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Sustainable diets

Impacts of reductions in food loss and waste, technological change, and dietary changes on
global environmental pressures in 2050
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How many people does it take...?
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...integrated assessment models should
include social and behavioral
uncertainty for feasible scenarios!



Modelling behavioral drivers
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Uncertainty
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Scenario exploration
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Which
behavioural
factors

cause the
highest
sensitivity?

Global Sensitivity Analysis and Sobol Indices

Sobol Sensitivity Indices for Scenario 0
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Scenario discovery using PRIM

Scenario discovery results for scenario 0 and time 2050

coverage | 0.254

x0 social norm["20-24"] (0, 1.3e-47) 0.64 T3 1.9
: density 0.88
x0 health risk attitude["25-29"] (0, 8.2e-05) 0.5 T3 1.5
x0 risk attitude (0, 0.095) 0.5 74 15
) Self efficacy multiplier[female] (3.5e-51, 0) 06 13 1.8
Which factors are o _
. . ) Normal fraction intended to change diet (1.4e-30, 0) 0.0015 0.0099 0.0045
associated with a wide ,
) L social norm["20-24"] (0.00012, 0) 2 77 6
spread of vegetarians
in the global
population?
Scenario discovery results for scenario 0 and time 2050
x0 social norm["20-24"] (0, 1.6e-18) 0.64 17 1.9 [density | 039

Self efficacy multiplier[female] (2.8e-31, 0) 0.6 087 1.8

Normal fraction intended to change diet (1.7e-06, 0) 0.0015 578 0.0045




Conclusions

. iii
The groups who already have a high tendency, e.g.
young and female, are the low-hanging fruits.

/ [ The modelling framework is generalizable and
{ - transferrable
S~ .
k vl
Ll

DMDU methods help to enhance the feasibility of ’
mitigation scenarios, and set research priorities | _H

. for uncertainties! S —

® Social norms and self-efficacy (identity) are the most
' prominent drivers, not the climate or health risk.




