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ABSTRACT
As in the political dynamics around other sustainability transitions, 
the transition away from meat and dairy seems to be emerging as 
a new frontier in political polarisation. Drawing on a representative 
sample of the Dutch population this paper investigates the political 
ideological dimensions of meat consumption and connects them to 
party support. Analysis of the ideological dimensions underlying 
meat consumption reveal that different ideological dimensions 
associated with the political right, such as cultural conservatism, 
traditionalism and nativism predict a higher commitment to meat 
consumption, while climate concerns and animal welfare are nega
tive predictors. The paper suggests that meat reduction policies 
have the potential to become integrated in wider political polarisa
tion (‘culture wars’) of sustainability, especially when climate issues 
are made salient. A focus on animal welfare might, however, be 
a pathway for less political polarisation of the protein transition.
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Introduction

Given the future challenges of a changing climate to various domains of politics, such as 
energy policies, water management, and food security, climate change mitigation and 
adaptation are emerging as key political issues of the 21st century. While climate change 
for long had been a relatively depoliticised issue (Marquardt and Lederer 2022), the last 
decade has seen a rapid politicisation of climate issues (Macdiarmid, Douglas, and 
Campbell 2016). Political rhetoric from progressive parties is increasingly alarming, 
while on the populist radical right climate mitigation policies and even climate science 
are increasingly contested (Buzogány and Mohamad-Klotzbach 2021; Huber et al. 2021). 
Several scholars (Carter and Clements 2015; Fraune & Knott 2018) therefore see climate 
change growing into an issue on which political parties not only propose different 
solutions but may hold entirely different perceptions.

The politicising of climate issues extends into a growing range of policy domains. 
The most studied examples of the growing contestation of climate change mitigation 
policies are to be found in energy and mobility policies in which mainly populist right- 
wing parties are opposed to green and left-wing parties (Guber 2013; Huber et al.  
2021; Küppers 2024). Many studies have revealed how solar panels and windmills have 
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become hotly debated political issues at different political levels (Otteni and 
Weisskircher 2022). Other studies document the political contestation of the promo
tion of electrical vehicles (EV’s) or cycling, and the pushing out of fossil-fuel powered 
cars (Daggett 2018; Remme, Sareen, and Haarstad 2022; Walks 2015; Wanvik and 
Haarstad 2021).

In recent years, environmental aspects of meat and dairy production and consumption 
are emerging as a new domain of political contestation of climate and environment 
(Boterman and Harteveld, 2025). The production of meat and dairy is one of the most 
important global sources of greenhouse gasses and the key cause of loss of biodiversity 
(Hedenus, Wirsenius, and Johansson 2014; Poore and Nemecek 2018; Stocker et al. 2013). 
To meet its Sustainable Development Goals for food security, biodiversity and climate 
change, the United Nations considers it essential that human diets transition away from 
animal proteins to plant-based proteins (UN 2019). This transition, referred to as the 
protein transition (Aiking and de Boer 2020), is a highly complex transformation involving 
radical changes in land use and production systems but also consumer lifestyles and 
cultural traditions. The political contestation of the protein transition could be expected 
to follow similar dynamics as other sustainability transitions, with populist right-wing and 
other conservative forces opposing and progressive leftwing forces supporting it, engen
dering polarisation between groups of voters and political parties. However, some aspects 
and policy measures of sustainability are much more politically salient and met with 
greater opposition than others. Several scholars, for instance, have found evidence that 
land-based wind power is more politically contested than solar panels (Lockwood 2018; 
Otteni and Weisskircher 2022) and that taxation of carbon-intensive production and 
consumption is more contested than subsidising cleaner alternatives (Mahdavi, Martinez- 
Alvarez, and Ross 2022). The politicisation of meat consumption involves a range of 
aspects that are not necessarily politically aligned and consistent such as animal welfare, 
climate change, food traditions, public and personal health, and consumer sovereignty.

Furthermore, much of the literature on the polarisation of sustainability comes from 
political contexts based on two-party competition such as the UK and the US, but it is 
unclear how this plays out in multiparty systems, where political ideologies can be 
expressed through a greater choice of parties.

This paper investigates the underlying political ideologies of meat consumption in the 
multiparty context of the Netherlands. Meat consumption in the Netherlands is still the 
default for the vast majority of the population, although most people identify as ‘flexitar
ians’ (Dagevos 2021). This paper aims to uncover how the frequency of meat consumption 
and the willingness to reduce it can be explained by political ideological dimensions and 
how those align with voting. By unravelling how meat consumption is related to political 
ideologies this paper aims to contribute to debates on the politicisation of sustainability 
transitions more broadly. The Netherlands presents a highly relevant case for two key 
reasons: 1) the Netherlands is a highly fragmented multiparty system with low levels of 
partisanship and a consensus-oriented political culture, but with substantial polarisation 
between voters and parties along cultural lines (Harteveld 2021) and 2) The Netherlands 
has a history of the political salience of livestock farming, which in recent decades has 
become more pronounced, most notably through the parliamentary representation of the 
Party for the Animals (PvdD) but also in the rise of populist parties on the right that are 
supportive of agrarian interests.
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Politicisation of the protein transition

The protein transition (Aiking and de Boer 2020) connects to the politics of climate 
change, involving tensions between national and individual sovereignty versus global 
collective challenges, and unequal distribution of costs, risks, and opportunities. However, 
there are also reasons to assume the protein transition meets unique challenges as it also 
strongly intersects with foodways that are deeply rooted in national and regional cultural 
and social traditions. All high-income countries are meat cultures where consumption of 
animal protein is the default, and meat is the still centre piece of most everyday meals. 
Shifting away from eating too much meat and dairy entails quite significant transforma
tions of social and cultural norms as well as everyday routines and diets. The politicisation 
of the protein transition is thus likely to revolve around a range of not necessarily aligned 
issues.

Historically, meat eating has been primarily contested politically through animal wel
fare activism. For decades, animal welfare activists often rooted in vegetarian and vegan 
(veg*an) ideologies have protested the industrialised production systems of meat and 
dairy that are causing great animal suffering (Oliver 2021). Veg*nism is first and foremost 
a political diet, and while it is not necessarily adopted for animal welfare reasons alone 
(Oliver 2021), vegans are typically strong proponents of animal rights and follow a lifestyle 
that aims to harm animals as little as possible. Vegan activism and scholarship have played 
a vital role in putting animal cruelty on the political agenda and are also increasingly 
successful in raising awareness for other detrimental aspects of meat and dairy on 
environment and climate (White 2018). Although scientists established the relationship 
between greenhouse gas emissions and life stock farming already many decades back, in 
recent years climate activism and media attention brought the detrimental effects of meat 
and dairy production into the political limelight (Macdiarmid, Douglas, and Campbell  
2016). Meat production is becoming increasingly politically problematised and appears to 
be increasingly salient, with especially green and progressive parties pushing for 
a fundamental transformation of the entire food system. Among key proposed transfor
mations are a shift to regenerative agriculture, reducing the size of livestock populations, 
but also a general dietary shift towards more plant-based food: the protein transition 
(Aiking and de Boer 2020). Also, more mainstream parties are increasingly concerned with 
the sustainability of food systems and its contributions to climate change but are gen
erally hesitant in prescribing dietary change. They rather focus on technological innova
tions to reduce negative impact, opting primarily for ‘producing better’ rather than to 
‘consume less’ (Cusworth, Garnett, and Lorimer 2021; Steinfeld and Gerber 2010), thereby 
leaving many of the desired transformations to ‘consumers’ and ‘the market’. Most 
political parties are reluctant in adopting climate mitigation policies through promotion 
of plant-based foods and reduction of meat consumption. Infringement on individual 
liberties is highly contested (Sievert et al. 2021) as the freedom to choose meat and 
ignoring the inconvenient aspects of it are part of ‘cultural repertoires of liberty’ 
(Oleschuk, Johnston, and Baumann 2019), which are used in populist discourses revolving 
around meat curtailment and other climate mitigation policies (Küppers 2024; Michielsen 
and van der Horst 2022). Much of the political dynamics with regards to curbing collective 
crises boil down to the degree to which people are willing to sacrifice individual freedoms 
for ‘the common good’ (Casiraghi et al. 2024). Individual freedoms of eating meat are 
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‘sacrificed’ for the common good. Several studies have found that an ideological emphasis 
on individual freedom is a crucial factor explaining climate change scepticism and lower 
support for restrictive measures to mitigate climate change (2016; McCright and Dunlap  
2011; Rossen, Dunlop, and Lawrence 2015).

