusted4

Characteristic OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%CIl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value OR 95%Cl p-value
Party

Democrat - - - - - - - - - -

Republican 0.73 0.52,1.04 0.081 0.70 0.50,0.99 0.044 071 051,100 0.050 0.69 0.50,0.97 0.031 0.68 0.48,0.95 0.025

Independent 0.67 0.43,1.04 0.073 066 043,102 0.059 0.67 0.44,1.04 0072 0.64 042,097 0.034 063 042094 0.024

Other 0.20 0.08,0.49 <0.001 0.25 0.11,0.59 0.002 0.25 0.11,0.59 0.002 0.21 0.09,0.52 <0.001 0.20 0.08,0.50 <0.001

Not sure 0.34 0.15,076 0.008 0.38 017,083 0.016 0.35 0.16,0.79 0.011 0.27 0.11,0.64 0.003 0.26 0.11,0.63 0.003
Agegroup

18-24 — — — — — — — —

25-34 3.33 1.03,10.7 0.044 325 101,105 0049 438 128149 0.018 4.26 126,144 0.020

35-44 367 113,119 0031 360 111,117 0.034 511 143,182 0.012 493 140,173 0.013

45-54 464 147,147 0.009 453 142,144 0.011 652 190,223 0.003 6.29 185 21.3 0.003

55-64 491 154,157 0.007 477 148,153 0.009 709 203,247 0.002 6.84 198 236 0.002

65-74 313 101,972 0.049 3.03 097,946 0.057 4.68 138158 0.013 453 136,152 0.014

75+ 396 126,125 0.019 379 119,120 0.024 6.25 182,215 0.004 6.06 178 206 0.004
Gender

Female - - - - - -

Male 0.79 0.57,1.10 0.2 0.84 060,116 03 085 061,119 0.3
Education

No high school degree — — — —

High school degree 055 0.25,1.21 014 055 025121 014
Some college, but no degree 0.55 0.24,1.29 0.2 0.57 0.24,1.32 0.2
2-year college degree 0.37 0.15,0.95 0.039 0.38 0.15,0.96 0.042
4-year college degree 0.38 0.17,0.87 0.022 0.39 0.177,0.89 0.026
Postgraduate degree 0.24 0.10,0.58 0.002 0.25 0.10,0.60 0.002
Urbanicity

Urban - -

Rural 119 0.74,1.90 0.5
Suburban 097 067,139 09

Abbreviations: CI = Confidence Interval, OR = Odds Ratio
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3. 5: Research Question 3: To what extent do Democrats and Republicans mis-perceive the
values-based views of those with opposing political affiliations as it relates to meat and climate
issues?

To assess perception gaps, we compared Republicans’ estimates of Democrat agreement
with each values-based statement to Democrats’ actual levels of agreement, and vice versa (i.e.,
Democrats’ estimates of Republican agreement with each values-based statement compared to
Republicans’ actual agreement). Significant perception gaps were observed for the same
statements that had highest level of agreement for overall respondents and across parties — (p <
0.05) for three statements “I shouldn’t have to give up meat for the benefit of other people,”
“criticizing meat over other personal choices is a double standard,” and “we shouldn’t blindly
follow experts who say eating less meat helps the planet” (Table 20 and Table 21). For each of
these statements, both Democrats and Republicans underestimated the proportion of the
opposing party that agreed (Figure 12 and Figure 13). In other words, members of both political
groups believed the opposing party was less likely than it actually was to endorse statements
framing meat consumption as a personal choice and expressing resistance to reduce intake for
climate reasons. These findings indicate substantial bipartisan misperceptions regarding shared
values related to meat consumption and climate change.

In contrast, perception gaps for the statements “eating less meat feels like turning your
back on communities that depend on ranching” and “avoiding meat is unnatural” were not
statistically significant (p > 0.05) (Table 20 and Table 21), suggesting more accurate

cross-partisan perceptions for these values-based views.

48



Perception Gap @ Republicans’ actual views @ Democrats' estimates

| shouldn’t have to give up meat.

Criticizing meat eating over other personal
choices is a double standard.

Eating less meat feels like turning your back
on communities that depend on ranching.

We shouldn’t blindly follow experts who
say eating less meat helps the planet.

Avoiding meat is unnatural.

10

20 30

64%

70%

Gap: -19%

80%

4

Gap: -16%

62%  64%

Gap: +2%

67% 81%

65%

® e
Gap: -14%

72%

[ S
Gap: -7%

40 50 60
% Who Agree

Figure 12: Republicans’ Actual Agreement vs. Democrats’ Estimates

70 80

89%

920

Table 20: Republicans’ Actual Agreement vs. Democrats’ Estimates, Statistical Analysis

100

Weighted Perception Gap: Republicans’ Actual Agreement vs Democrats’ Estimates

Statement
| shouldn’t have to give up meat.

Criticizing meat eating over other personal
choices is a double standard.

Eating less meat feels like turning your back on
communities that depend on ranching.

We shouldn't blindly follow experts who say eating
less meat helps the planet.

Avoiding meat is unnatural.

Actual % of Republicans
Agreeing (Weighted)

89%

80%

62%

81%

72%

Mean Democrat Estimate
(%) (Weighted)

70%

64%

64%

67%

65%

t-test (Welch,
Weighted)

t(1745.9) = 8.09

1(1389.8) = 4.96

t(1404.2) = -0.38

t(1588.9) = 6.01

t(1428.2) = 2.30

Bonferroni-
adjusted p

<.001

<.001

1.000

<.001

=0.107
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Perception Gap @ Democrats' actual views @ Republicans' estimates

48% 67%
I shouldn’t have to give up meat Gap -19%
48% 67%
Criticizing meat eating over other personal
choices is a double standard. Gap: -19%
Eating less meat feels like turning your back 4% _ 46%
on communities that depend on ranching. L
Gap: -2%
We shouldn’t blindly follow experts who 47% 60%
say eating less meat helps the planet. L e
Gap: -13%
46%  48%
Avoiding meat is unnatural.
Gap: -2%
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% Who Agree
Figure 13: Democrats’ Actual Agreement vs. Republicans’ Estimates
Table 21: Democrats’ Actual Agreement vs. Republicans’ Estimates, Statistical Analysis
Weighted Perception Gap: Democrats’ Actual Agreement vs Republicans' Estimates
Actual % of Democrats  Mean GOP Estimate t-test (Welch, Bonferroni-
Statement Agreeing (Weighted) (%) (Weighted) Weighted) adjusted p

| shouldn’t have to give up meat.