The idea that individuals should be free to consume meat has deep cultural roots that 
are underpinned by agricultural production systems. It sits in sharp conflict with concerns 
for public health, animal welfare and climate change. The conflicts surrounding meat 
might, however, become politicised differently (Sievert et al. 2021). Some people may not 
believe or care much about anthropogenic climate change but do care about animal 
suffering from industrialised livestock farming. Others may be prone to adopt more plant- 
based diets primarily for personal health reasons (Milfont et al. 2021). The politics of the 
protein transition are thus about the politics of public health, animal welfare, and climate 
science itself and the role of meat production therein, as well as about the policies that 
support the protein transition. Moreover, the politics of meat consumption are also about 
the ideologies that undergird the legitimation of meat consumption and production. The 
next sections discuss the main ideological dimensions put forward in the literature that 
connect to the politicisation of the transition away from animal proteins.

Animal welfare

Generally, environmental activism and veganism is often associated with a radical left 
wing political praxis and voting (Dickstein et al. 2020). However, the ideological connec
tion between animal welfare and party politics is less clear than one may assume. In 
a comparative study of eight European countries Schwörer and Fernández-García (2023) 
show that not only green and animal parties but also Populist Radical Right-wing Parties 
(PRRP) advocate for animal welfare issues, depending on the broader context of party 
competition but also on the ideological roots of those parties.

Historically, social political movements of animal protection in the US and Europe were 
linked to an ideology of national, cultural and racial superiority (Davis 2016). Western 
civilisation and moral superiority were pitched against ‘barbarism’ of ‘other’ people both 
domestic and abroad. This type of thinking about animal protection is still present in 
right-wing ideologies (Morini 2018). Several scholars point to some of the roots of animal 
welfare politics in national-socialist and fascist ideology, in which the human and nature 
are inseparable entities that are supposed to be brought into harmony (Bryant and Farrell  
2024). For instance, Voss (2018) argues that the pro-animal welfare politics of the Austrian 
Freedom Party (FPÖ) is rooted in the essentially anti-anthropocentric ideology of national 
socialism. Also, Backlund and Jungar (2022) show that the populist radical right-wing 
party, Sweden Democrats, is both rhetorically and in practice a serious political advocate 
for animal protection. They argue that PRRPs are often stronger advocates of animal 
welfare than mainstream parties because various elements of animal protection agendas 
fit the core ideologies of the radical right. For instance, the protection and welfare of 
animals is consistent with a self-concept of superior western civilisation. Such welfare 
concerns among PRRP’s primarily relate to companion animals, such as pets, and do not 
always extend to farm animals (Krämer et al. 2021). Notwithstanding this, animal cruelty in 
livestock farming is construed as foreign, blamed on (Muslim) immigrants particularly 
with respect to ritual slaughter. Similar political rhetoric has been articulated by other 
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European right-wing parties such as the Danish people party and Freedom Party in the 
Netherlands (Bergeaud-Blackler 2007; Vandsø 2016). While PRRPs may not have a political 
agenda in which animal issues are the most salient, animal welfare can fit nativist and 
nationalist dimensions of their ideology.

Climate change

Until the late 2000s in Europe, and somewhat earlier in the US, much of the debate around 
climate change mitigation and adaptation had been technocratic and quite depoliticised 
(Marquardt and Lederer 2022). However, the last decade has seen a rapid politicisation of 
climate issues. Political rhetoric from green and progressive parties is increasingly alarm
ing (Chazel and Dain 2023) and green parties that are increasing the salience of the 
environment and climate change have been electorally more successful, sometimes 
overshadowing existing left of centre parties (Müller-Rommel 2019). Most mainstream 
parties generally acknowledge the scientific consensus about climate change, although 
they typically disagree about the pathways to mitigation and adaptation (Hess and 
Renner 2019; Kulin, Johansson Sevä, and Dunlap 2021). On the populist radical right, 
however, various claims informed by climate science are increasingly contested 
(Buzogány and Mohamad-Klotzbach 2021; Huber et al. 2021). Some scholars (Carter and 
Clements 2015; Fraune & Knott 2018) even see climate change growing into a positional 
rather than a valence issue, that is, a societal problem on which political parties not only 
propose different solutions but may hold entirely perceptions. Although Farstad (2018) 
argues that there is no evidence that environment and climate constitute a completely 
novel dimension in party competition, Fisher et al. (2022) do find evidence of the growing 
importance of climate change attitudes as a political dimension separate from the tradi
tional left and right. There is agreement that climate change is emerging as one of the key 
issues in processes of political polarisation (McCright, Dunlap, and Marquart-Pyatt 2016), 
driven by radical green and sometimes populist parties on the left, but primarily on the 
radical right (Harteveld 2021). In various Western democracies PRR parties are increasingly 
sceptical of climate change (Lockwood 2018) and are challenging several of the narratives 
of climate change adopted by mainstream parties.

Trust in media, science, and politics

Climate scepticism is associated with lower trust in media, science and political 
institutions (Huber et al. 2022). A central element in populist climate scepticism 
revolves around the contestation of the facts of climate science which are allegedly 
the product of specific activist science (van Rensburg 2015), which they often asso
ciated with specific interests of the global cosmopolitan liberal elites. According to 
Lockwood (2018) climate scepticism among PRRP voters should be seen as opposition 
to those elites, rather than to the issue of climate change itself. These parties align 
their climate scepticism with broader ideologies of nationalism and cultural conserva
tism, fitting a broader populist politics revolving around the dichotomy of a unified 
national people fighting against corrupted cosmopolitan elites who do not have the 
interests of ‘the people’ at heart. Kulin, Johansson Sevä, and Dunlap (2021) argue that 
while populist nationalist parties can be supportive of protecting local and national 
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countryside and natural areas, there is an inherent tension between nationalist ideol
ogy and climate change, as the latter is inherently a global, complex phenomenon that 
requires intensive international cooperation (Forchtner and Kølvraa 2015). The corner 
stone of nationalism: sovereignty over the national territory of a people, thus clashes 
with any international agreements or treaties that are binding on national govern
ments to reduce carbon emissions (Kulin, Johansson Sevä, and Dunlap 2021, 1113). In 
this sense, climate change is one of the issues though which nationalist parties, often 
of the populist radical right, are pursuing their broader political agenda (Farstad 2018). 
For voters in West-European countries, nationalist ideology indeed has a strong and 
significant effect on their climate change scepticism as well as their opposition to 
higher fossil fuel taxes (Kulin, Johansson Sevä, and Dunlap 2021). This confirms other 
studies, mainly from the US, which show that a focus on national interests (America 
First, MAGA) predicts scepticism of climate change and climate mitigation policies, 
especially when coming from international agreements (Dunlap, McCright, and Yarosh  
2016; McCright, Dunlap, and Marquart-Pyatt 2016). So, while right-wing populism was 
initially linked to a politicisation of migration and its perceived threat to national 
identity and culture, issues related to climate change have been adopted and aligned 
with party ideology and discourses of nationalism and nativism.

Meat consumption as right-wing ideology and praxis

Several studies have suggested that vegetarianism and veganism are associated with 
a left-wing political ideology and praxis (Dickstein 2020; Ruby 2012). Veg*nism is often 
found to intersect with other progressive ideologies such as feminism and queer rights 
(Adams 2010; Nezlek and Forestell 2019; Rothgerber 2013). Correspondingly, numerous 
studies find that meat consumption is associated with a right-wing political position (de 
Boer and Aiking 2023; Milfont et al. 2021; Oleschuk, Johnston, and Baumann 2019). For 
instance, Hodson and Earle (2018)find that conservatism (measured on a self-placement 
5-point scale) not only negatively effects the likelihood of following veg*an diets but also 
predicts a relapse to meat-diets of former veg*ans. Furthermore, de Boer and Aiking 
(2023) find that people with a self-reported right-wing political position are less likely to 
support a transition to more sustainable agriculture and are also less supportive of 
climate-friendly dietary options (less meat).