Criticizing meat eating over other personal
choices is a double standard.

Eating less meat feels like turning your back
on communities that depend on ranching.

We shouldn’t blindly follow experts who say
eating less meat helps the planet.

Avoiding meat is unnatural.

67% 48%
67% 48%
46% 44%
60% 47%
48% 46%

t(1407.0) = 6.44 < .001

t(1371.6) =652 < .001

t(1456.2) = 0.38 =1.000

t(1511.1) =513 <.001

t(1418.4) = 0.95 =1.000
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4. Discussion:

4. 1. Values:
4. 1. 1. Values-Based Questions:

The findings for the values-based questions demonstrate a clear and consistent pattern:
Americans predominantly interpret meat consumption as a matter of personal autonomy rather
than a behavior determined by its social or environmental implications. The high level of
agreement (69%) with the authority/subversion statement may also reflect the broader trends of
declining trust in science/experts —a 2023 Pew Research Center Poll indicated that 27% of
Americans say they have not too much or no confidence in scientists to act in the public’s best
interests, a sharp increase from 12% in April 2020.” The high level of agreement with this
statement likely reflects both a hesitation to trust experts, as well as a disbelief of the impact that
meat has on climate change.

The finding that meat eating is perceived as a personal dietary choice, instead of a
decision made based on its social or environmental consequences, aligns with previous findings
that personal needs, including taste, cost, convenience and health, are the primary determinants
of food choices.**** The International Food Information Council (IFIC) 2025 survey found that
only 25% of American consumers reported environmental sustainability as an impactful
determinant of food and beverage purchase decisions, a drop from 31% in 2024.>* The Yale
Program on Climate Change Communication found that 65% of Americans say they "rarely" or
"never" look for information about the environmental impact of different products and/or foods.?’
Similarly, studies looking specifically at what motivates individuals who aim to reduce their
meat consumption find cost and health to be primary motivators, while environment and animal

welfare are often reported as the least important considerations.
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4. 1. 2. Values-Based Questions, Stratified by Political Affiliation:

The statements with the highest overall agreement continue to display high levels of
agreement across political parties. This suggests that autonomy-based justifications for meat
consumption are not confined to a single political group. The cross-partisan protection of meat
aligns with existing literature that suggests that most Americans continue to have a meat-based
diet, irrespective of political party. *

However, our results also indicate some political divergence. Republicans and those
unsure of their political aftiliation were the only political groups displayed higher levels of
agreement, as compared to the other political affiliations, with the value statements that suggest
seeing eating meat as normal and a way to support ranching communities. The higher percentage
of Republicans agreeing with all the statements aligns with previous literature that individuals
with a conservative ideology, as compared to more liberal ones, are more likely to report eating
more meat,’ preferring a meat-heavy diet,** report greater distrust of information from
authorities that propose a link between red meat production and negative environmental impact,*'
and perceive meat as being more socially important and financially beneficial for the country.’!
However, the similar findings for participants who are “Not sure” of their political affiliation is
curious, as they stand out as a group with similarly conservative values as Republicans, but
chose not to classify themselves as Republicans.

4. 1. 3. Regression Models for Values-Based Questions:

Political affiliation was a consistent predictor for all five values-based statements, even
after adjusting for other demographics. Republican respondents (as compared to Democrats)
showed a greater likelihood to agree with all five statements, suggesting a higher likelithood of

agreement with perceiving meat as a personal dietary choice, having skepticism toward expert

52


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?XkkCOJ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?xdDGwC
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?SwAFWn
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?bw636S
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?bBdEHM

authority, as well as valuing the naturalness and social role of meat. Independents and
participants who are unsure of their political affiliation also had higher odds of agreeing with
some values-based statements as compared to Democrats, although the significant findings for
these groups was less consistent. These patterns suggest that political identity, particularly being
a Republican as compared to a Democrat, is the strongest predictor of values-based perceptions
of meat and climate issues.

Other sociodemographic factors also showed associations with the values-based
statements. Gender was not a systematic predictor, but male respondents were significantly less
likely than female respondents to agree that criticizing meat more than other personal choices
constitutes a double standard, yet more likely to view avoiding meat as unnatural. These
opposing directions suggest that gender norms around meat may influence how individuals
interpret fairness and naturalness in the context of meat consumption. More specifically, men
may be more likely to consume meat based on an assumption that doing so is natural, whereas
females may be more open to the idea that meat consumption contributes to climate change as
much as other personal choices.

Age showed limited but notable associations. Older adults, aged 6574, were more likely
than younger adults to agree that they should not have to give up meat for others’ benefit, while
respondents aged 45-54 were less likely to endorse skepticism toward experts. These findings
suggest that agerelated differences may reflect generational variation in perceived social
responsibility associated with meat eating and trust in experts.

Urbanicity was largely unrelated to values-based agreement, with one exception:
suburban residents were much more likely than urban residents to agree that they should not

have to give up meat for others. This isolated effect may reflect suburban—urban differences in
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perceived social responsibility around meat eating, with suburban residents displaying a stronger
prioritization of personal choice towards dietary choices as compared to urban residents.
4. 1. 4. Perception Gaps for Values-Based Questions:

Beyond the ideological and sociodemographic related differences identified in the
previous sections, our results reveal a significant perception gap. While our findings show that
Americans across the political spectrum feel strongly about personal choice, they consistently
underestimate the extent to which the opposing political party holds these same values — both
Democrats and Republicans underestimated how much the other group endorsed the
values-based statements with the highest cross-partisan agreement. This suggests a false
polarization where partisans perceive a chasm that is much wider than the reality.