Men are on average more right-wing than women and this gap seems to be growing 
(Evans 2025). Women are much more likely to be veg*an and to be open to become 
veg*an than men (Rosenfeld and Tomiyama 2021) and several studies document the 
challenges for men to become and remain veg*an as their plant-based diets are ridiculed 
(Greenebaum and Dexter 2018). Traditional ideas about gender roles are also positively 
associated with more meat eating and greater reluctance in adopting veg*an diets 
(Rosenfeld and Tomiyama 2021). In her seminal work The sexual politics of meat, Adams 
(1990) discusses how red meat in particular is intertwined with specific cultural ideas of 
masculinity, including dominance, strength and aggression. Meat is symbolically asso
ciated with manhood and virility, while plant-based food is seen as feminine (Adams  
2010). Men enact their masculinity through the consumption of meat, but also sometimes 
through the rejection of ‘feminine’ foods such as soy in the form of tofu (Gambert and 
Linné 2018) or vegetable quiche (Rothgerber 2013).
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While there is substantial evidence that right-wing and conservative political ideology 
and masculinities generally correlate with meat consumption, the literature is less clear on 
what are the exact elements of a broader set of right-wing ideologies that predict not only 
consumption but also attitudes to change. Social psychological literature has more 
specifically investigated the various individual factors associated with following and 
adopting specific diets. Allen and Ng (2002) for instance identify a negative correlation 
between openness to change and a preference for (red) meat. Dhont and Hodson (2014) 
show that Social Dominance Orientation and Right-wing Authoritarianism are positively 
correlated to meat consumption. Furthermore, they also find that beliefs in human 
supremacy over animals predict meat consumption. They show a positive effect of what 
they call ‘vegetarian threat’, that is, the degree to which veg*nism is considered to 
negatively impact society, including its cultural habits and culinary traditions. In a more 
recent study Stanley (2022) extends the ‘vegetarian threat’ hypothesis by suggesting that 
this threat consists of more symbolic cultural and realistic economic dimensions. She finds 
that in countries with a large meat and dairy sector, such as Australia, the symbolic threat 
dimension is most important, which also mediates the effect of right-wing ideologies 
(Stanley 2022, 1546).

At the individual level, several ideological dimensions and personalities, such as con
servatism, social dominance, and authoritarianism, are thus associated with meat con
sumption and attitudes. A resistance to cultural change and societal transformation also 
seems to be connected to the politics of meat. These ideological dimensions are also 
crucially connected with gender and gender attitudes. The literature is less vocal about 
how these individual factors relate to party politics and voting behaviour. A right-wing 
conservative ideological inclination may both predict voting behaviour and meat con
sumption. At the same time, voting behaviour may also predict meat consumption and 
a willingness to reduce it. Party support is therefore potentially both a direct and an 
indirect factor that might explain dietary attitudes and practices. In two-party systems 
dominant axes of political conflict may also quite neatly reflect ideological differences. 
However, in multiparty systems the relationship between ideologies and meat consump
tion may be mediated quite differently through party support. Given the increased 
political salience of meat consumption, in the broader context of the protein transition 
and agricultural transformation, this paper seeks to investigate both the direct effect of 
political ideology on meat consumption and also how this may be mediated by party 
support in a multiparty system.

Expectations

Ideology

The literature indicates that meat consumption as well as attitudes to its reduction should 
be broadly associated with right-wing politics (Dhont and Hodson 2014). However, right- 
wing political ideology connects with other dimensions such as importance of traditions & 
cultural change, nationalism, nativism, gender attitudes, and economic redistribution. 
These issues are related but might connect differently to meat consumption and reduc
tion. In line with the symbolic threat hypothesis (Stanley 2022) cultural conservatism and 
adherence to traditions could be expected to negatively predict willingness to reduce 
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meat consumption, while meat consumption per se might be more related to tradition
alism and gender conservatism.

On the other hand, support for animal welfare and concerns about climate change are 
expected to be strong predictors for lower meat consumption as well as a higher will
ingness to reduce meat intake. Attitudes towards the socio-economic dimension of 
redistribution are not necessarily expected to have an effect on meat consumption or 
reduction. Finally, trust in elite institutions such as science and media is expected to 
negatively affect meat consumption and positively predict a willingness to reduce meat.

Party support

Given that party support is at least partly driven by political ideology, it is expected that 
the relationship between the political ideological dimensions and meat consumption and 
its reduction is also at least partly mediated by party preference. More general left-right 
identification is expected to be both predictive of party preference and of meat con
sumption. Right-wing conservative ideologies, such as nationalism, traditionalism, nati
vism, cultural- and gender conservatism should be mediated by party preference. 
Generally, they are expected to be primarily reflecting the dominant axes of political 
conflict. However, the multi-party system of the Netherlands also allows the separate 
dimensions to be reflected in specific political choices within wider ideological blocs. This 
is even more so the case for the issues of institutional trust, animal welfare and climate.

Trust in media, science and politics is relatively high among centre right-wing parties, 
but generally lower among radical parties on the left and on the right. It could thus be 
expected that including party support in the model would take away some of the effect of 
elite trust on meat reduction. Animal welfare is also aligned differently than other political 
dimensions. Animal welfare support may be mainly mediated by political preference for 
animal and green parties, but also by a preference for radical right-wing parties. Finally, 
although climate engagement is increasingly aligned with traditional left-right wing axis 
of political conflict, within the left and right bloc there are important variations. I therefore 
expect that a substantial part of the effect of the ideological dimensions is mediated via 
party support, but also some ideological dimensions may still retain direct effects on meat 
consumption and reduction. Furthermore, I also expect that the dimensions, in particular 
trust and animal welfare, are mediated differently across party support.

Data & methods

The datasets this study draws on are part of the Dutch Longitudinal Internet Studies for 
the Social sciences (LISS) panel. The LISS panel is drawn from a true probability sample of 
households (see www.lissdata.nl). The LISS panel archives allow for the coupling of fielded 
questionnaires through an encrypted identifier of individuals in the panel.

This study combines the survey data from four different and unrelated studies fielded 
between September 2018 and May 2019. The time lag is small enough to keep enough 
respondents that answered all four questionnaires, while they were also fielded with 
sufficient time between them to make them filled out independently.

The first survey included in my dataset is the ‘The energy transition from a citizen’s 
perspective’ survey (n = 5748) (https://doi.org/10.17026/dans-xjj-3m6f). This survey 
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includes a range of questions on sustainability and environmental politics. It also contains 
background characteristics of the respondents such as gender, age, educational attain
ment and migration background. Most importantly for this present study are the two 
questions asked about meat consumption and willingness to reduce meat consumption. 
The survey, however, does not contain information about political party preference and 
voting behaviour.

To make my analysis possible, I combined the first dataset with the eleventh wave of 
the Politics and Values module which was fielded between January and March of 2019 (n  
= 5647) (https://doi.org/10.17026/dans-xxe-qjng). In this survey respondents were asked 
which party they would vote for if Parliamentary elections were held today. It also 
contains questions on various political issues and trust in political and social institutions.

Third, I included the survey fielded in July 2018 for the Social and Cultural Report 2018 
of the Netherlands Institute for Social Research (SCP) (n = 5096) (https://doi.org/10.17026/ 
dans-xmn-2s3v), which contains questions on social cultural issues. I have included 
questions on the attitudes towards potential changes to a number of traditions.

Finally, I made use of the survey ‘reasons to eat less meat’ (n = 5748) (https://doi.org/10. 
17026/dans-x2z-n2b), conducted between July 2018 and August 2019. This survey only 
contains questions about hypotheticals regarding the reasons to eat less meat. While this 
survey does not include a question about actual consumption, I only use it to construct 
a variable that is indicative of the relative importance of animal welfare for people to 
consume less meat. See Table A1 for descriptives of all variables.

Dependent variables1

Meat consumption & reduction of meat
The main dependent variables of this study are two ordinal variables concerning a) self- 
reported meat consumption per week (never; less than once per week; once or twice; 3–4  
days/week; 5–6 days/week; every day); and b) the expressed willingness to reduce it 
(absolutely not; probably not; probably yes; definitely yes; I do not eat meat).

Independent variables

Political ideological dimensions
The main independent variables of this study are ideological dimensions: Gender con
servatism, cultural conservatism, Traditionalism, Nativism, Animal welfare (‘Animalism’), 
Climate engagement (‘Climate’), Economically left-wing; and self-placement of a left-right 
scale. The ideologies are based on the answers to items in the panel surveys (see 
Appendix Table A2 for the exact wording).

Gender conservatism is based on (full) agreement with five statements related to 
division of unpaid work, child rearing and women in the workplace. Cultural conser
vatism is based on (full) disagreement with statements related to cultural change 
(Black Pete; Heritage of colonial history; sacrificing Christian holidays); Traditionalism 
is based on agreement with statements concerning the honouring of national tradi
tions (national anthem etc.). Nativism is construed through the (full) agreement with 
five statements related to immigration and citizenship; Animal welfare is based on the 
average scores on four items on animal welfare; Climate is based on three statements 
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on the believe in anthropogenic climate change; degree of worry about climate 
change; and call for immediate action. Left-wing economically is based on three 
statements regarding income inequalities (should become smaller) and labour unions 
(should be encouraged to take political stance). Left-right political ideology is based 
on self-placement on a scale from 0 to 10 (0 = left, 10 = right). Finally, elite trust is 
based on four items with ten-point scales (0 = no confidence, 10 = full confidence) 
related to politicians, political parties, media, and science. All dimensions were trans
formed to z-scores (mean = 0, sd = 1).