This aligns with the More in Common “Perception Gap” reports, which found that
Americans routinely underestimate areas of shared agreement.* For example, Democrats tend to
underestimate the percent of Republicans who agree with the statements “Racism still exists in
America”, and Republicans tend of underestimate the percent of Democrats who agree with the
statement “I am proud to be American, though I acknowledge my country’s flaws”.** In this
analysis, both sides seem to view the other side as more willing to give up personal choice for
social outcomes than they actually are. This suggests that affective polarization, or the tendency
to dislike and distrust the out-group (opposing party, in this case), may be fueled by being
unaware of how Americans feel about their autonomy.

Estimates for two values-based statements, one involving views about the naturalness of
meat and the perceived community impact of reducing meat intake, were more accurate. This
suggests that respondents had a clearer sense of how the opposing party actually felt about these

particular beliefs. Perception gaps have been found to be largest for issues that have become
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symbolically linked to political identity, and smaller for issues that are less central to partisan
narratives.* This pattern may help explain why respondents showed relatively accurate
perceptions for the item concerning the naturalness of avoiding meat; Americans appear to have
a reasonably clear sense of the percent of the opposing party hold this belief. However, this
explanation is less convincing for the item related to the community impact of reducing meat
intake, since issues involving ranching communities are often tied to a conservative ideology and
the Republican Party. The unexpectedly small perception gap for this belief therefore suggests
that, despite its political salience, respondents may still have a more accurate understanding of
how widely it is endorsed across party lines. Our present findings add to the body of evidence
that suggests that, while Americans still harbor disagreements about certain issues, they also
have more in common with the opposing political party than they believe.

4. 2. Concerns:

4. 2. 1. Concern Questions:

The results for the survey’s concern questions indicate a disconnect between scientific
consensus about the impact of meat on climate change and public perception: 65% of Americans
do not believe that meat consumption has a substantial impact on climate change. Our findings
align with previous evidence, which suggest that 23% of Americans believe that beef does not
contribute to global warming at all, while only 27% of Americans think that beef contributes to
global warming a lot.”’

Among 65% who do not believe the link, the primary justification seems to be that many
(36%) believe that meat production can be sustainable with the right practices. Even among the
35% who acknowledged a substantial climate impact from meat, many (45%) identified “the way

we produce meat” as the primary concern rather than amount consumed. This suggests that even
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for climate-aware Americans, the focus is on systemic changes to make meat production more
sustainable, over personal dietary changes. Together, these findings indicate that while the
existence of a link between climate and meat might be contested, there is shared consensus,
across both groups who believe and do not believe that meat has a substantial impact on climate
change, on the importance of sustainable meat production practices.

While an overarching interest in sustainable meat production practices is a hopeful
finding for sustainable food systems, it is important to recognize that sustainable meat
alternatives, such as organic and grass-fed meat, often come with higher greenhouse gas
emissions and environmental impacts than conventionally-produced meat.’”>® Evidence suggests
that the most effective way to decrease the greenhouse gas emissions associated with meat is to
decrease the amount of meat consumed.””** Therefore, while a public interest in sustainable
agricultural practices is promising, it does not lead to the decrease in greenhouse gas emissions
that could come from decreasing over-consumption of meat. These findings suggest that stronger
efforts to increase Americans’ understanding about the impact of meat on climate change and
their incentives to decrease meat consumption are needed.

4. 2. 2. Concern Questions, Stratified by Political Affiliation:

Most participants across political affiliations believe that meat does not have a substantial
impact on climate change. Democrats are the only exception, although only slightly more than
half of participants (52%) reported that meat has a substantial impact on climate change. The
finding that 81% of Republicans believe that meat does not have a substantial impact on climate
change aligns with previous findings that conservative ideologies are associated with being more
skeptical about meat being related to climate change.*' The finding that most respondents who

identify politically as Independent, “Not sure” and “Other” believe that meat does not have a
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substantial impact on climate change suggests that this belief is not confined to self-identified
conservatives, but is also prevalent among politically unaffiliated and less ideologically anchored
respondents, placing them closer to Republicans than to Democrats on this issue.

An interest in more sustainable meat production methods was high across most political
affiliations and among respondents who believe that meat has and does not have an impact on
climate change. This finding highlights a key point of agreement across Americans. This aligns
with a previous finding by the Yale Program on Climate Change Communication, which found
that, independent of political affiliation, most Americans were in support of providing federal
funding to help farmers improve practices to protect and restore the soil so it absorbs more
carbon.® As discussed in section 4. 2. 1., this widespread public interest in sustainable
agricultural practices is promising. However, it is important to note that it may bring
sustainability tradeoffs, and does not target the greenhouse gas emissions from over-consumption
of meat.

There were only two deviations from the pattern described. Republicans who believe that
meat does not have a substantial impact on climate change and participants who were “Not sure”
of their political affiliation. Republicans most often expressed low concern about climate change
overall. While awareness and concern about climate change has increased among Republicans
over the past decade, °' Republicans continue to be least concerned about climate change, as
compared to Americans with other political affiliations.®® Additionally, respondents who were
unsure of their political aftiliation and reported that meat has a substantial impact on climate

change were more likely to report uncertainty about their reasoning.
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4. 2. 3. Regression Models for Concern Questions:

Across all concerns-related questions, political affiliation again emerged as the most
consistent predictor of how Americans interpret meat’s role in climate change. As compared to
Democrats, Republicans had the highest likelihood of stating that meat does not have a
substantial climate impact, followed in order by politically unsure respondents, those identifying
as “Other,” and Independents. This finding remained statistically significant after adjusting for
other demographics, suggesting that partisan identity may fundamentally influence whether
respondents view meat as environmentally consequential.