Party support
The second set of independent variables analysed is party support. This is based on the 
question which party people would vote for in parliamentary elections if they were held 
today. I selected the 10 parties with the highest response in the sample, which I further 
categorised into six party families: Green parties (Party for the Animals & Green Left); 
Social Democrats (Socialist Party and Labour Party); Social Liberal (D66); Conservative 
Liberal (VVD); Christian parties (Christian Democrats; Cristian Union; Conservative 
Christians (SGP)); and Populist Radical Right-wing parties (PVV & FvD).

Control variables
The models are run with control variables for age (18+), level of educational attainment 
(up to lower vocational; vocational; and college/university degree); a z-score for net 
household income; migration background (dummy); gender; and degree of urbanity of 
the respondents municipality (five point ordinal scale of address density).

Analytical strategy
The analyses proceed in four steps. First, I describe the correlations between each of the 
ideological dimensions and meat consumption and willingness to reduce separately, control
ling for individual characteristics. I draw on ordinal generalised linear models (oglm), as the 
dependent variables are a 6-point scale of frequency of meat consumption and a five-point 
scale for meat reduction. Because the proportional odds assumption is not entirely met 
because the steps on the six- and five-point scales are not consistent. This is mainly because 
the step from not eating meat at all, to eating it once a week is a ‘bigger step’ than from, 3/4  
days to 5/6 days. I have specified the probit link in the oglm models to account for this. 
Secondly, I run full models including all dimensions and controls simultaneously. The results of 
the various models are visualised by plotting the standardised b-coefficients of the discussed 
variables of interest. The full underlying regression tables are in the Appendix (Tables A3, 
A4, A5).

Since the full models indicate that various ideological dimensions might capture the 
same variance in the explained variables, the third step of the analysis combines the 
theoretically most proximate ideological dimensions, using principal component factor 
analysis (factor pcf in Stata 16). I run a pcf analysis on the right-left spectrum variables 
(left-right placement, nativism, nationalism, traditionalism, cultural conservative, gender 
conservative, and redistribution) retaining three factors that capture variations on the left- 
right spectrum. I then use the three factors in the ordinal models with the same outcome 
variables. Since I am also particularly interested in animal welfare, climate and elite trust, 
these dimensions are also included separately in the models. To show how the ideologies 
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connect to party support in the Netherlands I present the bivariate regressions between 
ideologies and party support.

Finally, because there can be both a direct effect of ideology on meat con
sumption but also an indirect effect through the relationship between ideology 
and party support (Figure 1), I aim to explore to what extent and how the effect of 
ideologies are mediated by party support. Here I draw on the module of Karlsson, 
Holm and Breen in Stata (khb) to disentangle the direct and indirect (mediating) 
effects of political ideologies on the relationship between party support and meat 
consumption (Kohler, Karlson, and Holm 2011). The khb-module allows for present
ing the difference between the model with the main effect and controls and the 
model that also includes party support. This difference is decomposed to support 
the party family, allowing exploration of their main mediating effects. In this 
analysis, the khb-module thus allows me to investigate how much of the effect 
of each of the political ideology dimensions is mediated by support for which 
party. The advantage of this approach over just presenting the margins or coeffi
cients of the two models with and without party preference is that formally it is 
not valid to interpret the outcomes of two different logit models. The khb-module 
makes the two model outcomes comparable. A second advantage is that it 
becomes clear how each ideology directly affects meat consumption and reduc
tion, and also how it indirectly affects it through the association of ideology and 
party support. This step of the analysis can test this and the other expectations.

Results

Figure 2 shows the standardised coefficients for the logistic regression for each 
ideological dimension in ordinal logit regression models. As becomes clear from 
the analysis, several dimensions have significant effects on meat consumption as 
indicated by the orange triangle and willingness to reduce meat consumption by 
the blue diamonds. Most evident are self-placement on a left to right scale, 
nationalism, nativism, cultural conservatism, climate engagement, and animal wel
fare concerns. Trust in elites appears to have no effect on meat consumption, but 
it does correlate positively with meat reduction. Overall, it seems that meat eating 
is predicted by ideologies that are associated with the right, whereas animal 
welfare and climate engagement have the opposite effect. For meat reduction, 
the reverse applies.

Ideological 
dimensions

Party support

Meat consumption

Figure 1. Direct and indirect effects in the KBH module.
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Models including all dimensions together

Figure 3 presents the effects on the full model. As becomes clear, when compared to 
Figure 2 various dimensions are no longer significantly related to either meat consump
tion or reduction. Only cultural conservatism, climate, animalism, and elite trust retain 
significant effects on both, while nativism and nationalism remain positively associated 
with meat consumption. This indicates that the various dimensions are related to each 
other, which is not surprising given the theoretical discussion. Additional analyses on 
collinearity and covariance reveal, however, that there are no issues of collinearity (VIF <  
1.5) or of there being too strong bivariate correlations between the dimensions (correla
tion coefficients between .3 and .4). However various issues such as migration, cultural 
traditions, and national identity represent a cluster of political issues and ideologies that 
are mutually correlated and aligned with the dominant axes of political conflict. The next 
section draws on factor analysis to address this.

Factor analysis

As the correlation between the various ideological dimensions of right-wing ideology and 
right-left self-placement are quite strong, I carried out a principal component factor 
analysis using promax rotation, including all ideologies related to right-left wing position. 
Animalism, climate and elite trust were left out to retain them as separate dimensions, 
which is also supported statistically as shown in Figure 3. The factor analysis retained 

Figure 2. B-coefficients for ordinal glm regression models (each ideology separate + control variables) 
for predicting meat consumprion & willingness to reduce (95% confidence intervals).
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three factors (Eigenvalue >1.0) that explain about two thirds of the variance. Table 1 
summarises the factor loadings for the included ideological dimensions. Factor 1 could be 
described primary, loading with ideologies indicating a position right of centre, national
ist, cultural conservative and traditional. Factor 2 is strongly right-leaning, nativist, cul
tural- and gender conservative. Factor 3 loads mainly with right-left placement, 
redistribution and little with the other dimensions. These three factors thus capture 
relevant variations within the right-wing spectrum and are used in the next step of the 
analysis.

The figure below shows the coefficients for the ordinal regressions on meat consump
tion and meat reduction including the newly defined factors and the other ideological 
dimensions (Figure 4). Of the three political-ideology factors only ‘traditional nationalistic’ 
has a significant effect on meat consumption; ‘cultural conservatism’ and ‘economically 

Figure 3. B-coefficients for ordinal glm regression models (full models) for predicting meat consum
prion & willingness to reduce (95% confidence intervals).

Table 1. Rotated factor loadings (promax rotation): PCF factor analysis.
Factor 1: Traditional, 

nationalist
Factor2: Culturally 

conservative
Factor 3: Economically 

leftwing

Left-right scale 0.10 0.32 −0.61
Redistribution 0.09 0.15 0.97
Nationalism 0.88 −0.12 0.01
Nativism 0.03 0.75 0.05
Cultural conservatism 0.43 0.42 −0.08
Gender conservatism −0.18 0.85 0.09
Traditionalism 0.88 −0.03 0.08
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leftwing’ do not. In contrast, climate engagement and animalism have a significant 
negative effect on meat consumption. Somewhat surprisingly trust in elite institutions 
has a positive albeit weak significant effect.

For meat reduction, the effects are largely the mirror image. The factor ‘cultural 
conservatism’ is the strongest negative predictor for the willingness to reduce meat 
consumption; traditional nationalism also has a negative effect, while economically 
leftwing does not have any effect. Climate engagement, animalism, and elite trust are 
all positive predictors for meat reduction. While the full model shows somewhat 
smaller effects than each ideological factor separately (see Figure 2), it is clear that 
meat consumption and the penchant for reduction are related to political ideologies.

Mediated effects of ideological dimension by party preference

The final step of the analysis investigates the potential mediating effect of party voting 
preference on meat consumption and reduction. It is unlikely that Dutch voters base their 
vote on the political position of parties on the issue of meat consumption or reduction 
alone. Notwithstanding this, party preference may capture some of the effects of ideolo
gical positions as people with specific political ideologies are more likely to vote for 
a specific party than another (see Figure A1 and Table A6 in Appendix for the average 
margins of the ideological dimensions per party family in this study).

Figure 4. B-coefficients for ordinal logit regression models: full model with factors for predicting meat 
consumption and reduction (95% confidence intervals).
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The models presented below include party preference as control variables in the 
ordinal models for meat consumption and willingness to reduce. Tables 2 and 3 in 
the top row show the estimate effect of ideological dimensions without including 
party preference. The bottom row shows the effect when party preference is also 
included (see full models in Table A3, A4, and A5 in the Appendix). As becomes 
clear from Tables 2 and 3 below some dimensions are more mediated by party 
preference then others. Climate and animal welfare remain strong predictors for 
both meat consumption and meat reduction, while they are significantly mediated 
by support for Christian and PRR parties. The effect of the three factors, tradition
alism-nationalism, cultural conservatism, and economic left-wing position is also 
mediated by party preference. Including party preference makes that only tradi
tional-nationalist remains significant for both explained variables. Cultural conser
vatism is no longer significant on meat reduction overall, due to support for 
Christian parties and PRRP’s (both .02). Finally, the effect of elite trust remains 
largely the same on both outcome variables, the decomposition reveals significant 
mediating of party support. PRRP support strongly mediates the effect of elite trust, 
which is partly cancelled out by the combined mediating effect of support for other 
parties.