Education was the only demographic factor with significant associations for the main
concern question: respondents with postgraduate degrees were significantly less likely than those
without a high school degree to dismiss the climate impact of meat. This suggests that advanced
higher education may be associated with increased awareness about meat’s climate impact. This
aligns with previous findings that educational attainment is a strong predictor of climate change
awareness worldwide.*

For respondents who believed meat has a substantial climate impact, a multinomial
regression compared each concern category to the reference view that production methods are
the primary issue. Political affiliation continued to significantly influence outcome, but its
influence was more targeted. Republicans who were concerned about the impact of meat on
climate change were nearly twice as likely than Democrats with the same beliefs to express
concern over the types of animals raised for meat over concern about meat production methods.
In contrast, respondents identifying with “Other” political affiliations were far less likely than
Democrats to select the species-related concern. Those unsure of their political identity showed a

distinct pattern: they were less likely to emphasize the amount of meat consumed and far more
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likely to select “I’m not sure” relative to production methods. This suggests that respondents
who are uncertain about their political affiliation may also experience uncertainty over why they
are concerned about meat’s impact on climate change.

The influence of age stood out in this question, with older adults being exceptionally
more likely than young adults to express concern over the types of animals consumed over
production methods. As compared to young adults aged 18—24, adults aged 55—64 were twenty
times more likely, adults aged 6574 were fifteen times more likely, and those older than 75 were
fourteen times more likely to choose the species-related concern. These large associations
suggest a strong generational divide: adults older than 55 who acknowledge meat’s climate
impact tend to shift their attention away from production systems and toward the types of
animals raised.

Only two specific levels of education shaped concern. Compared with respondents
without a high school degree, those with a high school diploma or a 2-year degree were
significantly less likely to select species-related concerns or consumption-related concerns
relative to production methods. This trend was not significantly consistent across all higher
levels of education, limiting its validity in concluding that higher educational attainments may
orient respondents toward systemic production issues rather than individual consumption or
species choice.

Although urbanicity did not shape most concern types, suburban residents showed higher
odds than urban residents of selecting the “I’m not sure” response relative to production
methods, suggesting some uncertainty over their concern on the topic of meat’s impact on

climate change.
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For respondents who did not believe meat has a substantial climate impact, multinomial
regression compared all alternative statements to the reference view that meat production can be
sustainable with the right practices. Political identity was a particularly strong predictor for
Republicans — with findings suggesting that, among those who do not think meat has a
substantial climate impact, Republicans were more likely than Democrats with the same view to
express broader climate skepticism or to downplay meat’s relevance to climate change.
Additionally, respondents identifying with “Other” political affiliations were less likely than
Democrats to attribute climate concerns to other sectors, such as energy.

Age also played a significant role. Adults aged 65 and older were significantly more
likely than those aged 18—24 to state that meat’s climate impact is overstated or that other sectors
are more important. This further adds to the findings that generational differences may shape
how respondents justify their views. Education level influenced concerns among participants
who do not believe that meat has a substantial impact on climate change. Respondents with
higher levels of education are substantially less likely than those without a high school degree to
state that climate change is not a priority, relative to the sustainability reference category. This
finding suggests that higher levels of education may be associated with higher levels of concern
about climate change, supporting previous findings of this association.®* Additionally,
participants with certain higher levels of education were also less likely to select “I’m not sure”,
suggesting that higher educational attainment may promote more defined views, although this
trend was not consistent throughout all higher levels of education.

Gender influenced odds of being uncertain about concern. Male respondents were

significantly less likely than female respondents to select “I’m not sure”. This suggests that male
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participants who were not concerned about the impact of meat on climate change are more
certain of their explanation for this belief than female participants.

4. 3. Solutions:

4. 3. 1. Solution Questions:

Results for the solution questions suggest that most Americans are opposed to the
government encouraging less meat eating. This aligns with previous literature on Americans’
support for meat-specific food policy, which suggests that the majority of Americans would
oppose government intervention aimed at reducing emissions from beef production.®
Additionally, eating less meat is often considered a less effective climate solution when
compared to other personal strategies such as eating more organic food, driving less, using less
energy at home or installing solar panels.** Studies exploring support for food policies beyond
meat find that Americans are more likely to support policies that invest in education and research
over policies that ban or tax foods.®® These findings suggest that most Americans prefer solutions
that maintain personal autonomy over government solutions that may increase costs or decrease
access to foods. This aligns directly with the most frequently chosen concern about government
eat-less-meat initiatives: that it would undermine people’s ability to make their own food
choices. This finding re-enforces the theme of Americans valuing personal autonomy over their
dietary choices.

While our results suggest a broad opposition to a government recommendation to reduce
meat consumption to address climate change, we found no single concern appears to drive that
opposition. Although the most frequently cited concern emphasized an autonomy in food choice,
support for this view was held by fewer than one-third of respondents. Instead, respondents

distributed their selections across multiple concern options, suggesting that resistance to a
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government-led recommendation reflects a range of underlying motivations rather than a single
dominant rationale.
4. 3. 2. Solution Questions, Stratified by Political Affiliation:

The majority of respondents across most political affiliations expressed opposition to a
government recommendation to reduce meat consumption to address climate change. Democrats
were the only group for whom a slight majority expressed support, although nearly half (48%)
also opposed such a recommendation. This aligns with previous findings that global warming is
a more important issue for Democrat voters than for Independents and Republican voters,
respectively, with global warming ranking as one of the least important voting issues for
Republicans.®

Across political affiliations, the concern that a government recommendation to eat less
meat for climate reasons could undermine people’s ability to make their own food choices was
either the most frequent (Republicans and “Not sure” politically) or second-most frequent choice
(Democrats, Independents, “Other). This finding emphasizes a point of convergence: Americans
across political affiliations express at least some concern that a government recommendation to
eat less meat for climate change could harm their freedom to make personal dietary decisions.
This finding highlights that foundational values to traditional American culture — freedom of
choice and personal responsibility ® — shape how Americans, across political affiliation, respond
to interventions that could affect their dietary choices.

However, there also is a partisan divide on motivations for this resistance. Republicans
and those who are “Not sure” of their political affiliation report high levels of concern that such
an initiative could undermine people’s ability to make their own food choices and that it feels

like government overreach. Republicans and “Not sure” participants both have a low proportion
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of respondents who expressed concern about this initiative not being focused on systematic
change enough and it oversimplifying the complexity of climate change. On the other hand, these
two concerns were the top-two most frequently chosen by Democrats and Independents. Thus,
while participants across all political affiliations reported concern about maintaining their ability
to make personal food choices, Republicans and “Not sure” participants expressed additional
concerns that further emphasize their opposition to government overreach, while Democrats and
Independents further emphasized their opposition to initiatives that do not recognize the
system-level need for solutions and complexity of climate change. Those who identify politically
as “Other” stand out in their concerns to a government initiative to eat less meat because their
top four concerns are both the top-two reported by Democrats and Independents, and the top-two
reported by Republicans and “Not sure” participants.

4. 3. 3. Regression Models for Solution Questions:

The main solution question suggests that political affiliation is the most consistent
predictor of opposition to a government recommendation encouraging Americans to eat less
meat to address climate change. The solution question shows that, as compared to Democrats,
respondents who were “Not sure” of their political affiliation had the highest odds of opposing
the government eat-less-meat recommendation, followed by Republicans and then Independents.
These associations remained statistically significant after adjustments, underscoring the strength
of partisan identity in shaping resistance to government involvement. Importantly, this finding
emphasizes that the respondents who are “Not sure” of their political affiliation continued having
stronger odds of opposition than Republicans after adjusting for other potential confounders.

Age also played a meaningful role, with older adults demonstrating greater opposition.

Adults aged 65—74 had more than twice the odds of young adults (18-24) of opposing the
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recommendation. Adults aged 75 and older also showed higher odds of opposing as compared to
adults aged 18-24, although the association became statistically significant only after
adjustments. Therefore, demographic context may partially mask underlying generational
patterns in the crude models. These findings suggest that older adults may be more resistant to
government involvement in meat-related climate guidance, even when accounting for political
identity and other demographic factors.

Urbanicity showed that suburban residents were more likely than urban residents to
oppose the government recommendation, even after adjustment. This suggests that suburban
respondents may be more skeptical of government dietary guidance than their urban
counterparts. This further adds to the findings of thesuburban—urban differences in perceived
social responsibility around meat eating, with suburban residents displaying a stronger
opposition to government intervention on dietary choices as compared to urban residents.

Across the eight options for concerns about the potential solution, political affiliation was
the most consistent predictor of concerns about a government eat-less-meat recommendation.
Republicans were more likely than Democrats to be concerned that a government
recommendation to eat less meat would undermine people’s ability to make their own food
choices, feel like government overreach, and politicize personal food choices. Republicans were
less likely than Democrats to express concern that such government intervention would
oversimplify the complexity of climate change, be too focused on individual behavior instead of
systematic change, or express no concern. These findings remained consistent after adjusting for
other demographics. Thus, as compared to Democrats, Republicans are more likely to express a

concern, and this concern is more likely to be about maintaining dietary decisions as a personal
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choice, and less likely to be about complexity of climate change or ensuring systematic-level
change.

Concerns for respondents who were unsure of their political affiliation were only
statistically significant for one statement: they were over three times more likely than Democrats
to express the concern that a government eat-less-meat initiative would undermine people’s
ability to make their own food choices. It is significant to note that this is higher than the odds of
Republicans, again suggesting that participants who are “not sure” of their political affiliation
may be even more concerned than Republicans about maintaining dietary choices as a personal
decision. Participants who identify politically as “Other” were more likely than Democrats to
express concern about government outreach. Furthermore, Independents, politically unsure
respondents and those who identify as “Other’ were less likely than Democrats to report not
having any of the listed concerns. This suggests that Democrats are more likely than respondents
of other political affiliations to not have concerns about a government recommendation to
decrease meat consumption for climate change.

Age, education, and urbanicity showed selective, statement-specific associations.
Respondents aged 45 and older were significantly less likely than those aged 18-24 to express
concern about an eat-less-meat recommendation leading to nutrient deficiencies. Younger adults
may therefore be more worried about nutritional risks associated with reducing meat
consumption. Importantly, respondents in all age groups above 25 were over three times more
likely than young adults to report having no concerns about such government recommendations.
The magnitude of the odds ratio increased with adjustments. This suggests that older adults may

be more comfortable with government dietary guidance to eat less meat.
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Education was a predictor for several concerns. Respondents with higher education
attainment were more likely to express a concern (vs not), particularly those concerns involving
politicization and systemic critiques. Respondents with a higher level of education were more
likely than those without a high school degree to be concerned about a government eat-less-meat
recommendation politicizing personal food decisions or being too focused on individual behavior
instead of systemic change. This suggests that higher educational attainment may increase
awareness of political dynamics surrounding food and climate messaging, and the importance of
structural-level change for the topic of climate change. These findings further contribute to the
understanding that a higher level of education increases awareness about climate change.®
4. 4. Strengths and Limitations:

This study offers several strengths. It is the first perception-gap analysis focused on
public views about connections between meat and to climate change. To the best of our
knowledge, this study is also the first survey to jointly examine values-based views, concerns,
and preferred solutions on the topic of meat and climate change. The study also benefits from a
large sample size, which increases statistical power and allows for more precise subgroup
comparisons.

Despite these strengths, limitations should also be considered. The study relied on online
data collection, a method widely used in survey research due to its cost-effectiveness, scalability,
and rapid fielding time. However, online panels introduce challenges related to rapid-responder
bias and sample representativeness. To mitigate rapid-responder bias, the survey remained open
across multiple weekdays and weekends and closed only after demographic quotas were met.
The study also implemented response-time checks and detection of patterned responding.