Table 3. Mediated effects of ideological dimensions on meat reduction, by party family. (bold = p < 0.05).
Traditional, 
nationalist

Culturally 
conservative

Economically 
leftwing Climate Animalism

Elite 
Trust

Effect of ideologies without 
political preference

−0.12 −0.07 0.04 0.31 0.17 0.07

Mediating effects (Green-Animal = 
ref)

Social Democratic 0.00 −0.01 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00
Social Liberal 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Christian 0.02 0.02 −0.01 0.01 −0.01 0.01
Conservative Liberal 0.00 0.00 −0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01
PRRP 0.00 0.02 −0.01 −0.04 0.02 −0.04
Effect of ideologies with party 

preference
−0.09 −0.04 0.02 0.28 0.17 0.05

Table 2. Mediated effects of ideological dimensions on meat consumption, by party family. (bold = p  
< 0.05).

Traditional, 
nationalist

Culturally 
conservative

Economically 
leftwing Climate Animalism

Elite 
Trust

Effect of ideologies without political 
party preference

0.11 0.05 −0.04 −0.19 −0.21 0.07

Mediating effects party (Green-Animal 
= ref)

Social Democratic 0.00 0.02 −0.05 0.01 0.00 0.00
Social Liberal 0.01 0.01 0.01 −0.01 0.01 −0.01
Christian −0.03 −0.03 0.01 −0.02 0.02 −0.02
Conservative Liberal 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 −0.01
PRRP 0.00 −0.02 0.01 0.03 −0.01 0.03
Effect of ideologies with party 

preference
0.09 0.03 −0.03 −0.18 −0.19 0.07
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Discussion of results

Building on a representative study of the Netherlands this paper has cast light upon some 
of the key political ideological dimensions that relate to consumption of meat and the 
willingness to reduce meat consumption. In addition to self-placement on a left-right 
scale, I have investigated the separate and the combined effect of redistribution, nativism, 
nationalism, importance of traditions, gender conservatism, cultural conservatism, elite 
trust, and engagement with climate and animal welfare as potential explanatory factors 
for a commitment to the (continued) consumption of meat. It has become clear that meat 
consumption is positively related and meat reduction negatively related to various 
aspects of right-wing political ideology. When the correlations between these various 
proximate dimensions are accounted for through factor analysis it appears that the 
traditionalist-nationalist is predictive of both higher meat consumption and a lower will
ingness to reduce meat intake, while cultural conservatism does not predict meat intake, 
but it does predict a lower willingness to reduce meat consumption. Left-wing political 
ideology seems to have a positive effect, but this is barely significant. Climate engage
ment and concerns with animal welfare, on the other hand, are highly relevant for the 
studied outcomes: high scores on animal welfare and climate negatively predict meat 
consumption and positively correlate with willingness to reduce. Finally, trust in elites 
surprisingly not only appears to have a positive effect on meat reduction but also on 
consumption.

In the final step of the analysis the mediating role of political party support is analysed. 
As expected, political party support mediates some of the effect of the different ideolo
gical dimensions. While traditional-nationalist remains a significant factor, cultural con
servatism does no longer present significant effects, mainly due to the mediating role of 
Christian parties and PRRPs. Also, the effect of elite trust and climate are significantly 
reduced, which is again primarily due to the introduction of populist right-wing parties, 
who are generally much more climate sceptic and have lower trust in media and science. 
Animalism, however, remained fairly stable after including political party support, indicat
ing lower levels of politicisation.

This analysis of mediating effects shows that ideological dimensions are indeed 
differentiated between party families. While some of this variation follows the dominant 
axes of political conflict along left-right, progressive-conservative lines, there is also 
substantial variation within these blocs. The relationship between ideology, party support 
and meat consumption/reduction is not the same for PRRP’s as it is for centre-right 
parties. Trust, climate and animal welfare are mediated differently. Finally, in addition to 
the main relationships under investigation, this study also confirms the relevance of 
educational level, urbanity, and moreover gender for meat consumption. Age, income 
and migration background are not shown to be of great effect.

Conclusions

Sustainability transitions such as energy and mobility have emerged as highly divisive 
issues in West-European politics. The transition away from animal-based proteins is one of 
the next great sustainability transitions. Like the dynamics around the energy or mobility 
transition, meat and dairy consumption seem to be increasingly politicised. This paper 
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argues that meat can become politically salient in several ways: it links to issues of animal 
welfare, and it connects to environmental issues such as nitrogen pollution and climate 
change. Furthermore, meat consumption is highly identarian: it is rooted in traditions and 
identities, but also to specific social identities, notably masculinities. These various poli
tical aspects of meat are connected to broader ideologies that form the basis of voting 
behaviour but also inform the ethical background of lifestyles including meat consump
tion. This paper confirms earlier findings concerning the link between conservative 
political ideology and meat consumption/reduction (Nezlek and Forestell 2019; 
Oleschuk, Johnston, and Baumann 2019). It also demonstrates that in multi-party contexts 
several of the ideological aspects of the protein transition, animal welfare, elite trust and 
climate do not neatly align with left-right axes of political conflict.

This article has introduced a more refined, detailed and nuanced measurement of 
which ideological dimensions within broader conservative politics are the most relevant 
in the protein transition debate. I find that although different elements of right-wing 
ideologies are pointing in the same direction, traditional-nationalism predicts higher meat 
consumption, but cultural conservatism, consisting of nativism, gender conservatism and 
resistance to cultural change is the most relevant ideological factor predicting low will
ingness to reduce meat. Consistent with findings from other studies (Dhont and Hodson  
2014; Stanley 2022) this implies the ways in which meat can become politicised is when 
dietary change becomes understood as a threat to specific cultural traditions and national 
or nativist identity. When meat is taken up in broader identity politics, as it may already 
be, its polarising potential is great. This thus also speaks to other studies that have found 
polarisation to occur primarily along the cultural dimension (Harteveld 2021) in which 
meat consumption and the protein transition could become aligned with existing polar
isation of progressive vs conservative values (McCright, Dunlap, and Marquart-Pyatt  
2016).

Another central aspect of meat consumption is its relation to climate change. The 
degree to which people believe in climate change and demand action are strong 
predictors for (reducing) meat consumption. The findings related to trust in elites also 
point to potential politicisation of the media debate around meat consumption and 
climate science. This thereby confirms other studies (Dunlap, McCright, and Yarosh  
2016; McCright, Dunlap, and Marquart-Pyatt 2016) that have shown that positions on 
climate change are increasingly associated with political partisanship. However, the Dutch 
multiparty political landscape is much more fragmented than two party systems, allowing 
for different alignments. While this article finds indications of political polarisation on 
climate change and elite trust, this is mainly driven by PRR parties, rather than centre-right 
parties.

I show that the third central ideological dimension of animal welfare is less differen
tiated across the political spectrum, with Christian parties least, and green and animal 
parties its most strong proponents. Consistent with other studies (Bryant and Farrell  
2024), PRRP supporters are relatively concerned with animal welfare, while being very 
little concerned with climate. Animal welfare ideologies are thus not highly partisan and 
are only little mediated by party support and may be counteracting polarising tendencies 
around the protein transition.

Obviously, climate and animal welfare are not the only salient issues that determine 
voting choice. Meat eating and its production do however also intersect with other 
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more salient issues in West European politics. As with other sustainability transitions, 
moving away from animal proteins represents social, economic and cultural change. 
As such, the political polarisation around the protein transition should be understood 
in the context of how it links to other issues such as migration and national identity 
and sovereignty, and regional identity and urban-rural polarisation. The political con
testation of meat and dairy production and consumption also has close links to other 
cultural identity issues such as gender and sexuality that have emerged as the key 
fault line in so called ‘Culture wars’ in the politics of Western democracies (Harteveld  
2021). Furthermore, as we have seen in the context of Covid-19, public and personal 
health issues are increasingly linked to trust in science and political institutions, which 
may have ramifications for public health policies aiming to reduce meat consumption. 
While several studies have found that personal health issues may be the main reason 
for reducing the production of meat (Milfont et al. 2021), public campaigns aimed at 
reducing meat consumption for health reasons may also drag health into a more 
polarised political arena.
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1. See Table A1.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

Funded by the European Union [ERC, PROTEINSCAPES, 101125536].

Notes on contributor

Willem Boterman is Associate Professor Political and Urban Geography. His work is concerned with 
political contestation of food across different geographical scales.

Data availability statement

All data is publicly available. Replication syntax will be shared in a public repository upon 
acceptance.

References

Adams, C. J. 1990. The Sexual Politics of Meat. London: Bloomsbury.
Adams, C. J. 2010. “Why Feminist-Vegan Now?” Feminism & Psychology 20 (3): 302–317. https://doi. 

org/10.1177/0959353510368038  .
Aiking, H., and J. de Boer. 2020. “The Next Protein Transition.” Trends in Food Science & Technology 

105:515–522. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2018.07.008  .
Allen, M. W., and S. Hung Ng 2003. “Human Values, Utilitarian Benefits and Identification: The Case of 

Meat.” European Journal of Social Psychology 33 (1): 37–56.

90 W. R. BOTERMAN



Backlund, A., and A. C. Jungar 2024. “Animal Advocacy and the Radical Right: The Case of Sweden.” 
Journal of Political Ideologies 29 (3): 614–633.

Bergeaud-Blackler, F. 2007. “New Challenges for Islamic Ritual Slaughter: A European Perspective.” 
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 33 (6): 965–980. https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830701432871  .

Boterman, W., and E. Harteveld 2025. “How) is Meat Becoming Political? The Changing Ideological 
Correlates of Meat Consumption in the Netherlands, Political Studies, online first. D OI: https://d 
oi.org/00323217251398339.

Bryant, J. C., and J. Farrell. 2024. “Conservatism, the Far Right, and the Environment.” Annual Review 
of Sociology 50 (1): 273–296. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-083023-035225  .

Buzogány, A., and C. Mohamad-Klotzbach. 2021. “Populism and Nature—The Nature of Populism: 
New Perspectives on the Relationship Between Populism, Climate Change, and Nature 
Protection.” Zeitschrift für Vergleichende Politikwissenschaft 15 (2): 155–164. https://doi.org/10. 
1007/s12286-021-00492-7  .

Carter, N., and B. Clements. 2015. “From ‘Greenest Government Ever’ to ‘Get Rid of All the Green 
Crap’: David Cameron, the Conservatives and the Environment.” British Politics 10 (2): 204–225.  
https://doi.org/10.1057/bp.2015.16  .

Casiraghi, M. C., L. Curini, N. Maggini, and A. Nai 2024. “Who Looks Up to the Leviathan? Ideology, 
Political Trust, and Support for Restrictive State Interventions in Times of Crisis.” European Political 
Science Review 16 (3): 317–332.

Chazel, L., and V. Dain. 2023. “Left-Wing Populism and Environmental Issues: An Analysis of La 
France Insoumise’s ‘Popular Environmentalism’.” Political Studies 72 (3): 1223–1249. https://doi. 
org/10.1177/00323217231178631  .

Cusworth, G., T. Garnett, and J. Lorimer. 2021. “Legume Dreams: The Contested Futures of 
Sustainable Plant-Based Food Systems in Europe.” Global Environmental Change 69:102321.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2021.102321  .

Dagevos, H. 2021. “Finding Flexitarians: Current Studies on Meat Eaters and Meat Reducers.” Trends 
in Food Science & Technology 114:530–539. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2021.06.021  .

Daggett, C. 2018. “Petro-Masculinity: Fossil Fuels and Authoritarian Desire.” Millennium: Journal of 
International Studies 47 (1): 25–44. https://doi.org/10.1177/0305829818775817  .

Davis, Janet M. 2016. The Gospel of Kindness: Animal Welfare and the Making of Modern America. 
Oxford University Press.

de Boer, J., and H. Aiking. 2023. “EU Citizen Support for Climate-Friendly Agriculture (Farm) and 
Dietary Options (Fork) Across the Left-Right Political Spectrum.” Climate Policy 23 (4): 509–521.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2022.2104792  .

Dhont, K., and G. Hodson. 2014. “Why Do Right-Wing Adherents Engage in More Animal Exploitation 
and Meat Consumption?” Personality and Individual Differences 64:12–17. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.paid.2014.02.002  .

Dickstein, J., Dutkiewicz, J. Guha-Majumdar, J., & D. R. Winter 2022. “Veganism as left praxis.” 
Capitalism Nature Socialism 33 (3): 56–75.

Dunlap, R. E., A. M. McCright, and J. H. Yarosh. 2016. “The Political Divide on Climate Change: 
Partisan Polarization Widens in the US.” Environment: Science and Policy for Sustainable 
Development 58 (5): 4–23. https://doi.org/10.1080/00139157.2016.1208995  .

Evans, A. 2025. The Great Gender Divergence. Princeton University Press.
Farstad, F. M. 2018. “What Explains Variation in Parties’ Climate Change Salience?” Party Politics 

24 (6): 698–707. https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068817693473  .
Fisher, S. D., J. Kenny, W. Poortinga, G. Böhm, and L. Steg 2022. “The Politicisation of Climate Change 

Attitudes in Europe.” Electoral Studies 79: 102499.
Forchtner, B., and C. Kølvraa. 2015. “The Nature of Nationalism: Populist Radical Right Parties on 

Countryside and Climate.” Nature and Culture 10 (2): 199–224. https://doi.org/10.3167/nc.2015. 
100204  .

Fraune, C., and M. Knott 2018. “Sustainable Energy Transformations in an Age of Populism, Post- 
Truth Politics, and Local Resistance.” Energy Research & Social Science 43: 1–7. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/j.erss.2018.05.029  .

POLITICAL SCIENCE 91



Gambert, I., and T. Linné. 2018. From Rice Eaters to Soy Boys: Race, Gender, and Tropes of ‘Plant Food 
Masculinity’. Gender, and Tropes of ‘Plant Food Masculinity.

Greenebaum, J., and B. Dexter 2018. “Vegan Men and Hybrid Masculinity.” Journal of Gender Studies 
27 (6): 637–648.

Guber, D. L. 2013. “A Cooling Climate for Change? Party Polarization and the Politics of Global 
Warming.” American Behavioral Scientist 57 (1): 93–115. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
0002764212463361  .

Harteveld, E. 2021. “Fragmented Foes: Affective Polarization in the Multiparty Context of the 
Netherlands.” Electoral Studies 71:102332. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2021.102332  .

Hedenus, F., S. Wirsenius, and D. J. Johansson. 2014. “The Importance of Reduced Meat and Dairy 
Consumption for Meeting Stringent Climate Change Targets.” Climatic Change 124 (1–2): 79–91.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-014-1104-5  .

Hess, D. J., and M. Renner. 2019. “Conservative Political Parties and Energy Transitions in Europe: 
Opposition to Climate Mitigation Policies.” Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 
104:419–428. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2019.01.019  .

Hodson, G., and M. Earle. 2018. “Conservatism Predicts Lapses from Vegetarian/Vegan Diets to Meat 
Consumption.” Appetite 120:75–81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2017.08.027  .

Huber, R. A., E. Greussing, and J. M. Eberl 2022. “From Populism to Climate Scepticism: The Role of 
Institutional Trust and Attitudes Towards Science.” Environmental Politics 31 (7): 1115–1138.

Huber, R. A., T. Maltby, K. Szulecki, and S. Ćetković. 2021. “Is Populism a Challenge to European 
Energy and Climate Policy? Empirical Evidence Across Varieties of Populism.” Journal of European 
Public Policy 28 (7): 998–1017. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2021.1918214  .

Kohler, U., K. B. Karlson, and A. Holm. 2011. “Comparing Coefficients of Nested Nonlinear Probability 
Models.” The Stata Journal 11 (3): 420–438. https://doi.org/10.1177/1536867X1101100306  .

Krämer, B., T. Fernholz, T. Husung, J. Meusel, and M. Voll. 2021. “Right-Wing Populism as a Worldview 
and Online Practice: Social Media Communication by Ordinary Citizens Between Ideology and 
Lifestyles.” European Journal of Cultural and Political Sociology 8 (3): 235–264. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/23254823.2021.1908907  .

Kulin, J., I. Johansson Sevä, and R. E. Dunlap. 2021. “Nationalist Ideology, Rightwing Populism, and 
Public Views About Climate Change in Europe.” Environmental Politics 30 (7): 1111–1134. https:// 
doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2021.1898879  .

Küppers, A. 2024. “‘Climate-Soviets,’‘Alarmism,’and ‘Eco-Dictatorship’: The Framing Of Climate 
Change Scepticism By The Populist Radical Right Alternative For Germany.” German Politics 
33 (1): 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1080/09644008.2022.2056596  .