Participants who completed the survey too quickly or demonstrated low-effort response patterns
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were removed. In total, 4,483 participants were excluded due to speed checks, attention checks,
quota management, or other data-quality procedures. These steps helped ensure that the analytic
sample reflected respondents who engaged meaningfully with the survey items.

The study is also subject to selection bias. The panel recruitment firm, Dynata, offered
the survey to individuals who had already joined their participant pool, resulting in a sample that
is not truly randomly selected across the US population. Although post-stratification weighting
was applied to improve demographic representativeness, weighting cannot fully correct for
differences between online panel participants and the broader population. As a result, the
findings should be interpreted as reflective of patterns within a large, diverse online sample

rather than a perfectly nationally representative one.

5. Conclusion:

Based on a national survey of 2,518 respondents conducted in January 2026, this thesis
characterized Americans’ values, concerns, and solution preferences that address the impact of
meat on climate change. This thesis also explored how those beliefs vary by political affiliation
and other sociodemographic variables, and whether and where misperceptions about the other
side’s beliefs (second-order beliefs) contribute to perceived polarization regarding meat and
climate change.

The findings demonstrate that a majority of Americans across partisan lines are united on
their ethos of maintaining personal autonomy on their freedom over meat eating. However, the
perception gap results indicate that both Democrats and Republicans underestimate how strongly
the other party endorsed autonomy-based and expert-skeptical views on this topic. These
misperceptions mirror broader patterns of false polarization, indicating inaccurate assumptions

rather than substantive disagreement on underlying values. Addressing these misperceptions may
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be a critical step for creating a space for productive conversations around climate-related food
policies. Further, awareness of this shared autonomy norm is important for food system experts
and policy makers; when developing sustainable food systems initiatives, these results suggest
that solutions that remove a sense of autonomy over food choices may receive less widespread
support.

The findings also indicate that most Americans (including nearly half of Democrats) do
not believe meat consumption meaningfully contributes to climate change, and would not
support a government recommendation to eat less meat for climate reasons. Given the
well-established scientific consensus of the climate impact of industrially produced meat
(particularly as compared to plant-based foods), these findings highlight a significant public
knowledge gap. This may act as a barrier to building support for environmentally sustainable
food system policies. However, results also show substantial cross-partisan support for
improving the sustainability of meat production. System-level initiatives inflict less on the sense
of losing personal autonomy over meat eating, feeling less like government overreach (a top
concern for Republicans and those who identify politically as “Not sure” or “Other”), while also
recognizing the complexity of climate change at a structural-level (a top concern for Democrats
and Independents). These findings suggest that policies that address meat production
sustainability at a system-level are more likely to receive broad public support in the United
States.

Demographic factors also shaped attitudes, but with less consistent trends as compared to
political affiliation. Age produced clear generational differences, with older adults being more
likely to emphasize species-related concerns and oppose government dietary recommendations,

while younger adults focus more on production practices and nutritional considerations.
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Education played an asymmetric role: it did not meaningfully shape values-based views but
strongly predicted how respondents evaluate solutions and justify their concerns. Urbanicity
displayed only limited differences between suburban and urban residents, while the expected
rural-urban divide did not show up.

Future research should aim to better understand what Americans would be willing to
sacrifice to support the more sustainable meat production practices that our findings indicate
broad support for. Additionally, future research could also explore potential interventions that
may encourage Americans to make dietary choices with environmental considerations in mind,
and better understand what it would take for Americans to be more willing to decrease their
volume of meat consumption. Additionally, more research is needed to better understand the
unique values and priorities of Americans who identify as “Not sure” and those who reside in
suburban neighborhoods.

This thesis highlights both areas of common ground and division on the “meat-climate”
nexus among Americans. These novel results may inform communication strategies aimed at

reducing affective polarization in a polarized era, and thus contribute to the promotion of civic

health within food system issues.

69



10.

I1.

12.

13.

References:

Cook J, Nuccitelli D, Green SA, et al. Quantifying the consensus on anthropogenic global
warming in the scientific literature. Environ Res Lett. 2013;8(2):024024.
doi:10.1088/1748-9326/8/2/024024

IPCC. IPCC, 2023: Climate Change 2023: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working
Groups I, Il and 111 to the Sixth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change [Core Writing Team, H. Lee and J. Romero (Eds.)]. IPCC, Geneva,
Switzerland. 2023.

Lynas M, Houlton BZ, Perry S. Greater than 99% consensus on human caused climate
change in the peer-reviewed scientific literature. Environ Res Lett. 2021;16(11):114005.
doi:10.1088/1748-9326/ac2966

Crippa M, Solazzo E, Guizzardi D, Monforti-Ferrario F, Tubiello FN, Leip A. Food systems
are responsible for a third of global anthropogenic GHG emissions. Nat Food.
2021;2(3):198-209. doi:10.1038/s43016-021-00225-9

Poore J, Nemecek T. Reducing food’s environmental impacts through producers and
consumers. Science. 2018;360(6392):987-992. doi:10.1126/science.aaq0216

FAOQ. Livestock’s Long Shadow: Environmental Issues and Options. 2006.
FAO. Pathways towards Lower Emissions. FAO; 2023. doi:10.4060/cc9029en

Gerber PJ, Steinfeld H, Henderson B, et al. Tackling Climate Change Through Livestock: A
Global Assessment of Emissions and Mitigation Opportunities. FAO; 2013.

Pachauri RK, Mayer L, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, eds. Climate Change
2014.: Synthesis Report. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; 2015.