Lockwood, M. 2018. “Right-Wing Populism and the Climate Change Agenda: Exploring the 
Linkages.” Environmental Politics 27 (4): 712–732. https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2018. 
1458411  .

Macdiarmid, J. I., F. Douglas, and J. Campbell. 2016. “Eating Like There’s No Tomorrow: Public 
Awareness of the Environmental Impact of Food and Reluctance to Eat Less Meat as Part of 
a Sustainable Diet.” Appetite 96:487–493. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2015.10.011  .

Mahdavi, P., C. B. Martinez-Alvarez, and M. L. Ross. 2022. “Why Do Governments Tax or Subsidize 
Fossil Fuels?” The Journal of Politics 84 (4): 2123–2139. https://doi.org/10.1086/719272  .

Marquardt, J., and M. Lederer. 2022. “Politicizing Climate Change in Times of Populism: An 
Introduction.” Environmental Politics 31 (5): 735–754. https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2022. 
2083478  .

McCright, A. M., and R. E. Dunlap 2011. “The Politicization of Climate Change and Polarization in the 
American Public’s Views of Global Warming, 2001–2010.” The Sociological Quarterly 52 (2): 155– 
194.

McCright, A. M., R. E. Dunlap, and S. T. Marquart-Pyatt. 2016. “Political Ideology and Views About 
Climate Change in the European Union.” Environmental Politics 25 (2): 338–358. https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/09644016.2015.1090371  .

Michielsen, Y. J., and H. M. van der Horst. 2022. “Backlash Against Meat Curtailment Policies in Online 
Discourse: Populism as a Missing Link.” Appetite 171:105931. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet. 
2022.105931  .

92 W. R. BOTERMAN



Milfont, T. L., N. Satherley, D. Osborne, M. S. Wilson, and C. G. Sibley. 2021. “To Meat, or Not to Meat: 
A Longitudinal Investigation of Transitioning to and from Plant-Based Diets.” Appetite 
166:105584. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2021.105584  .

Morini, M. 2018. “‘Animals First!’ The Rise of Animal Advocacy Parties in the EU: A New Party Family.” 
Contemporary Politics 24 (4): 418–435. https://doi.org/10.1080/13569775.2018.1434450  .

Müller-Rommel, F., ed. 2019. New Politics in Western Europe: The Rise and Success of Green Parties and 
Alternative Lists. Routledge.

Nezlek, J. B., and C. A. Forestell. 2019. “Where the Rubber Meats the Road: Relationships Between 
Vegetarianism and Socio-Political Attitudes and Voting Behavior.” Ecology of Food and Nutrition 
58 (6): 548–559. https://doi.org/10.1080/03670244.2019.1641801  .

Oleschuk, M., J. Johnston, and S. Baumann. 2019. “Maintaining Meat: Cultural Repertoires and the 
Meat Paradox in a Diverse Sociocultural Context.” Sociological Forum 34 (2): 337–360. https://doi. 
org/10.1111/socf.12500  .

Oliver, C. 2021. Veganism, Archives, and Animals: Geographies of a Multispecies World. Taylor & 
Francis.

Otteni, C., and M. Weisskircher. 2022. “Global Warming and Polarization. Wind Turbines and the 
Electoral Success of the Greens and the Populist Radical Right.” European Journal of Political 
Research 61 (4): 1102–1122. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12487  .

Poore, J., and T. Nemecek. 2018. “Reducing Food’s Environmental Impacts Through Producers and 
Consumers.” Science 360 (6392): 987–992. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaq0216  .

Remme, D., S. Sareen, and H. Haarstad. 2022. “Who Benefits from Sustainable Mobility Transitions? 
Social Inclusion, Populist Resistance and Elite Capture in Bergen, Norway.” Journal of Transport 
Geography 105:103475. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2022.103475  .

Rosenfeld, D. L., and A. J. Tomiyama. 2021. “Gender Differences in Meat Consumption and Openness 
to Vegetarianism.” Appetite 166:105475. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2021.105475  .

Rossen, I. L., P. D. Dunlop, and C. M. Lawrence. 2015. “The Desire to Maintain the Social Order and the 
Right to Economic Freedom: Two Distinct Moral Pathways to Climate Change Scepticism.” Journal 
of Environmental Psychology 42:42–47. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2015.01.006  .

Rothgerber, H. 2013. “Real Men Don’t Eat (Vegetable) Quiche: Masculinity and the Justification of 
Meat Consumption.” Psychology of Men & Masculinity 14 (4): 363. https://doi.org/10.1037/ 
a0030379  .

Ruby, M. B. 2012. “Vegetarianism. A Blossoming Field of Study.” Appetite 58 (1): 141–150.
Schwörer, J., and B. Fernández-García. 2023. “Understanding and Explaining Populist Radical Right 

Parties’ Commitment to Animal Welfare in Western Europe.” Environmental Politics 33 (5): 
820–842. https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2023.2293435  .

Sievert, K., M. Lawrence, C. Parker, and P. Baker. 2021. “Understanding the Political Challenge of Red 
and Processed Meat Reduction for Healthy and Sustainable Food Systems: A Narrative Review of 
the Literature.” International Journal of Health Policy and Management 10 (12): 793. https://doi. 
org/10.34172/ijhpm.2020.238  .

Stanley, S. K. 2022. “Ideological Bases of Attitudes Towards Meat Abstention: Vegetarianism as 
a Threat to the Cultural and Economic Status Quo.” Group Processes & Intergroup Relations 25 (6): 
1534–1554. https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211020356  .

Steinfeld, H., and P. Gerber. 2010. “Livestock Production and the Global Environment: Consume Less 
or Produce Better?” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 107 (43): 18237–18238.  
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1012541107  .

Stocker, T. F., D. Qin, G. K. Plattner, M. Tignor, S. K. Allen, J. Boschung, and P. M. Midgley. 2013. 
Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 
Working Group I Contribution to the IPCC Fifth Assessment Report (AR5). New York.

UN. 2019. Global Environment Outlook 6: Healthy People Healthy Planet. Cambridge: UN 
Environment/University of Cambridge Press.

Vandsø, A. 2016. “Det Danmark, Vi Spiser.” I: Passage, Årg 31 (76): 73–91. https://doi.org/10.7146/pas. 
v31i76.25235  .

van Rensburg, W. 2015. “Climate Change Scepticism.” SAGE Open 5 (2): 1–13. https://doi.org/10. 
1177/2158244015579723  .

POLITICAL SCIENCE 93



Voss, K. 2019. “The ecological component of the ideology and legislative activity of the Freedom 
Party of Austria.” In The Far Right and the Environment. In B. Forchtner, 153–183. Routledge.

Walks, A. 2015. “Stopping the ‘War on the Car’: Neoliberalism, Fordism, and the Politics of 
Automobility in Toronto.” Mobilities 10 (3): 402–422. https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2014. 
880563  .

Wanvik, T. I., and H. Haarstad. 2021. “Populism, Instability, and Rupture in Sustainability 
Transformations.” Annals of the American Association of Geographers 111 (7): 1–16. https://doi. 
org/10.1080/24694452.2020.1866486  .

White, R. 2018. “Looking Backward/Moving Forward. Articulating a “Yes, BUT . . . !” Response to 
Lifestyle Veganism, and Outlining Post-Capitalist Futures in Critical Veganic Agriculture.” 
Europenow, 20. https://www.europenowjournal.org/2018/09/04/looking-backward-moving-for 
ward-articulating-a-yes-but-responseto-lifestyle-veganism/.

94 W. R. BOTERMAN



Appendix

Table A1. Descriptives of included variables.
Mean Sd N

Meat consumption frequency .48 x 2501
Willing to reduce meat .48 x 2501
Green Parties 0.16 x 1849
Social Democrats 0.21 x 1849
Social Liberal 0.12 x 1849
Christian Parties 0.20 x 1849
Conservative Liberal 0.17 x 1849
Populist Rightwing 0.14 x 1849
Female 0.51 x 1879
Age 58.8 16.7 1879
Lower Education 0.27 x 1875
Vocational Education 0.3 x 1875
Bachelor/Master Education 0.43 x 1875
Gross household income 0 1 1760
Migration background 0.13 x 1877
Urbanity 2.9 1.4 1879
Leftright scale 0 1 1753
Redistribution 0 1 1733
Cultural conservatism 0 1 1751
Nativism 0 1 1733
Nationalism 0 1 1733
Traditionalism 0 1 1733
Gender conservatism 0 1 1733
Climate engagement 0 1 1728
Animalism 0 1 1828
Elite Trust 0 1 1828
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Table A2. Item wording.
Ideological 
dimension Question

Variable name in 
LISS panel survey

Traditionalism ‘How much would it bother you if your grandchildren (or your future 
grandchildren) didn’t care about Dutch traditions’

os18a009

Traditionalism ‘How much would it bother you if your grandchildren (or your future 
grandchildren) didn’t celebrate Christian holidays, such as Christmas and 
Easter’.

os18a012

Traditionalism ‘How much would it bother you if there were no more national 
commemoration events’.

os18a013

Traditionalism ‘How much would it bother you if your grandchildren (or your future 
grandchildren did not know anything about Dutch history’.

os18a014

Traditionalism How much would it bother you if any of the following were to happen? If your 
children or grandchildren (or your future grandchildren) didn’t speak 
Dutch”.”

os18a003

Cultural 
conservatism

‘Black Pete is a traditional part of Sinterklaas that should not be changed’. os18a261

Cultural 
conservatism

‘Statues of historical figures such as Jan Pieterszoon Coen deserve to be placed 
in a visible, public spot/should be more of it, for example in newly built 
residential areas’.

os18a260

Cultural 
conservatism

‘The Netherlands has a number of national holidays with Christian origins 
(Easter, Ascension Day, Whit Monday, Christmas) which should be left 
unchanged’.

os18a259

Gender 
conservatism

‘A working mother’s relationship with her children can be just as close and 
warm’

cv19a109

Gender 
conservatism

‘Both father and mother should contribute to the family income’ cv19a112

Gender 
conservatism

‘Fathers ought to do more in terms of household work than they do at present’ cv19a114

Gender 
conservatism

‘Fathers ought to do more in terms of childcare than they do at present’ cv19a115

Gender 
conservatism

‘A child that is not yet attending school is likely to suffer the consequences if 
the mother works’

cv19a110

Gender 
conservatism

‘Overall, family life suffers the consequences if the mother has a full-time job’ cv19a111

Gender 
conservatism

‘The father should earn money, while the mother takes care of the household 
and the children’

cv19a113

Nationalism ‘Do you believe that there is such a thing as a Dutch identity?’ os18a312
Nationalism ‘People should support their country, even when their country makes 

a mistake’
os18a317

Nationalism “Does the royal house contribute to your sense of connection with the 
Netherlands?

os18a066

Nationalism “Does the Dutch contribute to your sense of connection with the Netherlands? os18a067
Nationalism “Does the Dutch national anthem contribute to your sense of connection with 

the Netherlands?
os18a068

Nativism ‘The original residents of a country have more rights to speak than newcomers’ os18a313
Nativism ‘The original residents of a country have the greatest right to determine the 

rules of a country’
os18a314

Nativism ‘We were here first is an important principle in determining who is in charge in 
a country’

os18a315

Nativism ‘Immigrants should adapt’ cv19k104
Redistribution ‘Where would you place yourself on a scale of 1–5, where 1 means that 

differences in income should increase and 5 that they should decrease’
cv19a103

Trust in elites ‘Can you indicate how much confidence you have in Media 0 = no confidence; 
10 = full confidence’

cv19a021

Trust in elites ‘Can you indicate how much confidence you have in Science 0 = no 
confidence; 10 = full confidence’

cv19a025

Trust in elites ‘Can you indicate how much confidence you have in Political Parties 0 = no 
confidence; 10 = full confidence’

cv19a018

Trust in elites ‘Can you indicate how much confidence you have in Politicians 0 = no 
confidence; 10 = full confidence’

cv19a017

Climate ‘The earth’s climate problems are grossly exaggerated’ bh09a021
Climate ‘The impact of climate change is overstated’. qk20a006

(Continued)
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Table A2. (Continued).
Ideological 
dimension Question

Variable name in 
LISS panel survey

Climate ‘Climate change is largely anthropogenic’ su19a287
Climate ‘Humanity must take action to prevent climate change as soon as possible’ su19a289
Climate ‘I feel that the current generations are not doing enough against climate 

change, which will cause problems for future generations’
su19a295

Animalism ‘It is (very) important to me that animals do not have to suffer’ oi18a003
Animalism ‘It is (very) important to me that animals’ rights are respected’ oi18a004
Animalism ‘Animal rights are important to me’ oi18a009
Animalism ‘It does not seem right to exploit animals’ oi18a011

Figure A1. Average margins of ideological dimensions per party family.
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Table A3. Ordinal GLM regression estimating meat consumption and reduction. Full models.
Meat consumption Meat reduction

b-coef. p-value b-coef. p-value

Left-right scale 0.03 0.27 −0.06 0.05

Nationalism 0.05 0.14 0.02 0.66
Nativism 0.06 0.05 −0.01 0.74
Cultural Conservative 0.11 0.00 −0.13 0.00
Gender Conservative −0.04 0.12 −0.02 0.42
Traditionalism 0.00 0.96 −0.03 0.31
Redistribution −0.02 0.42 0.01 0.67
Climate −0.19 0.00 0.28 0.00
Animalism −0.19 0.00 0.20 0.00
Elite Trust 0.07 0.02 0.06 0.04
Gender −0.26 0.00 0.24 0.00
Age −0.01 0.00 0.00 0.36
Lower education (ref = vocational) 0.04 0.56 −0.01 0.88
Higher education (ref = vocational) −0.14 0.03 0.07 0.29
Income −0.02 0.57 −0.02 0.66
Migration −0.11 0.13 0.07 0.34
Urbanity −0.06 0.00 0.01 0.47
Cut1 −2.96 0.00 −0.99 0.00
Cut2 −2.56 0.00 0.28 0.07
Cut3 −1.95 0.00 1.42 0.00
Cut4 −0.90 0.00 2.39 0.00
Cut5 0.14 0.37 * *

Table A4. Ordinal GLM regression estimating meat consumption.
Model without party preference Model with party preference

b-coef. p-value b-coef. p-value

Traditional, nationalist 0.11 0.00 0.09 0.01

Culturally conservative 0.05 0.12 0.03 0.37
Economically left-wing −0.04 0.25 −0.03 0.36
Elite Trust 0.07 0.03 0.07 0.03
Climate engagement −0.19 0.00 −0.18 0.00
Animalism −0.21 0.00 −0.19 0.00
Green-Animal = ref
Social democratic x x 0.36 0.00
Social liberal x x 0.31 0.01
Christian x x 0.45 0.00
Conservative Liberal x x 0.22 0.06
Populist radical rightwing (PRRP) x x 0.40 0.00
Gender −0.25 0.00 −0.24 0.00
Age −0.01 0.00 −0.01 0.00
Higher education (ref = lower) −0.09 0.03 −0.07 0.06
Income −0.04 0.37 −0.04 0.31
Migration −0.10 0.21 −0.09 0.27
Urbanity −0.06 0.01 −0.05 0.02
Cut1 −3.15 0.00 −2.80 0.00
Cut2 −2.74 0.00 −2.40 0.00
Cut3 −2.12 0.00 −1.78 0.00
Cut4 −1.08 0.00 −0.74 0.00
Cut5 −0.01 0.96 0.33 0.12
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Table A5. Ordinal GLM regression estimating meat reduction.
Model without party preference Model with party preference

b-coef. p-value b-coef. p-value

Traditional, nationalist −0.12 0.00 −0.09 0.01

Culturally conservative −0.07 0.05 −0.04 0.23
Economically left-wing 0.04 0.24 0.02 0.67
Elite Trust 0.07 0.02 0.05 0.10
Climate engagement 0.31 0.00 0.28 0.00
Animalism 0.17 0.00 0.17 0.00
Green-Animal = ref
Social democratic x x −0.22 0.02
Social liberal x x −0.10 0.37
Christian x x −0.27 0.01
Conservative Liberal x x −0.25 0.03
Populist radical rightwing (PRRP) x x −0.49 0.00
Gender 0.25 0.00 0.23 0.00
Age 0.00 0.72 0.00 0.65
Higher education (ref = lower) 0.04 0.32 0.02 0.54
Income −0.02 0.54 −0.02 0.70
Migration 0.10 0.26 0.09 0.30
Urbanity 0.01 0.46 0.01 0.54
Cut1 −0.88 0.00 −1.17 0.00
Cut2 0.40 0.04 0.10 0.65
Cut3 1.54 0.00 1.25 0.00
Cut4 2.54 0.00 2.24 0.00

Table A6. Mean scores of individual parties/party family.
Party Family Party Meat days/week Reduction of meat N

Green-Animal PvdD 2.4 4.5 58
GL 3.2 4.2 218

Social democratic SP 4.1 3.7 195
PvdA 4 3.7 180

Social Liberal D66 4.1 3.9 232
Christian CDA 4.7 3.7 255

CU 4.5 3.4 97
SGP 4.5 3.5 91

Conservative liberal VVD 4.4 3.4 340
PRRP PVV 4.6 3.1 147

FvD 5 3.1 36

POLITICAL SCIENCE 99