Poore J, Nemecek T. Reducing food’s environmental impacts through producers and
consumers. Science. 2018;360(6392):987-992. doi:10.1126/science.aaq0216

Xu X, Sharma P, Shu S, et al. Global greenhouse gas emissions from animal-based foods are
twice those of plant-based foods. Nat Food. 2021;2(9):724-732.
doi:10.1038/s43016-021-00358-x

Archer D, Eby M, Brovkin V, et al. Atmospheric Lifetime of Fossil Fuel Carbon Dioxide.
Annu Rev Earth Planet Sci. 2009;37(Volume 37, 2009):117-134.
doi:10.1146/annurev.earth.031208.100206

UNFCCC. Global Warming Potentials (IPCC Second Assessment Report). 2026. Accessed
May 18, 2026.
https://unfccc.int/process/transparency-and-reporting/greenhouse-gas-data/greenhouse-gas-d
ata-unfccc/global-warming-potentials

70


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Allen MR, Shine KP, Fuglestvedt JS, et al. A solution to the misrepresentations of
CO2-equivalent emissions of short-lived climate pollutants under ambitious mitigation. Npj
Clim Atmospheric Sci. 2018;1(1):16. doi:10.1038/s41612-018-0026-8

Cain M, Lynch J, Allen MR, Fuglestvedt JS, Frame DJ, Macey AH. Improved calculation of
warming-equivalent emissions for short-lived climate pollutants. Npj Clim Atmospheric Sci.
2019;2(1):29. doi:10.1038/s41612-019-0086-4

Goldstein BP, Pelton REO, Gounaridis D, Schmitt J, Springer N, Newell JP. The carbon
hoofprint of cities is shaped by geography and production in the livestock supply chain. Nat
Clim Change. 2025;15(11):1190-1197. doi:10.1038/s41558-025-02450-7

Scoones 1. Livestock, methane, and climate change: The politics of global assessments.
WIREs Clim Change. 2023;14(1):€790. doi:10.1002/wcc.790

Cho C, Waite R, Santo R. Is There Such a Thing As “Better” Meat? It’s Complicated.
Published online April 16, 2024. Accessed April 29, 2026.
https://www.wri.org/insights/better-meat-sourcing-climate-environmental-impacts

Priyadarshi R. Shukla, Jim Skea, Andy Reisinger, et al. Climate Change 2022 Mitigation of
Climate Change. IPCC; 2022.

Ivanovich CC, Sun T, Gordon DR, Ocko IB. Future warming from global food consumption.
Nat Clim Change. 2023;13(3):297-302. doi:10.1038/s41558-023-01605-8

Springmann M, Wiebe K, Mason-D’Croz D, Sulser TB, Rayner M, Scarborough P. Health
and nutritional aspects of sustainable diet strategies and their association with environmental
impacts: a global modelling analysis with country-level detail. Lancet Planet Health.
2018;2(10):e451-e461. doi:10.1016/S2542-5196(18)30206-7

UNEP CCAC. Global Methane Assessment: Benefits and Costs of Mitigating Methane
Emissions. 2021.

USDA FAS. Beef | USDA Foreign Agricultural Service. 2024. Accessed May 18, 2026.
https://www.fas.usda.gov/data/production/0111000

World Population Review. Meat Consumption by Country 2026. World Population Review.
May 7, 2026. Accessed May 14, 2026.
https://worldpopulationreview.com/country-rankings/meat-consumption-by-country

Pelton REO, Kazanski CE, Keerthi S, et al. Greenhouse gas emissions in US beef production
can be reduced by up to 30% with the adoption of selected mitigation measures. Nat Food.
2024;5(9):787-797. doi:10.1038/s43016-024-01031-9

Marlon J, Goddar E, Howe P, et al. Yale Climate Opinion Maps 2025. Yale Program on
Climate Change Communication. 2026. Accessed May 18, 2026.
https://climatecommunication.yale.edu/visualizations-data/ycom-us/

71


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

Leiserowitz A, Ballew M, Rosenthal S, Semaan J. Climate Change and the American Diet.
2020.

The Washington Post. Washington Post-University of Maryland Climate poll. Wash Post.
August 4, 2023. Accessed May 14, 2026.
https://www.washingtonpost.com/tablet/2023/08/04/july-13-23-2023-washington-post-unive
rsity-maryland-climate-poll/

IFIC. 2025 IFIC Food & Health Survey. 2025.
Berg J. Nearly Nine in Ten Americans Consume Meat as Part of Their Diet. 2021.

Choma BL, Briazu RA, Asrani V, Cojocariu A, Hanoch Y. The politics of red meat
consumption and climate change. Environ Res Commun. 2024;6(1):011004.
doi:10.1088/2515-7620/ad1c06

Mosier SL, Rimal A. There’s still no meat: Revisiting the idea of Republican vegans. Polit
Life Sci J Assoc Polit Life Sci. 2025;44(2):232-246. doi:10.1017/pls.2025.10002

Daniel Yudkin, Stephen Hawkins, Tim Dixon. The Perception Gap: How False Impressions
Are Pulling Americans Apart. 2019.

Kleinfeld R. Polarization, Democracy, and Political Violence in the United States: What the
Research Says. Published online 2023.

McCarty N, Poole KT, Rosenthal H. Does Gerrymandering Cause Polarization? Am J Polit
Sci. 2009;53(3):666-680.

Scharfbillig M, Smillie L, Mair D, et al. Values and Identities - a Policymaker s Guide. 2021.
doi:10.2760/349527

Holliday DE, Lelkes Y, Westwood SJ. Affective polarization is uniformly distributed across
American States. PNAS Nexus. 2024;3(10):pgae310. doi:10.1093/pnasnexus/pgae310

Garzia D, Reiljan A, Silva FF da, Trechsel AH. Affective Polarization. In: Oxford Research
Encyclopedia of Politics. 2025. doi:10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.2293

Mason L. “I Disrespectfully Agree”: The Differential Effects of Partisan Sorting on Social
and Issue Polarization. Am J Polit Sci. 2015;59(1):128-145. doi:10.1111/ajps.12089

Strauss M. Americans are divided over whether eating organic foods makes for better health.
Pew Research Center. November 26, 2018. Accessed January 13, 2026.
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2018/11/26/americans-are-divided-over-whether-ea
ting-organic-foods-makes-for-better-health/

Kalaitzandonakes M, Coppess J, Ellison and B. Public Perspectives of Make America
Healthy Again and the Food System. Farmdoc Dly. 2025;15(99). Accessed June 30, 2025.

72


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

https://farmdocdaily.illinois.edu/2025/05/public-perspectives-of-make-america-healthy-again
-and-the-food-system.html

Levendusky MS, Malhotra N. (Mis)perceptions of Partisan Polarization in the American
Public. Public Opin Q. 2016;80(S1):378-391. doi:10.1093/pog/nfv045

Schartbillig, M, Smillie, L, Mair, D, et al. Values and Identities: A Policymaker s Guide :
Executive Summary. Publications Office of the European Union; 2021. Accessed May 20,
2026. https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/128665

Panizza F, Dimant E, Kimbrough EO, Vostroknutov A. Measuring norm pluralism and
perceived polarization in US politics. PNAS Nexus. 2024;3(10):pgae413.
doi:10.1093/pnasnexus/pgae413

Graham J, Haidt J, Koleva S, et al. Moral Foundations Theory: The Pragmatic Validity of
Moral Pluralism. In: Advances in Experimental Social Psychology. Vol 47. Academic Press;
2013:55-130. doi:10.1016/B978-0-12-407236-7.00002-4

Haidt J, Joseph C. The Moral Mind: How Five Sets of Innate Intuitions Guide the
Development of Many Culture-Specific Virtues, and Perhaps Even Modules. Innate Mind
Vol 3 Found Future. 2008;3. doi:10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780195332834.003.0019

Graham J, Haidt J, Nosek BA. Liberals and conservatives rely on different sets of moral
foundations. J Pers Soc Psychol. 2009;96(5):1029-1046. doi:10.1037/a0015141

Jesse Graham, Jonathan Haidt, Brian Nosek. Moral Foundations Questionnaire. 2008.
www.MoralFoundations.org

U.S. Census Bureau. 2020 US Census. 2021.
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial-census/decade/2020/2020-census-result
s.html

U.S. Census Bureau. ACS Demographic and Housing Estimates: 2023 American Community
Survey I-year Estimates (Table DP05). 2024.
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/news/updates/2023.html

Mitchell T. National Public Opinion Reference Survey (NPORS). Pew Research Center. July
23, 2025. Accessed May 19, 2026.
https://www.pewresearch.org/methods/fact-sheet/national-public-opinion-reference-survey-n
pors/

R Core Team. R: A language and environment for statistical computing. Published online
2024. https://www.r-project.org/?utm_source=copilot.com

Brian Kennedy. Americans’ Trust in Scientists, Positive Views of Science Continue to
Decline. 2023.

73


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

2025 IFIC Food & Health Survey The Full Report. January, 2026. Accessed April 29, 2026.
https://ific.org/wp-content/uploads/2025-IFIC-Food-Health-Survey-Full-Report.pdf

Downs SM, Merchant EV, Sackey J, Fox EL, Davis C, Fanzo J. Sustainability considerations
are not influencing meat consumption in the US. Appetite. 2024;203:107667.
doi:10.1016/j.appet.2024.107667

Neff RA, Edwards D, Palmer A, Ramsing R, Righter A, Wolfson J. Reducing meat
consumption in the USA: a nationally representative survey of attitudes and behaviours.
Public Health Nutr. 2018;21(10):1835-1844. doi:10.1017/S1368980017004190

Richard Waite, Jessica Zoints, Clara Cho. Toward ‘Better’ Meat? Aligning Meat Sourcing
Strategies with Corporate Climate and Sustainability Goals. 2024.

Eshel G, Flamholz A, Shepon A, Milo R. US grass-fed beef is as carbon intensive as
industrial beef and ~10-fold more intensive than common protein-dense alternatives. Proc
Natl Acad Sci. 2025;122(12):¢2404329122. doi:10.1073/pnas.2404329122

Cusack DF, Kazanski CE, Hedgpeth A, et al. Reducing climate impacts of beef production:
A synthesis of life cycle assessments across management systems and global regions. Glob
Change Biol. 2021;27(9):1721-1736. doi:10.1111/gcb.15509

Anthony Leiserowitz, John Kotcher, Seth Rosenthal, Edward Maibach. Climate Change in
the American Mind: Politics & Policy, Fall 2025. 2025.

Ayers M, Marlon JR, Ballew MT, et al. Changes in Global Warming’s Six Americas: an
analysis of repeat respondents. Clim Change. 2024;177(6):96.
doi:10.1007/s10584-024-03754-x

Lee TM, Markowitz EM, Howe PD, Ko CY, Leiserowitz AA. Predictors of public climate
change awareness and risk perception around the world. Nat Clim Change.
2015;5(11):1014-1020. doi:10.1038/nclimate2728

Luke JR, Tonsor GT. U.S. public sentiment toward policy action targeting emissions from
beef production. Food Policy. 2025;132:102851. doi:10.1016/j.foodpol.2025.102851

Ginn J, Lickel B. A motivated defense of meat: Biased perceptions of meat’s environmental
impact. J Soc Issues. 2020;76(1):54-69. doi:10.1111/j0si.12362

Caputo V, Lusk JL. What agricultural and food policies do U.S. consumers prefer? A
best—worst scaling approach. Agric Econ. 2020;51(1):75-93. doi:10.1111/agec.12542

Hook CJ, Rose Markus H. Health in the United States: Are Appeals to Choice and Personal

Responsibility Making Americans Sick? Perspect Psychol Sci J Assoc Psychol Sci.
2020;15(3):643-664. doi:10.1177/1745691619896252

74


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?w2RKx2

	1. Introduction:  
	2. Methods: 
	 
	 
	4. Discussion: 
	5. Conclusion: 




